
Future Meetings: Planning Commission & Variance Board (tentative): November 4 & December 2 
City Council: October 5, 19, 26 & November 6, 16, 30 

Be a part of the picture….get involved with your City….Volunteer. 
For more information, contact Kelly at kelly.obrien@ci.roseville.mn.us or 651-792-7028. 

Volunteering, a Great Way to Get Involved. 

 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

Meeting Agenda 

Wednesday, October 7, 2015 at 6:30 p.m. 
Roseville City Hall Council Chambers, 2660 Civic Center Drive 

1. Call to Order 

2. Roll Call 

3. Review of Minutes: September 2, 2015 regular meeting minutes 

4. Public hearings 

a. Project File 0017: Request by City of Roseville for approval of amendments to Chapter 1011 of 
the City Code pertaining to tree preservation, replacement, and landscaping requirements. 

b. Project File 0036: Request by City of Roseville for approval of comprehensive plan and zoning 
map changes for 3253 - 3261 Old Highway 8; comprehensive plan land use map change from 
High Density Residential (HDR) to Medium Density Residential (MDR) and a zoning 
classification change from High Density Residential-1 District (HDR-1) to Medium Density 
Residential District (MDR) 

5. Discussion Item: Review the contemplated acquisition of property containing the ballfields at County 
Road C and Victoria Street and the contemplated disposal of the high-density residential lot at 2668 
Lexington Avenue by City of Roseville 

6. Adjourn 



Planning Commission Regular Meeting 
City Council Chambers, 2660 Civic Center Drive 
Draft Minutes – Wednesday, September 2, 2015 

1. Call to Order 1 
Chair Michael Boguszewski called to order the regular meeting of the Planning Commission 2 
meeting at 6:00 p.m. and reviewed the role and purpose of the Planning Commission. 3 

2. Roll Call 4 
At the request of Chair Boguszewski, City Planner Thomas Paschke called the Roll. 5 

Members Present:  Chair Michael Boguszewski; Vice Chair Shannon Cunningham; Robert 6 
Murphy; and Members James Bull and David Stellmach 7 

Members Excused:  Members James Daire and Chuck Gitzen 8 

Staff Present:  Community Development Director Paul Bilotta, City Planner Thomas 9 
Paschke, Public Works Director and City Engineer Marc Culver, and 10 
Senior Planner Bryan Lloyd 11 

3. Review of Minutes 12 
August 5, 2015 Regular Meeting Minutes 13 

MOTION 14 
Member Murphy moved, seconded by Member Cunningham to approve the August 5, 2015 15 
meeting minutes as presented. 16 

Ayes: 5 17 
Nays: 0 18 
Motion carried. 19 

4. Communications and Recognitions: 20 

a. From the Public (Public Comment on items not on the agenda) 21 
None. 22 

b. From the Commission or Staff 23 
As previously requested from staff, Chair Boguszewski provided an update on 24 
compliance by the Vogel Company on conditions for their Interim Use (IU) approval 25 
subsequent to Planning Commission and City Council clarification of the expectations of 26 
those conditions. Chair Boguszewski reported that the Vogel Company had agreed to 27 
meet the conditions of approval and had been working with private utility companies 28 
(CenturyLink and Xcel Energy) on language of existing utility easements to allow their 29 
installation of a fence for screening along the north property line abutting residential 30 
properties. While initial survey work done for and by Vogel indicated encroachments on 31 
those utility easements apparently from residential properties to the north, Chair 32 
Boguszewski noted that the company was working those details out and determining how 33 
best to move forward. 34 

5. Public Hearings 35 
Chair Boguszewski reviewed the protocol for public hearings and subsequent process. 36 

a. PLANNING FILE 15-019 37 
Requests by Jones Lang LaSalle, with property owners Compass Retail, Inc. and J. 38 
C. Penny Property, Inc. 496, for approval of a PRELIMINARY PLAT and PLANNED 39 
UNIT DEVELOPMENT AMENDMENT at 1700 County Road B-2 and 1705 Highway 36 40 
(Rosedale Shopping Center) 41 

Chair Boguszewski opened the public hearing for Planning File 15-019 at 6:06 p.m. 42 

City Planner Thomas Paschke briefly reviewed the 2 part request as per RPCA noting 43 
two separate actions for consideration: approval of a Preliminary Plat and an Amendment 44 
to PUD Agreement #3608. 45 
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Preliminary Plat 46 
Mr. Paschke briefly summarized the project specifics with the proposal and pending 47 
development to the Rosedale Center site as detailed in the staff report dated September 48 
2, 2015 and shown on Preliminary Plat documents, essentially combining several lots 49 
and creating one additional lot as noted. 50 

PUD Agreement #3608 Amendment 51 
Mr. Paschke noted that since the lots and their respective legal descriptions would be 52 
changed, the PUD Agreement would need to be amended accordingly. Mr. Paschke 53 
noted that this would include development of a 141,000 square foot building addition, a 54 
450 space parking deck, and up to five out parcels that would be similar to the land lease 55 
of Chianti Grill east of the Har Mar Mall retail strip center. Mr. Paschke noted the project 56 
also included associated site improvements, including parking modification, stormwater 57 
management, additional islands in the parking lot, and other amenities as detailed in 58 
documents included in the redevelopment proposal. 59 

Throughout his presentation, Mr. Paschke displayed various plan forms and maps 60 
indicating the location of this proposed retail additional near the existing Green Mill 61 
Restaurant location, and location of the stormwater management area and second floor 62 
with parking deck and additional parking spaces. 63 

Mr. Paschke reviewed several components of the current PUD Agreement needing 64 
revision as part of the Amended Agreement, including zoning from the former “Shopping 65 
Center” designation to the current “Regional Business (RB)” zoning designation providing 66 
direction to staff in their interpretation of permit review including that of the new outlots to 67 
meet generalized conditions within the PUD for consistency and with current design 68 
standards including building setbacks related to property lines, building height and 69 
design, and parking deck placement in relation to the property lines. Under RB zoning, 70 
Mr. Paschke noted that building height would be limited to 65’ and he expected the 71 
addition to be similar to existing building components for the anchor tenant as well as 72 
related retail uses. Mr. Paschke advised that, as more detailed plans become available 73 
for review, current design standards for exterior elevations would be incorporated into the 74 
amended PUD Agreement and current design standards addressing building materials, 75 
solidifying smaller retail sites or restaurants, or office uses versus the main building. 76 

Mr. Paschke reviewed staff’s analysis to-date and how staff would address subsequent 77 
plans during the process as plans were further refined, including square footage for 78 
restaurant uses and parking stalls that appeared to exceed City Code requirements for a 79 
typical retail mall. Mr. Paschke noted that given current zoning ordinance and design 80 
standard requirements, future building plans for this proposal would need to meet those 81 
revised standards to the greatest extent possible as staff worked with the applicant during 82 
the review and permit process. 83 

In conclusion, and as detailed in the staff report, Mr. Paschke advised that staff 84 
recommended approval of the Preliminary Plat as conditioned, and amendment of PUD 85 
Agreement 3608. 86 

Commissioner Questions of Staff 87 
Member Stellmach asked staff to explain traffic mitigation and whether this project would 88 
incorporate improvements to bicycle and pedestrian access in this area. 89 

Mr. Paschke advised that as part of staff’s review of the site, they would look to connect 90 
pedestrians from County Road B-2 for better access to the Rosedale Center site and 91 
surrounding area as applicable and as easily for them as possible with the fewest traffic 92 
conflicts. As far as broader traffic issues on County Road B-2, Mr. Paschke advised that 93 
staff would address existing concerns and issues, and suggest potential ways to remedy 94 
them as part of this proposal. 95 

At the request of Member Murphy, Mr. Paschke advised that the parking ramp was 96 
proposed at one level by modifying of the elevation, estimating it to be 12’ to 15’ off the 97 
ground, and connecting J. C. Penney’s and the new additional. With Member Murphy 98 
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noting the maximum height allowed at 65 in RB zoning districts, Mr. Paschke stated that 99 
he anticipated the ramp to be much lower than that maximum allowable. 100 

With the addition of more impervious surface with this addition and site changes, Chair 101 
Boguszewski asked staff to review their Condition “B” in more detail and additional 102 
stormwater management for the broader area. 103 

Mr. Paschke advised that as part of the redevelopment project, the applicant would be 104 
required to meet existing standards under current requirements of City Code and the 105 
area watershed district versus pre-existing or previous standards. Regarding the broader 106 
area component, Mr. Paschke noted that this area was already problematic and the City 107 
would ask the applicant, JLL, to work with the City and watershed district to create 108 
additional capacity within their stormwater pond to hold more water back and avoid any 109 
downstream issues, and as a cost-share opportunity as part of the improvements. 110 

Public Works Director/City Engineer Mark Culver agreed with Mr. Paschke’s assessment, 111 
noting that any improvements or disturbed areas, such as this proposed project, required 112 
the applicant and City of Roseville to work with the watershed district for mitigation 113 
efforts. As Mr. Paschke noted, Mr. Culver noted that this was a problem area as far as 114 
capacity of pipes north of the Rosedale Center, and while making no guarantees of what 115 
may occur, City staff was looking forward to the opportunity to partner with JLL and the 116 
watershed district to expand required stormwater management and mitigation to benefit 117 
the area north or upstream of the Rosedale Center. 118 

At the request of Member Murphy, Mr. Culver advised that there would be no long-term 119 
stormwater flowing south along Fairview as a result of this improvement. Member Murphy 120 
noted that currently a lake typically formed in that area during larger rainfall events. Mr. 121 
Culver noted that with more capacity as anticipated, the City could relieve flow at one 122 
point that would facilitate drainage from other points going north as well. 123 

Applicant Representatives 124 

Bill Mosten, Senior VP of Retail with JLL 125 
Mr. Mosten noted there were other representatives of the Rosedale Center’s 126 
management team in the audience, as well as representatives from Dorsey/Whitney, and 127 
Kimley Horn. 128 

Mr. Mosten advised that they were in agreement with staff’s presentation, and expressed 129 
their appreciation of staff’s support and the applicant’s excitement going forward. 130 

At the request of Member Murphy, Mr. Mosten estimated the process, while the schedule 131 
was still evolving, should be completed in approximately two years, either late in 2017 or 132 
early in 2018. 133 

Public Comment 134 

Chair Boguszewski closed the public hearing at 6:26 p.m.; no one spoke for or against. 135 

MOTION 136 
Member Murphy moved, seconded by Member Bull to recommend to the City 137 
Council approval of the proposed PRELIMINARY PLAT as presented at this 138 
meeting of Lots 1, 2, and 3, Block 1, Rosedale Fifth Addition located at 1700 139 
County Road B-2 and 1705 Highway 36; based on the comments, findings, and 140 
conditions contained the project report dated September 2, 2015. 141 

Ayes: 5 142 
Nays: 0 143 
Motion carried. 144 

MOTION 145 
Member Murphy moved, seconded by Member Cunningham to recommend to the 146 
City Council approval of the proposed amendment to Planned Unit Development 147 
(PUD) #3608 including: 148 
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a. Changing the legal description from Lot 4, Block 1, Rosedale Center Fourth 149 
Addition, (Torrens Property – Certificate of Title No. 375111) Lot 3, Block 1, 150 
Rosedale Center Fourth Addition, except that part of overlying Lots 6 and 7, 151 
Block 5, Leinen Heights Number 2 (Torrens Property – Certificate of Title No. 152 
375111); that part of Lot 3, Block 1, Rosedale Center Fourth Additional that 153 
overlies Lots 6 and 6, Block 5, Leinen Height Number 2 (Abstract Property ) to 154 
Lots 1, 2 and 3, Block 1, Rosedale Fifth Addition; based on the comments, 155 
findings, and conditions contained the project report dated September 2, 2015. 156 

b. The City shall determine the required on-site parking for Rosedale and 157 
incorporate these requirements into the amended PUD Agreement. 158 

c. All applicable sections of the current PUD Agreement shall be modified to 159 
account for the 2010 zoning requirements. 160 

d. The City Engineer, Ramsey County and MnDOT shall all approve the traffic 161 
management plan and improvements prior to the issuance of a building permit 162 
for the leasable space. There may be some required traffic mitigation costs to 163 
be paid by the developer associated with these improvements. 164 

Ayes: 5 165 
Nays: 0 166 
Motion carried. 167 

Staff noted that this case is tentatively scheduled to come before the City Council at their 168 
September 21, 2015 meeting. 169 

b. PLANNING FILE 15-010 170 
Request by Art Mueller for approval of a PRELIMINARY PLAT of property 171 
addressed as 2201 Acorn Road 172 

Chair Boguszewski opened the public hearing for Planning File 15-010 at 6:28 p.m. 173 

Senior Planner Bryan Lloyd briefly reviewed the request as detailed in the staff report 174 
dated September 2, 2015; and displayed the proposed site plan (Attachment A) 175 
subdividing the property into four lots with a private street off Acorn Road. Mr. Lloyd 176 
reviewed the history of this subdivision and various proposals over the years, as detailed 177 
in the staff report, and denial of previous proposals for one reason or another; with one 178 
proposal approved in the past, but due to the documents not being recorded with 179 
Ramsey County before deadline, that approval had expired. 180 

Mr. Lloyd noted that the 2014 plat similar to this submittal had been denied by the City 181 
Council for the reasons noted in the staff report, after which Mr. Mueller had met with the 182 
City Council with a sketch plan addressing the City Council’s expressed concerns and in 183 
order to receive their feedback at that time based on the previous denial and prior to 184 
making this application, which had attempted to satisfy those deficiencies as seen by the 185 
City Council and changes proposed accordingly. 186 

As detailed in the staff report, Mr. Lloyd reviewed the various components of this latest 187 
proposal as it related to a 32’ wide private street with parking on both sides; four 188 
proposed lots that met or exceeded relevant requirements for corner and/or internal 189 
parcels; and subdivision code requirements for easements for stormwater drainage and 190 
utilities. Mr. Lloyd advised that elements of the proposed Preliminary Plat included 191 
engineering items with street width, location and lot sizes, as well as addressing 192 
stormwater management for the proposed development, and displayed a topographical 193 
map with drainage basins highlighted and attempting to consolidate stormwater more 194 
locally on the property and directing it to larger basins. 195 

Mr. Lloyd addressed the tree preservation requirements as part of the Preliminary Plat to 196 
avoid damage or removal as part of grading and/or stormwater management on the site, 197 
resulting in a tree inventory list for review by the City’s consultant arborist as part of the 198 
City’s plan review and calculations for required replacement in accordance with current 199 
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City Code, resulting in a total removal and replacement of 87 trees of minimum caliper or 200 
fewer depending on their actual size. 201 

As indicated previously by the Parks & Recreation Commission with past proposals in 202 
recent years, they stand by their recommendation to require cash in lieu of land for the 203 
three additional lots created as part of this subdivision proposal. 204 

Mr. Lloyd noted that in the Public Works/Engineering Department’s review of the proposal 205 
specific to the road and drainage plans, they had determined that the drainage plan met 206 
applicable requirements for approval by the watershed district. However, Mr. Lloyd noted 207 
that they had observed that having that many ponds would require maintenance and 208 
need creation of an association to properly address and fund that maintenance long-term, 209 
in addition to future maintenance of the private road. 210 

Prior to tonight’s meeting and as noted in the staff report, Mr. Lloyd noted one e-mail in 211 
opposition to this proposal, and staff’s receipt of one phone call supporting the proposal if 212 
it met all standard requirements as applicable. Mr. Lloyd noted the receipt of one 213 
additional written public comment – in opposition - received since dissemination of the 214 
agenda packet provided as bench handouts and made available to the public and for 215 
incorporation with the information going forward to the City Council with the Planning 216 
Commission’s recommendation. 217 

Mr. Lloyd advised that based on their review of City Code requirements, they 218 
recommended approval of the Preliminary Plat as conditioned and detailed in the RPCA. 219 

Commissioner Questions of Staff 220 

For the benefit of the public, new commissioners, and his own edification, Chair 221 
Boguszewski reviewed the historical context of previous applications before the Planning 222 
Commission and City Council, and ultimate approval of the 2014 Preliminary Plat by the 223 
Planning Commission and their determination that technical requirements had been met 224 
in that application and the subdivision would not prove detrimental to adjacent properties 225 
with staff recommending approval based on that analysis as well. However, Chair 226 
Boguszewski noted that subsequently, the City Council had expressed less confidence in 227 
that drainage plan, in addition to the road and other components. 228 

Mr. Lloyd agreed with Chair Boguszewski’s synopsis, and that drainage was the main 229 
concern of the City Council, in addition to removal of existing trees from the site. 230 

Upon denial by the City Council in 2014, Chair Boguszewski further noted that additional 231 
directions to Mr. Mueller were drafted, prompting this revised proposal before the 232 
Commission, and appearing to meet those additional directions of the City Council. 233 

Mr. Lloyd revised Chair Boguszewski’s synopsis, noting the items listed in the staff report, 234 
lines 110-132, that staff had compiled from the City Council’s meeting discussion and 235 
direction to Mr. Mueller, each identified by bullet point, with some met with the current 236 
Preliminary Plat, with others pending as this plat attempted to address, but he would not 237 
state categorically that each had been completely addressed from staff’s perspective or 238 
interpretation at this time. 239 

Noting his attendance at the most recent Open House held by Mr. Mueller, Chair 240 
Boguszewski asked Public Works Director/City Engineer Culver to talk more about how 241 
this latest proposal addresses stormwater, and whether it provides a better, more 242 
controlled or more conservative solution, and how it addresses past concerns. 243 

Mr. Culver advised that he would say that the current proposal is different than previous 244 
proposals from the perspective of stormwater management, but stated he was not sure it 245 
differed dramatically so from the perspective of where water is going on site and where it 246 
would ultimately flow when overflowing. Mr. Culver opined that there may have been 247 
more overflow onto Acorn Road in previous proposals, but larger basins on that side 248 
created issues with setbacks on two lots in that immediate vicinity. Mr. Culver advised 249 
that Engineering staff reviewed the hydraulic report from the applicant’s engineer, and for 250 
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the most part, water would flow from the site into basins as highlighted in the grading plan 251 
displayed by Mr. Lloyd. Mr. Culver noted that site soils were not conducive to infiltration, 252 
but did provide filtration through engineered medium or soil several feet in depth in those 253 
basins with water seeping through it down to the drain tile and directed in various 254 
directions into those highlighted ponds and thereby providing rate control for stormwater 255 
on site. Given that situation, Mr. Culver advised that even though there was no direct 256 
underground piping in place to a dedicated stormwater system, this drainage plan as 257 
proposed should actually reduce the amount of water coming off the site or at a minimum 258 
slow it down, creating that rate control directed mostly to the southwest corner of the site, 259 
and while this area undulates, it ultimately flows toward an existing catch basin between 260 
this site and Marion Street, even though it takes it some time to get there. Mr. Culver 261 
advised that staff has surveyed the situation and verified some elevations, indicating that 262 
area undulates back there in those naturally graded areas with lots of vegetation, he 263 
noted that there would probably be pockets where water still sat due to that undulation. 264 
Based on staff’s survey and their personal observations and expertise, Mr. Culver opined 265 
that there should be no flooding dangers to any structures, as runoff will arrive at a catch 266 
basin before any structure. 267 

At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Culver clarified that the pockets where water 268 
could sit existed today and were not created or made worse with this proposal. 269 

At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Culver stated that this project, as currently 270 
designed, would not make the current drainage situation any worse, but clarified that 271 
during a heavy rain event, these devices would get overrun. However, the way they’re set 272 
up, Mr. Culver stated that they will drain over and down, but he could not guarantee there 273 
would be no additional drainage to the north of the site because of where future roof 274 
drains may be pointed and additional impervious surface being added. Using rain event 275 
experienced during the summer of 2015, Mr. Culver opined that with this proposal it 276 
would have provided better conditions than currently exist. 277 

With agreement from Mr. Culver, Member Murphy clarified that this condition as 278 
addressed by Mr. Culver included that for a typical house and additional impervious 279 
surfaces. 280 

Regarding additional trips for three new homes on this property, Member Murphy asked 281 
what the range would be for additional trips generated by residents. 282 

Mr. Culver responded that generally speaking for an “average” residential home, trip 283 
generation estimated would indicate 9 – 10 trips per day – incoming and outgoing – but 284 
would fluctuate depending on the number of vehicles per home and ages of residents 285 
and their stage of life. 286 

As an example, Member Murphy noted initial concerns and impressions from residents 287 
along County Road B that there would be a dramatic increase, but actually due to the 288 
closure of Highway 280, traffic had dramatically decreased. 289 

While Acorn Road had its own unique issues, Mr. Culver noted that it currently had a 290 
small amount of traffic now, and he foresaw no appreciable increase or negative impact 291 
with this proposed development. 292 

Chair Boguszewski agreed with that analysis, noting that the development proposal 293 
created only an incremental increase of three additional homes. 294 

With normal curb cuts, Member Murphy asked how many street parking stalls would be 295 
achieved on this private road. 296 

Mr. Lloyd provided staff’s estimate of an average of four spaces available on an average 297 
driveway with thirteen spaces available on-street; with Member Murphy opining that this 298 
seemed more than sufficient for four single-family residential homes. 299 

At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Lloyd suggested the Commission could include 300 
an additional condition for Preliminary Plat approval requiring creation of a homeowner’s 301 
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association to fund future maintenance as a way to ensure it was done. Chair 302 
Boguszewski asked Community Development Director Paul Bilotta, available in the 303 
audience, to draft such a condition for consideration by the Commission. 304 

Member Bull asked staff about standards for such an association for street and 305 
stormwater maintenance, and if they would be required to meet city standards and what 306 
the repercussions would be if those standards were not followed. 307 

Regarding the stormwater system, Mr. Lloyd clarified that it would be obvious to the 308 
public as to that effectiveness and how it was functioning long-term; while development 309 
standards were the same for public and private streets based on city code. 310 

At the request of Member Bull related to private services on a private street, Mr. Lloyd 311 
responded that a private main would be required to serve private water and sewer 312 
laterals similar to if it had been a public main in public rights-of-way with private laterals 313 
connecting to it. 314 

Regarding street width and on-street parking, Member Bull expressed his concern for 315 
emergency or service vehicles since the length of the street was proposed at less than 316 
200’ feet. 317 

Mr. Lloyd advised that homeowner’s association documentation would address required 318 
signage for mail and delivery service on Acorn Road for that reason and for service 319 
providers. Mr. Lloyd clarified that not providing a turnaround was not inconsistent with 320 
code requirements, and while it was unusual to have a private street without a turnaround 321 
in the community, city code did allow for it. 322 

Applicant Representatives 323 

Chuck Plowe, Plowe Engineering 324 
Mr. Plowe advised that preliminary approval had been received from the Capitol Region 325 
Watershed District of the stormwater management plan; with requirements of the 326 
Watershed District of a maintenance agreement prior to final approval for maintenance of 327 
stormwater, which will be privately maintained. 328 

At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Plowe confirmed that he was an engineer with 329 
an independent firm hired by Mr. Mueller to help design drainage features and meet the 330 
goals of stormwater management requirements of the City. 331 

Mr. Plowe noted that the engineer’s preference would be for a 32’ wide street versus 28’, 332 
but advised that they would comply with the 32’ width if so directed. 333 

Based on his understanding and review of City Council meeting minutes and their 334 
discussion with Mr. Mueller, Chair Boguszewski noted that the City Council had indicated 335 
their desire for a 32’ wide street. Chair Boguszewski opined that, if the goal was for 336 
approval of the Plat, if a 32’ width worked, the applicant seek to comply with that 337 
preference, with the option always available that they could further discuss that 338 
requirement with the City Council if they desired to do so. 339 

Developer and Property Owner Art Mueller 340 
Mr. Mueller noted that if the street width remained at 28’ and accommodate parking on 341 
only one side, it would result 700 square feet more in space for additional plantings, 342 
grass and trees. 343 

Member Bull asked Mr. Mueller to address the compatibility of these proposed lot sizes 344 
versus other lots in the neighborhood in order that the Commission could understand the 345 
rationale. 346 

Mr. Mueller opined that many of the neighborhood lots are smaller than those he’s 347 
proposing, with the original 45 acres divided into eleven lots, and subsequently having 348 
divided them yet again. Mr. Mueller advised that part of the rationale in his proposal is 349 
that larger lots are no longer affordable for development. 350 
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Public Comment 351 

Written comments were provided by Paul Romanowski, 2195 Acorn Road in the form of 352 
an e-mail dated September 2, 2015 with an attached letter dated November 15, 1993 353 
from Mr. Mueller to City Manager Steve Sarkozy; and also written comments were 354 
provided by S & V Ramalingam, 2182 Acorn Road, both provided as bench handouts, 355 
and attached hereto and made a part hereof. 356 

Irv Cross, 2196 Marion Road 357 
Having been a resident in this neighborhood and abutting Mr. Mueller’s property for 358 
sixteen years, Mr. Cross summarized his concerns provided in written comments, 359 
included in the staff report (Attachment D). Mr. Cross disputed the comments made by 360 
City Engineer Culver opining that a river forms from drainage, and had continually killed 361 
the grass in that area. Mr. Cross opined that he didn’t see any change unless the water is 362 
redirected or not allowed to flow through there again, given the size of the proposed lots. 363 

Mr. Cross referenced Attachment B providing an aerial view of the property, noting the 364 
density of trees and vegetation, making it a pleasant enjoyable community and their 365 
reason to move to that location in Roseville, since it provided a country feel with the 366 
vegetation and lot sizes within an urban community. However, once the trees are 367 
removed, never to be seen again, Mr. Cross opined that it would dramatically change the 368 
character of the area, including drainage becoming more problematic given the proposed 369 
elevation for lower lots. 370 

While getting along fine with Mr. Mueller as his neighbor, Mr. Cross expressed his 371 
puzzlement in the proposed land fill or raising property levels that will not help with 372 
drainage for adjacent properties. Mr. Cross asked that the Commission take this into 373 
consideration, noting the reason for originally buying his property with the wildlife, 374 
vegetation and space, even though still emotionally tied to their neighbors. 375 

Mr. S. Ramalingam, 2182 Acorn Road 376 
Mr. Ramalingam summarized his written comments as noted and concerns for negative 377 
impacts of this proposed development related to grading, drainage, tree preservation, 378 
additional impervious area, and detracting from the ambience and character of an 379 
established, tree-filled neighborhood. 380 

Mr. Ramalingam asked that the City consider that all neighbors are against destroying 381 
this single=-family neighborhood with the proposed subdivision. 382 

Gary Boryczka, former owner of 2250 Acorn Road, still owner of an adjacent lot 383 
As the owner of property on Acorn Road immediately south of the service road on the 384 
corner, Mr. Boryczka also noted that he was a homeowner on Acorn Road until selling his 385 
home approximately one year ago. Mr. Boryczka stated that this project or different 386 
variations of it had been constantly proposed by Mr. Mueller for over ten years no without 387 
any notable changes in its design. Mr. Boryczka opined that the proposed subdivision 388 
would destroy this unique neighborhood and its history in the community, which the City 389 
had previously spent money on to make it a unique area of Roseville. Mr. Boryczka 390 
opined that the proposed road showing 9’ parking stalls was deceiving as it would not 391 
allow enough room for snow storage in the winter time. Mr. Boryczka advised that he was 392 
in the construction businesses, but was having a hard time visualizing how emergency 393 
vehicles would access this subdivision during a typical Minnesota winter. 394 

Regarding the grading plan and tree preservation plan, Mr. Boryczka questioned how the 395 
Oak tree drip lines would suffice, opining most of those trees would die. Further, Mr. 396 
Boryczka addressed the swale drainage proposed to flow to the southwest corner of the 397 
property, which had never changed in the many variations proposed for this subdivision, 398 
opining that it will drain off onto someone else’s property as the proposed ponds will 399 
absolutely not hold the stormwater runoff. Given his expertise in the field of stormwater 400 
drainage, Mr. Boryczka further opined that the runoff would not stay in those areas due to 401 
their depth. 402 
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Mr. Boryczka noted that this subdivision has been opposed by the majority of neighbors 403 
in the immediate area; and personally opined that it would ruin the neighborhood and 404 
negate any benefits. Mr. Boryczka opined that this was a lot of money for these proposed 405 
lots, noting that he had his corner lot for sale for many years, and it remained so. Mr. 406 
Boryczka strongly suggested that this is not an appropriate plan for this area. 407 

Evan Thomas, 2177 County Road B 408 
Mr. Thomas expressed his concern with this proposal, particularly with the magnitude of 409 
any additional runoff unless the southwest corner of the lot would actually address that 410 
drainage, of which he remained skeptical. Mr. Thomas noted that both his property and 411 
that of Mr. Cross that shared a common border were very low and with very little grade at 412 
this point flowed toward the catch basin on Marion, a distance of in excess of 200’. Mr. 413 
Thomas noted that the property to the west of his property has been diked on all four 414 
sides, but in some heavy rain events, he still experienced water in some areas on his lot, 415 
and he had observed water in the middle of the Cross lot between their tennis court and 416 
pool. Mr. Thomas noted his lingering doubt as to whether or not in a worst case condition, 417 
the southwest corner destination and along the undulating slope across his lot with a one 418 
foot slope would still get to Marion Street before significantly impacting his lot. Even 419 
though he had no structures in that area, Mr. Thomas expressed concern that it would 420 
create more of a dilemma for Mr. Cross and seemed to him to represent a loose end yet 421 
in this proposal. 422 

Janet Romanowski, 2195 Acorn Road 423 
Ms. Romanowski spoke in support of the written comments provided by her and her 424 
husband, reiterating their strong opposition to Mr. Mueller’s project. Mr. Romanowski 425 
noted that in the past the neighborhood had collected a petition with thirty signatures from 426 
the neighbors, all in opposition, and questioned why Mr. Mueller kept pushing this plan on 427 
his neighbors over and over and over again. Mr. Romanowski stated that the neighbors 428 
were taxpayers too, and given their strong opposition to this proposed project, should 429 
have a voice as well. 430 

Member Cunningham sought clarification that the petition had been submitted prior to Mr. 431 
Mueller’s submission of this revised plan. 432 

Ms. Romanowski responded that while this was true, a similar petition could be submitted 433 
again for part of the record since the neighbors continued to feel the same opposition. 434 

Mr. S. Ramalingam 435 
Mr. Ramalingam questioned if a new petition was desired by the Commission every time 436 
a new plan came forward. 437 

Member Cunningham clarified that she was not asking that, simply noting that there had 438 
been thirty signatures on a petition regarding the previous plan submitted by Mr. Mueller, 439 
with significant changes having been made in that original plan at the City Council’s 440 
direction, which caused her to question if some of the previous concerns of neighbors 441 
had been satisfied in this latest plan. 442 

Mr. Ramalingam responded that, if needed the neighbors could go ahead and get 443 
signatures on a new petition for submission. 444 

Paul Romanowski 445 
If a petition was needed, Mr. Romanowski opined that he could get another petition with 446 
even more signatures, since he had only been able to contact thirty neighbors for the 447 
past petition, but could get more now and produce it once again. 448 

Member Cunningham reiterated that she was only seeking information as to the same 449 
people having signed the previous petition remained opposed to this updated plan, and 450 
was not asking for submission of another petition. 451 

Mr. Romanowski opined that those signatories remained opposed and yet more as well. 452 

With no one else appearing, Chair Boguszewski closed the public hearing at 7:29 p.m. 453 



Regular Planning Commission Meeting 
Minutes – Wednesday, September 2, 2015 
Page 10 

Questions of Staff in response to Public Comment 454 
Member Cunningham noted two significant concerns for her: tree preservation, and her 455 
desire that a revised tree preservation ordinance was available even though she 456 
understood it was in process and not yet ready for adoption, which she found unfortunate 457 
given the number of large trees being proposed for removal from this project area. Also of 458 
concern, Member Cunningham advised was the water drainage and runoff as referenced 459 
by Mr. Ramalingam in his written comments, and expressed her curiosity in whether 460 
there was actually a potential for “gallons of water” to address as a result of additional 461 
house foundations and impervious surfaces. 462 

Public Works Director and City Engineer Mark Culver responded that the numbers stated 463 
by Mr. Ramalingam were essentially correct and comparable to his calculations resulting 464 
from additional impervious surface with this proposed project and as noted in his 465 
summary drainage report. While the basins appear to be shallow, Mr. Culver clarified that 466 
they were designed to be shallow as they were constructed with engineered soil that 467 
served as a holding cap not just for depth of the depression, and advised that the total 468 
actual depth of the engineered soil and the depth of the ponds or depression provided 469 
sufficient holding capacity. However, Mr. Culver agreed that they were most likely not 470 
going to hold all the water from large rain events, if similar to the intensity of those rains 471 
experienced this summer, but opined that from his recollection of his calculations 472 
believed that the design of the ponds would hold that water or slow down the runoff so it 473 
didn’t leave the project site. Mr. Culver noted that the water would eventually leave the 474 
site by infiltrating through soils even though that is not the preferred mitigation. 475 

Regarding the positive impact of existing trees on drainage, Mr. Culver opined was 476 
difficult to quantify given the variable canopy of trees that also served to prevent water 477 
from hitting the ground, even though it dripped off at different spots at different times, 478 
along with the root systems absorbing some of that water. With those mature trees gone, 479 
Mr. Culver opined that, while it may not look like a net balance will be achieved, and the 480 
drainage may not be significantly improved, he considered that it wouldn’t be worse than 481 
currently experienced during a normal rain event. 482 

Member Murphy asked, if he owned property on any side of this proposed subdivision if 483 
implemented, should he expect any more water flowing past his property, or whether the 484 
subdivision as proposed would change that flow from any direction. 485 

Mr. Culver responded with his previous comments, advising that the developer had 486 
attempted to get water into the basins to facilitate the amount of runoff going north. Mr. 487 
Culver advised that in part that would depend on the location of downspouts for proposed 488 
homes in the subdivision, and how the long-term control was addressed. However, Mr. 489 
Culver stated that he wouldn’t anticipate a lot of additional flow to the north, with that 490 
water flowing through that channel for outflow purposes. 491 

Mr. Culver sought to correct one statement made during public comment, advising that 492 
water was not flowing to the catch basin on Marion Street, but approximately halfway 493 
between Marion and the Mueller property, of approximately 1/3 to ½ that length and 494 
water flowing through there. Mr. Culver suggested that the speaker may be experiencing 495 
that water flow across his property and vegetation growth through that natural channel, 496 
noting that the property owner may see water drainage for a longer time depending on 497 
rate controls put in place. 498 

At the request of Member Murphy, Mr. Culver advised that the private street will not have 499 
catch basins as it was not intended to have curbs and gutters. At the request of Member 500 
Murphy, Mr. Culver further clarified that the water would flow or drain to the west to the 501 
end of the hammer head of that private street, and anticipated the remainder would most 502 
likely drain onto Acorn Road; and confirmed that the capacity exists today to handle that 503 
additional runoff. 504 

Member Bull questioned if the basins surrounding the private street were intended to take 505 
care of the height of the property and street, but questioned whether impacts would not 506 
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be found from dropping elevations and hard cover from new residences and their 507 
driveways. 508 

Mr. Culver responded that the majority appeared to be set up to flow adequately 509 
depending on the location of future downspout locations, anticipating that one proposed 510 
lot may prove problematic flowing east as it currently does. 511 

Commissioner Discussion and Position Statements 512 
For the benefit of newer Commissioners, Chair Boguszewski noted his vote to 513 
recommend approval the last time a similar proposal came before the Planning 514 
Commission and restated his rationale for that support. Basically, even though there was 515 
a lot going on with this subdivision, Chair Boguszewski expressed his faith in the City 516 
Engineer’s assessment that the stormwater management would be no worse with the 517 
proposal than if nothing was done. Chair Boguszewski opined that the tree situation was 518 
what it was. From his personal perspective, Chair Boguszewski opined that it didn’t come 519 
down to petitions or neighbors, but what a private property owner could do with his own 520 
property and how that affected the immediate neighborhood. Given that perspective, 521 
Chair Boguszewski noted that a lot of the concerns crossed that line, and since beauty 522 
was in the eye of the beholder, there were good and bad perspectives to be considered. 523 

Based on his own role as a Planning Commissioner, Chair Boguszewski stated that he 524 
weighted his decision-making more heavily on the technical side, using the existing tree 525 
ordinance as an example and steps taken by the developer to meet it whether it seemed 526 
stark or not, he could not say “no” because he didn’t particularly want this developer to 527 
move or remove trees, didn’t seem appropriate. Chair Boguszewski stated that he could 528 
not stop a project because he didn’t like a particular action, even though if he was a 529 
neighbor he might wish to prevent the development from happening or even sign a 530 
petition. However, as a Planning Commissioner, Chair Boguszewski stated that he felt 531 
the issues had been addressed, especially so in this latest plan in response to the City 532 
Council’s direction; and therefore advised that he would vote to recommend approval of 533 
this Preliminary Plat as he had done with the previous plat, having provided his rationale 534 
upfront as to why he supported the subdivision. 535 

Member Stellmach expressed his appreciation of the comments and concerns brought 536 
forward in writing and in person by neighbors, and stated that he shared some of those 537 
concerns especially regarding tree preservation, since he preferred to remove none of 538 
them. However, from the perspective of the Planning Commission, Member Stellmach 539 
stated that his decision needed to be based on whether or not this proposed Preliminary 540 
Plat complied with City Code, and finding that it did, offered his support in recommending 541 
its approval. 542 

Member Murphy thanked the neighbors for sharing their comments with the Commission. 543 
As he and Member Bull reviewed the maps for this subdivision, Mr. Murphy noted lot 544 
sizes on County Road B, Acorn Road and Marion Road were all relatively smaller than 545 
these proposed lots, with getting larger moving north as noted by Mr. Mueller regarding 546 
previous subdivisions of neighboring properties. Mr. Mueller concurred with Chair 547 
Boguszewski that a revised tree preservation ordinance was not yet available, 548 
necessitating the need to seek compliance with the existing ordinance. While being 549 
sympathetic to the concerns expressed by neighbors, Member Murphy advised that he 550 
could not find a sufficient reason to vote against this proposal. 551 

