REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION
DATE: 01/26/2009
ITEM NO: 12.d
Department Approval:

Item Description:

Preliminary Approval of 2030 Comprehensive Plan (PROJ-0004)
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REQUESTED ACTION
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1.1

By resolution, grant preliminary approval of the 2030 Comprehensive Plan and authorize its
submittal to the Metropolitan Council for formal agency review.
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BACKGROUND

6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35

2.1

The draft 2030 Roseville Comprehensive Plan is the culmination of a year-long planning
process, which has included significant participation by a City Council-appointed steering
committee, review by City advisory commissions, and two public open houses. Attached to
this memorandum is a copy of the draft 2030 Roseville Comprehensive Plan (Attachment
A).

2.2

On October 1, 2008, the Planning Commission held a public hearing to take public comment
on the draft Plan. Fourteen people, including residents, property owners, and Steering
Committee members, spoke regarding the Comprehensive Plan. Attached to this
memorandum (Attachment B) are the meeting minutes from this meeting. The comments
generally focused on four issues: the future land use designation of the Target and HarMar
parcels, the future land use designation of the Twin Lakes area, the definition of the
Community Business future land use category, and the integration of Master Plans into the
Comprehensive Plan.
2.2.1

Target and HarMar Future Land Use Designation: Five residents and three Steering
Committee members spoke against the future land use designation of Regional
Business for the Target and HarMar parcels and requested they be designated
Community Business. In addition, seven Steering Committee members (out of the
thirteen total members) presented a letter to the Planning Commission requesting
that the future land use definition for these parcels be Community Business.

2.2.2

Twin Lakes Future Land Use Designation: Two Twin Lake property-owner
representatives spoke against the future land use designation of Community MixedUse for parcels along County Road C and Cleveland Avenue. They spoke in favor of
reclassifying them as Regional Business.

2.2.3

Community Business Definition: The 100,000-square-foot limitation in the
Community Business definition concerned the Twin Lakes property-owner
representatives in that this definition is linked to the Community Mixed-Use
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category. During the period between the last Steering Committee meeting and the
Planning Commission hearing, several Steering Committee members worked
together to revise the Community Business future land use definition in hopes of
bringing a resolution to this issue. The revised definition includes 100,000 square
feet as a building footprint guideline, but would allow for buildings to exceed that if
they were subject additional design requirements. They presented their revised
definition in the letter cited above. One Committee member spoke against the
100,000-square-foot building size restriction in the definition.
2.2.4

Master Plans: Four Steering Committee members prepared a memorandum to the
Planning Commission recommending that all current and future land use master
plans be adopted into the Comprehensive Plan. One Steering Committee member
and one resident spoke on behalf of this position.

2.3

On October 13, 2008, the City Council took up the matter of releasing the draft Plan to
neighboring and affected units of