As a new member of the Commission, Member Bull advised that he had reviewed the 552 
technical part as addressed in the City’s Comprehensive Plan and revised Zoning Code 553 
regarding lot sizes and design specifications, as well as reading the respective purpose 554 
statements of those documents to protect citizens and allow their safe enjoyment of their 555 
homes, the character of neighborhoods, and other factors outlined by and for Roseville 556 
citizens, all an important part of the picture. Member Bull also expressed appreciation for 557 
the written and verbal input provide by neighbors. Member Bull admitted he could not call 558 
the proposed tree plan a preservation plan, but considered it more of a removal plan, 559 
which would certainly affect the neighborhood with that removal and replacement with 560 
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smaller diameter trees. Member Bull advised that this had prompted his questioning of 561 
Mr. Mueller on his decision to divide this parcel into four lots due to his concern with 562 
additional hard cover with the private road and structures. Member Bull referenced 563 
discussion about runoff issues, noting that nothing was being done in the southwest 564 
corner to mitigate runoff through the cross basin, and when he looks at the plan on paper, 565 
it looks good. However, when considering how this may look with 24” of snowfall and 566 
depending on a homeowner’s association to be responsible for plowing and storage of 567 
that snowfall, Member Bull stated that it caused him to consider ramifications realistically. 568 
Just considering a 9’ elevation drop with one proposed home and the potential 569 
maintenance concerns long-term, Member Bull questioned if the City was doing justice 570 
for future residents in that area. Member Bull also noted his concern in not having a 571 
street turnaround for emergency vehicle access, opining he did not like a private street 572 
without such a turnaround. Given the whole nature of changing the character of this 573 
neighborhood, Member Bull expressed his interest in seeing a subdivision of two lots with 574 
access off Acorn Road, which he opined would be much easier for the neighborhood to 575 
support. However, Member Bull stated that he could not offer his support at this point for 576 
this proposed subdivision. 577 

Member Cunningham admitted she had struggled with this subdivision the last time it 578 
came before the Commission, and she found herself doing so again, especially after 579 
hearing the thoughts and concerns still being expressed by neighbors to this parcel. 580 
While recalling that she had voted in support of the plan proposed the last time based on 581 
her role as Planning Commissioner, Member Cunningham stated that found the project 582 
was in line with the City’s strategic plan and City code, even though the Commission’s 583 
approval was limited in its ability to judge the feel of the neighborhood and construction 584 
noise. However, Member Cunningham admitted that she was alarmed to hear that this 585 
project could potentially decrease the value of Mr. Cross’s property and increase water 586 
runoff he seed during periods of significant rainfall. Member Cunningham stated in her 587 
consideration of the general welfare portion of City Code, she could not justify sacrificing 588 
part of one resident’s property for development of another, and she could not stop that 589 
thought process and those concerns. Regarding tree preservation, Member Cunningham 590 
stated that it is what it is and hopefully would be corrected and addressed in the near 591 
future. At this time, Member Cunningham state that she would vote against this 592 
Preliminary Plat. 593 

MOTION 594 
Member Boguszewski moved, seconded by Member Murphy to recommend to the 595 
City Council approval of the proposed PRELIMINARY PLAT of the property 596 
addressed at 2201 Acorn Road; based on the comments, findings, and conditions 597 
contained the project report dated September 2, 2015; amended to include an 598 
additional condition as follows: 599 

• The applicant shall create and maintain a homeowner’s association for the 600 
long-term maintenance needs of the private infrastructure. The form of all 601 
documents shall be reviewed and approved by the City Attorney, Public Works 602 
Department and Community Development Department. 603 

Ayes: 3 (Murphy, Stellmach, Boguszewski) 604 
Nays: 2 (Bull and Cunningham) 605 
Motion carried. 606 

Staff noted that this case is tentatively scheduled to come before the City Council at their 607 
September 21, 2015 meeting. 608 

c. PROJECT FILE 0017 609 
Request by City of Roseville for approval of amendments to City Code, Chapter 610 
1011 pertaining to tree preservation and landscaping requirements 611 

Chair Boguszewski opened the public hearing for Planning File0017 at 7:49 p.m. 612 
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MOTION 613 
Member Boguszewski moved, seconded by Member Cunningham to CONTINUE 614 
the Public Hearing for City Code Chapter 1011 pertaining to tree preservation and 615 
landscaping requirements to a date non-specific until such time as the proposed 616 
plan is drafted and delivered to the Planning Commission and they have a chance 617 
to review it. 618 

Ayes: 5 619 
Nays: 0 620 
Motion carried. 621 

Recess 622 
Chair Boguszewski recessed the meeting at 8:50 p.m. and reconvened at approximately 8:56 p.m. 623 

d. PLANNING FILE 15-016 624 
Request by Roseville Properties, with property owners Pinecone-Fairview, LLC and 625 
2720 Fairview DCE, LLC, for approval of outdoor semi-trailer storage at 2720 626 
Fairview Avenue as an INTERIM USE 627 

Chair Boguszewski opened the public hearing for Planning File 15-016 at 7:57 p.m. 628 

City Planner Thomas Paschke briefly reviewed the history of this parcel and request of 629 
Roseville Properties for an Interim Use (IU) to use the former cross-dock freight terminal, 630 
mainly a parking lot, for the storage of semi-trailers throughout the site to, as detailed in 631 
the staff report dated September 2, 2015. Mr. Paschke displayed the site plan and aerial 632 
maps showing cross-dock freight terminals from past uses; with this IU proposed at three 633 
years until the property becomes more marketable, at which time the existing structure 634 
will be razed, as detailed in the narrative found in Attachment C. Mr. Paschke advised 635 
that specific requirements in staff’s analysis for an IU were addressed in the staff report; 636 
with key issues related to public health addressed on page 3, and Item C containing 637 
recommendations of the City’s Fire Marshal. 638 

Mr. Paschke concluded that staff recommended approval of the three-year IU as 639 
conditioned extensively on pages 5 – 6 of the staff report. 640 

At the request of Member Murphy, the applicant provided an aerial view of the site today 641 
at 2720 Fairview Avenue. 642 

Chair Boguszewski clarified that, as it now stands under current City Code and Zoning 643 
Ordinance, this use is prohibited with the City having notified the applicant of the 644 
prohibition and giving notice to remove the current use; at which time the applicant filed 645 
this IU application for Planning Commission recommendation and ultimate resolution by 646 
the City Council. 647 

Mr. Paschke affirmed that summary. 648 

Unlike so many applications coming before the Commission, Chair Boguszewski noted 649 
that among the numerous conditions recommended by staff, none of them included a 650 
screening or fence. 651 

Mr. Paschke responded that the lot was too large for any fence to adequately screen the 652 
trailer storage use; and therefore was not included as a condition of approval. 653 

Noting the condition that trailers be moved back 70’, Member Cunningham questioned if 654 
a fence wouldn’t help to some degree, since now they’re stored really close to the street, 655 
but if moved back with a fence installed, it provided much better aesthetics. 656 

Mr. Paschke stated that a fence would need to be extremely high to screen the trailers, 657 
since they were higher than a typical fence height under City Code requirements. Mr. 658 
Paschke further noted that the purpose of a fence is to hide or screen something, which 659 
would not be achieved visually and prove futile, nor would it make financial sense for the 660 
applicant for a short-term use. Using the example cited by Member Cunningham for the 661 
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Boaters Outlet property fencing, Mr. Paschke noted that that the fence screened a 662 
majority of boats stored on that site, but there were not as high as these trailers. 663 

At the request of Member Cunningham, Mr. Paschke clarified that there was nothing in 664 
current City Code requiring screening of this type of use with a fence. Mr. Paschke stated 665 
that he was also not sure code would require an 8’ screen all around the parcel even if a 666 
requirement; especially since this is a unique use, the storage of trailers, and not actually 667 
a motor freight terminal use. 668 

At the request of Member Murphy, Mr. Paschke confirmed that this property is currently 669 
zoned and at the time of its last sale approximately 24 months ago was zoned as 670 
Community Mixed Use (CMU) and proposed for future zoning as CMU-3. 671 

Member Murphy therefore noted that, at the time of sale, the purchaser knew that this 672 
was a nonconforming use under CMU zoning designation or under proposed zoning to be 673 
considered later this evening under Project File 0026. 674 

Mr. Paschke advised that whether or not the use was conforming or legally 675 
nonconforming at the time of sale, since there may have still been a motor freight use 676 
actively using the site, that use had ceased to exist as the property had been vacant or 677 
not been used for that particular use for over one year, and in accordance with State 678 
Statute was therefore no longer a considered a legal nonconforming use that had been 679 
previously grandfathered. Therefore, Mr. Paschke advised that the applicant had filed this 680 
request to address that use until the property was marketed for a higher and better use. 681 

At the request of Member Murphy, Mr. Paschke clarified that proper term for this 682 
requested use was “outdoor storage of trailers;” and confirmed that such a use was not 683 
allowed elsewhere in the City as a separate and distinct use. Other than a specific truck 684 
terminal use, Mr. Paschke advised that the City no longer allowed the outright outdoor 685 
storage of trailers and had been prohibited as a separate use during his entire tenure with 686 
the City of Roseville. 687 

Member Murphy noted then, that in consideration of the general welfare of the City, such 688 
a use was not allowed anywhere in the City today; and questioned if another type of use 689 
(e.g. pawn shop) could be potentially allowed as an IU when not actually allowed going 690 
forward, noting several other properties west on Fairview Avenue requesting similar IU 691 
approval. 692 

Member Murphy asked who monitored or enforced the storage within those trailers (e.g. 693 
hazardous waste, combustibles, etc.). 694 

Mr. Paschke responded that staff did not track it and it was a trust factor; and that the 695 
contents in these particular trailers and on this property indicated that until or unless 696 
betrayed that trust was inherent in allowing the use. 697 

Noting the location of the communication antennae on this site, which Mr. Paschke 698 
advised he would need to research further since it was on private versus public property, 699 
and whether or not the City could require its removal within a certain time frame. Mr. 700 
Paschke suggested the Commission could add an additional condition for staff to work 701 
with the applicant on removal of that antenna within the next three years, depending on 702 
whether it fell within the commercial tower provisions of City Code without further staff 703 
review. 704 

Given the City’s revised site maintenance standards for commercial occupancy, Member 705 
Murphy asked if the current state of the property met today’s standards. 706 

Mr. Paschke responded that it did not do so 100%; and staff might seek to remedy them 707 
in certain areas, thus the recommended conditions for approval (e.g. dock doors and 708 
coverings or protection of trucks backing up since some seemed to be falling off the 709 
building or in slight disrepair; minor repairs needed of garage doors on the north side; 710 
and overgrown weeds and grass). Mr. Paschke opined that overall the building looked 711 
fairly good with some minor repairs; and noted that other City Departments may have 712 
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other infractions to address over time for things that had yet to be included or 713 
acknowledged to-date. 714 

Member Murphy noted the advertisement of electrical hook-ups, not currently in use; and 715 
opined that from his perspective, this was not a good site for refer connections, 716 
suggesting that an additional condition be applied that no electricity shall be supplied to 717 
trailers under this IU. 718 

Mr. Paschke concurred that would be a valid additional condition. 719 

At the request of Member Murphy, Mr. Paschke reviewed the potential timeframe to 720 
determine if the building remained or was razed, advising that at some point the owner 721 
would determine if the upkeep was costing more than the building was worth, but 722 
suggested leaving that decision up to the property owner versus conditioning it as part of 723 
this IU. 724 

At the request of Member Murphy, Mr. Paschke advised that the conditions of approval 725 
would initiate upon approval of the IU for completion within a reasonable time depending 726 
on the weather and approval process yet this fall. 727 

Member Bull sought clarification of where the trailers will actually be parked, as some are 728 
stored in the south lot next to the building, but it was also conditioned that IU approval 729 
required a property line setback of a minimum of 30’ between the trailers and building. 730 

Mr. Paschke clarified that this condition was looking at those trailers parked next to the 731 
building; similar to the aerial map and was intended to address traffic flow on the site by 732 
relocating the drive lane running along the building. Mr. Paschke opined that whether or 733 
not the trailers could still be positioned there remained an unknown at this time. 734 

Chair Boguszewski suggested minor tweaking of recommended condition 1.d to clarify 735 
their location of at least 30’ from the building. 736 

At the request of Member Bull, Mr. Paschke clarified staff’s interpretation of the front yard 737 
requiring 70’ setback; and clarified that it wasn’t an arbitrary location for the front yard 738 
given the history of that site and what the City desired and did not desire in a commercial 739 
front yard. 740 

Chair Boguszewski suggested further tweaking of conditions stating “no trailer parked 741 
further west of the line drawn in front of the building requiring a 70’ setback” that would 742 
prevent theoretically extending the face of the building. 743 

Member Bull asked if there was available definition of hazardous or dangerous materials 744 
with the intent to eliminate any vagueness of that requirement. 745 

While unsure of the actual definition, Mr. Paschke advised that it would address anything 746 
potentially combustible or erodible. 747 

Member Murphy noted that the Fire Marshal would be well versed in that definition and all 748 
it entailed. 749 

Regarding the “Big Blue Box” reference in the packet, Member Stellmach sought 750 
clarification of what that meant. 751 

Mr. Paschke advised that this was the owner of the current trailers located on the site. 752 

At the request of Member Stellmach, Mr. Paschke confirmed that the IU could be 753 
terminated if the approval is not complied with at any time during the three year term. 754 

At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Paschke reviewed the process for such a 755 
termination, including an initial written notice to the applicant of the violation of 756 
noncompliance with one or more conditions seeking their immediate remedy; and if not 757 
done, seeking formal termination of the IU itself in accordance with the legal due process 758 
followed by the City Attorney’s office, and similar to other applications requiring approval 759 
of the Commission through a public hearing process and subsequent City Council action, 760 
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followed by legal recourse. Mr. Paschke advised that during his tenure, he had never had 761 
such a situation occur due to noncompliance. 762 

Applicant Representatives 763 

Chad Commers, Vice President, Roseville Properties Management Co. (RPMC) 764 
For those unfamiliar with Roseville Properties, Mr. Commers provided a brief history of 765 
their firm, with their acquisition portfolio including properties in Roseville since 1978. Over 766 
that time, Mr. Commers noted the decades-long process of improving and reinvesting in 767 
the community through upgrades of those properties, advising that their company was 768 
here for the long-term. 769 

Mr. Commers advised that this particular property was acquired over a decade ago and 770 
had been used as a motor freight terminal until that tenant left to acquire a larger facility, 771 
at which time Roseville Properties continued to lease the property for a variety of uses. 772 
Mr. Commers admitted it had been his oversight that caused the current situation in 773 
losing the grandfathered or legal nonconforming use, thus the request currently before 774 
the Commission. 775 

Mr. Commers advised that this site was not achieving its maximum potential for their firm 776 
or for the City for the long0term, and therefore the IU request was simply to bring in some 777 
cash flow while their firm finished improvements and renovations to two of their other 778 
properties (Play It Again Sports and Petco), at which time they intended to begin 779 
marketing this parcel and the property immediately adjacent for potential renovation in 780 
the spring and summer of 2016. Depending on market conditions, Mr. Commers advised 781 
that the company’s intent was to get something going within the next 2-3 years. Mr. 782 
Commers verified that his firm’s intent was to raze the building if the IU is granted; and 783 
continue to use the property for trailer storage, and simply backfill that former building 784 
footprint once raised for additional trailer storage during the term of the IU. 785 

According to the attachments to the staff report, Member Cunningham noted that it 786 
appeared approximately 100 trailers were currently being stored on the property, and 787 
questioned how many were anticipated if and when the building was razed. 788 

Mr. Commers responded that, once the building was razed, it would depend on the 789 
amount of the site required for setbacks and drive lanes as conditioned by staff, and 790 
currently being revised and drawn up by the architect for Roseville Properties. 791 

With Member Cunningham noted that the lot appeared to be packed in tight on the site 792 
now, Mr. Commers admitted the lot was fairly full, but if the IU is approved, there will 793 
probably be room for fewer trailers, depending on the results once the actual schematics 794 
are finalized. 795 

Chair Boguszewski noted that razing the building should accommodate some of the room 796 
lost through setback and drive lane requirements. 797 

At the request of Member Murphy, Mr. Commers addressed the contents of trailers 798 
currently on the lot advising that they were excess storage for Goodwill Industries, and 799 
therefore should be no reason for any concern about hazardous substances. 800 

However, Member Murphy clarified that the Fire Marshal may have valid concerns with 801 
combustibles stored in the trailers on the subject property and potential fire issues with 802 
adjacent buildings with arson potentials of those combustible materials. 803 

Mr. Commers responded that no igniter was evident within a significant distance with the 804 
subject property surrounded by vacant parcels. 805 

Public Comment 806 

Carole Erickson, 1996 Langton Lake Drive – Applewood Point 807 
Ms. Erickson stated that she had been a big supporter of Roseville Properties for years, 808 
but was concerned in granting this use given the substantial number of years the City of 809 
Roseville had been trying to shed the image in the Twin Lakes Redevelopment Area from 810 
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a trucking center and transitioning to office and hotel uses. Ms. Erickson noted that the 811 
City had worked hard to redevelop that entire area to make it more aesthetically pleasing 812 
for residents and those travelling through the community. Therefore, since this is not a 813 
permitted use, Ms. Erickson opined that a one year IU term versus a 3 year term for the 814 
owner to get the property cleaned up and get rid of truck storage would be much more 815 
acceptable. Ms. Erickson further opined that the trailers currently parked there continued 816 
to be an eyesore. 817 

With no one else appearing, Chair Boguszewski closed the public hearing at 8:37 p.m. 818 

Commissioner Position Statements 819 
At the request of Member Cunningham, Mr. Paschke advised that the proposed 3 year IU 820 
term was based on past practice with IU’s not typically being granted beyond 5 years 821 
unless through the renewal process. Over the last few years, Mr. Paschke advised that 822 
the typical IU term was for three years, but noted it could be less if the Planning 823 
Commission chose to do so. However, Mr. Paschke opined that he thought a 3 year term 824 
was viable for the property owner, their tenant(s), and the City if the result was eventually 825 
achieving a higher and better use for the site, which at one time was motor freight 826 
terminal and similar uses. 827 

At the request of Member Cunningham, Mr. Paschke confirmed that any IU application 828 
had the option of seeking an extension. 829 

Chair Boguszewski stated that he had some concerns with this particular IU, opining that 830 
he found the sheer number of conditions to make it palatable to be staggering. In 831 
addition, Chair Boguszewski noted suggestions by his colleagues to add even more 832 
conditions (e.g. fencing, no electrical power for refer trailer storage, etc.), and also 833 
concerns with the vagueness of the City’s ability to monitor or enforce what is stored in 834 
those trailers depending on the particular tenant going forward. Even though these 835 
current trailers are Goodwill Industries-affiliated trailers, Chair Boguszewski noted there 836 
was no satisfactory response to the concerns raised by Member Murphy regarding 837 
monitoring storage or how that would be realistically accomplished. While agreeing that 838 
additional conditions were indicated as previously discussed, and his support for an IU 839 
term less than 3 years, Chair Boguszewski agreed with the comments of Ms. Erickson 840 
regarding this being a step backwards for the Twin Lakes Redevelopment Area, 841 
especially with upcoming completion of Twin Lakes Parkway, and serving as a step in 842 
reverse for improving the character of this particular sub-neighborhood that was looking 843 
for an aesthetic upgrade. If this IU request was for a different part of town, Chair 844 
Boguszewski opined that he might find it easier to consider, but not here when there was 845 
a direct attempt to upgrade the aesthetics. Chair Boguszewski opined that he, and 846 
probably numerous other Roseville residents, would concur with the comments 847 
expressed by Ms. Erickson, but also shared her appreciation for all Roseville Properties 848 
had done in the community to-date. However, Chair Boguszewski opined that this use 849 
was not the best fit on this site, and therefore, he was not leaning toward recommending 850 
its approval at this point. 851 

Member Bull advised that he had attended and spoken to Mr. Commers and his father at 852 
their open house for this project; and recognized their other work currently being finished 853 
on other acquisitions before addressing this site, and trying to make it income-producing 854 
until it could be marketed for a better and higher use. Member Bull noted that the 855 
proposed use under the IU request had been historically compatible with this property, 856 
and given the proposed 3 year term and commitment by the owner to raze the building 857 
seemed to move forward with a better use of the site. Member Bull noted that by razing 858 
the building and restoring the surface area within that three year timeframe would allow 859 
Roseville Properties to recoup some of their costs. However, if the property owner found 860 
a viable tenant within 6-12 months, he felt confident they would accelerate plans 861 
accordingly. Member Bull opined that the number of conditions recommended by staff 862 
seemed sufficient, without getting even more excessive with additional conditions, 863 
including the requirement to park trailers back to back. 864 
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Member Murphy clarified that this requirement for parking was a state requirement for a 865 
5’ separation for security purposes when trailers were parked parallel to each other. 866 

Member Bull stated he would support the IU request with a few wording changes. 867 

Member Stellmach stated that he was leaning toward supporting the 3-year IU request, 868 
opining that safety issues would improve with the staff-recommended conditions to the 869 
IU, and in consideration of the property owners’ apparent interest in the goal of 870 
transitioning the property sooner than later, and which he would then support them in 871 
those efforts. 872 

Member Cunningham admitted she struggled in approving a 3 year IU when so much 873 
remained up in the air with this area, and the Twin Lakes parkway, opining that it may 874 
prove discouraging for residents to see this unsightly storage in an area focused on 875 
redevelopment. While appreciating the 70’ front yard setback condition, Member 876 
Cunningham stated that she could not support a 3 year IU, but would be more amenable 877 
to a 1 or 2 year IU. 878 

Chair Boguszewski noted that the Commission could choose to amend the IU term at 879 
their discretion. 880 

Based on the plans outlined by Mr. Commers, Member Cunningham suggested that a 2 881 
year IU term seemed reasonable based on current market conditions, while still allowing 882 
them to return to the Planning Commission for an extension of the IU if market conditions 883 
dictated it. 884 

Chair Boguszewski stated that he was not convinced that a fence or visual barrier 885 
screening of the site wouldn’t also improve the application from his perspective. 886 

Member Cunningham noted that it may just be the uniqueness of this site since the next 887 
IU request proposed fencing. 888 

Mr. Paschke responded that there was a difference in the IU requests based on their 889 
specific use, with the other request consisting of a contractor yard that functioned much 890 
differently than this and requiring screening at a lower level than could be achieved with 891 
the trailer storage use. Mr. Paschke opined that a massive wall that would need to be 892 
created to screen this IU use would be more unsightly than the trailers, and would not 893 
serve to address the functioning of the site required by the Fire Marshal to address his 894 
concerns. Mr. Paschke advised that this was part of the rationale in staff recommending 895 
the 3-year term and no fence requirements on this parcel based on uses on the east side 896 
of Fairview Avenue also having a lot of outdoor storage on those sites and similar to how 897 
this site functioned in the past. Given the intent of the owner to raze the existing building 898 
and redevelop the sit in the short-term, Mr. Paschke opined a term of 2-3 years was 899 
better from his perspective, and without knowing how those properties on the east side of 900 
Fairview Avenue would eventually develop. 901 

Community Development Director Paul Bilotta addressed the fencing specific to this IU 902 
application, noting that most IU terms were for a full 5 years, with potential extension if 903 
remaining compliant. However, Mr. Bilotta noted that neither the applicant nor the City 904 
was interested in extending this particular use for 10-15 years. Mr. Bilotta advised that 905 
one reason a fence was included in this IU approval and conditions was to not place an 906 
additional performance requirement on the site or asking the property owner to invest 907 
significantly on the site’s value under this IU use. While it was at the discretion of the 908 
Planning Commission and subsequently the City Council, Mr. Bilotta advised that staff’s 909 
rationale was that it would be better to simply get the trailers further back on the lot and 910 
not require a fence that may imply that the property owner had long-term rights for these 911 
activities, and thereby encouraging redevelopment of the site for a higher and better use. 912 

In looking at Fairview Avenue based on its past and where it appear to be moving and 913 
general welfare concerns for the neighborhood in allowing this IU, Member Murphy stated 914 
that he didn’t feel he could support the request. In looking back to 2006 or even 2011, 915 
Member Murphy noted there was much more empty space and less trailer storage on this 916 
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sit than current; and opined that the door had therefore officially been closed on that 917 
legal, nonconforming use and it would set a bad precedent to reopen that door. 918 
Recognizing other enforcement actions going on throughout the City through the 919 
Neighborhood and Business Enhancement Programs (NEP and BEP), Member Murphy 920 
noted this use was no longer allowed anywhere within the City today under any CMU 921 
subcategory, making it difficult to consider approval at his location on Fairview Avenue. 922 

Chair Boguszewski asked Mr. Commers the average length of time any one trailer was 923 
stored on the property or their transition in and out. 924 

Mr. Commers advised that these trailers were not typically moved in our out, making this 925 
tenant and use less onerous on streets and the neighborhood that previously found and 926 
that could ease some of the concerns expressed by Commissioners. Mr. Commers 927 
expressed his firms’ desire to move this forward, and noted their ownership of other 928 
properties elsewhere in Roseville, including some parcels directly across the street from 929 
this subject site, allowing them better control of the area. However, Mr. Commers also 930 
noted that Roseville Properties continued to be caught in a position of uncertainty about 931 
the Twin Lakes Redevelopment Area, which had been the case for some time now, with 932 
this twenty-acre site serving as a lynchpin that he saw setting off redevelopment of this 933 
broader area. In an effort to further ease some of the concerns of the Commission, Mr. 934 
Commers offered to sign this parcel that future development is coming and a potential 935 
timeframe for that redevelopment for the benefit of residents driving down the street to 936 
assure them the City was not taking a step backward and hopefully send a clear 937 
message that redevelopment was coming. Mr. Commers reiterated that the goal was to 938 
assure the community that property owners and the City were taking positive steps 939 
forward to redevelop these properties. 940 

Regarding the timeframe, Member Bull noted that if a 2 year IU term was provided, the 941 
property owner would need to make a decision within eighteen months whether or not to 942 
extend the IU or the City Council would need to start making plans for vacating it. 943 
Therefore, Member Bull suggested a 3 year IU seemed more appropriate for decision-944 
making for all parties. 945 

Member Cunningham asked Mr. Commers if a 2 year IU term was worth their time. 946 

Mr. Commers responded that staff had agreed to a 3 year maximum term and would not 947 
budge on a longer term. Therefore, Mr. Commers noted that it only provided more 948 
incentive for them to get this site redeveloped as soon as possible, since it isn’t a 949 
profitable site in its current use or condition, and not even covering taxes with current 950 
revenues under current zoning restrictions. Mr. Commers reiterated the intent of 951 
Roseville Properties in even pursuing this IU was an attempt to offset expenses and get 952 
out of that situation as soon as possible, allowing a certain amount of time to come up 953 
with ideas and start that process. Mr. Commers advised that a 3 year IU term would be 954 
preferable, but even if a 2 or 2.5 year term, they would take what they could get, since 955 
they were at the mercy of the Commission and City Council, but reiterated that Roseville 956 
Properties was in it for the long haul. 957 

Chair Boguszewski noted that it still didn’t preclude Roseville Properties from coming 958 
back for an extension if things didn’t work out, with Mr. Commers responding that he 959 
remained optimistic that the next great deal was forthcoming. 960 

Chair Boguszewski stated that this additional discussion had not served to move him 961 
from his previous position, opining that something determined to be an undesirable use 962 
on this 40,000 square foot property continued to be undesirable even if intended for the 963 
short term until something better could be found. Considering the long-term plan for this 964 
area and from a process perspective, Chair Boguszewski stated that he was not 965 
amenable to making a motion to support this IU request. 966 

Before considering revising the proposed conditions for approval of this IU, Member 967 
Murphy suggested another solution seeking a proposal everyone could support, 968 



Regular Planning Commission Meeting 
Minutes – Wednesday, September 2, 2015 
Page 20 

suggesting a motion to DENY approval of the IU rather than attempting to approve it with 969 
yet more conditions to make it more palatable. 970 

Before taking that step, Member Cunningham sought consensus on the potential of 971 
changing the term, reiterating her hesitancy in allow this IU on this parcel and in 972 
agreement with Chair Boguszewski. However, Member Cunningham admitted she would 973 
be much more amenable with a 2 year IU term to assure neighbors that there was a light 974 
at the end of the tunnel rather than voting to DENY the IU request entirely. 975 

MOTION 976 
Member Cunningham moved, seconded by Member Bull to recommend to the City 977 
Council approval of the INTERIM USE allowing outdoor storage of semi-truck 978 
trailers at 2720 Fairview Avenue; based on the comments, findings, and conditions 979 
contained the project report dated September 2, 2015; amended as follows: 980 

• Condition 1.d is amended to read: “Trailers parked/stored in the south lot area 981 
shall be parked either next to the building or sough of the building [, OR] [and] 982 
must be set back a minimum of 10 feet from the property line with a minimum 983 
of 30 feet between trailer and building for a clear drive lane to the rear and 984 
around the building.” 985 

• Condition 2 amended to read: “… and the site shall be maintained through the 986 
duration of this IU.” 987 

•  Condition 4 amended to read: “This approval shall expire at 11:59 p.m. on 988 
September 30, [2018] [2017], reducing the proposed approval term of this IU 989 
from 3 years to 2 years; and expiring on September 30, 2017.” 990 

• Condition Additional Condition: “No electricity will be supplied for use with 991 
this trailer storage (e.g. no refer trailers).” 992 

FRIENDLY AMENDMENT 993 
Member Murphy moved, seconded by Member Cunningham a friendly amendment 994 
to add a condition (#3.c) that the existing building antennae shall be brought into 995 
conformance with City Code or removed. 996 

The maker and seconder of the original motion were in agreement with this friendly 997 
amendment. 998 

MOTION (as amended) 999 
Ayes: 3 (Bull, Cunningham, Stellmach) 1000 
Nays: 2 (Murphy and Boguszewski) 1001 
Motion carried. 1002 

Staff noted that this case is tentatively scheduled to come before the City Council at their 1003 
September 21, 2015 meeting. 1004 

e. PLANNING FILE 15-017 1005 
Request by Roseville Properties, with property owner 1826 Grand Avenue, LLC, for 1006 
approval of outdoor semi-trailer storage at 2211 – 2217 Count Road C-2 as an 1007 
INTERIM USE 1008 

Chair Boguszewski opened the public hearing for Planning File 15-017 at 9:07 p.m. 1009 

City Planner Thomas Paschke briefly reviewed the request as detailed in the staff report 1010 
dated September 2, 2015 for this property consisting of multiple connected buildings with 1011 
parking along Partridge Road and County Road C-2. Mr. Paschke reviewed existing uses 1012 
and their noncompliance and a history of this site and previous uses. With the current 1013 
yard used as a contractor yard, Mr. Paschke advised that the IU request raised a number 1014 
of additional items to address code compliance for screening of this site and its use in 1015 
outdoor truck and equipment storage (e.g. construction material and equipment). While a 1016 
number of similar issues arise with this use as those brought up with trailer storage in the 1017 
last case, Mr. Paschke advised that this site had only one access point, and from staff’s 1018 
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perspective that didn’t create the problematic issues for drive lanes and internal traffic 1019 
flow on the property. 1020 

Mr. Paschke briefly reviewed staff’s analysis of criteria for this IU application, and 1021 
recommended approval with similar conditions as addressed in the last case. 1022 

Member Stellmach questioned if and when IU properties area inspected to ensure 1023 
conditions are being complied with during its term. 1024 

Mr. Paschke advised that the Community Development Department initially reviewed the 1025 
applicant’s plan to meet those requirements, along with the Fire Marshal, with that initial 1026 
inspection to determine compliance, with subsequent staff inspections to make sure they 1027 
were meeting the objectives and goals of the IU. 1028 

Member Bull opined that this IU request seemed to be for trailer storage as well and 1029 
didn’t reference the contractor business, causing him to question if this was considered a 1030 
permitted use on this property as currently zoned. 1031 

Mr. Paschke responded that the contractor storage use was not a permitted use, and 1032 
similar to the previous IU request, upon staff’s completion of an inspection of the site 1033 
noted a number of existing violations related to current zoning code, with the property 1034 
owner subsequently provided written notice of that noncompliance item by item and 1035 
requirement to bring it into compliance within a certain timeframe. Upon meeting with the 1036 
property owners and their tenant regarding those compliance violations, Mr. Paschke 1037 
advised that the fence issue remained unresolved until the other concerns had been 1038 
addressed; and resulting in application for this IU. Mr. Paschke opined that, given the 1039 
amount of nonconformity on the site, versus the specific use of this particular property, an 1040 
IU would expand and address multiple issues remaining on site. 1041 

Member Bull noted the difference with this property compared to the previous IU request, 1042 
with this property not being directly adjacent to other uses in the neighborhood and 1043 
keeping in character with it even though it remained a nonconforming use. 1044 

At the observation of Member Bull, Mr. Paschke corrected the term of the IU from 1045 
September 1 to September 30 for its expiration (page 6, Condition 8) 1046 

At the request of Member Bull regarding removal of concrete and gravel materials, Mr. 1047 
Paschke noted that staff was allowing some latitude in relocating that material at another 1048 
site depending on upcoming winter weather, but still requiring removal. 1049 

Applicant Representatives 1050 

Chad Commers, Vice President, Roseville Properties Management Co. (RPMC) 1051 
Similar to the previous request, Mr. Commers advised that Roseville Properties had 1052 
acquired this property from the bank approximately two years ago, and the site was also 1053 
slated for redevelopment after this winter. Mr. Commers noted the end product for this 1054 
site was being marketed for a 41,000 square foot office building within this industrial use 1055 
area once the appropriate tenant was found to accomplish that use effectively. Mr. 1056 
Commers advised that the gravel pile on site was actually residue from a Roseville street 1057 
project, and the firm intended to remove it, potentially spreading it across the site to level 1058 
current holes and prepare the site for re-use. Mr. Commers advised that other than for 1059 
the trailer storage, Roseville Properties was agreeable to bring the use into compliance 1060 
once that official direction had been given. Mr. Commers further advised that all leases 1061 
for this site were written with a short-term nature so when the opportunity came along to 1062 
do something different with the property, Roseville Properties could take advantage of 1063 
that. 1064 

Chair Boguszewski closed the public hearing at 9:22 p.m.; no one spoke for or against. 1065 

Commissioner Position Statements 1066 
Member Murphy stated that, as much as the previous IU application offended him, he 1067 
found this IU request to fit well at this location, and seemed to be a good continued use 1068 
short-term until redeveloped. 1069 
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Member Bull suggested striking Condition 1.f since Condition 3 addressed it sufficiently. 1070 

Member Cunningham noted the previous IU request had not wanted to ask the property 1071 
owner to make the financial commitment for a fence, while this one did, and questioned 1072 
the differences that would make installation on this site a requirement. 1073 

Mr. Paschke noted the differences in requiring a fence on the portion of this property 1074 
used solely for contractor yard components to be consistent with that type of use versus 1075 
that of a motor freight terminal. While still requiring an investment, Mr. Paschke noted 1076 
that the contractor items to be screened were considered more unsightly and needed to 1077 
be addressed on this site versus trailer storage. 1078 

Member Cunningham questioned if the investment for fencing didn’t encourage this use 1079 
to stick around allowing the property owner to recoup their investment. 1080 

Mr. Bilotta advised from the market side, when looking at this site versus that on Fairview 1081 
Avenue proposed for development within the next year, while sometimes developments 1082 
may or may not occur, if this particular site drug on for a longer period of time, it would 1083 
not impact activities on adjacent parcels as it would negatively impact the potential 1084 
development possibilities along Fairview Avenue with its more central location in the 1085 
community rather than this one on the west side of I-35W. 1086 

At the request of Member Murphy, Mr. Paschke displayed the intended location of the 1087 
fence specific to contractor storage, showing a much smaller area versus the entire lot. 1088 

Member Murphy stated his willingness to support a motion to approve this IU as long as 1089 
Condition 1.f remained to clarify where trailers can be stored versus where construction 1090 
equipment could be stored on the corner. 1091 

Member Bull clarified, as confirmed by Mr. Paschke, that Condition 1 applied only to the 1092 
trailer storage area, with nothing prohibiting trailer storage where the contractor yard is 1093 
currently located. 1094 

Mr. Paschke noted the applicant was not seeking that, and the fact remained that all 1095 
equipment related to the contractor yard needed to be on an all-weather surface and 1096 
requiring an entirely different type of storage. Mr. Paschke clarified that the other 1097 
conditions dealt with other uses (e.g. trailer storage on the west side of the parcel). 1098 

MOTION 1099 
Member Bull moved, seconded by Member Murphy to recommend to the City 1100 
Council approval of the INTERIM USE allowing outdoor storage of semi-truck 1101 
trailers, contractor yard, and semi-truck sales and leasing at 2211 and 2217 County 1102 
Road C-2; based on the comments, findings, and conditions contained the project 1103 
report dated September 2, 2015. 1104 

• Condition 8 corrected the term of the IU from September 1 to September 30 for 1105 
its expiration. 1106 

Ayes: 5 1107 
Nays: 0 1108 
Motion carried. 1109 

Staff noted that this case is tentatively scheduled to come before the City Council at their 1110 
September 21, 2015 meeting. 1111 

f. PROJECT FILE 0026 1112 
Request by City of Roseville for approval of amendments to the 2030 1113 
Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code pertaining to various properties within the 1114 
Twin Lakes Redevelopment Area 1115 

Chair Boguszewski opened the public hearing for Project File 0026 at 9:32 p.m. 1116 

Senior Planner Bryan Lloyd briefly reviewed the request for amendment of the 2030 1117 
Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code for the Twin Lakes Redevelopment Area as 1118 
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detailed in the staff report dated September 2, 2015. Mr. Lloyd noted this would include 1119 
changes to the existing Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map (Attachment A) guiding 1120 
future Community Mixed Use (CMU) land use designation that provided much broader 1121 
language than guidance currently found in the High Density Residential (HDR) zoned 1122 
designation. Mr. Lloyd advised that the Comprehensive Plan change would be a 1123 
foundational elemental in amending current zoning code. Mr. Lloyd advised that this 1124 
request currently before the Planning Commission was a result of months of public input 1125 
and City Council review and discussion, and creation of the proposed zoning map 1126 
(Attachment B) showing four use designations within the CMU zoning in the Twin Lakes 1127 
Redevelopment Area. 1128 

Mr. Lloyd directed the Commission’s attention to Table 1005-5 detailing uses in these 1129 
four zoning districts (Attachment C). 1130 

At the request of Member Murphy regarding the hash markings in the area bordering the 1131 
lake, Mr. Lloyd noted that existing CMU regulations limited height to some extent, and 1132 
this buffer area suggested even further height reductions to minimize massing along 1133 
street frontages and along lake borders to improve pedestrian aesthetics. Mr. Lloyd noted 1134 
that this would implement absolute height limitations for that area, with the proposed 1135 
CMU-1 designation allowing a maximum height of 35’, and overall height limited to 65’ in 1136 
CMU-2 designations; with the further provision for that 35’ height restriction within the 1137 
“hashed” areas. 1138 

Within the various CMU subareas, Mr. Lloyd noted that CMU-2 subareas provided less 1139 
density to the north, thus buffering more intense development from sensitive areas (e.g. 1140 
parks, natural areas, and wetlands) with the CMU-4 subarea the most intensive area. Mr. 1141 
Lloyd clarified that these subareas in CMU designated zoning did not necessarily apply to 1142 
the entire community, but was specific to the Twin Lakes Redevelopment Area. 1143 

In addition to the Commission focus tonight on the Table of Uses (Attachment C – pages 1144 
16 – 18), Mr. Lloyd noted the requested text changes (Attachment C, page 16) and 1145 
revised definition of the first section of Zoning Code Chapter 1001, Introduction, Section 1146 
1001.10: Definitions (Attachment C, Page 1). 1147 

Mr. Lloyd briefly reviewed the intent of each of the four subareas in the CMU zoning 1148 
designation as detailed in the staff report dated September 2, 2015, and further defined in 1149 
Attachment C, and the proposed uses for each. Mr. Lloyd noted that this resulted in 1150 
different land uses across those 4 subareas, providing for a unique situation with the 1151 
regulating plan providing a different layer of zoning, specially addressing setback 1152 
requirements, use regulations, and where 24-hour uses were or were not acceptable 1153 
given the subarea proximity to residential uses. 1154 

Mr. Lloyd addressed an email provided to staff earlier today from Member Stellmach 1155 
suggesting further simplifications that staff found valid, and with Mr. Lloyd’s responding e-1156 
mail to Commissioners, staff recommended they be included as a new section to page 16 1157 
of Attachment C specifically addressing limited business hours district-wide versus 1158 
basing them on use limitations. Mr. Lloyd further noted an observation by Member 1159 
Stellmach of a potential conflict in regulating customers within permitted uses as a 1160 
conditional use (CU) during nighttime while allowing hotels as permitted (P) use when 1161 
their guests were arriving or departing at all hours. Mr. Lloyd opined that the simplest way 1162 
to address it was to make lodging uses in the Land Use Table 1005-5 a CU in CMU-4 to 1163 
avoid that conflict. If other conflicts or inconsistencies were found, Mr. Lloyd asked 1164 
Commissioners to point them out for the next iteration. 1165 

Mr. Lloyd noted in the Land Use Table for the Twin Lakes area, the laboratory/research 1166 
and development use was not expressly discussed as a permitted use in the table, but 1167 
seemed to be a natural fit with other P uses promoted for corporate or biotechnical firms 1168 
or offices of a similar nature in the Twin Lakes Redevelopment Area, making it a sensible 1169 
addition to the proposed revised Table of Uses at least in the Industrial section to 1170 
accommodate laboratories for research and development and/or testing. Mr. Lloyd 1171 
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suggested it may be prudent to think more intentionally about what research and 1172 
development or testing could entail and how to regulate them to address outdoor 1173 
elements and concerns (e.g. testing explosives as a non-permitted – NP – use while a 1174 
more sensible use may be in testing driverless vehicles outdoors and whether or not to 1175 
regulate that type of implementation). 1176 

Regarding the requested zoning changes, Mr. Lloyd based on the proposed Table of 1177 
Uses for Twin Lakes, some uses were clearly P and others NP, while others were open 1178 
to interpretation, usually falling into the CU, and potentially falling into the Planned Unit 1179 
Development (PUD) area if the City Council ultimately decides to reinvent that option in 1180 
the near future and depending on specific for each case. With that PUD consideration 1181 
slated to come forward in the next few months, Mr. Lloyd advised that further refinement 1182 
could occur at that time. 1183 

In conclusion, Mr. Lloyd noted that staff was seeking two separate motions of the 1184 
Planning Commission tonight for subsequent recommendation to the City Council, as 1185 
detailed in the staff report. 1186 

Chair Boguszewski summarized staff’s requested actions: proposed changes to the 1187 
concept of the CMU Zoning District itself given the general perception that the single 1188 
category was too broad or general in nature, creating a desire to split it into 1189 
subcategories allowing varying degrees of latitude or restriction; and the desire to change 1190 
two parcels in this area from the current zoning designation of High Density Residential 1191 
(HDR) to CMU-2 parcels; provided the Commission concurs with the conceptual zoning 1192 
designations from CMU to CMU-1, 2, 3 or 4. 1193 

Chair Boguszewski noted that it’s possible the City Council may not support the 1194 
Commission’s recommendation and could still change those two parcels to CMU without 1195 
subcategories; with Mr. Lloyd concurring with that potential, noting that changing the 1196 
Comprehensive Plan opened up that possibility. 1197 

If that was the case, Chair Boguszewski asked staff if they still would have wanted to split 1198 
the CMU into 4 subcategories, with Mr. Lloyd responding that the preferred lower 1199 
intensity development couldn’t be achieved with a uniform CMU zoning district, and a 1200 
more geographic nuance of zoning regulations was actually driving the process, part of 1201 
which would be changing the Comprehensive Plan to achieve that. 1202 

From a process standpoint, Chair Boguszewski noted that it behooved the Commission 1203 
to vote on the four CMU subareas first and subsequent to that determine the CMU-1 1204 
zoning as applicable. 1205 

At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Lloyd confirmed that CMU-1 and CMU-2 1206 
designations were fairly similar other than for business hour designations depending on 1207 
the specific land use, and proposed for only two specific categories where they differed. 1208 
Chair Boguszewski further noted that in CMU-2 and CMU-3 designations, there were 1209 
eight differences proposed, with lodging and large format retail uses being addressed. 1210 
Chair Boguszewski opined that it seemed the greatest value wasn’t necessarily achieved 1211 
in splitting this into 4 subareas, which he felt could have been 90% achieved by splitting 1212 
the CMU into 2 districts and combining CMu-3 and CMU-4 into CMU-2, other than for 1213 
addressing hours of operation. 1214 

Mr. Lloyd clarified that CUM-1 and CMU-2 zoning designations had a further distinction in 1215 
overall height limitations, recognized by Chair Boguszewski. 1216 

Chair Boguszewski sought clarification and confirmation from staff that action to amend 1217 
the Comprehensive Plan required a 5/7 majority vote, requiring unanimity from those 1218 
members present tonight, which may create a problem in the quorum present. 1219 

Chair Boguszewski noted the tremendous amount of work that has gone into this, and 1220 
commended staff and Member Stellmach for their review and good recommendations to-1221 
date. Given the considerable amount of time to sufficiently and meaningful review the 1222 
Table of Uses line by line, and the need to focus on exceptions and potential complexities 1223 
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of those discussions, Chair Boguszewski suggested either reviewing a portion tonight, or 1224 
given the lateness of the hour, to continue it to a future meeting. 1225 

Member Murphy concurred, but suggested hearing from those members of the public in 1226 
attendance tonight and asked staff if there was any negative impacts if the Commission 1227 
didn’t finalize their discussion and action tonight. 1228 

Chair Boguszewski duly noted his intent to hear public comment from those in 1229 
attendance tonight. 1230 

Mr. Lloyd advised that from a staff perspective there was no formal 60-day rule to comply 1231 
with as this was an internal application, and only impacted developers tracking its 1232 
progress who may be anticipating its completion in September, his only concern. 1233 

At the request of Member Cunningham, Chair Boguszewski advised that public comment 1234 
would be heard on any portion of this requested action, but asking speakers to clearly 1235 
identify which requested action they were specifically addressing to avoid confusion. 1236 

Public Comment 1237 

Lisa McCormick, 2950 Wheeler Street 1238 
Ms. McCormick advised that she would be addressing both issues, expressing concern 1239 
with the limited time of 5 minutes per speaker. 1240 

Ms. McCormick spoke to the long process of over a year for this item to come forward; 1241 
and referenced materials she had brought to the City Council in June and 1242 
Councilmember Laliberte’s request at that time that those materials also be forwarded to 1243 
the Planning Commission for incorporation, noting that she would be further referencing 1244 
some of those exhibits in her comments tonight. 1245 

Ms. McCormick specifically addressed some of the neighborhood concerns in this area 1246 
serving as a gateway to 700 Roseville homes focused around the intersection of Fairview 1247 
Avenue and Terrace Drive; and that neighborhood’s submittal of 3 petitions to-date to the 1248 
Planning Commission and/or City Council, 1 specifically related to conditions for Interim 1249 
Use (IU) approval for Vogel Sheetmetal, and 1 specifically addressing resident concerns 1250 
in the currently zoned HRD area, seeking rezoning to Medium Density Residential 1251 
(MDR), but now proposed by the City Council directing staff toward CMU-1, which 1252 
ultimately was more amenable to residents of adjacent properties and for the parks, 1253 
which was their initial intention. Ms. McCormick stated that the 3rd petition was put 1254 
forward featuring specifics the neighbors felt would be more favorable in the Twin Lakes 1255 
Redevelopment Area, including speaking to height, big box retail uses; with the City 1256 
Council instituting a planning process in January of 2015. Ms. McCormick stated that at 1257 
that time, residents were told that the process would be multi-step, including a 1258 
neighborhood survey, a review of visual preferences related to height issues, and then 1259 
resulting in a more fine-tuned product. However, Ms. McCormick opined that the process 1260 
was later halted with only one step – the neighborhood survey – having been 1261 
accomplished. Ms. McCormick noted that it was interesting to her to note that the 1262 
petitions contained signatures of approximately 80 neighbors, while approximately 66 1263 
surveys were received. 1264 

When this was last discussed by the City Council in June of 2015, Ms. McCormick 1265 
advised that she had asked the Mayor if they were disregarding the petitions and instead 1266 
leaning toward rezoning to CMU, and was told that appeared to be the mood of the City 1267 
Council at that time and after having talked to other residents. 1268 

Ms. McCormick clarified that she was speaking on her own behalf tonight as a resident. 1269 
Ms. McCormick stated that the neighbors were willing to be reasonable with a lighter 1270 
intensity CMU which seemed to make sense, but the inclusion of a significant number of 1271 
P uses remained an issue for them as they had advised the City Council, and asked that 1272 
the Commission scale those uses back further or signify them as CU as a way to further 1273 
define them. 1274 
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Ms. McCormick noted the many unknowns in their neighborhood based on the upcoming 1275 
construction of Twin Lakes Parkway and potential negative impacts to the area, with 1276 
those concerns primarily concerning intensity, noise and traffic, which had also been 1277 
shared with the City Council. While the traffic study recently conducted was expanded to 1278 
include County Road C -2 and Snelling Avenue intersections, Ms. McCormick noted the 1279 
current negative service levels of those intersections, and opined that the built-in 1280 
assumption was included that Snelling Avenue would be expanded to six lanes, which 1281 
was not even on anyone’s realistic wish list. Ms. McCormick provided photographic 1282 
evidence of traffic issues at neighborhood intersections that were taken in May of 2015, 1283 
and noted she was concerned with even more traffic with the extension of Twin Lakes 1284 
Parkway. Ms. McCormick also provide a photo taken from a residential deck adjacent to 1285 
an adjacent business, with 50’ between them, and noted the neighborhood’s rationale in 1286 
being concerned that hours of operation be clearly addressed. 1287 

In her personal review of old planning files, Ms. McCormick referenced the multi-tenant 1288 
building where “Bridging” was currently located and changes in those uses in the 1990’s 1289 
and conditions that no truck traffic was permitted north of the building, and no deliveries 1290 
permitted after 8:00 p.m., and doors closed and dumpster removal hours also addressed 1291 
(refer Planning File 2574). Ms. McCormick questioned if a new zoning district would take 1292 
those conditions into account, and if not asked that they would be. 1293 

Ms. McCormick addressed height as another issue, and while appreciation restrictions of 1294 
35’ in CMU-1 zoning districts, opined that extending a 65’ height restriction over the 1295 
remainder of the CMU district would be preferable. Ms. McCormick noted past 1296 
discussions and viewpoints expressed between her and Community Development 1297 
Director Paul Bilotta; addressing potential height or stories based on wireless antenna 1298 
atop buildings which she found not to be conducive other than in the proposed CMU-4 1299 
zoning district. Ms. McCormick stated that she would prefer a mid-level height along 1300 
Fairview Avenue, nothing more than 2 stories along County Road C unless at Cleveland 1301 
Avenue with Snelling Avenue currently being the only exception proposed. 1302 

Regarding frontage types, Ms. McCormick spoke in support of flexible frontage as 1303 
proposed along the northern boundary, with no specific discussions about that previously, 1304 
causing her to question the actual intent of the City Council, staff and Commission. 1305 

Regarding business hours, Ms. McCormick opined that if a business was immediately 1306 
adjacent to a residential area in CMU-1 zoning districts it should be restricted in hours of 1307 
operation, and not as currently proposed for closure between 2:00 and 6:00 a.m., which 1308 
could prove problematic for general livability for those residents due to noise, traffic and 1309 
other issues. 1310 

As far as more uses designed CU, Ms. McCormick noted that the City of St. Paul 1311 
required CU for most of their permitted uses providing them that extra check or control for 1312 
case by case evaluation and also allowing public input at that time. 1313 

In response, Chair Boguszewski concluded that Ms. McCormick was generally supportive 1314 
of the concept of four CMU zoning designations. 1315 

Ms. McCormick confirmed that, while that wasn’t her first preference, it was acceptable. 1316 

Chair Boguszewski concluded that Ms. McCormick was expressing concern with the 1317 
process itself, seeking to be more fully involved in determining the P, NP or CU uses in 1318 
each line of the Table of Uses, suggesting CU across the board may be more preferred. 1319 
In general, Chair Boguszewski suggested that Ms. McCormick was concerned, as he had 1320 
articulated as a personal concern of his own, that based on survey results and desires 1321 
previously articulated by residents, that shifting some of those uses in CMU-1 and CMU-2 1322 
subareas should be more restrictive. 1323 

Ms. McCormick agreed in principle with Chair Boguszewski’s summary. 1324 

Bonnie Vogel, 2830 Fairview Avenue (Vogel Mechanical) 1325 
For the benefit of the Commissions’ review of this issue, Ms. Vogel noted that time was of 1326 
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the essence from a business perspective; and opined that this discussion had included or 1327 
sought little input from the business community to-date. Ms. Vogel referenced a recent 1328 
publication by the North Suburban Chamber of Commerce in which it was found that 1329 
there was one business for every three homes, but she opined she was not hearing input 1330 
in that proportion, suggesting a narrow viewpoint. Ms. Vogel noted that some of these 1331 
issues affected their business personally, and reminded the Commission that while there 1332 
may be a difference in taxpayers, the businesses contributed to a community in a variety 1333 
of ways beyond its tax base. 1334 

Ms. Vogel stated that the zoning issue was huge, and referenced the first meeting their 1335 
firm had held before purchasing their business located at immediately north and east of 1336 
the intersection of Fairview Avenue and Terrace Drive, at which only four residents were 1337 
present, with their most important request and concern being that their firm mow the 1338 
lawn. Since then, Ms. Vogel noted that they had been criticized for not doing their due 1339 
diligence, and having invested considerable money in their firm to address environmental 1340 
issues and concerns in response to the adjacent residential neighborhood, remained 1341 
interested in moving forward. Ms. Vogel noted the differences in their firm’s much less 1342 
intense use than the previous user (Aramark), with only six employees working at this 1343 
site, yet still being unable to move in completely due to phasing and financing issues due 1344 
to various delays in the process. 1345 

Ms. Vogel asked that the Commission consider business issues related to financing 1346 
partner requirements, equity in their building and equipment, and the position it placed a 1347 
business in if they intended to make any P use subject to CU, requiring business to delay 1348 
activities for another 90-120 days in that process. Ms. Vogel noted that this could result in 1349 
losing a business to another community; and asked that they give fair consideration to 1350 
the timeliness of their decision-making. 1351 

Chair Boguszewski and Member Murphy sought clarification, provided by Mr. Lloyd, that 1352 
the Vogel property had originally been zoned HDR, and proposed for CMU-1, and thus 1353 
requiring an IU at this time; with any proposed zoning change allowing approval 1354 
remaining as is. 1355 

Mr. Lloyd further clarified that the IU approval was predicated on an understanding that 1356 
the businesses use was limited production/processing, and was a CU in the proposed 1357 
CMU-1 zoning district, if approved. At that time, Mr. Lloyd advised that Vogel Mechanical 1358 
could apply for a CU as a P use versus their current limited term IU that they were 1359 
currently operating under for their property. 1360 

Lacy Kapaun, 1840 County Road C-2 West 1361 
Ms. Kapaun stated that she was generally in agreement with the various zoning sections, 1362 
with the exception of the height restriction, opining that it was too high in areas along 1363 
Fairview Avenue unless in a CMU-1 designated area where 35’ would be acceptable. 1364 

Ms. Kapaun stated that her other issue was in not knowing the results of the Twin Lakes 1365 
Parkway extension and what may develop as a result or how much traffic it may 1366 
generate. Other than those many unknowns at this time, Ms. Kapam stated that the other 1367 
provisions appeared to be reasonable, beyond knowing how much traffic would be 1368 
produced with various uses. Therefore, Ms. Kapam asked for more restrictions in CMU-3 1369 
along Fairview Avenue, since that was a major concern for her; and further expressed 1370 
her agreement with the comments and issues brought forward tonight by Ms. McCormick. 1371 

Kathleen Erickson, 1790 Centennial Drive 1372 
Ms. Erickson spoke to the process itself, opining that the reason more residents didn’t 1373 
participate was because the language involved in most discussions within City Hall was 1374 
too intimidating for the average citizen. As an example, Ms. Erickson referenced the first 1375 
mailed notice the neighborhood had received for the public hearing to consider the IU for 1376 
the former Aramark building, admitting she had no idea what that meant beyond 1377 
understanding it was a short-term use. Without being an attorney or developer, Ms. 1378 
Erickson noted that residents were unaware of what was actually happening, and in her 1379 
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subsequent conversations with a number of her neighbors, they had no idea the strip had 1380 
even been rezoned HDR, nor how or when that was done. Ms. Erickson noted that 1381 
initially the neighborhood preference was for MDR to avoid upsetting existing businesses 1382 
while still protecting residents in the area and Oasis Park. 1383 

As a 40 year resident of Roseville, Ms. Erickson stated that neither she nor her neighbors 1384 
were trying to block progress, but simply seeking protection for their property and their 1385 
ability to enjoy their quality of life without hurting anyone else. 1386 

While the timeframe may be important, Ms. Erickson opined that its importance seemed 1387 
important for some things, but not others. Ms. Erickson expressed her interest in being 1388 
good neighbors, and hoped adjacent property owners would do so as well, even though 1389 
she no longer had much trust in any protections the process may offer, since it hadn’t 1390 
seemed to work for the residential neighborhood over the last 1.5 years. Ms. Erickson 1391 
asked for the Commission’s compassion, reiterating that their intent was not to stop 1392 
development in Roseville, but to retain a walkable community and maintain the 1393 
demographics of their neighborhood and the investments made in those homes. Ms. 1394 
Erickson concluded by asking that the Commission consider the protection of those 1395 
residential properties as well as those of the business community. 1396 

With no one appearing, Chair Boguszewski closed the public hearing at 10:28 p.m. 1397 

Chair Boguszewski stated that from his perception, he shared conceptually those 1398 
comments of Ms. McCormick regarding the uses in CMU-1, but not necessarily those she 1399 
suggested in CMU-2 and CMU-3. If the intent is to have a more restrictive buffer zone in 1400 
the broader CMU district, Chair Boguszewski stated that he understood the desire to 1401 
have CMU-1 more restrictive than currently proposed. Further, Chair Boguszewski 1402 
agreed with the perception that the neighborhood surveys may or may not have been 1403 
taken into account during staff’s work on this; however, he noted that this remained a 1404 
draft proposition. Chair Boguszewski admitted that personally he did not feel prepared 1405 
tonight to approve the Table of Uses in any array of P, NP or CU uses without the 1406 
opportunity to perform a more detailed and thoughtful review. 1407 

Having followed the pedigree of this process via webcast of City Council discussions to-1408 
date and the give and take of those discussions, Member Murphy opined that another set 1409 
of eyes had already given it a general review. 1410 

Mr. Lloyd advised that since the public input session referenced in January, the subareas 1411 
within the CMU had been broken out by the City Council, and would most likely be of 1412 
greater concern or interest to the community than the initial list of uses discussed by the 1413 
City Council, having morphed into this summary presentation based on feedback to-date 1414 
and further review. Subsequent to that process, Mr. Lloyd noted the staff addition of the 1415 
remainder of the CMU district table filling in the blanks based on their knowledge and 1416 
various input sources to-date, with some uses more conventional in nature and easier to 1417 
address than some. 1418 

Specific to gas station uses, Chair Boguszewski note dif it was CU across the board it 1419 
seemed less problematic to him than having it as a P use in CMU-1 if that is intended as 1420 
a buffer zone. With Vogel Mechanical an ongoing project, Chair Boguszewski questioned 1421 
what if any ramifications there would be for them if the Commission didn’t’ take action on 1422 
or complete this discussion tonight. 1423 

At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Lloyd noted the current IU for Vogel remained 1424 
in place, and needn’t warrant the Commission moving more quickly than warranted or in 1425 
a way they felt most comfortable with, given the ultimate goal of making sure the resulting 1426 
recommendations were done right. 1427 

While not suggesting charging forward with the process, Member Murphy asked what 1428 
homework assignment staff would recommend for individual commissioners between 1429 
now and the next meeting. 1430 
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Chair Boguszewski responded that commissioners had previously discussed that and 1431 
noted the individual work and research done by Member Stellmach in advance of 1432 
tonight’s meeting and recommendations incorporated by staff based on those efforts. 1433 
Chair Boguszewski suggested another may be a work session limited to this item to avoid 1434 
a process that delayed things another year, but allowing productive and thoughtful review 1435 
of this issue in addition to balancing it with the other land use cases coming before the 1436 
commission. Chair Boguszewski noted one example of the process would be more 1437 
detailed discussion with the commission charged to balance business and residential 1438 
interests, opining that the City Council should find it of value for the commission to work 1439 
with staff and edit thoughts and whys in the commission’s determinations or at least the 1440 
rationale in their recommendations. If submitted individually, Chair Boguszewski 1441 
suggested at a minimum that staff assemble those individual comments to inform further 1442 
discussion of the whole body. 1443 

Member Murphy sought further direction on how best to pursue the process or what to do 1444 
differently. 1445 

Community Development Director Bilotta noted that a lot of effort has gone into the Twin 1446 
Lakes Redevelopment Area for decades, not just this year; and while it seems like the 1447 
end is near for this issue, there remained many voices and ideas. Mr. Bilotta clarified that 1448 
the onus was not entirely on the Planning Commission or public comments held at the 1449 
Public Hearing, noting that the City Council had also gone through a lot of the proposed 1450 
uses line by line and were now at a point where they were seeking the Commission to 1451 
weigh in once again. Therefore, Mr. Bilotta assured commissioners that an additional 1452 
month would not prove problematic, but clarified that another six months may be harmful. 1453 

Mr. Bilotta noted that it was unfortunate that tonight’s agenda had so many land use 1454 
cases in addition to this internal document. However, he expressed appreciation of the 1455 
comments and discussion, as well as the public process and public comment. Mr. Bilotta 1456 
did opine, however, that good decisions are not possible after such an agenda and at this 1457 
late hour. 1458 

Mr. Bilotta suggested the option to continue the Public Hearing and discussion to the 1459 
October meeting, or scheduling a Special Meeting for only this issue before the next 1460 
Regular Planning Commission meeting. 1461 

Chair Boguszewski questioned if that option would allow additional public comment at the 1462 
next regular Commission meeting. 1463 

Member Cunningham noted she had numerous suggested changes beyond staff’s hard 1464 
work to-date, and suggested doing individual homework and having the opportunity to 1465 
share those suggestions as a group before officially voting on it. 1466 

Member Murphy suggested inviting the City Council for a joint discussion as well, such as 1467 
a Worksession of the two bodies before going their separate ways with varying ideas. 1468 

Chair Boguszewski opined that each City Councilmember had the opportunity to view 1469 
Commission meetings, as the Commission did for City Council meetings; and while loving 1470 
the idea of a joint meeting, questioned if it was realistically feasible. Chair Boguszewski 1471 
opined that it was the charge to the Commission to make recommendations and send it 1472 
back to the City Council allowing for another level of scrutiny. 1473 

Further discussion ensued regarding the process to complete this review, whether 1474 
individually or corporately and how to gain consensus on each line item that could prove 1475 
extensive and the advantages and disadvantages of a Special Planning Commission 1476 
meeting and concern that public comment would be part of that process as well. 1477 

Mr. Bilotta advised that public comment could be part of a Special Meeting as long as 1478 
appropriately noticed, and if commissioners were all in agreement, there was no need to 1479 
spend additional time tonight on the discussion. Mr. Bilotta suggested that individual 1480 
commissioners submit typographical errors to staff prior to the Special Meeting to allow 1481 
for more substantial discussion on technical issues and actual uses as that meeting. 1482 
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Member Cunningham noted that this would also give the neighborhood and business 1483 
owners more time to address specific areas they found objectionable beyond those few 1484 
examples brought forward tonight, which she considered a missing part of the process to-1485 
date. 1486 

Further discussion ensued regarding notice requirements and timing for a special 1487 
meeting; current land use applications in-house for consideration at the October regular 1488 
meeting of the body; options to provide notice to the neighborhood of the special meeting 1489 
and topic for discussion; and the format of a special meeting. 1490 

Member Bull noted that the Planning Commission’s action remained a recommendation 1491 
to the City Council and was not final, and still allowed for additional public comment at the 1492 
City Council level. However, Member Bull spoke in support of having more time for the 1493 
Commission to have confidence in their recommendations to the City Council on this 1494 
document and Table of Uses. 1495 

Chair Boguszewski concurred, opining that such a thoughtful and deliberate approach 1496 
would represent a huge service for the City Council, including any supporting email 1497 
documentation or rationale for that decision-making process. 1498 

Member Bull expressed concern with individual commissioner comments directed to staff 1499 
without the benefit of the group’s feedback if they were contrary to other commissioners. 1500 

Mr. Lloyd assured the commission that staff would call out any areas of conflict. 1501 

At the request of Member Cunningham, Chair Boguszewski clarified that individual 1502 
commissioners should feel free to send their thoughts and comments to staff for 1503 
compiling, but not for incorporation if in conflict with each other. Chair Boguszewski 1504 
stated that incorporating and deciding actual uses would be done by the commission at 1505 
the next meeting. 1506 

MOTION 1507 
Member Murphy moved, seconded by Member Cunningham to TABLE 1508 
consideration of the proposed COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE PLAN MAP CHANGE 1509 
and the proposed ZONING MAP CHANGES to the next Planning Commission, 1510 
whether a Special Meeting or at the next Regular Meeting, depending on staff’s 1511 
ability to schedule those meetings. 1512 

Ayes: 5 1513 
Nays: 0 1514 
Motion carried. 1515 

6. Adjourn 1516 
Chair Boguszewski adjourned at 10:50 p.m. 1517 
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BACKGROUND

Back in May 2015, The City Council approved the hiring of Sambatek and S & S Tree 1 
Specialists to complete the tree preservation updating.   2 

On July 6, 2015, Ben Gozola (Sambatek) and Mark Rehder (S & S Tree Specialists) were 3 
present to listen and discuss with the Planning Commission and City Council tree preservation, 4 
replacement, and other associated items (see attachment A).  At the conclusion of the meeting 5 
the City Council requested a check-back prior to the proposed amendments being forwarded to 6 
the Planning Commission for public hearing and a recommendation. 7 

On August 24, 2015, Mr. Gozola and Mr. Rehder presented their revisions to the tree 8 
preservation requirements and were given additional comments and directed to proceed through 9 
the formal review and approval process. 10 

This evening Mr. Gozola and Mr. Rehder are present to review and discuss with the Planning 11 
Commission and citizenry the draft amendments as proposed in the attached document.   12 

PUBLIC COMMENT 13 
As of the time this report was prepared, Planning Division staff has not received any 14 
communications from the public. 15 

PLANNING DIVISION RECOMMENDATION 16 
Based on the information provided in the draft proposal, the Planning Division recommends 17 
approval of the ZONING TEXT AMENDMENTS to §1011.04 TREE PRESERVATION AND RESTORATION 18 
IN ALL DISTRICTS. 19 

SUGGESTED PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION 20 
By motion, recommend approval of the ZONING TEXT AMENDMENTS to §1011.04 Tree 21 
Preservation and Restoration in all Districts, based on comment received by the public and those 22 
noted by Planning Commissioners. 23 

Prepared by: City Planner Thomas Paschke - 651-792-7074 | thomas.paschke@ci.roseville.mn.us 
Attachments: A: 070615 Minutes 
 B: 082415 Minutes  

   
  

C: Overview memorandum 
D: Draft tree preservation amendments 

 



EXTRACT FROM THE JOINT MEETING OF CITY COUNCIL AND PLANNING COMMISSION 

RELATED TO TREE PRESERVATION, JULY 6, 2015 

Ben Gozola, Sambatek and Mark Reeder, S & S Tree Service 

Mr. Gozola introduced Mark Reeder from S & S Tree Service, with each consultant providing a brief 
personal biography and a history of their company and services they provided.  Mr. Gozola advised 
that he would be involved in the process and ordinance writing for each objective; with Mr. Reeder 
providing detailed expertise on tree preservation and replacement. 

Taking the lead in the presentation, Mr. Gozola advised that the intent was two-fold: to exactly 
understand what the community wished to accomplish, and general approaches based on feedback 
from the City Council tonight to reach an understanding.  Mr. Gozola noted each community was 
different and provided examples of other communities and their variable foci.  Mr. Gozola advised that 
he had researched meeting minutes from the City as part of his background information provided 
during this presentation and his findings of areas for discussion to glean a better understanding of the 
community. 

At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Gozola confirmed that woodland preservation areas included 
both private and public properties; frequently identified through GIS mapping; and ecologically rated 
by species. 

Councilmember McGehee noted the need to consider Roseville as a flyway area for migratory song 
birds over Minneapolis to Langton Lake and surrounding areas where quality vegetation is needed.  

Mr. Gozola reviewed tree ordinances for the cities of Minnetonka, Savage, and Farmington among 
others and their specific approaches. 

Chair Boguszewski expressed interest in the tree bank program as a concept he'd be interested in 
pursuing if moving in that direction in addressing replacement rates and incentives for woodland 
protection and tree "banking" credits. 

Commissioner Daire opined it seemed presumptive to have to replace or take the base line as it is now 
and anything coming later was referred back to that baseline, making it implicit that there was no 
consideration of or underlying idea that the current status is enough.  Commissioner Daire suggested 
consideration also should be given to air quality, amount of shade, sunlight penetration you can use to 
define where or if you need additional foliage, and other issues as well. 

Mr. Gozola noted that this was getting to the heart of discussion, and sought to hear goals or what the 
City Council and Commission wished to accomplish; at which point he would work with staff to draft 
an ordinance to achieve those specific goals. 

Commissioner Murphy asked if any cities had a concept to put trees somewhere beyond a development 
like park; and opined that would have been nice alternative to have available with the recent Pizza 
Lucé development and nearby Oasis Park that could have benefitted. 

In his role serving as a Planner for the City of Victoria during a transitional period, Mr. Gozola advised 
that they allowed that concept in other areas of the community if no place was available on the existing 
project site, even though their ordinance was very strict. 

Councilmember McGehee suggested the use of trees along freeways as sound barriers, which had been 
considered in past discussions. 

Chair Boguszewski noted the issues brought up so far involved symmetric as mentioned by 
Commissioner Daire and a rationale for establishing goals. 

Attachment A



Mr. Reeder noted other ideas in communities, and software applications to establish a baseline, such as 
by addressing canopy coverage vacillating, to consider where to go in the future. 

Commissioner Daire spoke in support of that approach. 

Chair Boguszewski opined that underpinning the whole concept, the key seemed to allow part of the 
comprehensive plan to involve a quantitative plan by holding a broader public discourse around the 
entire concept and not just the city deciding they have authority of trees in a private yard, but agreeing 
to a good, long-term goal for the entire community.  Chair Boguszewski opined that it certainly made 
things more palatable rather than his initial concerns that a tree ordinance was within the realm of 
government overreach. 

Mr. Gozola continued with examples from other communities, including addressing either mechanism 
during development and/or construction (Maple Grove), limiting tree preservation to a subdivision 
versus zoning ordinance (Plymouth), or cash in lieu of tree removal or restoration (Minnestrista). 

As outlined in Attachment A of Sambatek's memorandum dated July 6, 2015, Mr. Gozola reviewed his 
current project understanding and observations of the community's current status.   

Chair Boguszewski noted the points discussing flexibility on the part of the community and the 
overarching goal of why to keep or increase trees as part of the educational piece as well. 

Mayor Roe noted the need to justify any city ordinance with some kind of policy. 

While hearing a lot about tree preservation from Planning Commission discussions, Councilmember 
Willmus stated his observation of their deliberations was based on how they were interpreting the letter 
of the law with the zoning code and comprehensive plan.  However, Councilmember Willmus noted 
that the Tree Board, as a role of the Parks & Recreation Commission, had not yet been heard from, and 
expressed his desire to make sure they weighed in on this discussion as a vital part of the equation. 

During his eight year tenure with the City, City Manager Trudgeon advised that he was not aware of 
the Tree Board being involved much or being aware of their actual role.  However, going forward, Mr. 
Trudgeon advised that he would incorporate them into these discussions. 

Councilmember McGehee opined that Public Works was also part of the equation, as this involved the 
entire city, whether private trees, right-of-way or boulevard trees, or those located in parks or general 
common spaces.  Councilmember McGehee opined that some of the issues of importance to her 
included grouping trees or massing them to identify certain areas; recognizing the flyway migratory 
areas; retaining vegetation in natural areas; diversity with boulevard tree planning, as well as its 
spacing for maintenance and to ensure tree survival, and how to address use of underground 
stormwater storage in irrigating trees.  Councilmember McGehee also noted her concerns heard from 
residents in their lack of confidence with tree inspections requiring the expensive removal of 
apparently diseased trees, and subsequent discovery when analyzed by the U of MN that they were not 
actually diseased at all.  Councilmember McGehee expressed her lack of support for planting 
elsewhere in lieu of the immediate development area, opining that provided nothing but wasteland in 
some areas and overcrowding in other areas.  Councilmember McGehee further noted a recent 
newspaper article about one old growth tree species (the state's largest Butternut tree) in the 
community that needed to be preserved. 

Councilmember Willmus agreed with Councilmember McGehee in the need to call attention to old 
growth trees, with much of the tree planning occurring as the community grew from farmland to 
residential during the 1950's through 1970's; and impressive growth achieved without any actual tree 
preservation plan in place.  During the Pulte Housing Development project, Councilmember Willmus 
admitted it had served as a real eye opener for the City Council in clear-cutting that area for 
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development and replacing those trees that may be found lacking from some 
perspectives.  Councilmember Willmus clarified that he was not interested in an ordinance governing 
or requiring a private resident to cut down an old tree or having to approach City Hall to get a 
replacement tree permit, but was more concerned with an ordinance addressing subdivisions or 
redevelopment and consistent and fair questions to ask as part of that process. 

While recognizing that the Planning Commission as a body didn't have authority over what the City 
Council ultimately adopted as an ordinance, Chair Boguszewski noted the individual comments of 
commissioners, and their willingness to serve on a task force or advisory board to assist the City 
Council in their efforts. 

Mayor Roe noted that got back to the balance question and what triggered enforcement; and his 
tendency to agree with Councilmember Willmus' interest in a reasonable approach to promote adding 
trees, but recognizing while there may not be much old growth from a technical sense, the community 
still had some significant trees. 

Councilmember Etten agreed that it was necessary to decide the City's purpose in having such an 
ordinance, with an excellent list available in the annual Arbor Day Resolution addressing the City's 
regulatory function and benefits for the community and its overall health and public 
good.  Councilmember Etten noted the involvement of the Tree Board as part of the Emerald Ash 
Borer (EAB) infestation; and encouraged Mr. Gozola and Reeder to review the staff RCA prepared for 
the November 17, 2014 and past discussions.  While perhaps not being a desirable species, 
Councilmember Etten noted there was value in a 70' tall Cottonwood tree as a significant tree, even 
though not considered a specimen tree, a common sight in Roseville.  Councilmember Etten expressed 
his interest in incentives to preserve such trees; and noted his frustrations in not tying together a tree 
preservation plan drawing with the grading  plan drawing during review of land use cases during the 
Planning Commission and City Council review, opining that they needed to go together to understand 
the overall impact of building in a readable format.  Under current code, Councilmember Etten noted 
the negative potential to clear all trees in the right-of-way, such as evidenced near Lady Slipper Park 
on West Owasso Boulevard, but recognizing the positive impact with the replacement berm 
embankment and appreciation of it as a justification to clear the area, and not just because it happened 
to be on the right-of-way. Councilmember Etten noted the big impacts to neighborhoods, and solar 
considerations to address and how to balance those interests as part of the process. 

In referencing the previously-noted Pulte Development, Councilmember McGehee noted the need to 
address tree protection during the construction process, and her concern in the impacts of the Oaks 
with compaction of their root mass during that construction process, without any guidelines in place to 
address that. 

Councilmember Etten also addressed the Pizza Lucé development as an example and the lack of staff 
resources to continually monitor every development without professional assistance to maintain quality 
trees. 

Councilmember Laliberte expressed her appreciation of this presentation and examples from other 
communities.  Councilmember Laliberte stated her biggest concern was with the Pulte Project serving 
as a wake-up call for her in the potential for clear-cutting trees and starting from 
scratch.  Councilmember Laliberte agreed that she was not interested in the city assessing or approving 
a private property owner's need to remove a tree for insurance and/or structure issues, nor in their being 
required to jump through hoops to accomplish that work, given the expensive nature of such a venture 
to remove a tree already.  Councilmember Laliberte spoke in support of coordinating with various 
departments and commissions as an integrated part of the decision-making process for the City Council 

Attachment A



and addressing where responsibilities lie and where final decisions were made; and whether current 
staffing or a different staffing model was indicated as part of the process moving forward. 

City Manager Trudgeon thanked Councilmember Willmus for bringing the Tree Board to his attention; 
noting they did not currently have a direct role in reviewing tree preservation, which was often tied to 
development.  However, Mr. Trudgeon noted the need to include their perspective related to shade 
trees, pests, and boulevard issues; and noted the need to reconcile their role with this discussion. 

Mayor Roe opined that the City's first attempt at a tree preservation ordinance was good, but now it 
was time to refine it.  As noted by Councilmember Etten and the discussion held in November of 2014, 
Mayor Roe opined that fairly reflected the thoughts of the City Council, and while there may be a 
difference of opinion among individual Councilmembers about ultimate triggers, the policy decision 
needed to be made. Mayor Roe indicated that to begin that process, a draft ordinance would provide 
something for the City Council to respond to, while hoping tonight's input had provided some 
parameter within which to start that work. 

Mr. Gozola thanked the City Council for their overall direction, noting he was not hearing anything to 
indicate the points already pointed out were not out-of-line or off-base, but still grounded in what the 
City hoped to accomplish.  Mr. Gozola thanked Planning Commissioners for their input as well; and 
expressed his interest in bringing all boards and departments into the consultation process.  Since this 
is the first introductory meeting held, Mr. Gozola noted next steps would be to review this discussion 
with staff, define a cost to develop an ordinance, with nothing signed to-date; and bringing that 
proposal back to the City Council with a plan about how to get the city where they thought they 
wanted to go. 

Mayor Roe opined that the preservation areas provided an interesting concept (e.g. Acorn Road) that 
may indicate different replacement rates, as well as credits for off-site replacement and/or tree 
"banking," all of which he found worthy to look at.  Mayor Roe opined that the "cash in lieu of" for 
trees could fund those wanting to put up a tree and the ability to do so at a reduced cost, offering his 
interest in looking at that concept. 

Based on earlier comments and what additional information was needed, Councilmember Laliberte 
noted the need to have all departments aligned and working together. Recognizing the position for a 
Forester posted earlier this year, Councilmember Laliberte noted the need to hear more options: 
whether a staff position was preferable, or an outside consultant or business; or whether the City's role 
was to get involved in the business or identifying good or bad trees beyond disease issues (e.g. EAB) 
to avoid being seen as "tree snobs." 

Along those lines of good or bad trees, Councilmember McGehee noted the need to avoid encouraging 
planting of noxious invasive trees, but also providing a general list of trees that differentiated between 
native or non-native plantings rather than trying to define all tree species; but only those not serving to 
encroach further. 
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EXTRACT FROM MINUTES OF THE CITY COUNCIL MEETING RELATED TO TREE 

PRESERVATION, AUGUST 24, 2015 

a. Consultant Check-Back Regarding Draft Tree Preservation Ordinance Amendments 

Tree consultants Ben Gozola from Sambatek, and Mark Rehder from S & S Tree Service 
were present for this update of a DRAFT Tree Preservation Ordinance dated August 24, 
2015. 

Mr. Gozola summarized work done since last meeting with and direction provided by the 
City Council, resulting in this latest draft and seeking additional direction based on this 
update, clarifying that it remained a work-in-progress. 

 Mr. Gozola went over each section as Councilmembers provided their feedback as 
applicable. 

 Section G. Tree Preservation Plan Set Requested - Matrix, (Page 5),  Subd. D.i.1 

At the request of Mayor Roe, Mr. Gozola confirmed that the difference in determining final 
diameter and caliper inches was addressed in definitions. 

Section H. Tree Preservation Simplified Plan Set (Page 7) 

Mayor Roe suggested that the simplified plan set show setbacks and landmarks to quantify 
where they were located, or include a simple drawing to the effect.   

Mr. Gozola responded that specifications were intended as part of the policy to handout; and 
enforcement would include someone on staff verifying tree protection fencing was in the 
proper location. 

Mayor Roe suggested as part of the "trees in lieu of" portion, that it be addressed via policy 
rather than in the ordinance to determine that direction. 

Mr. Gozola noted some things yet to be addressed included, but were not limited to, rate 
replacement numbers allowed, removals allowed, and equivalencies.  

For the benefit of staff and his Council colleagues, Councilmember Willmus requested 
review of the triggers or development of a special set of regulations pertaining to minor lot 
subdivisions in an attempt to avoid larger lot splits for smaller lots to minimize 
impacts.  Councilmember Willmus noted that, while it may be initially expensive to put 
together, he had seen it done successfully in other communities. 

Mayor Roe suggested that may be part of minor subdivision platting discussions. 

City Planner Paschke advised that it was actually part of the Building Permit process, 
allowing property owners to split a lot for a minor subdivision of up to three lots at a time, at 
which time the Building Permit required the builder to provide that survey and tree protection 
documentation. 

Councilmember Willmus opined that his concern was that a developer or property owner 
could impact the valuation of a lot by going that route. 

As it now stated in existing policy and as proposed, Mr. Paschke advised that the builder was 
required one way or another to provide a tree restoration or preservation plan. 
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Councilmember Willmus referenced current minor lot subdivision requirements in low 
density residential (LDR) Districts. 

Mayor Roe clarified that they were not required if exempted in minor subdivisions, but 
required by the Building Permit for at least 50% of the structure which should address any 
new construction; but not an issue created by the subdivision itself. 

Councilmember Willmus reiterated that he still wanted to look at it. 

To that point, Councilmember Etten referenced situations where people may divide 
properties and remove trees before actually proposing a development to skirt the tree 
preservation issue. 

Since the current tree preservation ordinance was enacted, Mr. Paschke advised that he was 
not aware of any such situations with trees cut down or complaints to that effect.  Mr. 
Paschke opined that most people are conscious of regulations and any property owner doing 
minor code provisions similar to those being proposed and seemed amenable to them, mostly 
affecting smaller developers building on vacant lots of split lots.   

Under the proposed ordinance, Mayor Roe sought comment from Mr. Gozola on how to 
avoid the potential concern raised by Councilmember Etten about someone taking out trees 
in anticipation of a replatting application. 

Mr. Gozola responded that one of the main ways cities addressed that concern was in 
requiring permits to cut down trees, but recognized that the City of Roseville wished to avoid 
that and therefore had not proposed such a provision. 

Councilmember Etten stated that he was fine in exempting minor lot splits as he didn't 
consider that to be a potential major issue; but his concern was in demolition for new 
construction and heavy impacts with clear cutting on adjacent properties. 

Councilmember McGehee expressed her concern in looking more closely at impact zones 
around roots, questioning whether that should be exempt related to minor subdivisions. 

Councilmember Etten noted the proposed provision for a tree inventory of trees along 
property lines that may be impacted but not on the subject property. 

Councilmember McGehee suggested she discuss her additional concerns offline as she had 
numerous issues that she didn't see addressed in this draft, some of which included habitat, 
clustering, techniques for boulevard trees.  However, Councilmember McGehee expressed 
appreciation for providing that decisions would be made by registered foresters or certified 
arborists as addressed in the beginning of the document, but preferred consistency in 
qualifications throughout the ordinance for those specifications. 

Mr. Gozola advised that the language had been drafted to provide for potential vacationing or 
unavailability of the forester, at which time someone else can be assigned that role provide 
they had the same qualifications. 

Councilmember McGehee questioned the difference in protecting roots through a drip line 
versus measuring the diameter at breast height of a tree, suggesting a simple calculation for 
residents was preferred.  Councilmember McGehee clarified that she wasn't so much 
concerned in cost savings for developers, but for residents without access to or understanding 

Attachment B



a CADD system, the ordinance needed to provide an easy-to-use system that worked for all 
trees. 

Mr. Gozola provided rationale for choosing the "root protection zone" language as it was 
actually easier to measure in the CADD system without having to assess each and every tree 
for the drip line based on a particular species.  Mr. Gozola advised that this provided for an 
average methodology and provided overall cost savings for applicants-whether residents or 
developers, since they would both need to hire a survey done to locate trees.  

Councilmember McGehee further addressed her appreciation of including pruning based on 
timing if not allowing for wound dressing.  

Councilmember McGehee opined that it appeared that this draft exempted a lot of areas for 
ponding, rights-of-ways, and other areas that may need included; and asked if Mr. Gozola 
was aware of any other communities that may have addressed that concern.  Councilmember 
McGehee noted problems in potential cutting of trees during the height of nesting that may 
be in the way, but endangering individual wildlife habitats.  

With few exceptions, Mr. Gozola opined that most cities would consider such a requirement 
to be onerous for residents in general. 

Sambatek Memorandum, Section I. Allowable Tree Removal,  (page 4) 

Councilmember Etten expressed concern in tree removal process versus results, suggesting it 
may be just the opposite of what he intended.  Councilmember Etten clarified that he was 
addressing developments clear cutting parcels with little tree return, dramatically affecting 
neighborhoods and ecosystems; and represented his reaction to several developments where 
this had happened within the last few years, where significant growth trees were gone and 
sticks planted.  Councilmember Etten noted this was a very important purpose aspect for him 
in the ordinance. 

General Observations 

Councilmember Etten expressed appreciation for a number of the pieces included in this 
draft, including the numbering systems to determine a clear way forward. 

Section G. Tree Preservation Plan Set Requested - Matrix, (Page 5),  Subd. D.i.4 

Councilmember Etten noted the actual size for deciduous trees and coniferous trees and their 
respective diameter breast heights (DBH), which varied with each of those types.  While the 
draft ordinance provided a window on page 3 for coniferous trees, Councilmember Etten 
questioned why the target had been established in that range and how to make the conversion 
for coniferous and deciduous trees. 

Mr. Gozola noted that the numbers are a best guess starting point at this time, and the 
different ranges shown on page 3 were subjective at best. 

Mr. Rehder agreed, noting that future tweaking of the matrix would address those numbers. 

Councilmember Etten stated his interest in considering a range of deciduous and lower DBH 
numbers due to tree growth as referenced in the summary table on page 6, essentially 
preserving more trees and counting more types of trees as part of those considerations that 
he'd find important; while addressing rights-of-way that may include more trees. 
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Councilmember Etten opined that the example provided was interesting, but in his review of 
previous developments, it would seem that requiring no trees where the existing ordinance 
may have required more plantings seemed more appropriate, while this again seemed to 
move in the opposite direction.  Councilmember Etten reiterated his overall concern that this 
draft may actually preserve fewer trees, and he didn't want to create something moving in the 
opposite direction. 

Mr. Rehder opined that wasn't the situation, with the proposed numbers supporting more 
trees.  Mr. Rehder opined that the point of looking at a property and working backward, 
addressing the value of existing trees and fitting them into a matrix to arrive at a suitable 
number was a  more realistic approach, and in the case of the cash in lieu of option, not as 
much of a burden. 

Councilmember Etten thanked Mr. Gozola and Mr. Rehder for the good information 
provided that showed how the new calculations would have affected past developments. 

Section J. Replacement Tree specifications, Item 2 (page 8) 

Councilmember Etten asked if a tree preservation plan was presented, after which a totally 
different development with grading plan, was developed that impacted trees differently, how 
this section would apply unless the same plan came back with the same type of qualifier. 

Mr. Gozola agreed that clarifying language was needed in that section. 

Councilmember Etten stated that he was comfortable with the process to use 1.25" per DBH 
for clarity and providing an electronic process for a certified person to accomplish. 

General Comments 

Overall, Councilmember Etten thanked Mr. Gozola and Mr. Rehder for their work to-date on 
this draft. 

Mayor Roe suggested setting minimum radii of a circle and referencing the drip line as well 
to provide more flexibility. 

Mr. Rehder agreed that there should be a minimum referenced. 

Councilmember McGehee stated she was not much in favor about cutting down all trees on a 
parcel and planting them elsewhere in the community, and questioned if that was becoming a 
common practice.  Councilmember McGehee expressed her preference that some of the new 
tools for development providing for grouping of clumping plantings on a site would be of 
more help.  Councilmember McGehee stated that she envisioned such an option creating a 
sea of asphalt, and a developer deciding there was no good place to plant trees, so they'd 
choose to do so off-site.  While the concept of distributing trees around the City is a nice 
idea, and understanding difficulties in some commercial areas, Councilmember McGehee 
opined that if adjustments were made to accommodate planting on site, she found it difficult 
to believe that reasonable accommodations could not be made on site. 

Mayor Roe clarified that the intent was not to state categorically that all planting on site may 
be inconvenient, but instead allowing that if one or two trees couldn't be accommodated on 
site, their relocation off-site may be allowed.  Mayor Roe further noted that clumping trees is 
permissible - either currently or proposed. 
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Councilmember McGehee opined that her rationale in discussing some of her ongoing 
concerns was to avoid giving someone an option not to comply, but providing that an outside 
forester making the observation and stating what can or cannot be done. 

Mayor Roe clarified that there were no differing opinions on that concern, and there were 
three options provided in the draft ordinance addressing it. 

Mayor Roe thanked Mr. Gozola and Mr. Rehder for their work to-date, opining with some 
additional tweaking, it was a very good document. 
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Memorandum 
DATE: 10-06-15 

TO: Roseville Planning Commission 
FROM: Ben Gozola, AICP 

SUBJECT: Tree Preservation Ordinance Final Draft 

 
 

Overview 
Utilizing direction from the Planning Commission and City Council in July, Sambatek and 
S&S Tree have completed work on an updated tree preservation ordinance for commission 
consideration.  The language before you, at the request of City Council, was pre-reviewed 
by Council in September, and their feedback and direction has been addressed in this final 
draft.  To review, the general goals we were asked to achieve with this new language 
included: 

 Needing to identify a solid purpose for the regulations. 

 Categorize by tree type in some manner (i.e. High Quality Trees, Common Trees, Less 
Desirable Trees, Remove/Prohibited), but be more generalized in what we’re protecting 
(recognizing the public wants a 24” Cottonwood protected just as much as a 24” Oak). 

 Provide incentives to preserving trees. 

 Require an easy-to-read and understand “tree loss” plan with development applications (i.e. 
the tree inventory + grading plan impacts = tree preservation plan). 

 Consider limiting allowed removals (i.e. don’t allow all trees in planned ROW to be removed 
outright). 

 Require tree protection fencing during development 

 Don’t make individual property owners jump through permitting hoops to remove trees 

 Ensure proper City review both before and after development. 

 Consider implementing a cash-in-lieu of trees program that could fund trees for public 
grounds, open space, boulevards, or even a subsidized program for private plantings. 
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Proposed Ordinance 
The new ordinance language is organized as follows 

(A) Intent and Purpose – The intent and purpose section draws from both the existing 
ordinance and the City’s past Arbor Day resolutions to explain why these regulations 
are necessary. 

(B) Applicability – Rather than tie these new regulations to a term like “land alteration,” 
we’ve elected to identify already existing permit applications that would trigger tree 
preservation requirements: 

a. Platting, re-platting, or any lot division; 

b. Any building permit for a new principal structure, or any building permit that 
would expand the footprint of an existing principal structure by more than 
50%; 

c. Demolition permits that would remove 50% or more of a principal structure; 

d. A grading permit that triggers erosion control permit requirements. 

Each of the above application types would need to provide a tree preservation plan 
set prior to the application being deemed “complete” City staff.  Note that subdivision 
(B)(2) adds protection against a landowner preemptively removing trees in an 
attempt to circumvent tree preservation requirements.  Subdivision (B)(3) clarifies 
that if greater tree preservation requirements apply due to other code provisions, the 
more restrictive standard will apply. 

(C) Exemptions – to ensure clarity on things that are not covered by this ordinance, we 
list upfront that tree removal for city public improvement projects or repairs AND 
emergency removal of trees to protect public health are outright allowed and are not 
subject to tree preservation or replacement standards. 

(D) Trees Required to be Inventoried – In recognition that the general public values 
green vegetation and isn’t necessarily fixated on the quality of trees, we have 
deviated from inventorying only specific tree types in favor of inventorying ALL trees 
that meet a minimum size regardless of their health or quality. 
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(E) Tree Classifications – Whereas subsection “D” identifies everything that must be 
inventoried, this section recognizes that not all inventoried trees will carry the same 
level of importance.  Getting back to the fact that “a tree is a tree” in the eyes of the 
public, large trees (regardless of species) are given higher classifications than 
smaller trees.  Note that small trees that are either rare or of exceptional quality can 
be assigned a higher classification if deemed exceptional by a forester, or if 
approved by the City Forester to be a focal point of a development. 

 

Per the proposed language, the following trees would be exempt from the inventory: 

a. Invasive Species that must be removed anyway; 

b. A tree suffering from a major insect infestation or pathological problem that 
cannot be resolved; 

c. A tree experiencing extensive decay or hollow; 

d. A tree that has suffered damage or is in poor condition such that its life 
expectancy is less than ten (10) years. 

(F) Incentive Multipliers – “Incentive Multipliers” are essentially replacement rates for 
each classification type, but we are also using them to provide bonuses when trees 
are preserved over and above what is required.  We demonstrate how they function 
within subsection (G). 

(G) Tree Preservation Plan Set Required – This section details what plans sets must 
be provided with the triggering application.  Things to note about this section include: 

a. We are suggesting the City no longer allow a surveyor to prepare the plans 
as such inventories often times include misidentified trees, and expertise is 
needed to identify “exempt” trees. 

b. Two years would be the validity period for a tree inventory. 

c. The four components of the required plan will bring clarity to the tree 
preservation process.  At its core, this process will identify what exists before 
activities occur, what areas will be impacted by the proposed activity, and 
what the site will look like following activity.  A required matrix (example 
below) will provide staff with an easy-to-reference summary of what is 
required on any given site. 
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(H) Tree Preservation Simplified Plan Set – Mimicking current code, a simplified plan 
set will still be permissible in certain circumstances.  For this section, we have 
elected to get more specific on what information must be provided, and have created 
a graphic to illustrate the City’s intent and make understanding this subsection 
simple and straightforward.  We have also included language that will allow these 
plan sets when minimal tree loss will clearly be within the allowed removal 
thresholds to save residents money when issues are very straightforward. 

(I) Allowable Tree Removal – The success of this updated ordinance will be derived 
from the process and incentives built into the new system.  We did not see the need 
to change the current tree removal thresholds as they appeared to be reasonable 
(right of way & utility easement trees can still be removed, 15% of Heritage trees 
may be removed, and 35% of all other trees may come out all without penalty).  
Note that while 35% of both “significant” and “common” trees may be removed, the 
incentive multipliers (1.0 and 0.5 respectively) will encourage developers to preserve 
larger trees over smaller trees.  We also clarify in this section that valid tree 
preservation plans only authorize activities that were analyzed by the approved plan 
set.  Desired improvements that have not been authorized will require an updated 
tree preservation plan. 

(J) Replacement Tree Specifications – Replacement tree requirements largely mimic 
existing standards.  Improvements built into this section include putting the City in 
charge of determining replacement trees when heritage trees are removed (thereby 
providing another disincentive to heritage tree removals), and allowing the applicant 
to suggest all other replacement types subject to review and approval by the City.   

Other things accomplished in this section include: 
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a. As requested, replacement trees will now count towards required 
landscaping. 

b. Subsection (7) spells out where replacement trees must be planted.  
Importantly, we are currently requiring all plants to be placed on-site unless a 
certain condition exists (impractical, inappropriate, or counterproductive).   In 
those cases, trees may be planted on boulevards or other public lands as 
directed by the City, or the applicant may provide cash-in-lieu of replacement 
inches per the City’s fee schedule. 

By policy, we would recommend all such funds be placed in a special City 
Tree Fund used specifically to fund the planting of trees where needed 
throughout the community (public lands, boulevards, etc).  A second idea 
that’s been discussed is the establishment of a “City Beautiful” grant program 
that would subsidize a portion of tree costs for private residents.  Such a 
policy should require trees to be planted in front yards or areas highly visible 
to the public on a given property. 

 

(K) Tree Protection Required – Tree protection fencing requirements established in 
this section are largely similar to existing requirements with the following exceptions: 

a. We are proposing new pruning standards for oak and elm trees which include 
flexibility should pruning need to be done during prohibited time frames. 

b. We dis-incentivize after-the-fact/unplanned loss of trees by upping 
replacement rates by ½ inch for every inch removed for each category of tree. 

c. If an unplanned tree is lost due to development, we are requiring the 
applicant to provide a planting plan showing how they will conform to the 
replacement penalty. 

(L) Certification of Compliance with Approved Landscape Plan – this is unchanged 
existing language. 

(M)Warranty Requirement – this is unchanged existing language. 

(N) Entry on Private Property and Interference with Inspection – this is unchanged 
existing language. 



City of Roseville 
10-06-15 
Page 6 

Public Hearing 
The planning commission is asked to review the proposed ordinance and hold a public 
hearing to obtain feedback on the regulations.  Following the hearing, the Commission has 
the following options: 

1. RECOMMEND THAT COUNCIL APPROVE THE ORDINANCE LANGUAGE AS 
PRESENTED OR WITH SPECIFIC EDITS; 

2. RECOMMEND THAT COUNCIL DOES NOT ADOPT ANY CODE CHANGES; or 

3. TABLE THE ITEM and request additional information or changes to the proposed language. 

Attachments 
Following this memo, staff has provided two documents to (hopefully) make understanding 
and reviewing this ordinance easy. 

• Attachment A:  This is a clean copy of the proposed language to allow for easy reading of 
the ordinance.  This copy also includes comments from this memo to explain specific 
provisions being proposed. 

• Attachment B:   This is the official ordinance document you are asked to take action on 
tonight.   
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 2 

Definitions being added or amended: 3 

Caliper Inch Measurement – The standard of tree trunk measurement for replacement or 4 
landscaping trees. The caliper inch measurement of the trunk shall be taken at six (6) inches 5 
above the ground for trees up to and including four (4) inch caliper size, and twelve (12) inches 6 
above the ground for trees larger than four (4) inch caliper.  7 

Coniferous/Evergreen Tree – A woody plant having foliage on the outermost portions of the 8 
branches year-round which at maturity is at least twelve (12) feet or more in height. Tamaracks 9 
and Larch are included as coniferous tree species. 10 

Deciduous Tree – A woody plant, which sheds leaves annually, having a defined crown and at 11 
maturity is at least fifteen (15) feet or more in height. 12 

Diameter Breast Height (DBH) – The diameter of trees at breast height, measured 4 ½ feet (54 13 
inches) above the ground.  Multi-stem trees shall be considered as one tree with the measurement 14 
of the largest stem at Diameter Breast Height constituting the size of the tree.  15 

Dripline – A vertical line extending from the outer surface of a tree’s branch tips down to the 16 
ground. 17 

Invasive.  Any tree species that is not native to Minnesota or its regional ecosystem that can 18 
spread or be spread into any non-cultivated soil site and establish itself, expanding the plant 19 
species’ population by its own volition and generally harm, destroy or prevent native plants.  20 
Invasive tree species include Norway Maple, Black Locust, Amur Maple, Siberian Elm, and 21 
Buckthorn. 22 

Tree Protection Zone – An area around a tree defined by either the tree’s unique dripline, or the 23 
tree’s typical root protection zone. 24 

Typical Root Protection Zone – A circle radius around a tree in feet equal to 1.25 times the tree’s 25 
diameter breast height for both deciduous and coniferous trees. 26 

  27 

Commented [BGA1]: We now address what should be 
done in the event that a multi-stemmed tree is 
encountered. 

Commented [BGA2]: A definition for “dripline” has 
now been added as we allow applicants, at their 
discretion, to require a greater protection zone via 
dripline if they so choose to do so. 

Commented [BGA3]: By creating a “typical” root 
protection zone, we establish a system where MOST trees 
will be fully protected.  Individual trees and species types 
may have root zones that protrude further than this 
standard, but completing individual assessments on a per 
tree basis can place a large financial burden on an 
applicant.  As this ordinance will impact individual 
property owners and not just deep pocket developers, 
instituting a reasonable approach was our goal.  Note that 
many communities use a 1:1 ratio, and some use a 1: 1.5; 
we have chosen this intermediate ratio, but would also 
support an increase to 1.5 to be more conservative.  S&S 
believes either will work (with 1.5 obviously providing 
additional protection). 
Should an applicant wish to be MORE protective, this 
ordinance would allow them to utilize driplines to define 
protection boundaries, but in no instance would a 
protection zone be any less than the defined Typical Root 
Protection  Zone. 
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1011.04 Tree Preservation and Restoration in All Districts 1 

A. Intent and Purpose  2 

The City of Roseville recognizes that trees are a significant element of the community given 3 
their beauty (adding color and interest to the urban landscape, and being a source of joy and 4 
spiritual renewal for many), their importance to the environment (purifying air and water, 5 
helping to conserve soil and energy, reduction of noise and energy consumption, and 6 
providing valuable habitat for all kinds of wildlife), and their positive impact on property 7 
values (by providing buffering, protection of privacy, and a unique sense of place within 8 
neighborhoods). 9 

The purpose of this section is to protect and promote this important resource by: 10 

1. Ensuring trees are protected when they are most vulnerable: during times of development; 11 

2. Establishing reasonable requirements for replacement of significant trees lost due to 12 
development; 13 

3. Incentivizing the protection and planting of trees at all times for the benefits they provide; 14 

4. Instituting plan requirements to ensure tree losses can be identified prior to development, 15 
and that adequate replacement plantings will occur following land disturbances; 16 

5. Providing for fair, effective, and consistent enforcement of the regulations contained 17 
herein. 18 

B. Applicability  19 

1. The regulations in this section shall apply to any individual, business or entity that applies 20 
for one of the below permits or approvals.   21 

a. An application for platting, re-platting, or any lot division application that does not 22 
qualify as a minor lot subdivision; or    23 

b. A building permit application to construct a new principal structure or seeking to 24 
expand the footprint of an existing principal structure by more than 50%; or 25 

c. A demolition permit seeking to remove more than 50% of a principal structure in 26 
anticipation of immediate or future redevelopment; or 27 

d. A grading permit seeking to add, remove, or relocate more than 5000 square feet of 28 
dirt, or disturb more than 5000 square feet of ground cover. 29 

2. If the Community Development Department determines that pre-application tree removal 30 
occurred in order to circumvent the regulations in this section, the Department may 31 
require equivalent tree replacement as if a tree preservation plan had been submitted prior 32 
to removal.  Pre-application tree removal shall be considered removed within two years of 33 
application.  Any costs to estimate the removal may be charged to the applicant.  Said 34 
determinations may be appealed to the Board of Adjustment and Appeals under Section 35 
1009.08 of this Title. 36 

Commented [BGA4]: The intent and purpose section 
draws from the existing ordinance and the City’s Arbor 
Day resolutions to explain why these regulations are 
necessary. 

Commented [BGA5]: Rather than tie these regulations 
to a term like “land alteration,” we’ve elected to identify 
already existing permit applications that would trigger 
tree preservation requirements.  Application for any of 
these permits would now need the tree preservation plan 
sets required herein before the application would be 
considered complete. 

Commented [BGA6]: At the request of Council, we 
have exempted Minor Lot Subdivisions knowing that a 
future building permit application will trigger the tree 
inventory and preservation plan.  While we are fine with 
this change, the City should understand the downside to 
this approach:  rather than a surveyor visiting the property 
once in preparation for subdivision, there will likely be 
two surveys: one by the developer, and one by the buyer 
who will need to inventory trees.  The buyer will be 
paying for the survey either way (either directly or 
through the price of the property); this approach may 
raise that cost. 

Commented [BGA7]: These thresholds were set by 
City staff based on erosion control permit requirements. 
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3. Activities subject to the provisions of Chapter 1017, Shoreland, Wetland, and Storm 1 
Water Management, may require tree preservation beyond that which is required by this 2 
section.  In all such instances, the more restrictive preservation standard shall apply. 3 

C. Exemptions 4 

The following activities are exempt from the requirements of this Section: 5 

1. Tree removal related to city public improvement projects or repairs; 6 

2. Emergency removal of a tree or trees to protect public health. 7 

D. Trees Required to be Inventoried 8 

All deciduous trees measuring a minimum of six (6) inches at Diameter Breast Height (DBH), 9 
and all coniferous trees that are twelve (12) feet or more in height, shall be identified on the 10 
tree preservation plan sets required by this section. 11 

E. Tree Classifications 12 

All trees required to be inventoried shall be assigned a classification as follows: 13 

1. Heritage Trees:  14 

a. All deciduous trees measuring equal to or greater than twenty-seven (27) inches at 15 
DBH, and all coniferous trees measuring equal to or greater than fifty (50) feet in 16 
height.  17 

b. A smaller tree can be considered a heritage tree if: 18 

i. A registered forester or certified arborist determines it is a rare or unusual species 19 
or of exceptional quality, or  20 

ii. If it is specifically used by a developer as a focal point in a development project, 21 
and the Community Development Department concurs with the designation given 22 
the tree’s location, species, and/or likelihood to become a prominent feature of the 23 
development. 24 

2. Significant Trees:   25 

a. All deciduous trees with DBH measurements of twelve (12) inches or greater, but less 26 
than twenty-seven (27) inches. 27 

b. All coniferous trees that are twenty-five (25) feet tall or greater, but less than fifty (50) 28 
feet in height.  29 

Commented [BGA8]: Here we have notification that 
preservation requirements may be more restrictive if 
portions of a property are subject to provisions in Chapter 
1017, Shoreland, Wetland, and Stormwater Management.  
In such cases, the more restrictive requirement will apply. 

Commented [BGA9]: This section protects the City 
from tree preservation when installing improvements for 
the public good, and allows for tree removal at any time 
for public safety. 

Commented [BGA10]: One new shift with this 
ordinance is completely getting away from tree lists for 
the inventory; if a tree meets a minimum size, it must be 
inventoried regardless of its health or quality. 

Commented [BGA11]: Whereas subsection “D” 
identifies everything that must be inventoried, this section 
recognizes that not all inventoried trees will carry the 
same level of importance.  Getting back to the fact that “a 
tree is a tree” in the eyes of the public, large trees 
(regardless of species) are given higher classifications 
than smaller trees.  Note that small trees that are either 
rare or of exceptional quality can be assigned a higher 
classification than they otherwise would based on size.  
Incentive multipliers within the next section provide (as 
you might have guessed) incentive to do so. 
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3. Common Trees:   1 

a. All deciduous trees with DBH measurements of six (6) inches or greater, but less than 2 
twelve (12) inches. 3 

b. All coniferous trees that are twelve (12) feet tall or greater, but less than twenty-five 4 
(25) feet in height. 5 

4. Exempt: 6 

In lieu of one of the above classifications, an inventoried tree may be classified as 7 
“Exempt” if a registered forester or certified arborist certifies that one or more of the 8 
following conditions are met: 9 

a. The tree is identified as an Invasive Species and must be removed. 10 

b. The tree suffers from a major insect or pathological problem that cannot be resolved; 11 

c. The tree is experiencing extensive decay or hollow; or 12 

 13 

d. The tree has suffered damage or is in poor condition such that it has a life expectancy 14 
of less than ten (10) years. 15 

F. Incentive Multipliers 16 

To incentivize the protection and preservation of the most important trees within the 17 
community, the following incentive multipliers are to be used against the net preservation or 18 
loss shown on a tree preservation plan as required in Section 1011.04(G): 19 

1. Heritage Trees: 2.0 20 

2. Significant Trees: 1.0 21 

3. Common Trees: 0.5 22 

G. Tree Preservation Plan Set Required  23 

At the time of application for preliminary plat, grading permit, demolition permit or building 24 
permit which includes the demolition of a principal structure; a tree preservation plan meeting 25 
the following requirements, or a simplified plan set as outlined in 1011.04(H), shall be 26 
submitted by the applicant (failure to provide a complete tree preservation plan set shall be 27 
grounds to deem an application incomplete): 28 

1. The tree preservation plans shall be prepared and signed by a registered forester or 29 
certified arborist. 30 

2. The preparation date of all tree preservation plan components shall not precede the date of 31 
application by more than two (2) years.  32 

Commented [BGA12]: “Incentive Multipliers” are 
essentially replacement rates for each classification type, 
but we are also using them to provide bonuses when trees 
are preserved over and above what is required.  You will 
see how they function within the required matrix outlined 
in subsection (G). 

Commented [BGA13]: This section details what plans 
sets must be provided with the triggering application. 

Commented [BGA14]: All references to review now 
require sign off by the City forester or other registered 
forester or certified arborist as assigned by the 
Community Development Department. 

Commented [BGA15]: Two years will be the validity 
period for a tree inventory. 

Attachment D



City of Roseville Draft Tree Preservation Ordinance 
Planning Commission Public Hearing 

10-6-15 
 
 

 
Page 4 of 11 

3. The tree preservation plan set shall consist of four (4) components. 1 

a. An overall tree inventory including the following information: 2 

i. Location, diameter, unique identifier, and species of all trees on the site; 3 

ii. Location, diameter, unique identifier, and species of all adjacent significant trees 4 
on adjacent property whose typical root protection zone extends on to the subject 5 
property. 6 

iii. Trees on the subject property shall be tagged and numbered with the unique 7 
identifier assigned to the tree as part of the overall tree inventory. 8 

b. A disturbance plan showing the overall tree inventory in relation to the following 9 
and including: 10 

i. Identification of which significant trees are: 11 

1. Protected, preserved, or undisturbed; 12 

2. Removed or disturbed (the typical root protection zone will be impacted); and  13 

3. Exempt [per Section 1011.04(E)(4)]. 14 

ii. Proposed grading contours of the site. 15 

iii. Proposed location of building pads and other impervious surfaces being installed. 16 

iv. Proposed disturbance zones (due to construction, grading, utility installations and 17 
other development activities) as identified by cross-hatching or gray-colored 18 
shading on the plan. 19 

v. Identification of tree protection zones: 20 

1. At a minimum, plans must identify the typical root protection zone for all 21 
inventoried trees except those proposed for removal. 22 

2. At the discretion of the applicant, greater protection may be provided to 23 
individual trees by identifying a tree’s unique dripline as the protection zone; 24 
in no instance shall a dripline provide less protection than a typical root 25 
protection zone. 26 

vi. Proposed locations and details of tree protection fencing to be installed for all trees 27 
to be preserved. 28 

c. A final planting plan showing: 29 

i. The final inventory of existing trees to remain on-site following completion of all 30 
development activities. 31 

ii. Location, diameter, and species of all proposed replacement trees in conformance 32 
with Section 1011.04(J).  33 

Commented [BGA16]: The four components of the 
required plan should bring clarity to the tree preservation 
process.  At its core, this process will identify what exists 
before activities occur, what areas will be impacted by the 
proposed activity, and what the site will look like 
following activity.  The required matrix will provide staff 
with an easy-to-reference summary of what is required on 
a site. 

Commented [BGA17]: This subsection requires that 
tree protection zones be identified on the disturbance plan 
set, and grants the applicant the authority to be more 
restrictive in using a dripline to set protection areas if 
desired. 
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iii. Location, diameter, and species of all required landscaping as required by Section 1 
1011.03. 2 

d. A matrix of inventoried trees that meets the following specifications: 3 

i. Data for each tree shall include: 4 

1. A unique identification number assigned to each tree that identifies the tree on 5 
the preservation plan sets; 6 

2. The tree’s classification as defined in Section 1011.04(E); 7 

3. The tree’s species or common name; 8 

4. The actual size of deciduous trees at diameter breast height; and for coniferous 9 
trees, the following diameter breast heights based on their classification: 10 

a. Heritage Coniferous Tree: 18 inches  11 

b. Significant Coniferous Tree: 12 inches 12 

c. Common Coniferous Tree: 6 inches 13 

5. An indication as to whether the tree is intended for removal, intended to be 14 
preserved, or is exempt due to the condition of the tree or the location of the 15 
tree in an allowed removal area. 16 

ii. A summary table shall be provided which includes the following: 17 

1. The total number of inventoried trees on the site broken down by Heritage 18 
Trees, Significant Trees, Common Trees, and Exempt Trees; 19 

2. The total number of diameter breast height inches on the site broken down into 20 
Heritage Trees, Significant Trees, Common Trees, and Exempt Trees; 21 

3. The total number of allowed diameter breast height inches that can be removed 22 
without replacement per Section 1011.04(I); 23 

4. The total number of diameter breast height inches planned for removal broken 24 
down by Heritage Trees, Significant Trees, Common Trees, and Exempt Trees; 25 

5. The net diameter breast height inches being preserved or removed in relation to 26 
allowed removal for each tree type; 27 

6. A denotation of the incentive multiplier for each tree type: Heritage Trees (x2), 28 
Significant Trees (x1), Common Trees (x0.5), and Exempt Trees (x0). 29 

7. The final product of diameter breast height inches being preserved or removed 30 
multiplied by the incentive multiplier; 31 

8. The final sum of removals and credits following consideration of the incentive 32 
multiplier.  Final numbers reflect caliper inches. 33 

 34 
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Example Summary Table: 1 

H. Tree Preservation Simplified Plan Set  2 

1. At the discretion of the Community Development Department, a simplified Tree 3 
Preservation Plan may be submitted when trees do not exist on the site or when no activity 4 
is planned within the typical root protection zone of existing trees.  Simplified plans, when 5 
pre-approved for submittal, shall include the 6 
following information: 7 

a. Location of trees (both on and adjacent to 8 
the property) showing required protection 9 
zones. 10 

i. At a minimum, plans must identify the 11 
typical root protection zones for each 12 
tree which forms the boundary of 13 
vegetation being protected during the 14 
proposed activity 15 

ii. At the discretion of the applicant, 16 
greater protection may be provided to 17 
individual trees by identifying a tree’s 18 
unique dripline as the protection zone; 19 
in no instance shall a dripline provide 20 
less protection than a typical root 21 
protection zone. 22 

b. Proposed grading contours of the site (if applicable); 23 

c. Proposed location of building pads and other impervious surfaces being installed;24 

d. Proposed locations and details of tree protection fencing to be installed for all treed 25 
areas to be protected.  26 

Number 
of Trees

Number 
of 

Diameter 
Inches

Allowed 
Removal 

%

Allowed 
Removal 
in Inches

Actual 
Removal 
in Inches

Net Removal 
or Net 

Preservation

Incentive 
Multiplier

Final  
Caliper 
Inches

Heritage 3 120 15% 18 0 18 2 36
Specimen 5 60 35% 21 -30 -9 1 -9
Common 8 48 35% 17 -48 -31 0.5 -16
Exempt 12 64 100% 64 -64 0 0 0

Total: 28 292 120 -142 -22 11

Commented [BGA18]: Mimicking current code, a 
simplified plan set will still be permissible in certain 
circumstances.  For this section, we have elected to get 
more specific on what information must be provided, and 
have created a graphic to illustrate the City’s intent and 
make understanding this subsection simple and 
straightforward. 

Commented [BGA19]: At a minimum, typical root 
protection zones must be shown, but driplines may also 
be used at the discretion of the applicant. 
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2. At the discretion of the Community Development Department, a simplified Tree 1 
Preservation Plan may also be submitted when a significant majority of trees will be 2 
preserved on a site, and the few trees to be impacted within the area of activity will clearly 3 
not exceed allowed removal thresholds.     4 

3. An escrow as required by 1011.04(M) shall still be required for any activity which can be 5 
permitted with a simplified Tree Preservation plan set. 6 

I. Allowable Tree Removal 7 

In conjunction with platting, re-platting, or any lot division that requires a tree 8 
preservation plan, the approved plan shall dictate tree preservation requirements on all 9 
new lots until such time as the lots have been developed for their intended purpose.  10 

a. Inventoried trees within right-of-way(s) or easement(s) that are being used for the 11 
installation of public streets, utilities, or storm water ponding areas may be removed 12 
without required replacement. 13 

b. Of all remaining inventoried trees not exempt per Section 1011.04(I)(1)(a) above, up 14 
to 15% of the total DBH-inches of all Heritage trees, up to 35% of the total DBH-15 
inches of all Significant trees, and up to 35% of the total DBH-inches of all Common 16 
trees may be removed without tree replacement or restitution subject to the incentive 17 
multipliers listed in Section 1011.04(F); 18 

c. The required final planting plan shall identify the final allowed tree removal for each 19 
lot within the proposed development.   20 

2. Properties that are subject to the Tree Preservation requirements of Section 1011.04 due to 21 
a requested building, demolition, or grading permit shall determine allowable removal 22 
based on the following: 23 

a. If a tree preservation plan set was previously approved for the site within two (2) years 24 
of the application date and the proposed activity is in substantial conformance with the 25 
approved plan as determined by the Community Development Department, then the 26 
approved plan set shall dictate allowed removals on the lot. 27 

b. If the subject lot is not party to a previously approved tree preservation plan set or the 28 
proposed activity is not in substantial conformance with an approved plan, then up to 29 
15% of the total DBH-inches of all Heritage trees, up to 35% of the total DBH-inches 30 
of all Significant trees, and up to 35% of the total DBH-inches of all Common trees 31 
may be removed without tree replacement or restitution subject to the incentive 32 
multipliers listed in Section 1011.04(F).  33 

Commented [BGA20]: The success of this updated 
ordinance will be derived from the process and incentives 
built into the new system.  We did not see the need to 
change the current tree removal thresholds as they 
appeared to be reasonable (right of way & utility 
easement trees can still be removed, 15% of Heritage 
trees may be removed, and 35% of all other trees may 
come out all without penalty).   
 
Note that while 35% of both “significant” and “common” 
trees may be removed, the incentive multipliers (1.0 and 
0.5 respectively) will encourage developers to preserve 
larger trees over smaller trees.  We also clarify in this 
section that valid tree preservation plans only authorize 
activities that were analyzed by the approved plan set; 
desired improvements that have not been authorized will 
require an updated tree preservation plan. 

Attachment D



City of Roseville Draft Tree Preservation Ordinance 
Planning Commission Public Hearing 

10-6-15 
 
 

 
Page 8 of 11 

J. Replacement Tree Specifications 1 

1. The minimum size for Deciduous replacement trees shall be 3-inch caliper, with each 2 
caliper inch counting towards one (1) diameter breast height inch required for 3 
replacement. 4 

2. The minimum height for Coniferous replacement trees shall be six (6) feet with credits for 5 
each replacement tree being based on the following 6 

a. Six (6) DBH replacement inches shall be credited for each coniferous replacement tree 7 
planted that is eight (8) feet or less in height; 8 

b. One (1) additional DBH replacement inch shall be credited for every four (4) foot 9 
increment in height increase over eight (8) feet as illustrated in the following table: 10 

Height Range Credit against Required DBH Replacement Inches 
> 8 feet 6 inches 

8 feet > 12 feet 7 inches 
12 feet > 16 feet 8 inches 
16 feet > 20 feet 9 inches 
20 feet > 24 feet 10 inches 
24 feet > 28 feet 11 inches 

 11 

3. Replacement trees shall be from balled and burlapped, certified nursery stock as defined 12 
and controlled by MN Stat. 18.44 through 18.61, the Plant Pest Act, as may be amended 13 
from time to time.  Replacement trees may also be from bare root stock, provided the trees 14 
are planted no later than May 15th in any year, and the planting is inspected by the City 15 
Forester or other registered forester or certified arborist as assigned by the Community 16 
Development Department. 17 

4. Replacement trees shall be covered by a minimum 2-year guarantee. 18 

5. When heritage trees are removed, replacement tree options shall be as determined by the 19 
City Forester or other registered forester or certified arborist as assigned by the 20 
Community Development Department. 21 

6. Replacement trees for significant and common trees may be selected by the applicant, but 22 
all final planting plans shall be subject to review and approval by the City Forester or 23 
other registered forester or certified arborist as assigned by the Community Development 24 
Department, who will determine whether the proposed trees are suitable to the site, are 25 
well placed, and accomplish local diversity goals. 26 

7. Replacement trees may be utilized to meet landscaping and screening requirements if 27 
placement, species, and location are consistent with those requirements.  28 

Commented [BGA21]: Replacement tree requirements 
largely mimic existing standards. 

Commented [BGA22]: Another disincentive to 
removing heritage trees is this provision which gives the 
City the right to provide replacement tree options when 
heritage trees are removed. 

Commented [BGA23]: As requested, replacement trees 
will now count towards required landscaping. 
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8. Replacement Tree Locations.  Required replacement trees shall be planted on the site 1 
being developed unless doing so is deemed to be impractical (i.e. due to lack of space), 2 
inappropriate (available planting areas are not ideal for new plantings or would do little to 3 
enhance the site), or counterproductive to a property’s intent (i.e. would entail too much 4 
screening for a retail business) as determined by the City Forester or other registered 5 
forester or certified arborist as assigned by the Community Development Department.  6 
When such a determination is made, the applicant shall comply with replacement 7 
requirements in one of two ways: 8 

a. As directed by the City, required replacement trees may be located on public 9 
boulevards or other public lands throughout the City if such lands are deemed to be 10 
available; or 11 

b. The city may accept a cash in lieu payment in accordance with the required fee listed 12 
in the City Fee Schedule.  In no instance shall cash in lieu of payment exceed 10% of 13 
the Fair Market Value of the development site. 14 

K. Tree Protection Required 15 

All trees which are to be retained on a site shall be marked and physically protected from 16 
harm or destruction caused by soil compaction, equipment and material storage within a tree’s 17 
identified protection zone, bark abrasions, changes in soil chemistry, out-of-season pruning, 18 
and root damage during construction. 19 

1. Before any construction or grading of any development project occurs, a “safety fence” 20 
per the approved tree preservation plan shall be erected meeting the following 21 
requirements: 22 

a. Must be at least 4 feet in height and staked with posts no less than every 5 feet. 23 

b. Shall be placed around the identified protection zone(s) of trees to be preserved per the 24 
approved tree preservation plan.  25 

c. Signs shall be placed along the fence line identifying the area as a tree protection area, 26 
and prohibiting development activities beyond the fence line.  27 

2. The tree protection fencing shall remain in place until all grading and construction activity 28 
is terminated; failure to maintain tree protection fencing shall be grounds for issuance of a 29 
stop work order. 30 

3. No equipment, construction materials, or soil may be stored within the identified 31 
protection zone of any inventoried tree to be preserved. 32 

4. Care must be taken to prevent a change in soil chemistry due to concrete washout and 33 
leakage or spillage of toxic materials such as fuels or paints. 34 

5. Drainage patterns on the site shall not change considerably causing drastic environmental 35 
changes in the soil moisture content where trees are intended to be preserved. 36 

Commented [BGA24]: This subsection spells out 
where replacement trees must be planted.  Importantly, 
we are currently requiring all plants to be placed on-site 
unless a certain condition exists (impractical, 
inappropriate, or counterproductive).   In those cases, 
trees may be planted on boulevards or other public lands 
as directed by the City, or the applicant may provide 
cash-in-lieu of replacement inches. 

Commented [BGA25]: City staff is proposing to have 
the City’s arborist/forester determine an appropriate fee 
on a yearly basis.  The fee would be a new line item in 
the annual fee schedule, and it would be based on the 
average cost of a 6 foot evergreen/ 3 caliper inch canopy 
tree.  The 10% market value cap acknowledges that trees 
account for approximately 10% of a property’s value, and 
that cash-in-lieu replacement costs can never exceed that 
value. 
 
By policy, we would recommend all such funds be placed 
in a special City Tree Fund used specifically to fund the 
planting of trees where needed throughout the community 
(public lands, boulevards, etc).  A second idea floated that 
we encourage is to set up a “City Beautiful” grant 
program that would subsidize a portion of tree costs for 
private residents.  Such a policy should require trees to be 
planted in front yards or areas highly visible to the public 
on a given property. 

Commented [BGA26]: Tree protection fencing 
requirements are largely similar to existing requirements. 

Attachment D



City of Roseville Draft Tree Preservation Ordinance 
Planning Commission Public Hearing 

10-6-15 
 
 

 
Page 10 of 11 

6. Pruning of oak trees and elm trees shall be subject to the following requirements: 1 

a. Pruning of Oak trees shall not occur from March 15th through July 1st.   2 

b. Pruning of Elm trees shall not occur from April 1st through August 31st. 3 

c. On a year to year basis, the City Council may alleviate or extend the above seasonal 4 
restrictions by resolution if, in its opinion, the same is necessary for the betterment of 5 
city wide oak and elm tree populations. 6 

d. If pruning of either tree type is absolutely necessary during prohibited timeframes, the 7 
city shall be notified before work begins, and the landowner shall be required to seal 8 
all wounds with a proper wound sealing paint authorized by the City Forester or other 9 
registered forester or certified arborist as assigned by the Community Development 10 
Department. 11 

7. Unplanned Loss of Trees. 12 

a. Any tree, not previously identified for removal, that is determined by the City Forester 13 
or other registered forester or certified arborist as assigned by the Community 14 
Development Department to be destroyed or damaged as a result of development 15 
activity shall be replaced at the following rates: 16 

Catagory Replacement Rate 
Heritage Trees 2.5 

Significant Trees 1.5 
Common Trees 1.0 

b. Unauthorized tree removal which results in mandatory replacement shall require the 17 
applicant to prepare or update a final planting plan as required by Section 18 
1011.04(G)(3)(c).  Replacement plantings shall only occur once authorized by the City 19 
Forester or other registered forester or certified arborist as assigned by the Community 20 
Development Department. 21 

L. Certification of Compliance with Approved Landscape Plan 22 

Upon completion of construction activity and/or required landscaping, the Developer shall 23 
notify the City and request an inspection of the work.  Following the inspection, the City shall 24 
notify the Developer that additional work is still required, or issue a letter finding that all 25 
plantings have been satisfactorily completed.  The required warranty period for plantings shall 26 
begin on the date of the issued satisfactory completion letter.    27 

Commented [BGA27]: This concept would likely 
require a permit to cover city costs to document the 
activity and complete inspections of the work. 

Commented [BGA28]: Replacement rates go up by ½ 
inch for all trees classifications for trees identified for 
preservation, but are lost due to development. 

Commented [BGA29]: If an unplanned tree is lost due 
to development, this language will require the applicant 
to provide a planting plan showing how they will 
conform to the replacement penalty. 
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M. Warranty Requirement 1 

1. New Development Sites:  the Developer shall provide a financial guarantee, in a form 2 
satisfactory to the City, prior to the approval or issuance of any permit for land alteration 3 

a. The amount of the guarantee shall be 125% of the estimated cost to furnish and plant 4 
replacement trees. The estimated cost shall be provided by the Developer subject to 5 
approval by the City. The estimated cost shall be at least as much as the reasonable 6 
amount charged by nurseries for the furnishing and planting of replacement trees. The 7 
City reserves the right in its sole discretion to determine the estimated cost in the event 8 
the Developer’s estimated cost is not approved. 9 

b. The security shall be maintained for at least 2 years after the date that the last 10 
replacement tree has been planted. Upon a showing by the Developer and such 11 
inspection as may be made by the City, that portion of the security may be released by 12 
the City equal to 125% of the estimated cost of the replacement trees which are alive 13 
and healthy at the end of such year. Any portion of the security not entitled to be 14 
released at the end of the year shall be maintained and shall secure the Developer’s 15 
obligation to remove and replant replacement trees which are not alive or are 16 
unhealthy at the end of such year and to replant missing trees. Upon completion of the 17 
replanting of such trees the entire security may be released. 18 

2. Development or Redevelopment of Existing Lots: The developer shall provide a cash 19 
escrow in the amount of $500.00 to guarantee compliance with the requirements of this 20 
Ordinance. Said security shall be released upon certification of compliance by the 21 
developer to the satisfaction of the City. Notwithstanding the foregoing, no portion of the 22 
security shall be released while there are unsatisfied Developer’s obligations to indemnify 23 
the City for any expenses in enforcing this requirement. 24 

3. The City may retain from the security required above as reimbursement an amount 25 
expended by the City to enforce the provisions of this Section. 26 

N. Entry on Private Property and Interference with Inspection 27 

The Community Development Department may enter upon private premises at any reasonable 28 
time for the purposes of enforcing the regulations set forth in this Section.  No person shall 29 
unreasonably hinder, prevent, delay, or interfere with the Community Development 30 
Department while engaged in the enforcement of this Section. 31 

Commented [BGA31]: Existing language 

Commented [BGA32]: Existing language 
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City of Roseville 

ORDINANCE NO. ____ 1 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SELECTED TEXT OF TITLE 10 ZONING ORDINANCE  2 

OF THE ROSEVILLE CITY CODE RELATING TO TREE PRESERVATION 3 

 4 

THE CITY OF ROSEVILLE ORDAINS: 5 

Section 1. The City Council of the City of Roseville hereby amends City Code, Title 10, Chapter 6 

1001 Introduction, Section 1001.10 Definitions as follows: 7 

 8 

All existing definitions in Section 1001.10 are restated and incorporated herein unchanged 9 

with the following definitions to be removed: 10 

 11 

CALIPER INCH: A unit of measurement describing the diameter of a tree measured one 12 

foot above the finished grade. 13 

TREE, DECIDUOUS: A plant with foliage that is shed annually. 14 

TREE, EVERGREEN: A plant with foliage that persists and remains green year round. 15 

Section 2. The City Council of the City of Roseville hereby amends City Code, Title 10, Chapter 16 

1001 Introduction, Section 1001.10 Definitions as follows: 17 

 18 

All existing definitions in Section 1001.10 are restated and incorporated herein unchanged 19 

with the following definitions to be added in alphabetical order with existing definitions:   20 

 21 

CALIPER INCH:  The standard of tree trunk measurement for replacement or landscaping 22 

trees. The caliper inch measurement of the trunk shall be taken at six (6) inches above the 23 

ground for trees up to and including four (4) inch caliper size, and twelve (12) inches above 24 

the ground for trees larger than four (4) inch caliper.  25 

 26 

DIAMETER BREAST HEIGHT (DBH):  The diameter of trees at breast height, measured 27 

4 ½ feet (54 inches) above the ground.  Multi-stem trees shall be considered as one tree 28 

with the measurement of the largest stem at Diameter Breast Height constituting the size of 29 

the tree. 30 

 31 

DRIPLINE:  A vertical line extending from the outer surface of a tree’s branch tips down 32 

to the ground.  33 
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TREE, INVASIVE:  Any tree species that is not native to Minnesota or its regional 34 

ecosystem that can spread or be spread into any non-cultivated soil site and establish itself, 35 

expanding the plant species’ population by its own volition and generally harm, destroy or 36 

prevent native plants.  Invasive tree species include Norway Maple, Black Locust, Amur 37 

Maple, Siberian Elm, and Buckthorn. 38 

 39 

TREE: A self-supporting woody perennial having one or several self-supporting stems or 40 

trunks and numerous branches which normally attains an overall height of 15 feet at 41 

maturity.  Trees may be classified as deciduous or coniferous. 42 

 43 

TREE, CONIFEROUS/EVERGREEN:  A woody plant having foliage on the outermost 44 

portions of the branches year-round which at maturity is at least twelve (12) feet or more in 45 

height. Tamaracks and Larch are included as coniferous tree species. 46 

 47 

TREE, DECIDUOUS:  A woody plant, which sheds leaves annually, having a defined 48 

crown and at maturity is at least fifteen (15) feet or more in height. 49 

 50 

TREE PROTECTION ZONE:  An area around a tree defined by either the tree’s unique 51 

dripline, or the tree’s typical root protection zone. 52 

 53 

TYPICAL ROOT PROTECTION ZONE:  A circle radius around a tree in feet equal to 54 

1.25 times the tree’s diameter breast height for both deciduous and coniferous trees. 55 

Section 3. The City Council of the City of Roseville hereby repeals in its entirety City Code, Title 56 

10, Chapter 1011 Property Performance Standards, Section 1011.04 Tree 57 

Preservation and Restoration in All Districts. 58 

Section 4. The City Council of the City of Roseville hereby adopts a new City Code, Title 10, 59 

Chapter 1011 Property Performance Standards, Section 1011.04 Tree Preservation 60 

and Restoration in All Districts, as follows (formatting to match existing code 61 

standards): 62 

A. Intent and Purpose  63 

The City of Roseville recognizes that trees are a significant element of the community 64 

given their beauty (adding color and interest to the urban landscape, and being a source 65 

of joy and spiritual renewal for many), their importance to the environment (purifying 66 

air and water, helping to conserve soil and energy, reduction of noise and energy 67 

consumption, and providing valuable habitat for all kinds of wildlife), and their positive 68 

impact on property values (by providing buffering, protection of privacy, and a unique 69 

sense of place within neighborhoods). 70 
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The purpose of this section is to protect and promote this important resource by: 71 

1. Ensuring trees are protected when they are most vulnerable: during times of 72 
development; 73 

2. Establishing reasonable requirements for replacement of significant trees lost due to 74 
development; 75 

3. Incentivizing the protection and planting of trees at all times for the benefits they 76 
provide; 77 

4. Instituting plan requirements to ensure tree losses can be identified prior to 78 

development, and that adequate replacement plantings will occur following land 79 
disturbances; 80 

5. Providing for fair, effective, and consistent enforcement of the regulations 81 

contained herein. 82 

B. Applicability  83 

1. The regulations in this section shall apply to any individual, business or entity that 84 
applies for one of the below permits or approvals.   85 

a. An application for platting, re-platting, or any lot division application that does 86 

not qualify as a minor lot subdivision; or    87 

b. A building permit application to construct a new principal structure or seeking 88 

to expand the footprint of an existing principal structure by more than 50%; or 89 

c. A demolition permit seeking to remove more than 50% of a principal structure 90 

in anticipation of immediate or future redevelopment; or 91 

d. A grading permit seeking to add, remove, or relocate more than 5000 square 92 

feet of dirt, or disturb more than 5000 square feet of ground cover. 93 

2. If the Community Development Department determines that pre-application tree 94 

removal occurred in order to circumvent the regulations in this section, the 95 

Department may require equivalent tree replacement as if a tree preservation plan 96 

had been submitted prior to removal.  Pre-application tree removal shall be 97 

considered removed within two years of application.  Any costs to estimate the 98 

removal may be charged to the applicant.  Said determinations may be appealed to 99 
the Board of Adjustment and Appeals under Section 1009.08 of this Title. 100 

3. Activities subject to the provisions of Chapter 1017, Shoreland, Wetland, and 101 

Storm Water Management, may require tree preservation beyond that which is 102 

required by this section.  In all such instances, the more restrictive preservation 103 
standard shall apply. 104 

 105 

 106 

 107 
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C. Exemptions 108 

The following activities are exempt from the requirements of this Section: 109 

1. Tree removal related to city public improvement projects or repairs; 110 

2. Emergency removal of a tree or trees to protect public health. 111 

D. Trees Required to be Inventoried 112 

All deciduous trees measuring a minimum of six (6) inches at Diameter Breast Height 113 

(DBH), and all coniferous trees that are twelve (12) feet or more in height, shall be 114 

identified on the tree preservation plan sets required by this section. 115 

E. Tree Classifications 116 

All trees required to be inventoried shall be assigned a classification as follows: 117 

1. Heritage Trees:  118 

a. All deciduous trees measuring equal to or greater than twenty-seven (27) inches 119 

at DBH, and all coniferous trees measuring equal to or greater than fifty (50) 120 

feet in height.  121 

b. A smaller tree can be considered a heritage tree if: 122 

i. A registered forester or certified arborist determines it is a rare or unusual 123 

species or of exceptional quality, or  124 

ii. If it is specifically used by a developer as a focal point in a development 125 

project, and the Community Development Department concurs with the 126 

designation given the tree’s location, species, and/or likelihood to become a 127 

prominent feature of the development. 128 

2. Significant Trees:   129 

a. All deciduous trees with DBH measurements of twelve (12) inches or greater, 130 

but less than twenty-seven (27) inches. 131 

b. All coniferous trees that are twenty-five (25) feet tall or greater, but less than 132 

fifty (50) feet in height. 133 

3. Common Trees:   134 

a. All deciduous trees with DBH measurements of six (6) inches or greater, but 135 
less than twelve (12) inches. 136 

b. All coniferous trees that are twelve (12) feet tall or greater, but less than 137 

twenty-five (25) feet in height.  138 
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4. Exempt: 139 

In lieu of one of the above classifications, an inventoried tree may be classified as 140 

“Exempt” if a registered forester or certified arborist certifies that one or more of 141 

the following conditions are met: 142 

a. The tree is identified as an Invasive Species and must be removed. 143 

b. The tree suffers from a major insect or pathological problem that cannot be 144 

resolved; 145 

c. The tree is experiencing extensive decay or hollow; or 146 

d. The tree has suffered damage or is in poor condition such that it has a life 147 

expectancy of less than ten (10) years. 148 

F. Incentive Multipliers 149 

To incentivize the protection and preservation of the most important trees within the 150 

community, the following incentive multipliers are to be used against the net 151 

preservation or loss shown on a tree preservation plan as required in Section 152 

1011.04(G): 153 

1. Heritage Trees: 2.0 154 

2. Significant Trees: 1.0 155 

3. Common Trees: 0.5 156 

G. Tree Preservation Plan Set Required  157 

At the time of application for preliminary plat, grading permit, demolition permit or 158 

building permit which includes the demolition of a principal structure; a tree 159 

preservation plan meeting the following requirements, or a simplified plan set as 160 

outlined in 1011.04(H), shall be submitted by the applicant (failure to provide a 161 

complete tree preservation plan set shall be grounds to deem an application 162 

incomplete): 163 

1. The tree preservation plans shall be prepared and signed by a registered forester or 164 

certified arborist. 165 

2. The preparation date of all tree preservation plan components shall not precede the 166 

date of application by more than two (2) years. 167 

3. The tree preservation plan set shall consist of four (4) components. 168 

a. An overall tree inventory including the following information: 169 

i. Location, diameter, unique identifier, and species of all trees on the site; 170 

ii. Location, diameter, unique identifier, and species of all adjacent significant 171 

trees on adjacent property whose typical root protection zone extends on to 172 

the subject property. 173 
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iii. Trees on the subject property shall be tagged and numbered with the unique 174 

identifier assigned to the tree as part of the overall tree inventory. 175 

b. A disturbance plan showing the overall tree inventory in relation to the 176 

following and including: 177 

i. Identification of which significant trees are: 178 

1. Protected, preserved, or undisturbed; 179 

2. Removed or disturbed (the typical root protection zone will be 180 

impacted); and  181 

3. Exempt [per Section 1011.04(E)(4)]. 182 

ii. Proposed grading contours of the site. 183 

iii. Proposed location of building pads and other impervious surfaces being 184 

installed. 185 

iv. Proposed disturbance zones (due to construction, grading, utility 186 

installations and other development activities) as identified by cross-187 

hatching or gray-colored shading on the plan. 188 

v. Identification of tree protection zones: 189 

1. At a minimum, plans must identify the typical root protection zone for 190 

all inventoried trees except those proposed for removal. 191 

2. At the discretion of the applicant, greater protection may be provided to 192 

individual trees by identifying a tree’s unique dripline as the protection 193 

zone; in no instance shall a dripline provide less protection than a 194 

typical root protection zone. 195 

vi. Proposed locations and details of tree protection fencing to be installed for 196 

all trees to be preserved. 197 

c. A final planting plan showing: 198 

i. The final inventory of existing trees to remain on-site following completion 199 

of all development activities. 200 

ii. Location, diameter, and species of all proposed replacement trees in 201 

conformance with Section 1011.04(J). 202 

iii. Location, diameter, and species of all required landscaping as required by 203 

Section 1011.03. 204 

d. A matrix of inventoried trees that meets the following specifications: 205 

i. Data for each tree shall include: 206 

1. A unique identification number assigned to each tree that identifies the 207 

tree on the preservation plan sets; 208 
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2. The tree’s classification as defined in Section 1011.04(E); 209 

3. The tree’s species or common name; 210 

4. The actual size of deciduous trees at diameter breast height; and for 211 

coniferous trees, the following diameter breast heights based on their 212 

classification: 213 

a. Heritage Coniferous Tree: 18 inches  214 

b. Significant Coniferous Tree: 12 inches 215 

c. Common Coniferous Tree: 6 inches 216 

5. An indication as to whether the tree is intended for removal, intended to 217 

be preserved, or is exempt due to the condition of the tree or the 218 

location of the tree in an allowed removal area. 219 

ii. A summary table shall be provided which includes the following: 220 

1. The total number of inventoried trees on the site broken down by 221 

Heritage Trees, Significant Trees, Common Trees, and Exempt Trees; 222 

2. The total number of diameter breast height inches on the site broken 223 

down into Heritage Trees, Significant Trees, Common Trees, and 224 

Exempt Trees; 225 

3. The total number of allowed diameter breast height inches that can be 226 

removed without replacement per Section 1011.04(I); 227 

4. The total number of diameter breast height inches planned for removal 228 

broken down by Heritage Trees, Significant Trees, Common Trees, and 229 

Exempt Trees; 230 

5. The net diameter breast height inches being preserved or removed in 231 

relation to allowed removal for each tree type; 232 

6. A denotation of the incentive multiplier for each tree type: Heritage 233 

Trees (x2), Significant Trees (x1), Common Trees (x0.5), and Exempt 234 

Trees (x0). 235 

7. The final product of diameter breast height inches being preserved or 236 

removed multiplied by the incentive multiplier; 237 

8. The final sum of removals and credits following consideration of the 238 

incentive multiplier.  Final numbers reflect caliper inches. 239 
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240 

H. Tree Preservation Simplified Plan Set  241 

1. At the discretion of the Community Development Department, a simplified Tree 242 

Preservation Plan may be submitted when trees do not exist on the site or when no 243 

activity is planned within the typical root protection zone of existing trees.  244 

Simplified plans, when pre-approved 245 

for submittal, shall include the 246 

following information: 247 

a. Location of trees (both on and 248 

adjacent to the property) showing 249 

required protection zones. 250 

i. At a minimum, plans must 251 

identify the typical root 252 

protection zones for each tree 253 

which forms the boundary of 254 

vegetation being protected 255 

during the proposed activity  256 

ii. At the discretion of the 257 

applicant, greater protection 258 

may be provided to individual 259 

trees by identifying a tree’s 260 

unique dripline as the protection zone; in no instance shall a dripline 261 

provide less protection than a typical root protection zone. 262 

b. Proposed grading contours of the site (if applicable); 263 

c. Proposed location of building pads and other impervious surfaces being 264 

installed; 265 

d. Proposed locations and details of tree protection fencing to be installed for all 266 

treed areas to be protected. 267 

Number 
of Trees

Number 
of 

Diameter 
Inches

Allowed 
Removal 

%

Allowed 
Removal 
in Inches

Actual 
Removal 
in Inches

Net Removal 
or Net 

Preservation

Incentive 
Multiplier

Final  
Caliper 
Inches

Heritage 3 120 15% 18 0 18 2 36
Specimen 5 60 35% 21 -30 -9 1 -9
Common 8 48 35% 17 -48 -31 0.5 -16
Exempt 12 64 100% 64 -64 0 0 0

Total: 28 292 120 -142 -22 11
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2. At the discretion of the Community Development Department, a simplified Tree 268 

Preservation Plan may also be submitted when a significant majority of trees will 269 

be preserved on a site, and the few trees to be impacted within the area of activity 270 

will clearly not exceed allowed removal thresholds.     271 

3. An escrow as required by 1011.04(M) shall still be required for any activity which 272 

can be permitted with a simplified Tree Preservation plan set. 273 

I. Allowable Tree Removal 274 

1. In conjunction with platting, re-platting, or any lot division that requires a tree 275 

preservation plan, the approved plan shall dictate tree preservation requirements on 276 

all new lots until such time as the lots have been developed for their intended 277 

purpose. 278 

a. Inventoried trees within right-of-way(s) or easement(s) that are being used for 279 

the installation of public streets, utilities, or storm water ponding areas may be 280 

removed without required replacement. 281 

b. Of all remaining inventoried trees not exempt per Section 1011.04(I)(1)(a) 282 

above, up to 15% of the total DBH-inches of all Heritage trees, up to 35% of 283 

the total DBH-inches of all Significant trees, and up to 35% of the total DBH-284 

inches of all Common trees may be removed without tree replacement or 285 

restitution subject to the incentive multipliers listed in Section 1011.04(F); 286 

c. The required final planting plan shall identify the final allowed tree removal for 287 

each lot within the proposed development.   288 

2. Properties that are subject to the Tree Preservation requirements of Section 1011.04 289 

due to a requested building, demolition, or grading permit shall determine 290 

allowable removal based on the following: 291 

a. If a tree preservation plan set was previously approved for the site within two 292 

(2) years of the application date and the proposed activity is in substantial 293 

conformance with the approved plan as determined by the Community 294 

Development Department, then the approved plan set shall dictate allowed 295 

removals on the lot. 296 

b. If the subject lot is not party to a previously approved tree preservation plan set 297 

or the proposed activity is not in substantial conformance with an approved 298 

plan, then up to 15% of the total DBH-inches of all Heritage trees, up to 35% of 299 

the total DBH-inches of all Significant trees, and up to 35% of the total DBH-300 

inches of all Common trees may be removed without tree replacement or 301 

restitution subject to the incentive multipliers listed in Section 1011.04(F). 302 
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J. Replacement Tree Specifications 303 

1. The minimum size for Deciduous replacement trees shall be 3-inch caliper, with 304 

each caliper inch counting towards one (1) diameter breast height inch required for 305 

replacement. 306 

2. The minimum height for Coniferous replacement trees shall be six (6) feet with 307 

credits for each replacement tree being based on the following: 308 

a. Six (6) DBH replacement inches shall be credited for each coniferous 309 

replacement tree planted that is eight (8) feet or less in height; 310 

b. One (1) additional DBH replacement inch shall be credited for every four (4) 311 

foot increment in height increase over eight (8) feet as illustrated in the 312 

following table: 313 

 314 

3. Replacement trees shall be from balled and burlapped, certified nursery stock as 315 

defined and controlled by MN Stat. 18.44 through 18.61, the Plant Pest Act, as may 316 

be amended from time to time.  Replacement trees may also be from bare root 317 

stock, provided the trees are planted no later than May 15th in any year, and the 318 

planting is inspected by the City Forester or other registered forester or certified 319 

arborist as assigned by the Community Development Department. 320 

4. Replacement trees shall be covered by a minimum 2-year guarantee. 321 

5. When heritage trees are removed, replacement tree options shall be as determined 322 

by the City Forester or other registered forester or certified arborist as assigned by 323 

the Community Development Department. 324 

6. Replacement trees for significant and common trees may be selected by the 325 

applicant, but all final planting plans shall be subject to review and approval by the 326 

City Forester or other registered forester or certified arborist as assigned by the 327 

Community Development Department, who will determine whether the proposed 328 

trees are suitable to the site, are well placed, and accomplish local diversity goals. 329 

7. Replacement trees may be utilized to meet landscaping and screening requirements 330 

if placement, species, and location are consistent with those requirements. 331 

 332 
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8. Replacement Tree Locations.  Required replacement trees shall be planted on the 333 

site being developed unless doing so is deemed to be impractical (i.e. due to lack of 334 

space), inappropriate (available planting areas are not ideal for new plantings or 335 

would do little to enhance the site), or counterproductive to a property’s intent (i.e. 336 

would entail too much screening for a retail business) as determined by the City 337 

Forester or other registered forester or certified arborist as assigned by the 338 

Community Development Department.  When such a determination is made, the 339 

applicant shall comply with replacement requirements in one of two ways: 340 

a. As directed by the City, required replacement trees may be located on public 341 

boulevards or other public lands throughout the City if such lands are deemed 342 

to be available; or 343 

b. The city may accept a cash in lieu payment in accordance with the required fee 344 

listed in the City Fee Schedule. 345 

K. Tree Protection Required 346 

All trees which are to be retained on a site shall be marked and physically protected 347 

from harm or destruction caused by soil compaction, equipment and material storage 348 

within a tree’s identified protection zone, bark abrasions, changes in soil chemistry, 349 

out-of-season pruning, and root damage during construction. 350 

1. Before any construction or grading of any development project occurs, a “safety 351 

fence” per the approved tree preservation plan shall be erected meeting the 352 

following requirements: 353 

a. Must be at least 4 feet in height and staked with posts no less than every 5 feet. 354 

b. Shall be placed around the identified protection zone(s) of trees to be preserved 355 

per the approved tree preservation plan.  356 

c. Signs shall be placed along the fence line identifying the area as a tree 357 

protection area, and prohibiting development activities beyond the fence line.  358 

2. The tree protection fencing shall remain in place until all grading and construction 359 

activity is terminated; failure to maintain tree protection fencing shall be grounds 360 

for issuance of a stop work order. 361 

3. No equipment, construction materials, or soil may be stored within the identified 362 

protection zone of any inventoried tree to be preserved. 363 

4. Care must be taken to prevent a change in soil chemistry due to concrete washout 364 

and leakage or spillage of toxic materials such as fuels or paints. 365 

5. Drainage patterns on the site shall not change considerably causing drastic 366 

environmental changes in the soil moisture content where trees are intended to be 367 

preserved.  368 
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6. Pruning of oak trees and elm trees shall be subject to the following requirements: 369 

a. Pruning of Oak trees shall not occur from March 15th through July 1st.   370 

b. Pruning of Elm trees shall not occur from April 1st through August 31st. 371 

c. On a year to year basis, the City Council may alleviate or extend the above 372 

seasonal restrictions by resolution if, in its opinion, the same is necessary for 373 
the betterment of city wide oak and elm tree populations. 374 

d. If pruning of either tree type is absolutely necessary during prohibited 375 

timeframes, the city shall be notified before work begins, and the landowner 376 

shall be required to seal all wounds with a proper wound sealing paint 377 

authorized by the City Forester or other registered forester or certified arborist 378 

as assigned by the Community Development Department. 379 

7. Unplanned Loss of Trees. 380 

a. Any tree, not previously identified for removal, that is determined by the City 381 

Forester or other registered forester or certified arborist as assigned by the 382 

Community Development Department to be destroyed or damaged as a result of 383 

development activity shall be replaced at the following rates: 384 

b. Unauthorized tree removal which results in mandatory replacement shall 385 

require the applicant to prepare or update a final planting plan as required by 386 

Section 1011.04(G)(3)(c).  Replacement plantings shall only occur once 387 

authorized by the City Forester or other registered forester or certified arborist 388 

as assigned by the Community Development Department. 389 

L. Certification of Compliance with Approved Landscape Plan 390 

Upon completion of construction activity and/or required landscaping, the Developer 391 

shall notify the City and request an inspection of the work.  Following the inspection, 392 

the City shall notify the Developer that additional work is still required, or issue a letter 393 

finding that all plantings have been satisfactorily completed.  The required warranty 394 

period for plantings shall begin on the date of the issued satisfactory completion letter.   395 

M. Warranty Requirement 396 

1. New Development Sites:  the Developer shall provide a financial guarantee, in a 397 

form satisfactory to the City, prior to the approval or issuance of any permit for 398 

land alteration 399 

 400 
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a. The amount of the guarantee shall be 125% of the estimated cost to furnish and 401 

plant replacement trees. The estimated cost shall be provided by the Developer 402 

subject to approval by the City. The estimated cost shall be at least as much as 403 

the reasonable amount charged by nurseries for the furnishing and planting of 404 

replacement trees. The City reserves the right in its sole discretion to determine 405 

the estimated cost in the event the Developer’s estimated cost is not approved. 406 

b. The security shall be maintained for at least 2 years after the date that the last 407 

replacement tree has been planted. Upon a showing by the Developer and such 408 

inspection as may be made by the City, that portion of the security may be 409 

released by the City equal to 125% of the estimated cost of the replacement 410 

trees which are alive and healthy at the end of such year. Any portion of the 411 

security not entitled to be released at the end of the year shall be maintained 412 

and shall secure the Developer’s obligation to remove and replant replacement 413 

trees which are not alive or are unhealthy at the end of such year and to replant 414 

missing trees. Upon completion of the replanting of such trees the entire 415 

security may be released. 416 

2. Development or Redevelopment of Existing Lots: The developer shall provide a 417 

cash escrow in the amount of $500.00 to guarantee compliance with the 418 

requirements of this Ordinance. Said security shall be released upon certification of 419 

compliance by the developer to the satisfaction of the City. Notwithstanding the 420 

foregoing, no portion of the security shall be released while there are unsatisfied 421 

Developer’s obligations to indemnify the City for any expenses in enforcing this 422 

requirement. 423 

3. The City may retain from the security required above as reimbursement an amount 424 

expended by the City to enforce the provisions of this Section. 425 

N. Entry on Private Property and Interference with Inspection 426 

The Community Development Department may enter upon private premises at any 427 

reasonable time for the purposes of enforcing the regulations set forth in this Section.  428 

No person shall unreasonably hinder, prevent, delay, or interfere with the Community 429 

Development Department while engaged in the enforcement of this Section. 430 

Section 5. Effective Date.  This ordinance amendment to the Roseville City Code shall take effect 431 

upon passage and publication. 432 

Passed this 17th day of June, 2013 433 

Attachment D



 
REQUEST FOR PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION 

 DATE: 10/07/2015 
 ITEM NO: 5b 

Division Approval Agenda Section 
 PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Item Description: Request by the Community Development Department for approval of a 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan map change and Zoning map change at 
3253 and 3261 Old Highway 8 (PROJ0036). 

PROJ0036_RPCA_CompPlanZoning_100715 
Page 1 of 4 

APPLICATION INFORMATION 

 Applicant:  City of Roseville 

 Location:  3253 and 3261 Old Highway 8 

 Property Owner:  John P Henz and Thomas Arthur 
Ranallo 

 Open House Meeting:  July 23, 2015 

 Application Submission:  Not Applicable 

 City Action Deadline:  Not Applicable  

Action taken on proposed Comprehensive Plan and 
zoning amendments is legislative in nature; the City has 
broad discretion in making land use decisions based on 
advancing the health, safety, and general welfare of the 
community. Action taken on a comprehensive plan land use map and zoning map change are quasi-
judicial; the City’s role is to determine the facts associated with the request and apply those facts to 
the legal standards contained in State Statute and City Code. 

REQUESTED ACTION 1 
The Community Development Department seeks approval of a Comprehensive Land Use Plan 2 
map change and Zoning map change for the two properties to improve consistency and facilitate 3 
more appropriate density in the area.  4 

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION 5 
The Planning Division recommends approval of the proposed changes. 6 

SUMMARY OF SUGGESTED ACTION 7 
By motion, recommend approval of the proposed changes, pursuant to Title 2 (Commissions) and 8 
Title 10 (Zoning) of the City Code. 9 



PROJ0036_RPCA_CompPlanZoning_100715 
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BACKGROUND 10 

The 1979 Comprehensive Plan guided the subject properties as High Density Residential (HDR), 11 
and the Official Zoning Map classified them as Single Family Residential District (R-1).  During the 12 
2008 update process of Roseville’s Comprehensive Plan, the two properties remained HDR, as the 13 
adjacent uses were generally high density residential and the subject properties lie adjacent to two 14 
busy intersections (Old Highway 8 and County Road C2).  In 2010, as a component of the overall 15 
rezoning of the City to create consistency between land use designations and zoning classifications 16 
required under State Statutes, the City Council discussed changing the two subject properties to a 17 
lower density.  The Council ultimately decided at that time that the guiding and zoning were 18 
appropriate and no change was considered.  Subsequently the two properties were rezoned from R-1 19 
to the newly created High Density Residential-1 District (HDR-1). 20 

Over the past few years, the Planning Division has had discussions with interested developers about 21 
possible multi-family residential projects on the 3253 property, however, none of these proposals 22 
have come forth to seek formal approval. 23 

In June 2015, the Roseville City Council discussed the subject sites and their current land use 24 
designations and instructed the Planning staff to begin the process to change the guiding and zoning 25 
to medium density.  26 

An applicant seeking approval of a COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE PLAN MAP CHANGE and/or ZONING 27 
MAP CHANGE is required to hold an open house meeting to inform the surrounding property owners 28 
and other interested individuals of the proposal, to answer questions, and to solicit feedback. The 29 
open house for this application was held on July 23, 2015; comment sheets completed by most all 30 
attendees and the emails received by the City Planner are included with this staff report as 31 
Attachment C.  The owners of the two properties in question were notified about the open house and 32 
the City’s proposal.  33 

PROPOSED ANALYSIS 34 

COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE PLAN MAP CHANGE: City Code §201.07 (Comprehensive Plan 35 
Amendments) allows property owners to seek, and the Planning Commission to recommend, 36 
changes to the Comprehensive Plan.  A recommendation by the Planning Commission to approve a 37 
change to the Comprehensive Plan must have the affirmative votes of at least 5/7ths of the Planning 38 
Commission’s total membership. 39 

The Comprehensive Plan identifies the following: 40 

Land-Use Issues 41 

This residential neighborhood is often perceived as being isolated as it is separated from the rest of 42 
Roseville’s neighborhoods by major highways, a railroad, and the large industrial area west of I-43 
35W. Bordering the southeast side of the district is County Road 88, which produces traffic and 44 
noise that can negatively impact the neighborhood. Existing land uses on the east side of County 45 
Road 88 are primarily heavy and light industrial as part of Roseville’s large industrial area west of 46 
I-35W. The neighborhood would benefit from improved access to the rest of the Roseville, including 47 
on- or off-street routes for walking and biking that would better connect the neighborhood to the 48 
City’s parks and recreation system.  49 

Planning District 1 contains one vacant site, which consists of two adjacent parcels totaling 50 
approximately nine acres located just south of County Road D between Old Highway 8 and County 51 
Road 88. Because potential soil and fill material problems on the site would challenge the economic 52 
feasibility of developing a multistory building, the site’s previous future land use designation was 53 
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Business. The desired development of more intensive uses will most likely require substantial soil 54 
corrections. If this land is developed for residential uses, the provision of public or private 55 
parks/open space should be considered as part of the development. This park land could be designed 56 
to improve the district’s access to park space in the neighborhood as well as the community’s park 57 
system. 58 

Future Land Use 59 

The Comprehensive Plan does not mention the subject site in its future land use analysis.   60 

Generally speaking from a planning perspective, busy intersections lend themselves to higher 61 
densities because higher density properties can be constructed to mitigate sound, but low density 62 
properties are designed to take advantage of outdoor areas, which can’t be as easily protected from 63 
road noise.  High density properties also limit the number of access points onto busy streets, which 64 
allows them to function better than if there are a large number of low-density driveway curb cuts.  In 65 
the case of the subject area, there is a mix of medium- and high-density developments that appear to 66 
work and function well for the broader neighborhood.  Since the Comprehensive Plan does not 67 
specifically discuss the subject properties or area and the future High Density, the Planning Division 68 
has concluded the proposed COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE PLAN MAP CHANGE wouldn’t change the 69 
purpose and intent of the Comprehensive Plan.  In fact, the Comprehensive Plan discusses the 70 
challenges of developing a multi-story building and the challenging soils at the site, which may 71 
provide further support for density reduction.  Instead, the proposal would result in a slight 72 
adjustment in the future uses allowed by decreasing residential density and creating an area that 73 
supports a larger mix of residential that better suits the area.  74 

ZONING MAP CHANGE: Assuming that the change to the Comprehensive Plan is supported and 75 
approved, the requested ZONING MAP CHANGE becomes a clerical step to ensure that the zoning map 76 
continues to be “consistent with the guidance and intent of the Comprehensive Plan” as required in 77 
City Code §1009.04 (Zoning Changes).   In order for the actions by the City to be final and be 78 
published, Metropolitan Council review and approval of the Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map 79 
Change is required.  80 

PUBLIC COMMENT 81 
As indicated above, the Planning Division held the required open house for the item on July 23, 82 
2015, at which meeting 45+ citizens attended.  The majority of comments discussed at the open 83 
house with the City Planner indicated support for the change to medium density.  84 

Specifically, many area residents noted the existing traffic issues and the 5-way intersection.  They 85 
also noted the area has many children and few sidewalks.  Similarly, they noted support for 86 
developments similar to Woodsedge Townhomes and Roseville Commons Condos, which have a 87 
more acceptable density, in their view, than a multiple story, multi-family residential development 88 
with nearly twice the density. 89 

The general feeling from the citizens who attended was that the high density designation was too 90 
much density for the corner and the area.  Medium density offers a more consistent density with the 91 
area and would have fewer negative impacts in the areas of traffic, height, and massing of structures.  92 

Mr. John Runquist, Trustee for the Henz Trust, 3253 Old Highway 8, submitted a letter of 93 
opposition to the changes at the July 23, 2015, open house.  In his letter Mr. Runquist cites loss in 94 
value of a property guided since 1979 and a change that is counter to the existing and adjacent high 95 
density uses as his reasons to oppose the proposed change.  His letter is the first in the grouping from 96 
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the July 23, 2015, open house in Attachment C.  At the time of packet printing the Planning Division 97 
had not received any communication from the property owner of 3261 Old Highway 8. 98 

RECOMMENDATION 99 
Based on the information and analysis provided above, the Planning Division recommends approval 100 
of the proposed COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE PLAN MAP CHANGE AND ZONING MAP CHANGE pursuant 101 
to Title 2 (Commissions), Title 10 (Zoning), and Title 11 (Subdivisions) of the City Code, subject to 102 
the approval of the Comprehensive Plan Map Change by the Metropolitan Council. 103 

SUGGESTED ACTION 104 
By motion, recommend approval of the proposed COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE PLAN AND OFFICIAL 105 
ZONING MAP CHANGES from High Density Residential and HDR-1 to Medium Density Residential 106 
and Medium Density Residential District based on the information, analysis, and condition 107 
contained in this report. 108 

As noted earlier, the Comprehensive Land Use Plan Map Change will require Metropolitan Council 109 
review and approval after the City Council acts on the request.  This process could take up to 60 110 
days to complete. 111 

Prepared by: City Planner Thomas Paschke 651-792-7074 | thomas.paschke@cityofroseville.com 
Attachments: A: Area Map 

B: Comp Plan & Rezoning Maps 
C: Open House materials 
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C. Building Arrangement: Buildings may be organized in several ways, including the examples in this section:
1.  Arranged along the street without a common open space. Open space is provided on individual lots or on privately defi ned 
spaces to the rear of attached dwellings.
2.  Arranged around a common courtyard that faces the street, with parking areas taking access off  a shared drive to the side 
and rear of the buildings. Th e area of the courtyard is counted towards the overall density, toward lot coverage calculations, 
and as part of the lot area per unit.
3.  Arranged along the street with a common open space area to the rear or side of the buildings, as is common in townhouse 
and multi-family developments. Th e open space area(s) for resident use is counted towards the overall density, toward lot cov-
erage calculations, and as part of the lot area per unit.
(Ord. 1403, 12-13-2010)

Table 1004-6
HDR-1 HDR-2

Attached Multifamily Multifamily

Maximum density 24 Units/net acre None

Minimum density 12 Units/net acre 24 Units/net acre

Maximum building height 35 Feet 65 Feet 95 Feet

Maximum improvement area 75% 75% 85%

Minimum front yard building setback

  Street 30 Feet 30 Feet 10 Feet

  Interior courtyard 10 Feet 10 Feet 15 Feet

Minimum side yard building setback

   Interior 8 Feet (end unit)
20 Feet, when adjacent 

to ldr-1 or ldr-2
10 Feet, all other uses

20% Height of the 
buildinga

   Corner 15 Feet 20 Feet 20% Height of the 
buildinga

Minimum rear yard building setback 30 Feet 30 Feet 50% Height of the 
buildinga

a Th e City may require a greater or lesser setback based on surrounding land uses.
(Ord. 1411, 6-13-2011); (Ord.1405, 2-28-2011)

Source:  City of Roseville, Zoning Code - July 23, 2015

Existing
1004.11  High Density Residential Districts (HDR-1 and HDR-2)

A. Statement of Purpose: Th e HDR districts are designed to provide an environment of predominantly high-density housing 
types, including manufactured-home communities, large and small multi-family buildings, and single-family attached dwellings, 
at an overall density exceeding 12 units per acre, along with along with related uses such as public services and utilities that serve 
the residents in the district. Th e district is intended to promote fl exible development standards for new residential developments 
and to allow innovative development patterns, consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.

B. Dimensional Standards:

Attachment B
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C.  Building Arrangement: Buildings may be organized in several ways, including the examples in this 
section:
1.  Arranged along the street without a common open space, as is typical for most residential lots. 
Open space is provided on individual lots.
2.  Arranged around a common courtyard that faces the street, with parking areas taking access off  a 
shared drive to the side and rear of the buildings (see diagram). Th e area of the courtyard is counted 
towards the overall density, toward lot coverage calculations, and as part of the lot area per unit.
3.  Arranged along the street with a common open space area to the rear or side of the buildings, as 
is common in townhouse and multi-family developments. Th e open space area(s) for resident use is 
counted towards the overall density, toward lot coverage calculations, and as part of the lot area per 
unit.

Table 1004-5 One-Family Two-Family Attached Multifamily

Maximum density 12 Units/net acre - averaged across development site

Minimum density 5 Units/net acre - averaged across development site

Minimum lot area per unit 4,800 Sq. Ft. 3,600 Sq. Ft. 3,600 Sq. Ft. 3,600 Sq. Ft.

Minimum lot width 40 Feet 30 Feet/unit N/a N/a

Maximum building height 30 Feet 30 Feet 35 Feet 40 Feet

Maximum improvement area 65% 65% 65% 65%

Minimum front yard building setback

Street - local 30 Feeta 30 Feeta 30 Feeta 30 Feet

Street – non-local (A and B Minor 
Reliever and A Minor Augmentor)

NA NA zero Feetb 30 Feet

Interior courtyard – 40 foot or less 
courtyard width

15 Feetc 15 Feetc 15 Feetc 15 Feet

Interior courtyard – 41-45 foot 
courtyard width

10 Feetc 10 Feetc 10 Feetc 10 Feet 

Interior courtyard – 45 foot or 
greater courtyard width

5 Feetd 5 Feetc 5 Feetc 5 Feet 

Minimum side yard building setback

Interior 5 Feet 5 Feet 5 Feet 10 Feet

Periphery 5 Feet 5 Feet 8 Feet 20 Feet

Corner/street 10 Feet 10 Feet 15 Feet 20 Feet

Reverse corner/street Equal to exis  ng front yard of adjacent lot, but not greater than 30 feet

Minimum rear yard building setback

Interior 0 Feet 0 Feet 0 Feet 0 Feet

Periphery 30 Feet 30 Feet 45 Feet 45 Feet

Minimum periphery alley setback 10 Feete 10 Feete 10 Feete 10 Feete

a   Covered entries and porches sheltering (but not enclosing) front doors are encouraged and may extend into the required front yard 
to a setback of 22 feet from the front street right-of-way line.

b  Zero feet setback for non-enclosed porch or 15 feet from A/B Minor Reliever or A Minor Augmentor, whichever is greater.
c   Covered entries and porches sheltering (but not enclosing) front doors are encouraged and may extend into the required front yard 

to a setback of 4 feet to the front courtyard parcel boundary.
d   Where courtyards are equal to or exceed 45 feet, covered entries and porches sheltering (but not enclosing) front doors may extend 

to the front courtyard parcel boundary.
e  Requires landscaping and/or fencing approved by the Community Development Department.
(Ord. 1464, 03-24-2014)

1004.10  Medium Density Residential (MDR) District

A. Statement of Purpose: Th e MDR District is designed to provide an environment of varied housing types at an overall density of 5 to 12 units 
an acre, including single-family attached dwellings, small multi-family buildings, two-family and small-lot, one-family dwellings, along with 
related uses such as public services and utilities that serve the residents in the district. Th e district is intended to promote fl exible development 
standards for new residential developments and to allow innovative development patterns, consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.

Proposed

Source:  City of Roseville, Zoning Code - July 23, 2015

B. Dimensional Standards
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C. Building Arrangement: Buildings may be organized in several ways, including the examples in this section:
1.  Arranged along the street without a common open space. Open space is provided on individual lots or on privately defi ned 
spaces to the rear of attached dwellings.
2.  Arranged around a common courtyard that faces the street, with parking areas taking access off  a shared drive to the side 
and rear of the buildings. Th e area of the courtyard is counted towards the overall density, toward lot coverage calculations, 
and as part of the lot area per unit.
3.  Arranged along the street with a common open space area to the rear or side of the buildings, as is common in townhouse 
and multi-family developments. Th e open space area(s) for resident use is counted towards the overall density, toward lot cov-
erage calculations, and as part of the lot area per unit.
(Ord. 1403, 12-13-2010)

Table 1004-6
HDR-1 HDR-2

Attached Multifamily Multifamily

Maximum density 24 Units/net acre None

Minimum density 12 Units/net acre 24 Units/net acre

Maximum building height 35 Feet 65 Feet 95 Feet

Maximum improvement area 75% 75% 85%

Minimum front yard building setback

  Street 30 Feet 30 Feet 10 Feet

  Interior courtyard 10 Feet 10 Feet 15 Feet

Minimum side yard building setback

   Interior 8 Feet (end unit)
20 Feet, when adjacent 

to ldr-1 or ldr-2
10 Feet, all other uses

20% Height of the 
buildinga

   Corner 15 Feet 20 Feet 20% Height of the 
buildinga

Minimum rear yard building setback 30 Feet 30 Feet 50% Height of the 
buildinga

a Th e City may require a greater or lesser setback based on surrounding land uses.
(Ord. 1411, 6-13-2011); (Ord.1405, 2-28-2011)

Source:  City of Roseville, Zoning Code - July 23, 2015

Existing
1004.11  High Density Residential Districts (HDR-1 and HDR-2)

A. Statement of Purpose: Th e HDR districts are designed to provide an environment of predominantly high-density housing 
types, including manufactured-home communities, large and small multi-family buildings, and single-family attached dwellings, 
at an overall density exceeding 12 units per acre, along with along with related uses such as public services and utilities that serve 
the residents in the district. Th e district is intended to promote fl exible development standards for new residential developments 
and to allow innovative development patterns, consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.

B. Dimensional Standards:
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C.  Building Arrangement: Buildings may be organized in several ways, including the examples in this 
section:
1.  Arranged along the street without a common open space, as is typical for most residential lots. 
Open space is provided on individual lots.
2.  Arranged around a common courtyard that faces the street, with parking areas taking access off  a 
shared drive to the side and rear of the buildings (see diagram). Th e area of the courtyard is counted 
towards the overall density, toward lot coverage calculations, and as part of the lot area per unit.
3.  Arranged along the street with a common open space area to the rear or side of the buildings, as 
is common in townhouse and multi-family developments. Th e open space area(s) for resident use is 
counted towards the overall density, toward lot coverage calculations, and as part of the lot area per 
unit.

Table 1004-5 One-Family Two-Family Attached Multifamily

Maximum density 12 Units/net acre - averaged across development site

Minimum density 5 Units/net acre - averaged across development site

Minimum lot area per unit 4,800 Sq. Ft. 3,600 Sq. Ft. 3,600 Sq. Ft. 3,600 Sq. Ft.

Minimum lot width 40 Feet 30 Feet/unit N/a N/a

Maximum building height 30 Feet 30 Feet 35 Feet 40 Feet

Maximum improvement area 65% 65% 65% 65%

Minimum front yard building setback

Street - local 30 Feeta 30 Feeta 30 Feeta 30 Feet

Street – non-local (A and B Minor 
Reliever and A Minor Augmentor)

NA NA zero Feetb 30 Feet

Interior courtyard – 40 foot or less 
courtyard width

15 Feetc 15 Feetc 15 Feetc 15 Feet

Interior courtyard – 41-45 foot 
courtyard width

10 Feetc 10 Feetc 10 Feetc 10 Feet 

Interior courtyard – 45 foot or 
greater courtyard width

5 Feetd 5 Feetc 5 Feetc 5 Feet 

Minimum side yard building setback

Interior 5 Feet 5 Feet 5 Feet 10 Feet

Periphery 5 Feet 5 Feet 8 Feet 20 Feet

Corner/street 10 Feet 10 Feet 15 Feet 20 Feet

Reverse corner/street Equal to exis  ng front yard of adjacent lot, but not greater than 30 feet

Minimum rear yard building setback

Interior 0 Feet 0 Feet 0 Feet 0 Feet

Periphery 30 Feet 30 Feet 45 Feet 45 Feet

Minimum periphery alley setback 10 Feete 10 Feete 10 Feete 10 Feete

a   Covered entries and porches sheltering (but not enclosing) front doors are encouraged and may extend into the required front yard 
to a setback of 22 feet from the front street right-of-way line.

b  Zero feet setback for non-enclosed porch or 15 feet from A/B Minor Reliever or A Minor Augmentor, whichever is greater.
c   Covered entries and porches sheltering (but not enclosing) front doors are encouraged and may extend into the required front yard 

to a setback of 4 feet to the front courtyard parcel boundary.
d   Where courtyards are equal to or exceed 45 feet, covered entries and porches sheltering (but not enclosing) front doors may extend 

to the front courtyard parcel boundary.
e  Requires landscaping and/or fencing approved by the Community Development Department.
(Ord. 1464, 03-24-2014)

1004.10  Medium Density Residential (MDR) District

A. Statement of Purpose: Th e MDR District is designed to provide an environment of varied housing types at an overall density of 5 to 12 units 
an acre, including single-family attached dwellings, small multi-family buildings, two-family and small-lot, one-family dwellings, along with 
related uses such as public services and utilities that serve the residents in the district. Th e district is intended to promote fl exible development 
standards for new residential developments and to allow innovative development patterns, consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.

Proposed

Source:  City of Roseville, Zoning Code - July 23, 2015

B. Dimensional Standards
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Open House - July 23,20L5

To gather public input related to the City Council's decision to initiate the process of amending the
comprehensive plan and zoning map regulations that apply to 3253 and 3261 Old Highway 8. These
properties are currently guided and zoned for high-density residential development and the proposal is to
regulate them for medium-density development. This open house meeting is an important source of feedback
from the community and is a required step in the process of seeking City approval for the proposed

comprehensive plan and zoning map changes. A summary of the comments and questions raised at the open
house meeting will become part of the formal application . (Ptonning Project File 0036)

Please shore your comments below:

立 んヂ″ん′ノ

Name: 6"U l/ts. Eodqu.'sr Address: 5, / f2 tctrhzA Dtl,vd .Piu r)ltarr,'z*

Phone:   Email:    
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As I sat down to write this summary, it was July 21,2015. lnteresting date, because that
makes it 10 years and 1 day since John Henz' death July 20th in 2005.

John and I were acquainted since 1962 and good friends for most of the time since. I

got him a lawyer to help set up his Trust and later when he threw out his son John as
Trustee because of the latter's alcoholism, I became his Trustee. lt has is many ways
made it the worst troublesome ten years of my life. John had originally designated his
son to get 75 % of his estate and therefore included a clause that the Trustee be unpaid
(since his son was to receive such a generous share.) When he dropped John to 25/"
and I became Trustee unfortunately that clause remained. So for all my efforts, I have
never been compensated.

I took charge of the task and had done almost everything needed to close the estate/
trust within about 9 months. This included; having a survey made of the property and an
appraisal completed, all insurance collected, all accounts closed and opened for the
Trust, all bills paid, all addresses and phone numbers of scattered heirs collected, etc.
! would have preferred to get the property listed for sale during that timeframe, however,
one obstacle loomed very large - the issue of the South propefi line.

When the 12 townhomes were developed on the South side of the Henz property,
Roseville approved development plans calling for 131 ' of space in a lot 125' wide. At
the last meeting during which the Council voted 4-1 to rezone the Henz property to
high density residential, I listed the measurements: boulevard, access road, driveway
length, depth of townhouse, deck depth and required setback - 131 '. This meant the
buildings were built with their decks up to, and some, over the property line. Then of
course, the owners of those townhomes had been draining not only their eaves but also
their sumps - not just to, but also across the property line, thus creating a substantial
wetland in an area where John and Helen had previously grown raspberries. When I

was taking pictures to show the encroachments, the president of the Homeowners'
Association yelled at me to get off her land - ironically she was standing on Henz
property as she did so. She threatened to call the police and I invited her to do so, but I

continued with taking photos and taking measurements.

That incident was to foreshadow how difficult she would be to deal with. At the
beginning, with a survey in my possession, I tried to explain that in fact 3 of 12 units
had been built over the lot line and needed to be removed or the problem addressed,
she simply yelled and said they didn't need to do anything. And the illegal drainage
continued.

I went to Roseville City Hall and tried to get help about the water problem. The
gentleman that I met there said that he had met Mr. Henz when he came to complain
about the drainage problem - Yes, he knew all about the problem. Now since John was
in dire health straits and not ambulatory for over ayear prior to his death, it becomes
apparent they did not do anything to grant John Henzreliet from the ongoing damage to
his property. And guess what, I got the same lack of assistance. I was told that the
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most physical change Roseville could require would be to force an "L" pipe to be
attached at the lot line and the most enforcement would be a $100 fine to be levied on
the various offending propefi owners. ln short nothing was done about the violation by
anyone at Roseville City Hall.

Finally, to my relief, a gentleman owner of another townhome convinced Rita, the
Association president or chairperson that they had to deal with me on the various
issues. Soon, those two and the owner of the engineering firm which had done survey
work on their development, and I sat down. We quickly agreed that if I sold a drainage
easement for $3,500, the engineering company would put in a French tile drainage
system (some kind of a system was to have been done by Mendota Homes - the
developer) . Oh yes, I also had to agree that the physical encroachments had to
remain. There was a further stipulation that the wet area (now about 25'wide) needed
to be drained by me before he would commence work. Thus, I wound up digging a
trench about 180' long by a spade depth, with tributaries, in 95 degree heat. The water
drained, the work got done, and I survived.

The fact that issues got settled once they were agreed to is testament to the difficulty in
dealing with Rita. I deposited the check when the agreement was signed - finally, finally,
I could list the property for sale. the deposit was made May 18, 2008. She would have
nothing to do with me or the issues for nearly 2112 years thus delaying the listing of the
property for sale until 2 years and 10 months after John's death. You must surely
remember what was happening to the economy and real estate values by that time!!!

The Appraisal of the Henz property had given a value for commercial development of
$465,000. I signed the first Purchase Agreement with Golden Gopher Properties for
$400,000, but after all their development preparation was for, I recall, 37 units that
met various setback and other requirements, they defaulted by failing to close. I was
told during various discussions they assigned a land cost value at about $11,000 per
unit which supports their offering price. They admitted default but still wanted an extra
60 days to close. They would not agree to additional $10,000 earnest money and the
negotiations ended. I had their rights severed legally and kept their $10,000 for the
Trust account.

Next, my broker negotiated with Mr Doug Simek and offers and counteroffers settled
verbally at an agreement for $400,000. However, he also wanted the Ranollo propefi
as well, he finally became frustrated with dealing with Tom Ranollo and withdrew
his offer for the Henz property.

Next, I signed a Purchase Agreement with MWF Properties for $400,000, being twice
bitten, ! extracted on advice of counsel, a clause whereby they paid the real estate
taxes during their due diligence period. I was told that they withdrew because they
couldn't come to agreement with Roseville as to whether they would do "market value"
development versus low cost housing. ln a discussion with Roseville Senior Planner
Bryan Lloyd at City Hall on July 20th, he assured me that was not the reason they
withdrew, rather that they probably didn't get concessions they wanted from the City.

Attachment C



Oh well, I took their tax money, but you can see a fairly well defined pattern here. That
various developers thought that for high density projects they proposed - they set the
price at $400,000. This was consistent across this time period - $400,000.

Having changed Brokers twice since the title problems i.e. boundary and water issues,
I am told several groups are showing interest. How strong that interest may be or how
soon I might get an offer, I simply have no idea at this time. But it has been ten years,
so long, that I am fairly certain one heir, John's sister Mrs Margaret lrwin has passed on
while waiting for her fair share. She was elderly and in ill health and I never heard from
her from about 2 years after John died.

During the period that the land has been on the market, Roseville undertook the legal
process of making Comprehensive Plan and Zoning designation agree and we were
caught up in that - myself representing the Trust and Mr Tom Ranollo for his home
property. This was an arduous and exhausting process we overcame the arguments of
all who wanted a change for these properties. Against the recommendation of the
Planning Commission, by a 4-1 final vote the Roseville Council changed our property
zoning to high density residential. That marked a singular victory for the Henz Heirs,
but now the neighbors, apparently from the townhomes, have prevailed with the Council
and asked to have this all overturned.

These people live in property that is high density residential as is the next property
South of them. The townhomes across Hwy 8 are 29 units on a bit over 2 acres, looks
pretty high density to me. They sit on land zoned R3 townhomes ,and I couldn't get a
density designation out of the St. Anthony City Planner - she tried but just couldn't give
me a solid designation. There isn't much green space, mostly buildings and driveways.
The apartments in the "V" shaped lot Northwest of the nearby intersection at 33rd and
C2 are also zoned high density residential.

We fought this battle to get high density residential zoning. The Council voted 4-1 to
make it so. The crux of the matter is still the same as it was. The effect of changing
now to medium density will destroy the value of the Trust. With a maximum potential of
probably no more than 15-16 units at a designated land cost for the developer per unit
of $11-12,000, offers will probably be well less than half of the recent $400,000 that I

still believe it is possible to receive.

I know that the City of Roseville has every right to ultimately determine the character
and density of residential development and it is the responsibility of the Council to vote
the critical decisions. ! was led to understand in my discussion with Senior Planner
Bryan Lloyd that no new issues were raised by the people who somehow convinced
the Council to overturn their prior 4-1 decision. I believe that the Council could have
invited opposing opinions and have deliberated at another meeting before its vote
to have the Planning Department start this process over. With this having been a very
contentious issue, I certainly would have appreciated the chance to give voice in a
meeting such as we have now - prior to having the process all over again.
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I fail to see if what transpired was merely the rehashing of previous arguments in favor
of Medium density, how could there have been sufficient reason to overturn a 4-1
decision. That decision came after very extended arguments were examined, very many
interested parties were heard over and over and the 5 members who then voted stated
their votes loudly and clearly making it seem that they were very firm in their conviction
that it was the appropriate outcome.

We appear to be headed down the road so recently traveled. When all the voices have
again been heard, I hope and I pray that the zoning and comprehensive plan remain
unchanged. The can be no fairness in ignoring the credibly demonstrated fair market
value of the propefi if it were developed under current zoning. With fewer units to be
developed under Medium Density the potential price offered will likely be less than half .

The taxable value surely might be less as well.

The son and four grandchildren with families would realize much diminished inheritance.
ln ten years, they have suffered long delay partially caused by some of the very people
who now want this process to be a do-over. I understand that for the Henz Trust you
have no heirs residing in Roseville, but you have their economic interests residing in
your hands. The impact of lowering the density will severely impact their lives. This
very action having been initiated has effectively taken the property off the market
pending its conclusion - yet, now is the season to have it actively marketed.

For any developer keeping track of what is going on, should we prevail, would these
developers trust the Roseville City Council that you might not again take this up yet
again. Word might get around that it is a tricky place in which to do business.

And finally, remember that the vocal few that have asked for this reconsideration - they
don't as the saying goes, "have any skin in the game" - and they do have their own high
density zoning that they wish to have stricken from others.

I have already asked that the Planning Commission NOT take this up in its September
2nd meeting as I will be unavailable on that date. I made this request via email to Mr.
Bryan Lloyd on July 21st, 2015. I sincerely hope that at the very least, my request for
delay will be honored. I am also unavailable for an August 5th. ln both cases I will be
out of country.

Thank you for your attention, John H.B.Runquist, Trustee of the John P Henz Trust
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7-23-2015

To Thomas Paschke,

This Ietter is asking for your support. Our names are Lynn and Nancy
Rood at3240 Old Highway 8. We are across from the proposed properties
in the Rezoneing notification.

Our concern is increased traffic, the 5 stop light intersection and
many local driveways.

We would like the area not to be high density and stay much the way
it is.

Yours, T),^-7r p*.{

%/)",/
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Open House - July 23,20L5

To gather public input related to the City Council's decision to initiate the process of amendingthe
comprehensive plan and zoning map regulations that apply to 3253 and 3261 Old Highway 8. These

properties are currently guided and zoned for high-density residential development and the proposal is to
regulate them for medium-density development. This open house meeting is an important source of feedback

from the community and is a required step in the process of seeking City approvalforthe proposed

comprehensive plan and zoning map changes. A summary of the comments and questions raised at the open

house meeting will become part of the formal application . (Planning Proiect File 0035)

Name: Fo u I {de^ -T;no re 1L.-- Address:

Pleose shore your comments below:
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Open House… July 23′ 2015

To gather public input related to the City Council's decision to initiate the process of amending the
comprehensive plan and zoning map regulations that apply to 3253 and 3261 Old Highway 8. These
properties are currently guided and zoned for high-density residential development and the proposal is to
regulate them for medium-density development. This open house meeting is an important source of feedback

from the community and is a required step in the process of seeking City approval for the proposed

comprehensiveplanandzoningmapchanges. Asummaryofthecommentsandquestionsraisedattheopen
house meeting will become part of the formal application . (Planning Project File 0036)

Please share your comments below:
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/
Open House - July 23,2OL5

To gather public input related to the City Council's decision to initiate the process of amending the
comprehensive plan and zoning map regulations that apply to 3253 and 3261 Old Highway 8. These
properties are currently guided and zoned for high-density residential development and the proposal is to
regulate them for medium-density development. This open house meeting is an important source of feedback
from the community and is a required step in the process of seeking City approvalforthe proposed
comprehensive plan and zoning map changes. A summary of the comments and questions raised at the open
house meeting will become part of the formal application . (Planning Project File 0036)

Pleose share your comments below:
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Open House - July 23,?'OLS

To gather public input related to the City Council's decision to initiate the process of amending the
comprehensive plan and zoning map regulations that apply to 3253 and 3251 Old Highway 8. These

properties are currently guided and zoned for high-density residential development and the proposal is to
regulate them for medium-density development. This open house meeting is an important source of feedback

from the community and is a required step in the process of seeking City approval forthe proposed

comprehensiveplanandzoningmapchanges. Asummaryofthecommentsandquestionsraisedattheopen
house meeting will become part of the formal application . (Planning Project File 00j6)

Pleose share your comments below:
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Open House - July 23,zOLs

To gather public input related to the City Council's decision to initiate the process of amending the
comprehensive plan and zoning map regulations that apply to 3253 and 3261 Old Highway 8. These
properties are currently guided and zoned for high-density residential development and the proposal is to
regulate them for medium-density development. This open house meeting is an important source of feedback
from the community and is a required step in the process of seeking City approval for the proposed

comprehensive plan and zoning map changes. A summary of the comments and questions raised at the open
house meeting will become part of the formal application . (Plonning Project File 00j6)

Please share your comments below:
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Open House - July 23,20t5

To gather public input related to the City Council's decision to initiate the process of amending the
comprehensive plan and zoning map regulations that apply to 3253 and 3251 Old Highway 8. These
properties are currently guided and zoned for high-density residential development and the proposal is to
regulate them for medium-density development. This open house meeting is an important source of feedback
from the community and is a required step in the process of seeking City approval for the proposed
comprehensive plan and zoning map changes. A summary of the comments and questions raised at the open
house meeting will become part of the formal application . (Ptanning Project Fite 0036)

Pleose shore your comments below:

クリι ι勿 |́クイ ん ク ノ″ ″ ″ 為ヽ ク 」

´ン√ 笙ん五舛了ヽ“リ ″んノ ノι″//―
ノ
ク ″ を ノ%〃

あ2″ ら
〆

ん 多/ん 易 ′″ ≠ 洗ノc  協 乞プ
仁

ノ
ん //た

ノ
―

/‐ デ́4ニメ Sl n4k- κ劾「ち ん′銘
′∂# /― ´′

―
協 # "6r,/o/,r'qr'o^ol

μ ′ちん
υ
影笏み 後

…

ρι為 Of
t,t

a p1/a,ftnt*vt t ι″́ノ/ノノイづЪ ′た il-,r/,L,nl*)ノ′マ

//ヾ24/傷 易 4/″ ぁれ ゎが彰 ″r〃

0凛 れ κ夕π/んん/ s´ 1侵レ

`巧

ア″ノL`ダ¬′L 4 ua l+r4 ∂√ ル
「

7tLt4 L bc;r-lr--) ,
′

r〃c sク沸沙dノ )

〆

んヘ

レ Vo- t vt-.<

イ亀″ %ィ λ́ 孔 膨 /ノ然
ノ

/

Namさ:`降わ ιめ′π      Address 多767移解しn′ノ .

Phone: Emait  

Attachment C



Open House - July 23,zOLs

To gather public input related to the City Council's decision to initiate the process of amending the
comprehensive plan and zoning map regulations that apply to 3253 and 3251 Old Highway 8. These
properties are currently guided and zoned for high-density residential development and the proposal is to
regulate them for medium-density development. This open house meeting is an important source of feedback
from the community and is a required step in the process of seeking City approvalforthe proposed

comprehensive plan and zoning map changes. A summary of the comments and questions raised at the open
house meeting will become part of the formal application . (Plonning Project File 0036)

Please shore your comments below:
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Open House - July 23,Z:OL5

To gather public input related to the City Council's decision to initiate the process of amending the
comprehensive plan and zoning map regulations that apply to 3253 and 3261 Old Highway 8. These
properties are currently guided and zoned for high-density residential development and the proposal is to
regulate them for medium-density development. This open house meeting is an important source of feedback
from the community and is a required step in the process of seeking City approval for the proposed

comprehensive plan and zoning map changes. A summary of the comments and questions raised at the open
house meeting will become part of the formal application . (Planning Project Fite 0036)

Pleose share your comments below:
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Open House― July 23′ 2015

To gather public input related to the City Council's decision to initiate the process of amending the
comprehensive plan and zoning map regulations that apply to 3253 and 3261 Old Highway 8. These
properties are currently guided and zoned for high-density residential development and the proposal is to
regulate them for medium-density development. This open house meeting is an important source of feedback
from the community and is a required step in the process of seeking City approval for the proposed

comprehensiveplanandzoningmapchanges. Asummaryofthecommentsandquestionsraisedattheopen
house meeting will become part of the formal application . (Planning Project File 0036)

Please share your comments below:
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Open House - July 23,20ts

To gather public input related to the City Council's decision to initiate the process of amending the
comprehensive plan and zoning map regulations that apply to 3253 and 3261 Old Highway 8. These

properties are currently guided and zoned for high-density residential development and the proposal is to
regulate them for medium-density development. This open house meeting is an important source of feedback

from the community and is a required step in the process of seeking City approval forthe proposed

comprehensive plan and zoning map changes. A summary of the comments and questions raised at the open

house meeting will become part of the formal application . (Ptonning Project File 0036)

Please share your comments below:
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Open House― Ju:v23′ 2015

To gather public input related to the City Council's decision to initiate the process of amending the
comprehensive plan and zoning map regulations that apply to 3253 and 3261 Old Highway 8. These
properties are currently guided and zoned for high-density residential development and the proposal is to
regulate them for medium-density development. This open house meeting is an important source of feedback
from the community and is a required step in the process of seeking City approval for the proposed
comprehensive plan and zoning map changes. A summary of the comments and questions raised at the open
house meeting will become part of the formal application . (planning project File 0036)

Pleose shore your comments below:
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Open House - July 23,20L5

To gather public input related to the City Council's decision to initiate the process of amending the
comprehensive plan and zoning map regulations that apply to 3253 and 3261 Old Highway 8. These
properties are currently guided and zoned for high-density residential development and the proposal is to
regulate them for medium-density development. This open house meeting is an important source of feedback
from the community and is a required step in the process of seeking City approval for the proposed
comprehensiveplanandzoningmapchanges. Asummaryofthecommentsandquestionsraisedattheopen
house meeting will become part of the formal application . (Ptonning Project Fite 00j6)

Please share your comments below:
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Open House - July 23,2OL5

To gather public input related to the City Council's decision to initiate the process of amending the
comprehensive plan and zoning map regulations that apply to 3253 and 3261 Old Highway 8. These
properties are currently guided and zoned for high-density residential development and the proposal is to
regulate them for medium-density development. This open house meeting is an important source of feedback
from the community and is a required step in the process of seeking City approval for the proposed

comprehensive plan and zoning map changes. A summary of the comments and questions raised at the open
house meeting will become part of the formal application . (Ptonning Project Fite 0036)

Please shore your comments below:
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Open House― Ju!Y23′ 2015

To gather public input related to the City Council's decision to initiate the process of amending the
comprehensive plan and zoning map regulations that apply to 3253 and 3261 Old Highway 8. These

properties are currently guided and zoned for high-density residential development and the proposal is to
regulate them for medium-density development. This open house meeting is an important source of feedback

from the community and is a required step in the process of seeking City approval for the proposed

comprehensiveplanandzoningmapchanges. Asummaryofthecommentsandquestionsraisedattheopen
house meeting will become part of the formal application . (Plonning Project File 0036)

Pleose share your comments below:
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Open House - July 23,20L5

To gather public input related to the City Council's decision to initiate the process of amending the
comprehensive plan and zoning map regulations that apply to 3253 and 3261 Old Highway 8. These
properties are currently guided and zoned for high-density residential development and the proposal is to
regulate them for medium-density development. This open house meeting is an important source of feedback
from the community and is a required step in the process of seeking City approval for the proposed
comprehensiveplanandzoningmapchanges. Asummaryofthecommentsandquestionsraisedattheopen
house meeting will become part of the formal application . (Ptonning Project Fite 0035)

Please share your comments below:
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Open House - July 23,zOLs

To gather public input related to the City Council's decision to initiate the process of amending the
comprehensive plan and zoning map regulations that apply to 3253 and 3261 Old Highway 8. These
properties are currently guided and zoned for high-density residential development and the proposal is to
regulate them for medium-density development. This open house meeting is an important source of feedback
from the community and is a required step in the process of seeking City approval for the proposed
comprehensive plan and zoning map changes. A summary of the comments and questions raised at the open
house meeting will become part of the formal application . (ptanning project File 0036)

Pleose shore your comments below:
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Open House - July 23,20L5

To gather public input related to the City Council's decision to initiate the process of amending the
comprehensive plan and zoning map regulations that apply to 3253 and 3261 Old Highway 8. These

properties are currently guided and zoned for high-density residential development and the proposal is to
regulate them for medium-density development. This open house meeting is an important source of feedback

from the community and is a required step in the process of seeking City approval for the proposed

comprehensive plan and zoning map changes. A summary of the comments and questions raised at the open

house meeting will become part of the formal application . (Planning Project File 0036)

Pleose shore your comments below:
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Open House - July 23,20L5

To gather public input related to the City Council's decision to initiate the process of amending the
comprehensive plan and zoning map regulations that apply to 3253 and 3261 Old Highway 8. These
properties are currently guided and zoned for high-density residential development and the proposal is to
regulate them for medium-density development. This open house meeting is an important source of feedback
from the community and is a required step in the process of seeking City approval for the proposed

comprehensive plan and zoning map changes. A summary of the comments and questions raised at the open
house meeting will become part of the formal application . (Ptanning Project File 0035)

Please shore your comments below:
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Open House - July 23,20L5

To gather public input related to the City Council's decision to initiate the process of amending the
comprehensive plan and zoning map regulations that apply to 3253 and 3251 Old Highway 8. These
properties are currently guided and zoned for high-density residential development and the proposal is to
regulate them for medium-density development. This open house meeting is an important source of feedback
from the community and is a required step in the process of seeking City approval for the proposed
comprehensiveplanandzoningmapchanges. Asummaryofthecommentsandquestionsraisedattheopen
house meeting will become part of the formal application . (Ptonning Project Fite 00j6)

Please shore your comments below:
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Open House - July 23,zOLs

To gather public input related to the City Council's decision to initiate the process of amending the
comprehensive plan and zoning map regulations that apply to 3253 and 3251 Old Highway 8. These

properties are currently guided and zoned for high-density residential development and the proposal is to
regulate them for medium-density development. This open house meeting is an important source of feedback

from the community and is a required step in the process of seeking City approval for the proposed

comprehensive plan and zoning map changes. A summary of the comments and questions raised at the open

house meeting will become part of the formal application . (Ptonning Project File 0036)

Pleose shore your comments below:
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Open House - July 23,20L5

To gather public input related to the City Council's decision to initiate the process of amending the
comprehensive plan and zoning map regulations that apply to 3253 and 3261 Old Highway 8. These
properties are currently guided and zoned for high-density residential development and the proposal is to
regulate them for medium-density development. This open house meeting is an important source of feedback
from the community and is a required step in the process of seeking City approval for the proposed

comprehensive plan and zoning map changes. A summary of the comments and questions raised at the open
house meeting will become part of the formal application . (Plonning Project File 0036)

Pleose shore your comments below:
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Open House - July 23,zOLs

To gather public input related to the City Council's decision to initiate the process of amending the
comprehensive plan and zoning map regulations that apply to 3253 and 3261 Old Highway 8. These
properties are currently guided and zoned for high-density residential development and the proposal is to
regulate them for medium-density development. This open house meeting is an important source of feedback
from the community and is a required step in the process of seeking City approval for the proposed
comprehensive plan and zoning map changes. A summary of the comments and questions raised at the open
house meeting will become part of the formal application . (ptanning project Fite 0036)

Please share your comments below:
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Open House - July 23,2Ot5

To gather public input related to the City Council's decision to initiate the process of amending the
comprehensive plan and zoning map regulations that apply to 3253 and 3261 Old Highway 8. These

properties are currently guided and zoned for high-density residential development and the proposal is to
regulate them for medium-density development. This open house meeting is an important source of feedback

from the community and is a required step in the process of seeking City approval for the proposed

comprehensive plan and zoning map changes. A summary of the comments and questions raised at the open

house meeting will become part of the formal application . (Ptanning Project File 0036)

Pleose shore your comments below:
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Open House― Ju!Y23′ 2015

To gather public input related to the City Council's decision to initiate the process of amending the
comprehensive plan and zoning map regulations that apply to 3253 and 3261 Old Highway 8. These
properties are currently guided and zoned for high-density residential development and the proposal is to
regulate them for medium-density development. This open house meeting is an important source of feedback
from the community and is a required step in the process of seeking City approval for the proposed
comprehensive plan and zoning map changes. A summary of the comments and questions raised at the open
house meeting will become part of the formal application . (Plonning Project Fite 00i6)

Please share your comments below:
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Open House - July 23,2OL5

To gather public input related to the City Council's decision to initiate the process of amending the
comprehensive plan and zoning map regulations that apply to 3253 and 3251 OId Highway 8. These

properties are currently guided and zoned for high-density residential development and the proposal is to
regulate them for medium-density development. This open house meeting is an important source of feedback

from the community and is a required step in the process of seeking City approval for the proposed

comprehensive plan and zoning map changes. A summary of the comments and questions raised at the open
house meeting will become part of the formal application . (Planning Project File 0036)

Please shore your comments below:
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Open House - July 23,2OL5

To gather public input related to the City Council's decision to initiate the process of amending the
comprehensive plan and zoning map regulations that apply to 3253 and 3261 Old Highway 8. These
properties are currently guided and zoned for high-density residential development and the proposal is to
regulate them for medium-density development. This open house meeting is an important source of feedback
from the community and is a required step in the process of seeking City approval for the proposed
comprehensive plan and zoning map changes. A summary of the comments and questions raised at the open
house meeting will become part of the formal application . (Ptanning proiect Fite 0036)

Please shore your comments below:
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Open House - July 23,20L5

To gather public input related to the City Council's decision to initiate the process of amending the
comprehensive plan and zoning map regulations that apply to 3253 and 3251 Old Highway 8. These
properties are currently guided and zoned for high-density residential development and the proposal is to
regulate them for medium-density development. This open house meeting is an important source of feedback
from the community and is a required step in the process of seeking City approval for the proposed

comprehensiveplanandzoningmapchanges. Asummaryofthecommentsandquestionsraisedattheopen
house meeting will become part of the formal application . (Ptanning Project File 0036)

Pleose share your comments below:
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Open House - July 23,20L5

To gather public input related to the City Council's decision to initiate the process of amending the
comprehensive plan and zoning map regulations that apply to 3253 and 3251 Old Highway 8. These
properties are currently guided and zoned for high-density residential development and the proposal is to
regulate them for medium-density development. This open house meeting is an important source of feedback
from the community and is a required step in the process of seeking City approval for the proposed

comprehensive plan and zoning map changes. A summary of the comments and questions raised at the open
house meeting will become part of the formal application . (Ptanning Project File 0036)

Please share your comments below:
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Open House― Ju!v23′ 2015

To gather public input related to the City Council's decision to initiate the process of amending the
comprehensive plan and zoning map regulations that apply to 3253 and 3251 Old Highway 8. These
properties are currently guided and zoned for high-density residential development and the proposal is to
regulate them for medium-density development. This open house meeting is an important source of feedback
from the community and is a required step in the process of seeking City approval for the proposed
comprehensive plan and zoning map changes. A summary of the comments and questions raised at the open
house meeting will become part of the formal application . (Ptanning project Fite 0036)

Please share your comments below:
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Open House - July 23,20L5

To gather public input related to the City Council's decision to initiate the process of amending the
comprehensive plan and zoning map regulations that apply to 3253 and 3251 Old Highway 8. These

properties are currently guided and zoned for high-density residential development and the proposal is to
regulate them fol nnedium-density d.r.]g!.r.It. flris open house meeting is an important source of feedback

fromthecommocessofseekingCityapprovalfortheproposed
comprehensive plan and zoning map changes. A summary of the comments and questions raised at the open
house meeting will become part of the formal application . (Ptanning Project File 0036)

Please share your comments below:
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Open House― Ju:Y23′ 2015

To gather public input related to the City Council's decision to initiate the process of amending the
comprehensive plan and zoning map regulations that apply to 3253 and 3261 Old Highway 8. These
properties are currently guided and zoned for high-density residential development and the proposal is to
regulate them for medium-density development. This open house meeting is an important source of feedback
from the community and is a required step in the process of seeking City approval for the proposed
comprehensiveplanandzoningmapchanges. Asummaryofthecommentsandquestionsraisedattheopen
house meeting will become part of the formal application . (ptonning project Fite 0036)

Please shore your comments below:
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Open House - July 23,20L5

To gather public input related to the City Council's decision to initiate the process of amending the
comprehensive plan and zoning map regulations that apply to 3253 and 3261 Old Highway 8. These
properties are currently guided and zoned for high-density residential development and the proposal is to
regulate them for medium-density development. This open house meeting is an important source of feedback
from the community and is a required step in the process of seeking City approval for the proposed
comprehensiveplanandzoningmapchanges. Asummaryofthecommentsandquestionsraisedattheopen
house meeting will become part of the formal application . (Ptanning project Fite 00i6)

Phonα

Pleose shore your comments below:

冬
“

″

"
ぬ

・
T人グM45 鶴 仏

五 上 五 土 凩 瓦 反
7

ZZあ 、θこ_↓フノロトちたノジ

`
"為

ιく法
１
、量 に /∠ ダ ′ ″へyttζ &‰該

υ

ｌ

ノ なノθ 〃
"ノ
人

」
h麻

I

型 九二人 脹歓ら1/
V~~~     ′ ~~~

麟 メ 翡  地

2Y9´ ′
ごL 出

鵬

―

t

1[1喚へ劾 七免_ 」:じ二当′千デ  ~
0

|ン/し′
・ 、 9ケ″ρ   ,

l磁 ノ

Name: る。″ィ́ダ″ 燿́ 3r θιρ ノイ包И `

   
Email:

Attachment C



Open House - July 23,20L5

To gather public input related to the City Council's decision to initiate the process of amending the
comprehensive plan and zoning map regulations that apply to 3253 and 3261 Old Highway 8. These
properties are currently guided and zoned for high-density residential development and the proposal is to
regulate them for medium-density development. This open house meeting is an important source of feedback
from the community and is a required step in the process of seeking City approval for the proposed
comprehensiveplanandzoningmapchanges. Asummaryofthecommentsandquestionsraisedattheopen
house meeting will become part of the formal application . (Plonning Proiect File 0036)

Please share your comments below:

Name:

Phone:        
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Open House… Ju:y23′ 2015

To gather public input related to the City Council's decision to initiate the process of amending the
comprehensive plan and zoning map regulations that apply to 3253 and 3261 Old Highway 8. These
properties are currently guided and zoned for high-density residential development and the proposal is to
regulate them for medium-density development. This open house meeting is an important source of feedback
from the community and is a required step in the process of seeking City approvalforthe proposed
comprehensive plan and zoning map changes. A summary of the comments and questions raised at the open
house meeting will become part of the formal application . (planning project Fite 0036)

Please shore your comments below:
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Open House - July 23,2OL5

To gather public input related to the City Council's decision to initiate the process of amending the
comprehensive plan and zoning map regulations that apply to 3253 and 3251 Old Highway 8. These
properties are currently guided and zoned for high-density residential development and the proposal is to
regulate them for medium-density development. This open house meeting is an important source of feedback
from the community and is a required step in the process of seeking City approval for the proposed
comprehensive plan and zoning map changes. A summary of the comments and questions raised at the open
house meeting will become part of the formal application . (Ptanning project Fite 00i6)

Please share your comments below:
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Open House… Ju:v23,2015

To gather public input related to the City Council's decision to initiate the process of amending the
comprehensive plan and zoning map regulations that apply to 3253 and 3261 Old Highway 8. These
properties are currently guided and zoned for high-density residential development and the proposal is to
regulate them for medium-density development. This open house meeting is an important source of feedback
from the community and is a required step in the process of seeking City approval for the proposed

comprehensive plan and zoning map changes. A summary of the comments and questions raised at the open
house meeting will become part of the formal application . (Ptonning Project File 0035)

Please share your comments below:
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Open House - July 23,zOLs

To gather public input related to the City Council's decision to initiate the process of amending the
comprehensive plan and zoning map regulations that apply to 3253 and 3261 Old Highway 8. These
properties are currently guided and zoned for high-density residential development and the proposal is to
regulate them for medium-density development. This open house meeting is an important source of feedback
from the community and is a required step in the process of seeking City approval for the proposed

comprehensiveplanandzoningmapchanges. Asummaryofthecommentsandquestionsraisedattheopen
house meeting will become part of the formal application . (Planning Proiect File 0036)

Please shore your comments below:
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Open House - July 23,20L5

To gather public input related to the City Council's decision to initiate the process of amending the
comprehensive plan and zoning map regulations that apply to 3253 and 3261 Old Highway 8. These
properties are currently guided and zoned for high-density residential development and the proposal is to
regulate them for medium-density development. This open house meeting is an important source of feedback
from the community and is a required step in the process of seeking City approval for the proposed
comprehensiveplanandzoningmapchanges. Asummaryofthecommentsandquestionsraisedattheopen
house meeting will become part of the formal application . (Planning project Fite 0036)

Pleose shore your comments below:
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Open House - July 23,20Ls

To gather public input related to the City Council's decision to initiate the process of amending the
comprehensive plan and zoning map regulations that apply to 3253 and 3261 Old Highway 8. These
properties are currently guided and zoned for high-density residential development and the proposal is to
regulate them for medium-density development. This open house meeting is an important source of feedback
from the community and is a required step in the process of seeking City approvalfor the proposed
comprehensiveplanandzoningmapchanges. Asummaryofthecommentsandquestionsraisedattheopen
house meeting will become part of the formal application . (Ptanning Project Fite 0036)

Please share your comments below:
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Open House - July 23,z}ts
To gather public input related to the city council's decision to initiate the process of amending thecomprehensive plan and zoning map regulations that apply to 3253 and 3251 Old Highway g. Theseproperties are currently guided and zoned for high-density resioentiat devetopment and the proposal is toregulate them for medium-density developr"nt. this opentouse meeting is'an important source of feedbackfrom the community and is a required step in the process of seeking city approvalfor the proposedcomprehensive plan and zoning map changes. A summary of the comments and questions raised at the openhouse meeting will becom. prtt of the formal application'. (pranning project Fire 00j6)
Please share your comments below:
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Open House - July 23,2OL5

To gather public input related to the City Council's decision to initiate the process of amending the
comprehensive plan and zoning map regulations that apply to 3253 and 3261 Old Highway 8. These
properties are currently guided and zoned for high-density residential development and the proposal is to
regulate them for medium-density development. This open house meeting is an important source of feedback
from the community and is a required step in the process of seeking City approval for the proposed
comprehensive plan and zoning map changes. A summary of the comments and questions raised at the open
house meeting will become part of the formal application . (Ptonning Project Fite 0036)

Please share your comments below:

Name:

Phone:

Address:

Email:
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1

Jane Reilly

From: Anderson,Eric H 
Sent: Monday, July 20, 2015 3:08 PM
To: Thomas Paschke
Subject: Medium Density for Old Highway 8 and County Road C2

Thomas Paschke 
I am a resident of St Anthony at 3305 Croft Dr – about two blocks from the proposed housing development at Old 
Highway 8 and County Road C2. I ask that you please consider rezoning this development to Medium Density 
Residential.  
As a parent of two young children, I am concerned about traffic issues at the 5 way intersection and surrounding areas. 
High density housing will reduce the pedestrian friendly area. 
Thanks for your consideration 
Eric 
Eric H. Anderson | Director | Financial and Accounting Controls  
Travelers  
385 Washington St | NB9H  
St Paul, MN 55102‐1396 

  

 

This communication, including attachments, is confidential, may be subject to legal privileges, and is intended for the sole use of the addressee. Any use, 
duplication, disclosure or dissemination of this communication, other than by the addressee, is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please 
notify the sender immediately and delete or destroy this communication and all copies. 
 
TRVDiscDefault::1201  
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Jane Reilly

From: john runquist 
Sent: Monday, July 20, 2015 5:19 PM
To: Bryan Lloyd
Cc: Thomas Paschke
Subject: Henz Property

Brian: 
 
Let me again say thanks for your time today and the background you provided relative to the Henz property.  I would 
like to formally request that as the process goes forward regarding a possible change of zoning, that the Planning 
Commission not take up this matter in their meeting in September but that they do so in October at the earliest.  With 
what has transpired in the past at official meetings where votes were taken, I feel that it is important for me to be 
present during their deliberations.  My wife gets shots on a fairly rigid schedule for her Macular Degeneration, we have 
to fit our other priority trips around her schedule.  That having been said, we will be out of the country on September 
2nd.  Thus, I would be unavailable for a September meeting.  
 
The financial consequences of a change to medium density residential from high density would be devastating to the 
value of the Henz Trust and its heirs.  I can summarize in writing the points I would be revisiting, however, a piece of 
paper would surely not make the impact of a personal plea for no change.  Several heirs and their families would be 
affected, to the probable tune of loss of one half or more of the inheritance they have waited enough years to receive ‐ 
so long that an elderly sister Margaret Irwin has most assuredly passed on due to delays caused by the very  owners now 
wishing to have this formal process restarted. 
 
If someone can tell me with any confidence what impact on the process the arrival of a written offer would have ‐ 
should that occur prior to Council vote to change the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning ‐ I would really like to know as 
would prospective buyers now considering purchase.  I really don't have any idea that anyone of various parties as to 
what their plans or interest amounts to.  Someone there should have a notion as to what the effect would be, their 
answer should be somewhat straightforward and unbiased.  I do recognize this is perhaps unique circumstance, but 
someone in Roseville should be able to answer.  
   
 I plan to be present, as often as needed, to protect the value and rights of the John P. Henz Trust, and sincerely hope my 
scheduling conflict for September will be accommodated. 
 
As a footnote, I would add that the mailed notice included the wrong address for the Henz property.  It would seem 
Roseville continues to make mistakes regarding this property. 
 
Respectfully, John H.B. Runquist, Trustee of the John P. Henz Trust 
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Thomas Paschke

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Karla Gedell 
Monday, luly 27, 20L5 2:12 PM

Thomas Paschke

Proposed Rezoning of 3253/3261 Old Highway 8

Mr. Paschke,

I am sorry that I was unable to attend the Open House meeting related to the proposed rezoning of
32531326L Old Highway B held last Thursday, July 23. I am a homeowner at Woods Edge Townhomes
bordering the 3253 property. I am very much in favor of rezoning to medium density. I think the
two properties together would make an excellent site for additional townhomes, and would allow a builder
to retain a border of trees between the current Woods Edge Townhomes and a new development.
As a resident, I am concerned about privacy, parking for a new development, and the necessary lighting
that would be involved. Trying to build a 3-story rental apartment unit with surface parking and lighting is,
naturally, the last kind of development I would like to see. I recognize that there will be a closeness of
buildings no matter what, but anything you can do to minimize the intrusion would be greatly appreciated.
No one wants a new house or a new building five feet away from their existing home.

If you have additional opportunities for all surrounding residents to voice their opinion, I hope you will
notify us as you did with the last meeting. We appreciate the chance to be heard on this important issue.

Karla Gedell
3219 Old Highway 8
Minneapolis, MN 55418-2558
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Thomas Paschke

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Paul Williamson <  
Friday, luly 24,2015 12:59 PM

Thomas Paschke

Rezoning of 2353 and 325L of old highway 8

Hi Thomas,
My name is Paul Williamson, me and my brother live and own the house kiddie corner to the said

properties. We think that the property in question should stay the same, as a medium to low density
property. Not only will it bring down our property value, and increase our property taxes. lt will also
make it a very dangerous place to live.

l'm speaking as to the amount of traffic that it will bring to the area. I'm here all day and I see how
bad the traffic is already. With the amount of people, and kids, that ride bikes and walk on the
sidewalks, the extra amount of traffic these apartments would bring, would be dangerous for the
public to be out using the street and sidewalks in this area. lt would be smart to leave it the way it is,
for the safety of the children, and public, that use these public areas.

Thanks for listening.
PaulWilliamson,
Terrance Thiel
3713 33rd Ave NE
St. Anthony, MN 55418
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Jane Reilly

From: Joanne Arnold 
Sent: Monday, July 20, 2015 11:21 PM
To: Thomas Paschke
Subject: expressing support for MDR (not HDR!) at Old Hwy 8/C2

Dear Mr. Paschke, 
I will be out of town and unable to attend the open house discussion this Thursday at Sandcastle Park (6-8 pm), but still 
wanted to express my strong support for the Roseville City Council to consider changing the zoning on two parcels of land 
at the southeast corner of Old Hwy 8 and 33rd Ave/C2. I believe it is currently zoned as high density, and we wish for it to 
be zoned for medium density residential.  
 
A high density development would not fit well in that area, given the two-story single family homes adjacent to it, and the 
heightened traffic it would bring to a very busy area where many families and children travel (particularly down the street 
from Wilshire Park Elementary School) on foot, bike, and scooter/roller blades. I am also concerned about the 
environmental impact that a HDR development would have (migratory bird space is there, I understand, and green space 
in general is a premium in this area).  
 
Thank you for having the open house. We appreciate it and again, I am sorry that I will be unable to attend, but I did want 
you to consider my concerns. 
 
Thank you,  
Joanne Griffin 
3044 Croft Drive, St. Anthony, 55418 
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REQUEST FOR PLANNING COMMISSION DISCUSSION 

 DATE: 10/7/2015 
 ITEM NO: 5 

Division Approval Agenda Section 
 DISCUSSION ITEM 

Item Description: Review the contemplated acquisition of property containing the ballfields 
at County Road C and Victoria Street and the contemplated disposal of the 
high-density residential lot at 2668 Lexington Avenue by City of 
Roseville. 

United Properties parcel acquisition,disposal discussion 
Page 1 of 2 

BACKGROUND 1 

Minnesota Statute 462.356 establishes how a City is to effect or realize the goals of its 2 

Comprehensive Plan once adopted. This particular statute actually precedes the requirement to 3 

adopt a zoning code that reinforces the Comprehensive Plan, and it requires the City’s “planning 4 

agency” to review all proposals by the City (or a “special district or agency thereof”) to acquire 5 

or dispose of land and make findings as to the compliance of the acquisition or disposal with the 6 

Comprehensive Plan. For Roseville, the Planning Commission is the “planning agency” 7 

identified in the statute. 8 

The City of Roseville has had a long term agreement with the Roseville Area Schools District 9 

623 to operate ballfields on District owned land at County Road C and Victoria. The School 10 

District made a decision that the former school property is now excess property and entered into 11 

an agreement with United Properties to develop a portion of the site as high density residential, 12 

which is as the property is guided. The City has been negotiating with United Properties to 13 

purchase the Owasso Ballfields site to preserve its historic use for Parks and Recreation 14 

purposes. 15 

As part of the negotiation process, it has been proposed that the City-owned lot at 2668 16 

Lexington Avenue be sold to United Properties for inclusion in the proposed Cherrywood Pointe 17 

assisted living project that was before the Planning Commission recently. 18 

REVIEW OF COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 19 

The Owasso Ballfields are guided for Park/Open Space on the Comprehensive Plan, which is the 20 

purpose that the City is trying to maintain with this proposed purchase. If the City did not 21 

purchase this property for Park and Recreation purposes, it is assumed it would also be put on 22 

the market for development. If that were to occur, a developer would likely find it very difficult 23 

to identify a viable private development use that could comply with the Parks/Open Space land 24 

use designation. 25 

The City-owned lot on Lexington is guided High Density Residential. The proposed Cherrywood 26 

Pointe project that this sale would facilitate is a High Density Residential use. The City-owned 27 

lot is too small (approximately 0.3 acres) to support a High Density Residential use on its own 28 

and therefore must be combined with adjacent lots in order to implement the guidance in the 29 

Comprehensive Plan. 30 



United Properties parcel acquisition,disposal discussion 
Page 2 of 2 

RECOMMENDATION 31 

Based on the comments outlined in this report, Planning Division staff believes that the proposed 32 

acquisition of the ballfields property to ensure continued operation of the recreational facility 33 

and disposal of the high-density residential parcel to allow its appropriate development is in 34 

compliance with the Comprehensive Plan. 35 

SUGGESTED ACTION 36 

By motion, indicate the Commission’s determination that the proposed acquisition and 37 

disposal of the subject parcels is in compliance with the 2030 Comprehensive Plan, based on 38 

the comments and recommendation of this report. 39 

Prepared by: Senior Planner Bryan Lloyd 
651-792-7073 | bryan.lloyd@cityofroseville.com 

Attachments: A: Area map 
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Figure 4.9
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Existing Land Use Map

Single Family Detached

Single Family Attached

Manufactured Housing Park

Multi Family

Common Areas

Business/Retail

Office

Light Industrial

Heavy Industrial

Institutional

Parks and Open Space

Right of Way

Railroad

Vacant

Vacant Developable

Water

Planning District

E 0 0.25 0.5
Miles

District 4

Planning District 4 begins at Lexington Avenue on the 
west, ends at the shoreline of Lake Owasso on the east, 
and is bounded by County Road D on the north and 
County Road C on the south. 

Land-Use Issues
The park and lakefront make District 4 a desirable 
residential setting. The Comprehensive Plan supports 
the existing land-use pattern.

Future Land Use
The majority of the district continues to be guided for 
low-density residential. Infill and redevelopment should 
be compatible with the surrounding neighborhood.

Medium- and high-density housing form edges along 
County Road C and Lexington Avenue.
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	City Council Chambers, 2660 Civic Center Drive
	Draft Minutes – Wednesday, September 2, 2015
	3. Review of Minutes
	August 5, 2015 Regular Meeting Minutes
	MOTION Member Murphy moved, seconded by Member Cunningham to approve the August 5, 2015 meeting minutes as presented.
	Ayes: 5 Nays: 0 Motion carried.
	4. Communications and Recognitions:
	a. From the Public (Public Comment on items UnotU on the agenda)
	None.
	b. From the Commission or Staff
	As previously requested from staff, Chair Boguszewski provided an update on compliance by the Vogel Company on conditions for their Interim Use (IU) approval subsequent to Planning Commission and City Council clarification of the expectations of those...
	5. Public Hearings
	Chair Boguszewski reviewed the protocol for public hearings and subsequent process.
	a. UPLANNING FILE 15-019
	Requests by Jones Lang LaSalle, with property owners Compass Retail, Inc. and J. C. Penny Property, Inc. 496, for approval of a PRELIMINARY PLAT and PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT AMENDMENT at 1700 County Road B-2 and 1705 Highway 36 (Rosedale Shopping Center)
	Chair Boguszewski opened the public hearing for Planning File 15-019 at 6:06 p.m.
	City Planner Thomas Paschke briefly reviewed the 2 part request as per RPCA noting two separate actions for consideration: approval of a Preliminary Plat and an Amendment to PUD Agreement #3608.
	UPreliminary Plat UMr. Paschke briefly summarized the project specifics with the proposal and pending development to the Rosedale Center site as detailed in the staff report dated September 2, 2015 and shown on Preliminary Plat documents, essentially ...
	UPUD Agreement #3608 Amendment UMr. Paschke noted that since the lots and their respective legal descriptions would be changed, the PUD Agreement would need to be amended accordingly. Mr. Paschke noted that this would include development of a 141,000 ...
	Throughout his presentation, Mr. Paschke displayed various plan forms and maps indicating the location of this proposed retail additional near the existing Green Mill Restaurant location, and location of the stormwater management area and second floor...
	Mr. Paschke reviewed several components of the current PUD Agreement needing revision as part of the Amended Agreement, including zoning from the former “Shopping Center” designation to the current “Regional Business (RB)” zoning designation providing...
	Mr. Paschke reviewed staff’s analysis to-date and how staff would address subsequent plans during the process as plans were further refined, including square footage for restaurant uses and parking stalls that appeared to exceed City Code requirements...
	In conclusion, and as detailed in the staff report, Mr. Paschke advised that staff recommended approval of the Preliminary Plat as conditioned, and amendment of PUD Agreement 3608.
	UCommissioner Questions of Staff UMember Stellmach asked staff to explain traffic mitigation and whether this project would incorporate improvements to bicycle and pedestrian access in this area.
	Mr. Paschke advised that as part of staff’s review of the site, they would look to connect pedestrians from County Road B-2 for better access to the Rosedale Center site and surrounding area as applicable and as easily for them as possible with the fe...
	At the request of Member Murphy, Mr. Paschke advised that the parking ramp was proposed at one level by modifying of the elevation, estimating it to be 12’ to 15’ off the ground, and connecting J. C. Penney’s and the new additional. With Member Murphy...
	With the addition of more impervious surface with this addition and site changes, Chair Boguszewski asked staff to review their Condition “B” in more detail and additional stormwater management for the broader area.
	Mr. Paschke advised that as part of the redevelopment project, the applicant would be required to meet existing standards under current requirements of City Code and the area watershed district versus pre-existing or previous standards. Regarding the ...
	Public Works Director/City Engineer Mark Culver agreed with Mr. Paschke’s assessment, noting that any improvements or disturbed areas, such as this proposed project, required the applicant and City of Roseville to work with the watershed district for ...
	At the request of Member Murphy, Mr. Culver advised that there would be no long-term stormwater flowing south along Fairview as a result of this improvement. Member Murphy noted that currently a lake typically formed in that area during larger rainfal...
	UApplicant Representatives
	Bill Mosten, Senior VP of Retail with JLL Mr. Mosten noted there were other representatives of the Rosedale Center’s management team in the audience, as well as representatives from Dorsey/Whitney, and Kimley Horn.
	Mr. Mosten advised that they were in agreement with staff’s presentation, and expressed their appreciation of staff’s support and the applicant’s excitement going forward.
	At the request of Member Murphy, Mr. Mosten estimated the process, while the schedule was still evolving, should be completed in approximately two years, either late in 2017 or early in 2018.
	UPublic Comment
	Chair Boguszewski closed the public hearing at 6:26 p.m.; no one spoke for or against.
	MOTION Member Murphy moved, seconded by Member Bull to recommend to the City Council approval of the proposed PRELIMINARY PLAT as presented at this meeting of Lots 1, 2, and 3, Block 1, Rosedale Fifth Addition located at 1700 County Road B-2 and 1705 ...
	Ayes: 5 Nays: 0 Motion carried.
	MOTION Member Murphy moved, seconded by Member Cunningham to recommend to the City Council approval of the proposed amendment to Planned Unit Development (PUD) #3608 including:
	a. UChanging the legal descriptionU from Lot 4, Block 1, Rosedale Center Fourth Addition, (Torrens Property – Certificate of Title No. 375111) Lot 3, Block 1, Rosedale Center Fourth Addition, except that part of overlying Lots 6 and 7, Block 5, Leinen...
	b. The City shall determine the required on-site parking for Rosedale and incorporate these requirements into the amended PUD Agreement.
	c. All applicable sections of the current PUD Agreement shall be modified to account for the 2010 zoning requirements.
	d. The City Engineer, Ramsey County and MnDOT shall all approve the traffic management plan and improvements prior to the issuance of a building permit for the leasable space. There may be some required traffic mitigation costs to be paid by the devel...
	Ayes: 5 Nays: 0 Motion carried.
	Staff noted that this case is tentatively scheduled to come before the City Council at their September 21, 2015 meeting.
	b. UPLANNING FILE 15-010 URequest by Art Mueller for approval of a PRELIMINARY PLAT of property addressed as 2201 Acorn Road
	Chair Boguszewski opened the public hearing for Planning File 15-010 at 6:28 p.m.
	Senior Planner Bryan Lloyd briefly reviewed the request as detailed in the staff report dated September 2, 2015; and displayed the proposed site plan (Attachment A) subdividing the property into four lots with a private street off Acorn Road. Mr. Lloy...
	Mr. Lloyd noted that the 2014 plat similar to this submittal had been denied by the City Council for the reasons noted in the staff report, after which Mr. Mueller had met with the City Council with a sketch plan addressing the City Council’s expresse...
	As detailed in the staff report, Mr. Lloyd reviewed the various components of this latest proposal as it related to a 32’ wide private street with parking on both sides; four proposed lots that met or exceeded relevant requirements for corner and/or i...
	Mr. Lloyd addressed the tree preservation requirements as part of the Preliminary Plat to avoid damage or removal as part of grading and/or stormwater management on the site, resulting in a tree inventory list for review by the City’s consultant arbor...
	As indicated previously by the Parks & Recreation Commission with past proposals in recent years, they stand by their recommendation to require cash in lieu of land for the three additional lots created as part of this subdivision proposal.
	Mr. Lloyd noted that in the Public Works/Engineering Department’s review of the proposal specific to the road and drainage plans, they had determined that the drainage plan met applicable requirements for approval by the watershed district. However, M...
	Prior to tonight’s meeting and as noted in the staff report, Mr. Lloyd noted one e-mail in opposition to this proposal, and staff’s receipt of one phone call supporting the proposal if it met all standard requirements as applicable. Mr. Lloyd noted th...
	Mr. Lloyd advised that based on their review of City Code requirements, they recommended approval of the Preliminary Plat as conditioned and detailed in the RPCA.
	UCommissioner Questions of Staff
	For the benefit of the public, new commissioners, and his own edification, Chair Boguszewski reviewed the historical context of previous applications before the Planning Commission and City Council, and ultimate approval of the 2014 Preliminary Plat b...
	Mr. Lloyd agreed with Chair Boguszewski’s synopsis, and that drainage was the main concern of the City Council, in addition to removal of existing trees from the site.
	Upon denial by the City Council in 2014, Chair Boguszewski further noted that additional directions to Mr. Mueller were drafted, prompting this revised proposal before the Commission, and appearing to meet those additional directions of the City Council.
	Mr. Lloyd revised Chair Boguszewski’s synopsis, noting the items listed in the staff report, lines 110-132, that staff had compiled from the City Council’s meeting discussion and direction to Mr. Mueller, each identified by bullet point, with some met...
	Noting his attendance at the most recent Open House held by Mr. Mueller, Chair Boguszewski asked Public Works Director/City Engineer Culver to talk more about how this latest proposal addresses stormwater, and whether it provides a better, more contro...
	Mr. Culver advised that he would say that the current proposal is different than previous proposals from the perspective of stormwater management, but stated he was not sure it differed dramatically so from the perspective of where water is going on s...
	At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Culver clarified that the pockets where water could sit existed today and were not created or made worse with this proposal.
	At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Culver stated that this project, as currently designed, would not make the current drainage situation any worse, but clarified that during a heavy rain event, these devices would get overrun. However, the way t...
	With agreement from Mr. Culver, Member Murphy clarified that this condition as addressed by Mr. Culver included that for a typical house and additional impervious surfaces.
	Regarding additional trips for three new homes on this property, Member Murphy asked what the range would be for additional trips generated by residents.
	Mr. Culver responded that generally speaking for an “average” residential home, trip generation estimated would indicate 9 – 10 trips per day – incoming and outgoing – but would fluctuate depending on the number of vehicles per home and ages of reside...
	As an example, Member Murphy noted initial concerns and impressions from residents along County Road B that there would be a dramatic increase, but actually due to the closure of Highway 280, traffic had dramatically decreased.
	While Acorn Road had its own unique issues, Mr. Culver noted that it currently had a small amount of traffic now, and he foresaw no appreciable increase or negative impact with this proposed development.
	Chair Boguszewski agreed with that analysis, noting that the development proposal created only an incremental increase of three additional homes.
	With normal curb cuts, Member Murphy asked how many street parking stalls would be achieved on this private road.
	Mr. Lloyd provided staff’s estimate of an average of four spaces available on an average driveway with thirteen spaces available on-street; with Member Murphy opining that this seemed more than sufficient for four single-family residential homes.
	At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Lloyd suggested the Commission could include an additional condition for Preliminary Plat approval requiring creation of a homeowner’s association to fund future maintenance as a way to ensure it was done. Chai...
	Member Bull asked staff about standards for such an association for street and stormwater maintenance, and if they would be required to meet city standards and what the repercussions would be if those standards were not followed.
	Regarding the stormwater system, Mr. Lloyd clarified that it would be obvious to the public as to that effectiveness and how it was functioning long-term; while development standards were the same for public and private streets based on city code.
	At the request of Member Bull related to private services on a private street, Mr. Lloyd responded that a private main would be required to serve private water and sewer laterals similar to if it had been a public main in public rights-of-way with pri...
	Regarding street width and on-street parking, Member Bull expressed his concern for emergency or service vehicles since the length of the street was proposed at less than 200’ feet.
	Mr. Lloyd advised that homeowner’s association documentation would address required signage for mail and delivery service on Acorn Road for that reason and for service providers. Mr. Lloyd clarified that not providing a turnaround was not inconsistent...
	UApplicant Representatives
	Chuck Plowe, Plowe Engineering Mr. Plowe advised that preliminary approval had been received from the Capitol Region Watershed District of the stormwater management plan; with requirements of the Watershed District of a maintenance agreement prior to ...
	At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Plowe confirmed that he was an engineer with an independent firm hired by Mr. Mueller to help design drainage features and meet the goals of stormwater management requirements of the City.
	Mr. Plowe noted that the engineer’s preference would be for a 32’ wide street versus 28’, but advised that they would comply with the 32’ width if so directed.
	Based on his understanding and review of City Council meeting minutes and their discussion with Mr. Mueller, Chair Boguszewski noted that the City Council had indicated their desire for a 32’ wide street. Chair Boguszewski opined that, if the goal was...
	Developer and Property Owner Art Mueller Mr. Mueller noted that if the street width remained at 28’ and accommodate parking on only one side, it would result 700 square feet more in space for additional plantings, grass and trees.
	Member Bull asked Mr. Mueller to address the compatibility of these proposed lot sizes versus other lots in the neighborhood in order that the Commission could understand the rationale.
	Mr. Mueller opined that many of the neighborhood lots are smaller than those he’s proposing, with the original 45 acres divided into eleven lots, and subsequently having divided them yet again. Mr. Mueller advised that part of the rationale in his pro...
	UPublic Comment
	Written comments were provided by Paul Romanowski, 2195 Acorn Road in the form of an e-mail dated September 2, 2015 with an attached letter dated November 15, 1993 from Mr. Mueller to City Manager Steve Sarkozy; and also written comments were provided...
	Irv Cross, 2196 Marion Road Having been a resident in this neighborhood and abutting Mr. Mueller’s property for sixteen years, Mr. Cross summarized his concerns provided in written comments, included in the staff report (Attachment D). Mr. Cross dispu...
	Mr. Cross referenced Attachment B providing an aerial view of the property, noting the density of trees and vegetation, making it a pleasant enjoyable community and their reason to move to that location in Roseville, since it provided a country feel w...
	While getting along fine with Mr. Mueller as his neighbor, Mr. Cross expressed his puzzlement in the proposed land fill or raising property levels that will not help with drainage for adjacent properties. Mr. Cross asked that the Commission take this ...
	Mr. S. Ramalingam, 2182 Acorn Road Mr. Ramalingam summarized his written comments as noted and concerns for negative impacts of this proposed development related to grading, drainage, tree preservation, additional impervious area, and detracting from ...
	Mr. Ramalingam asked that the City consider that all neighbors are against destroying this single=-family neighborhood with the proposed subdivision.
	Gary Boryczka, former owner of 2250 Acorn Road, still owner of an adjacent lot As the owner of property on Acorn Road immediately south of the service road on the corner, Mr. Boryczka also noted that he was a homeowner on Acorn Road until selling his ...
	Regarding the grading plan and tree preservation plan, Mr. Boryczka questioned how the Oak tree drip lines would suffice, opining most of those trees would die. Further, Mr. Boryczka addressed the swale drainage proposed to flow to the southwest corne...
	Mr. Boryczka noted that this subdivision has been opposed by the majority of neighbors in the immediate area; and personally opined that it would ruin the neighborhood and negate any benefits. Mr. Boryczka opined that this was a lot of money for these...
	Evan Thomas, 2177 County Road B Mr. Thomas expressed his concern with this proposal, particularly with the magnitude of any additional runoff unless the southwest corner of the lot would actually address that drainage, of which he remained skeptical. ...
	Janet Romanowski, 2195 Acorn Road Ms. Romanowski spoke in support of the written comments provided by her and her husband, reiterating their strong opposition to Mr. Mueller’s project. Mr. Romanowski noted that in the past the neighborhood had collect...
	Member Cunningham sought clarification that the petition had been submitted prior to Mr. Mueller’s submission of this revised plan.
	Ms. Romanowski responded that while this was true, a similar petition could be submitted again for part of the record since the neighbors continued to feel the same opposition.
	Mr. S. Ramalingam Mr. Ramalingam questioned if a new petition was desired by the Commission every time a new plan came forward.
	Member Cunningham clarified that she was not asking that, simply noting that there had been thirty signatures on a petition regarding the previous plan submitted by Mr. Mueller, with significant changes having been made in that original plan at the Ci...
	Mr. Ramalingam responded that, if needed the neighbors could go ahead and get signatures on a new petition for submission.
	Paul Romanowski If a petition was needed, Mr. Romanowski opined that he could get another petition with even more signatures, since he had only been able to contact thirty neighbors for the past petition, but could get more now and produce it once again.
	Member Cunningham reiterated that she was only seeking information as to the same people having signed the previous petition remained opposed to this updated plan, and was not asking for submission of another petition.
	Mr. Romanowski opined that those signatories remained opposed and yet more as well.
	With no one else appearing, Chair Boguszewski closed the public hearing at 7:29 p.m.
	UQuestions of Staff in response to Public Comment UMember Cunningham noted two significant concerns for her: tree preservation, and her desire that a revised tree preservation ordinance was available even though she understood it was in process and no...
	Public Works Director and City Engineer Mark Culver responded that the numbers stated by Mr. Ramalingam were essentially correct and comparable to his calculations resulting from additional impervious surface with this proposed project and as noted in...
	Regarding the positive impact of existing trees on drainage, Mr. Culver opined was difficult to quantify given the variable canopy of trees that also served to prevent water from hitting the ground, even though it dripped off at different spots at dif...
	Member Murphy asked, if he owned property on any side of this proposed subdivision if implemented, should he expect any more water flowing past his property, or whether the subdivision as proposed would change that flow from any direction.
	Mr. Culver responded with his previous comments, advising that the developer had attempted to get water into the basins to facilitate the amount of runoff going north. Mr. Culver advised that in part that would depend on the location of downspouts for...
	Mr. Culver sought to correct one statement made during public comment, advising that water was not flowing to the catch basin on Marion Street, but approximately halfway between Marion and the Mueller property, of approximately 1/3 to ½ that length an...
	At the request of Member Murphy, Mr. Culver advised that the private street will not have catch basins as it was not intended to have curbs and gutters. At the request of Member Murphy, Mr. Culver further clarified that the water would flow or drain t...
	Member Bull questioned if the basins surrounding the private street were intended to take care of the height of the property and street, but questioned whether impacts would not be found from dropping elevations and hard cover from new residences and ...
	Mr. Culver responded that the majority appeared to be set up to flow adequately depending on the location of future downspout locations, anticipating that one proposed lot may prove problematic flowing east as it currently does.
	UCommissioner Discussion and Position Statements UFor the benefit of newer Commissioners, Chair Boguszewski noted his vote to recommend approval the last time a similar proposal came before the Planning Commission and restated his rationale for that s...
	Based on his own role as a Planning Commissioner, Chair Boguszewski stated that he weighted his decision-making more heavily on the technical side, using the existing tree ordinance as an example and steps taken by the developer to meet it whether it ...
	Member Stellmach expressed his appreciation of the comments and concerns brought forward in writing and in person by neighbors, and stated that he shared some of those concerns especially regarding tree preservation, since he preferred to remove none ...
	Member Murphy thanked the neighbors for sharing their comments with the Commission. As he and Member Bull reviewed the maps for this subdivision, Mr. Murphy noted lot sizes on County Road B, Acorn Road and Marion Road were all relatively smaller than ...
	As a new member of the Commission, Member Bull advised that he had reviewed the technical part as addressed in the City’s Comprehensive Plan and revised Zoning Code regarding lot sizes and design specifications, as well as reading the respective purpo...
	Member Cunningham admitted she had struggled with this subdivision the last time it came before the Commission, and she found herself doing so again, especially after hearing the thoughts and concerns still being expressed by neighbors to this parcel....
	MOTION Member Boguszewski moved, seconded by Member Murphy to recommend to the City Council approval of the proposed PRELIMINARY PLAT of the property addressed at 2201 Acorn Road; based on the comments, findings, and conditions contained the project r...
	 The applicant shall create and maintain a homeowner’s association for the long-term maintenance needs of the private infrastructure. The form of all documents shall be reviewed and approved by the City Attorney, Public Works Department and Community...
	Ayes: 3 (Murphy, Stellmach, Boguszewski) Nays: 2 (Bull and Cunningham) Motion carried.
	Staff noted that this case is tentatively scheduled to come before the City Council at their September 21, 2015 meeting.
	c. UPROJECT FILE 0017 URequest by City of Roseville for approval of amendments to City Code, Chapter 1011 pertaining to tree preservation and landscaping requirements
	Chair Boguszewski opened the public hearing for Planning File0017 at 7:49 p.m.
	MOTION Member Boguszewski moved, seconded by Member Cunningham to CONTINUE the Public Hearing for City Code Chapter 1011 pertaining to tree preservation and landscaping requirements to a date non-specific until such time as the proposed plan is drafte...
	Ayes: 5 Nays: 0 Motion carried.
	Recess Chair Boguszewski recessed the meeting at 8:50 p.m. and reconvened at approximately 8:56 p.m.
	d. UPLANNING FILE 15-016 URequest by Roseville Properties, with property owners Pinecone-Fairview, LLC and 2720 Fairview DCE, LLC, for approval of outdoor semi-trailer storage at 2720 Fairview Avenue as an INTERIM USE
	Chair Boguszewski opened the public hearing for Planning File 15-016 at 7:57 p.m.
	City Planner Thomas Paschke briefly reviewed the history of this parcel and request of Roseville Properties for an Interim Use (IU) to use the former cross-dock freight terminal, mainly a parking lot, for the storage of semi-trailers throughout the si...
	Mr. Paschke concluded that staff recommended approval of the three-year IU as conditioned extensively on pages 5 – 6 of the staff report.
	At the request of Member Murphy, the applicant provided an aerial view of the site today at 2720 Fairview Avenue.
	Chair Boguszewski clarified that, as it now stands under current City Code and Zoning Ordinance, this use is prohibited with the City having notified the applicant of the prohibition and giving notice to remove the current use; at which time the appli...
	Mr. Paschke affirmed that summary.
	Unlike so many applications coming before the Commission, Chair Boguszewski noted that among the numerous conditions recommended by staff, none of them included a screening or fence.
	Mr. Paschke responded that the lot was too large for any fence to adequately screen the trailer storage use; and therefore was not included as a condition of approval.
	Noting the condition that trailers be moved back 70’, Member Cunningham questioned if a fence wouldn’t help to some degree, since now they’re stored really close to the street, but if moved back with a fence installed, it provided much better aesthetics.
	Mr. Paschke stated that a fence would need to be extremely high to screen the trailers, since they were higher than a typical fence height under City Code requirements. Mr. Paschke further noted that the purpose of a fence is to hide or screen somethi...
	At the request of Member Cunningham, Mr. Paschke clarified that there was nothing in current City Code requiring screening of this type of use with a fence. Mr. Paschke stated that he was also not sure code would require an 8’ screen all around the pa...
	At the request of Member Murphy, Mr. Paschke confirmed that this property is currently zoned and at the time of its last sale approximately 24 months ago was zoned as Community Mixed Use (CMU) and proposed for future zoning as CMU-3.
	Member Murphy therefore noted that, at the time of sale, the purchaser knew that this was a nonconforming use under CMU zoning designation or under proposed zoning to be considered later this evening under Project File 0026.
	Mr. Paschke advised that whether or not the use was conforming or legally nonconforming at the time of sale, since there may have still been a motor freight use actively using the site, that use had ceased to exist as the property had been vacant or n...
	At the request of Member Murphy, Mr. Paschke clarified that proper term for this requested use was “outdoor storage of trailers;” and confirmed that such a use was not allowed elsewhere in the City as a separate and distinct use. Other than a specific...
	Member Murphy noted then, that in consideration of the general welfare of the City, such a use was not allowed anywhere in the City today; and questioned if another type of use (e.g. pawn shop) could be potentially allowed as an IU when not actually a...
	Member Murphy asked who monitored or enforced the storage within those trailers (e.g. hazardous waste, combustibles, etc.).
	Mr. Paschke responded that staff did not track it and it was a trust factor; and that the contents in these particular trailers and on this property indicated that until or unless betrayed that trust was inherent in allowing the use.
	Noting the location of the communication antennae on this site, which Mr. Paschke advised he would need to research further since it was on private versus public property, and whether or not the City could require its removal within a certain time fra...
	Given the City’s revised site maintenance standards for commercial occupancy, Member Murphy asked if the current state of the property met today’s standards.
	Mr. Paschke responded that it did not do so 100%; and staff might seek to remedy them in certain areas, thus the recommended conditions for approval (e.g. dock doors and coverings or protection of trucks backing up since some seemed to be falling off ...
	Member Murphy noted the advertisement of electrical hook-ups, not currently in use; and opined that from his perspective, this was not a good site for refer connections, suggesting that an additional condition be applied that no electricity shall be s...
	Mr. Paschke concurred that would be a valid additional condition.
	At the request of Member Murphy, Mr. Paschke reviewed the potential timeframe to determine if the building remained or was razed, advising that at some point the owner would determine if the upkeep was costing more than the building was worth, but sug...
	At the request of Member Murphy, Mr. Paschke advised that the conditions of approval would initiate upon approval of the IU for completion within a reasonable time depending on the weather and approval process yet this fall.
	Member Bull sought clarification of where the trailers will actually be parked, as some are stored in the south lot next to the building, but it was also conditioned that IU approval required a property line setback of a minimum of 30’ between the tra...
	Mr. Paschke clarified that this condition was looking at those trailers parked next to the building; similar to the aerial map and was intended to address traffic flow on the site by relocating the drive lane running along the building. Mr. Paschke op...
	Chair Boguszewski suggested minor tweaking of recommended condition 1.d to clarify their location of at least 30’ from the building.
	At the request of Member Bull, Mr. Paschke clarified staff’s interpretation of the front yard requiring 70’ setback; and clarified that it wasn’t an arbitrary location for the front yard given the history of that site and what the City desired and did...
	Chair Boguszewski suggested further tweaking of conditions stating “no trailer parked further west of the line drawn in front of the building requiring a 70’ setback” that would prevent theoretically extending the face of the building.
	Member Bull asked if there was available definition of hazardous or dangerous materials with the intent to eliminate any vagueness of that requirement.
	While unsure of the actual definition, Mr. Paschke advised that it would address anything potentially combustible or erodible.
	Member Murphy noted that the Fire Marshal would be well versed in that definition and all it entailed.
	Regarding the “Big Blue Box” reference in the packet, Member Stellmach sought clarification of what that meant.
	Mr. Paschke advised that this was the owner of the current trailers located on the site.
	At the request of Member Stellmach, Mr. Paschke confirmed that the IU could be terminated if the approval is not complied with at any time during the three year term.
	At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Paschke reviewed the process for such a termination, including an initial written notice to the applicant of the violation of noncompliance with one or more conditions seeking their immediate remedy; and if not...
	UApplicant Representatives
	Chad Commers, Vice President, Roseville Properties Management Co. (RPMC) For those unfamiliar with Roseville Properties, Mr. Commers provided a brief history of their firm, with their acquisition portfolio including properties in Roseville since 1978....
	Mr. Commers advised that this particular property was acquired over a decade ago and had been used as a motor freight terminal until that tenant left to acquire a larger facility, at which time Roseville Properties continued to lease the property for ...
	Mr. Commers advised that this site was not achieving its maximum potential for their firm or for the City for the long0term, and therefore the IU request was simply to bring in some cash flow while their firm finished improvements and renovations to t...
	According to the attachments to the staff report, Member Cunningham noted that it appeared approximately 100 trailers were currently being stored on the property, and questioned how many were anticipated if and when the building was razed.
	Mr. Commers responded that, once the building was razed, it would depend on the amount of the site required for setbacks and drive lanes as conditioned by staff, and currently being revised and drawn up by the architect for Roseville Properties.
	With Member Cunningham noted that the lot appeared to be packed in tight on the site now, Mr. Commers admitted the lot was fairly full, but if the IU is approved, there will probably be room for fewer trailers, depending on the results once the actual...
	Chair Boguszewski noted that razing the building should accommodate some of the room lost through setback and drive lane requirements.
	At the request of Member Murphy, Mr. Commers addressed the contents of trailers currently on the lot advising that they were excess storage for Goodwill Industries, and therefore should be no reason for any concern about hazardous substances.
	However, Member Murphy clarified that the Fire Marshal may have valid concerns with combustibles stored in the trailers on the subject property and potential fire issues with adjacent buildings with arson potentials of those combustible materials.
	Mr. Commers responded that no igniter was evident within a significant distance with the subject property surrounded by vacant parcels.
	UPublic Comment
	Carole Erickson, 1996 Langton Lake Drive – Applewood Point Ms. Erickson stated that she had been a big supporter of Roseville Properties for years, but was concerned in granting this use given the substantial number of years the City of Roseville had ...
	With no one else appearing, Chair Boguszewski closed the public hearing at 8:37 p.m.
	UCommissioner Position Statements UAt the request of Member Cunningham, Mr. Paschke advised that the proposed 3 year IU term was based on past practice with IU’s not typically being granted beyond 5 years unless through the renewal process. Over the l...
	At the request of Member Cunningham, Mr. Paschke confirmed that any IU application had the option of seeking an extension.
	Chair Boguszewski stated that he had some concerns with this particular IU, opining that he found the sheer number of conditions to make it palatable to be staggering. In addition, Chair Boguszewski noted suggestions by his colleagues to add even more...
	Member Bull advised that he had attended and spoken to Mr. Commers and his father at their open house for this project; and recognized their other work currently being finished on other acquisitions before addressing this site, and trying to make it i...
	Member Murphy clarified that this requirement for parking was a state requirement for a 5’ separation for security purposes when trailers were parked parallel to each other.
	Member Bull stated he would support the IU request with a few wording changes.
	Member Stellmach stated that he was leaning toward supporting the 3-year IU request, opining that safety issues would improve with the staff-recommended conditions to the IU, and in consideration of the property owners’ apparent interest in the goal o...
	Member Cunningham admitted she struggled in approving a 3 year IU when so much remained up in the air with this area, and the Twin Lakes parkway, opining that it may prove discouraging for residents to see this unsightly storage in an area focused on ...
	Chair Boguszewski noted that the Commission could choose to amend the IU term at their discretion.
	Based on the plans outlined by Mr. Commers, Member Cunningham suggested that a 2 year IU term seemed reasonable based on current market conditions, while still allowing them to return to the Planning Commission for an extension of the IU if market con...
	Chair Boguszewski stated that he was not convinced that a fence or visual barrier screening of the site wouldn’t also improve the application from his perspective.
	Member Cunningham noted that it may just be the uniqueness of this site since the next IU request proposed fencing.
	Mr. Paschke responded that there was a difference in the IU requests based on their specific use, with the other request consisting of a contractor yard that functioned much differently than this and requiring screening at a lower level than could be ...
	Community Development Director Paul Bilotta addressed the fencing specific to this IU application, noting that most IU terms were for a full 5 years, with potential extension if remaining compliant. However, Mr. Bilotta noted that neither the applican...
	In looking at Fairview Avenue based on its past and where it appear to be moving and general welfare concerns for the neighborhood in allowing this IU, Member Murphy stated that he didn’t feel he could support the request. In looking back to 2006 or e...
	Chair Boguszewski asked Mr. Commers the average length of time any one trailer was stored on the property or their transition in and out.
	Mr. Commers advised that these trailers were not typically moved in our out, making this tenant and use less onerous on streets and the neighborhood that previously found and that could ease some of the concerns expressed by Commissioners. Mr. Commers...
	Regarding the timeframe, Member Bull noted that if a 2 year IU term was provided, the property owner would need to make a decision within eighteen months whether or not to extend the IU or the City Council would need to start making plans for vacating...
	Member Cunningham asked Mr. Commers if a 2 year IU term was worth their time.
	Mr. Commers responded that staff had agreed to a 3 year maximum term and would not budge on a longer term. Therefore, Mr. Commers noted that it only provided more incentive for them to get this site redeveloped as soon as possible, since it isn’t a pr...
	Chair Boguszewski noted that it still didn’t preclude Roseville Properties from coming back for an extension if things didn’t work out, with Mr. Commers responding that he remained optimistic that the next great deal was forthcoming.
	Chair Boguszewski stated that this additional discussion had not served to move him from his previous position, opining that something determined to be an undesirable use on this 40,000 square foot property continued to be undesirable even if intended...
	Before considering revising the proposed conditions for approval of this IU, Member Murphy suggested another solution seeking a proposal everyone could support, suggesting a motion to DENY approval of the IU rather than attempting to approve it with y...
	Before taking that step, Member Cunningham sought consensus on the potential of changing the term, reiterating her hesitancy in allow this IU on this parcel and in agreement with Chair Boguszewski. However, Member Cunningham admitted she would be much...
	MOTION Member Cunningham moved, seconded by Member Bull to recommend to the City Council approval of the INTERIM USE allowing outdoor storage of semi-truck trailers at 2720 Fairview Avenue; based on the comments, findings, and conditions contained the...
	 Condition 1.d is amended to read: “Trailers parked/stored in the south lot area shall be parked either next to the building or sough of the building [, OR] [SandS] must be set back a minimum of 10 feet from the property line with a minimum of 30 fee...
	 Condition 2 amended to read: “… and the site shall be maintained through the duration of this IU.”
	  Condition 4 amended to read: “This approval shall expire at 11:59 p.m. on September 30, [S2018S] [2017], reducing the proposed approval term of this IU from 3 years to 2 years; and expiring on September 30, 2017.”
	 Condition Additional Condition: “No electricity will be supplied for use with this trailer storage (e.g. no refer trailers).”
	FRIENDLY AMENDMENT Member Murphy moved, seconded by Member Cunningham a friendly amendment to add a condition (#3.c) that the existing building antennae shall be brought into conformance with City Code or removed.
	The maker and seconder of the original motion were in agreement with this friendly amendment.
	MOTION (as amended) Ayes: 3 (Bull, Cunningham, Stellmach) Nays: 2 (Murphy and Boguszewski) Motion carried.
	Staff noted that this case is tentatively scheduled to come before the City Council at their September 21, 2015 meeting.
	e. UPLANNING FILE 15-017 URequest by Roseville Properties, with property owner 1826 Grand Avenue, LLC, for approval of outdoor semi-trailer storage at 2211 – 2217 Count Road C-2 as an INTERIM USE
	Chair Boguszewski opened the public hearing for Planning File 15-017 at 9:07 p.m.
	City Planner Thomas Paschke briefly reviewed the request as detailed in the staff report dated September 2, 2015 for this property consisting of multiple connected buildings with parking along Partridge Road and County Road C-2. Mr. Paschke reviewed e...
	Mr. Paschke briefly reviewed staff’s analysis of criteria for this IU application, and recommended approval with similar conditions as addressed in the last case.
	Member Stellmach questioned if and when IU properties area inspected to ensure conditions are being complied with during its term.
	Mr. Paschke advised that the Community Development Department initially reviewed the applicant’s plan to meet those requirements, along with the Fire Marshal, with that initial inspection to determine compliance, with subsequent staff inspections to m...
	Member Bull opined that this IU request seemed to be for trailer storage as well and didn’t reference the contractor business, causing him to question if this was considered a permitted use on this property as currently zoned.
	Mr. Paschke responded that the contractor storage use was not a permitted use, and similar to the previous IU request, upon staff’s completion of an inspection of the site noted a number of existing violations related to current zoning code, with the ...
	Member Bull noted the difference with this property compared to the previous IU request, with this property not being directly adjacent to other uses in the neighborhood and keeping in character with it even though it remained a nonconforming use.
	At the observation of Member Bull, Mr. Paschke corrected the term of the IU from September 1 to September 30 for its expiration (page 6, Condition 8)
	At the request of Member Bull regarding removal of concrete and gravel materials, Mr. Paschke noted that staff was allowing some latitude in relocating that material at another site depending on upcoming winter weather, but still requiring removal.
	UApplicant Representatives
	Chad Commers, Vice President, Roseville Properties Management Co. (RPMC) Similar to the previous request, Mr. Commers advised that Roseville Properties had acquired this property from the bank approximately two years ago, and the site was also slated ...
	Chair Boguszewski closed the public hearing at 9:22 p.m.; no one spoke for or against.
	UCommissioner Position Statements UMember Murphy stated that, as much as the previous IU application offended him, he found this IU request to fit well at this location, and seemed to be a good continued use short-term until redeveloped.
	Member Bull suggested striking Condition 1.f since Condition 3 addressed it sufficiently.
	Member Cunningham noted the previous IU request had not wanted to ask the property owner to make the financial commitment for a fence, while this one did, and questioned the differences that would make installation on this site a requirement.
	Mr. Paschke noted the differences in requiring a fence on the portion of this property used solely for contractor yard components to be consistent with that type of use versus that of a motor freight terminal. While still requiring an investment, Mr. ...
	Member Cunningham questioned if the investment for fencing didn’t encourage this use to stick around allowing the property owner to recoup their investment.
	Mr. Bilotta advised from the market side, when looking at this site versus that on Fairview Avenue proposed for development within the next year, while sometimes developments may or may not occur, if this particular site drug on for a longer period of...
	At the request of Member Murphy, Mr. Paschke displayed the intended location of the fence specific to contractor storage, showing a much smaller area versus the entire lot.
	Member Murphy stated his willingness to support a motion to approve this IU as long as Condition 1.f remained to clarify where trailers can be stored versus where construction equipment could be stored on the corner.
	Member Bull clarified, as confirmed by Mr. Paschke, that Condition 1 applied only to the trailer storage area, with nothing prohibiting trailer storage where the contractor yard is currently located.
	Mr. Paschke noted the applicant was not seeking that, and the fact remained that all equipment related to the contractor yard needed to be on an all-weather surface and requiring an entirely different type of storage. Mr. Paschke clarified that the ot...
	MOTION Member Bull moved, seconded by Member Murphy to recommend to the City Council approval of the INTERIM USE allowing outdoor storage of semi-truck trailers, contractor yard, and semi-truck sales and leasing at 2211 and 2217 County Road C-2; based...
	 Condition 8 corrected the term of the IU from September 1 to September 30 for its expiration.
	Ayes: 5 Nays: 0 Motion carried.
	Staff noted that this case is tentatively scheduled to come before the City Council at their September 21, 2015 meeting.
	f. UPROJECT FILE 0026 URequest by City of Roseville for approval of amendments to the 2030 Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code pertaining to various properties within the Twin Lakes Redevelopment Area
	Chair Boguszewski opened the public hearing for Project File 0026 at 9:32 p.m.
	Senior Planner Bryan Lloyd briefly reviewed the request for amendment of the 2030 Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code for the Twin Lakes Redevelopment Area as detailed in the staff report dated September 2, 2015. Mr. Lloyd noted this would include chan...
	Mr. Lloyd directed the Commission’s attention to Table 1005-5 detailing uses in these four zoning districts (Attachment C).
	At the request of Member Murphy regarding the hash markings in the area bordering the lake, Mr. Lloyd noted that existing CMU regulations limited height to some extent, and this buffer area suggested even further height reductions to minimize massing ...
	Within the various CMU subareas, Mr. Lloyd noted that CMU-2 subareas provided less density to the north, thus buffering more intense development from sensitive areas (e.g. parks, natural areas, and wetlands) with the CMU-4 subarea the most intensive a...
	In addition to the Commission focus tonight on the Table of Uses (Attachment C – pages 16 – 18), Mr. Lloyd noted the requested text changes (Attachment C, page 16) and revised definition of the first section of Zoning Code Chapter 1001, Introduction, ...
	Mr. Lloyd briefly reviewed the intent of each of the four subareas in the CMU zoning designation as detailed in the staff report dated September 2, 2015, and further defined in Attachment C, and the proposed uses for each. Mr. Lloyd noted that this re...
	Mr. Lloyd addressed an email provided to staff earlier today from Member Stellmach suggesting further simplifications that staff found valid, and with Mr. Lloyd’s responding e-mail to Commissioners, staff recommended they be included as a new section ...
	Mr. Lloyd noted in the Land Use Table for the Twin Lakes area, the laboratory/research and development use was not expressly discussed as a permitted use in the table, but seemed to be a natural fit with other P uses promoted for corporate or biotechn...
	Regarding the requested zoning changes, Mr. Lloyd based on the proposed Table of Uses for Twin Lakes, some uses were clearly P and others NP, while others were open to interpretation, usually falling into the CU, and potentially falling into the Plann...
	In conclusion, Mr. Lloyd noted that staff was seeking two separate motions of the Planning Commission tonight for subsequent recommendation to the City Council, as detailed in the staff report.
	Chair Boguszewski summarized staff’s requested actions: proposed changes to the concept of the CMU Zoning District itself given the general perception that the single category was too broad or general in nature, creating a desire to split it into subc...
	Chair Boguszewski noted that it’s possible the City Council may not support the Commission’s recommendation and could still change those two parcels to CMU without subcategories; with Mr. Lloyd concurring with that potential, noting that changing the ...
	If that was the case, Chair Boguszewski asked staff if they still would have wanted to split the CMU into 4 subcategories, with Mr. Lloyd responding that the preferred lower intensity development couldn’t be achieved with a uniform CMU zoning district...
	From a process standpoint, Chair Boguszewski noted that it behooved the Commission to vote on the four CMU subareas first and subsequent to that determine the CMU-1 zoning as applicable.
	At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Lloyd confirmed that CMU-1 and CMU-2 designations were fairly similar other than for business hour designations depending on the specific land use, and proposed for only two specific categories where they diffe...
	Mr. Lloyd clarified that CUM-1 and CMU-2 zoning designations had a further distinction in overall height limitations, recognized by Chair Boguszewski.
	Chair Boguszewski sought clarification and confirmation from staff that action to amend the Comprehensive Plan required a 5/7 majority vote, requiring unanimity from those members present tonight, which may create a problem in the quorum present.
	Chair Boguszewski noted the tremendous amount of work that has gone into this, and commended staff and Member Stellmach for their review and good recommendations to-date. Given the considerable amount of time to sufficiently and meaningful review the ...
	Member Murphy concurred, but suggested hearing from those members of the public in attendance tonight and asked staff if there was any negative impacts if the Commission didn’t finalize their discussion and action tonight.
	Chair Boguszewski duly noted his intent to hear public comment from those in attendance tonight.
	Mr. Lloyd advised that from a staff perspective there was no formal 60-day rule to comply with as this was an internal application, and only impacted developers tracking its progress who may be anticipating its completion in September, his only concern.
	At the request of Member Cunningham, Chair Boguszewski advised that public comment would be heard on any portion of this requested action, but asking speakers to clearly identify which requested action they were specifically addressing to avoid confus...
	UPublic Comment
	Lisa McCormick, 2950 Wheeler Street Ms. McCormick advised that she would be addressing both issues, expressing concern with the limited time of 5 minutes per speaker.
	Ms. McCormick spoke to the long process of over a year for this item to come forward; and referenced materials she had brought to the City Council in June and Councilmember Laliberte’s request at that time that those materials also be forwarded to the...
	Ms. McCormick specifically addressed some of the neighborhood concerns in this area serving as a gateway to 700 Roseville homes focused around the intersection of Fairview Avenue and Terrace Drive; and that neighborhood’s submittal of 3 petitions to-d...
	When this was last discussed by the City Council in June of 2015, Ms. McCormick advised that she had asked the Mayor if they were disregarding the petitions and instead leaning toward rezoning to CMU, and was told that appeared to be the mood of the C...
	Ms. McCormick clarified that she was speaking on her own behalf tonight as a resident. Ms. McCormick stated that the neighbors were willing to be reasonable with a lighter intensity CMU which seemed to make sense, but the inclusion of a significant nu...
	Ms. McCormick noted the many unknowns in their neighborhood based on the upcoming construction of Twin Lakes Parkway and potential negative impacts to the area, with those concerns primarily concerning intensity, noise and traffic, which had also been...
	In her personal review of old planning files, Ms. McCormick referenced the multi-tenant building where “Bridging” was currently located and changes in those uses in the 1990’s and conditions that no truck traffic was permitted north of the building, a...
	Ms. McCormick addressed height as another issue, and while appreciation restrictions of 35’ in CMU-1 zoning districts, opined that extending a 65’ height restriction over the remainder of the CMU district would be preferable. Ms. McCormick noted past ...
	Regarding frontage types, Ms. McCormick spoke in support of flexible frontage as proposed along the northern boundary, with no specific discussions about that previously, causing her to question the actual intent of the City Council, staff and Commiss...
	Regarding business hours, Ms. McCormick opined that if a business was immediately adjacent to a residential area in CMU-1 zoning districts it should be restricted in hours of operation, and not as currently proposed for closure between 2:00 and 6:00 a...
	As far as more uses designed CU, Ms. McCormick noted that the City of St. Paul required CU for most of their permitted uses providing them that extra check or control for case by case evaluation and also allowing public input at that time.
	In response, Chair Boguszewski concluded that Ms. McCormick was generally supportive of the concept of four CMU zoning designations.
	Ms. McCormick confirmed that, while that wasn’t her first preference, it was acceptable.
	Chair Boguszewski concluded that Ms. McCormick was expressing concern with the process itself, seeking to be more fully involved in determining the P, NP or CU uses in each line of the Table of Uses, suggesting CU across the board may be more preferre...
	Ms. McCormick agreed in principle with Chair Boguszewski’s summary.
	Bonnie Vogel, 2830 Fairview Avenue (Vogel Mechanical) For the benefit of the Commissions’ review of this issue, Ms. Vogel noted that time was of the essence from a business perspective; and opined that this discussion had included or sought little inp...
	Ms. Vogel stated that the zoning issue was huge, and referenced the first meeting their firm had held before purchasing their business located at immediately north and east of the intersection of Fairview Avenue and Terrace Drive, at which only four r...
	Ms. Vogel asked that the Commission consider business issues related to financing partner requirements, equity in their building and equipment, and the position it placed a business in if they intended to make any P use subject to CU, requiring busine...
	Chair Boguszewski and Member Murphy sought clarification, provided by Mr. Lloyd, that the Vogel property had originally been zoned HDR, and proposed for CMU-1, and thus requiring an IU at this time; with any proposed zoning change allowing approval re...
	Mr. Lloyd further clarified that the IU approval was predicated on an understanding that the businesses use was limited production/processing, and was a CU in the proposed CMU-1 zoning district, if approved. At that time, Mr. Lloyd advised that Vogel ...
	Lacy Kapaun, 1840 County Road C-2 West Ms. Kapaun stated that she was generally in agreement with the various zoning sections, with the exception of the height restriction, opining that it was too high in areas along Fairview Avenue unless in a CMU-1 ...
	Ms. Kapaun stated that her other issue was in not knowing the results of the Twin Lakes Parkway extension and what may develop as a result or how much traffic it may generate. Other than those many unknowns at this time, Ms. Kapam stated that the othe...
	Kathleen Erickson, 1790 Centennial Drive Ms. Erickson spoke to the process itself, opining that the reason more residents didn’t participate was because the language involved in most discussions within City Hall was too intimidating for the average ci...
	As a 40 year resident of Roseville, Ms. Erickson stated that neither she nor her neighbors were trying to block progress, but simply seeking protection for their property and their ability to enjoy their quality of life without hurting anyone else.
	While the timeframe may be important, Ms. Erickson opined that its importance seemed important for some things, but not others. Ms. Erickson expressed her interest in being good neighbors, and hoped adjacent property owners would do so as well, even t...
	With no one appearing, Chair Boguszewski closed the public hearing at 10:28 p.m.
	Chair Boguszewski stated that from his perception, he shared conceptually those comments of Ms. McCormick regarding the uses in CMU-1, but not necessarily those she suggested in CMU-2 and CMU-3. If the intent is to have a more restrictive buffer zone ...
	Having followed the pedigree of this process via webcast of City Council discussions to-date and the give and take of those discussions, Member Murphy opined that another set of eyes had already given it a general review.
	Mr. Lloyd advised that since the public input session referenced in January, the subareas within the CMU had been broken out by the City Council, and would most likely be of greater concern or interest to the community than the initial list of uses di...
	Specific to gas station uses, Chair Boguszewski note dif it was CU across the board it seemed less problematic to him than having it as a P use in CMU-1 if that is intended as a buffer zone. With Vogel Mechanical an ongoing project, Chair Boguszewski ...
	At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Lloyd noted the current IU for Vogel remained in place, and needn’t warrant the Commission moving more quickly than warranted or in a way they felt most comfortable with, given the ultimate goal of making sure ...
	While not suggesting charging forward with the process, Member Murphy asked what homework assignment staff would recommend for individual commissioners between now and the next meeting.
	Chair Boguszewski responded that commissioners had previously discussed that and noted the individual work and research done by Member Stellmach in advance of tonight’s meeting and recommendations incorporated by staff based on those efforts. Chair Bo...
	Member Murphy sought further direction on how best to pursue the process or what to do differently.
	Community Development Director Bilotta noted that a lot of effort has gone into the Twin Lakes Redevelopment Area for decades, not just this year; and while it seems like the end is near for this issue, there remained many voices and ideas. Mr. Bilott...
	Mr. Bilotta noted that it was unfortunate that tonight’s agenda had so many land use cases in addition to this internal document. However, he expressed appreciation of the comments and discussion, as well as the public process and public comment. Mr. ...
	Mr. Bilotta suggested the option to continue the Public Hearing and discussion to the October meeting, or scheduling a Special Meeting for only this issue before the next Regular Planning Commission meeting.
	Chair Boguszewski questioned if that option would allow additional public comment at the next regular Commission meeting.
	Member Cunningham noted she had numerous suggested changes beyond staff’s hard work to-date, and suggested doing individual homework and having the opportunity to share those suggestions as a group before officially voting on it.
	Member Murphy suggested inviting the City Council for a joint discussion as well, such as a Worksession of the two bodies before going their separate ways with varying ideas.
	Chair Boguszewski opined that each City Councilmember had the opportunity to view Commission meetings, as the Commission did for City Council meetings; and while loving the idea of a joint meeting, questioned if it was realistically feasible. Chair Bo...
	Further discussion ensued regarding the process to complete this review, whether individually or corporately and how to gain consensus on each line item that could prove extensive and the advantages and disadvantages of a Special Planning Commission m...
	Mr. Bilotta advised that public comment could be part of a Special Meeting as long as appropriately noticed, and if commissioners were all in agreement, there was no need to spend additional time tonight on the discussion. Mr. Bilotta suggested that i...
	Member Cunningham noted that this would also give the neighborhood and business owners more time to address specific areas they found objectionable beyond those few examples brought forward tonight, which she considered a missing part of the process t...
	Further discussion ensued regarding notice requirements and timing for a special meeting; current land use applications in-house for consideration at the October regular meeting of the body; options to provide notice to the neighborhood of the special...
	Member Bull noted that the Planning Commission’s action remained a recommendation to the City Council and was not final, and still allowed for additional public comment at the City Council level. However, Member Bull spoke in support of having more ti...
	Chair Boguszewski concurred, opining that such a thoughtful and deliberate approach would represent a huge service for the City Council, including any supporting email documentation or rationale for that decision-making process.
	Member Bull expressed concern with individual commissioner comments directed to staff without the benefit of the group’s feedback if they were contrary to other commissioners.
	Mr. Lloyd assured the commission that staff would call out any areas of conflict.
	At the request of Member Cunningham, Chair Boguszewski clarified that individual commissioners should feel free to send their thoughts and comments to staff for compiling, but not for incorporation if in conflict with each other. Chair Boguszewski sta...
	MOTION Member Murphy moved, seconded by Member Cunningham to TABLE consideration of the proposed COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE PLAN MAP CHANGE and the proposed ZONING MAP CHANGES to the next Planning Commission, whether a Special Meeting or at the next Regul...
	Ayes: 5 Nays: 0 Motion carried.
	6. Adjourn
	Chair Boguszewski adjourned at 10:50 p.m.
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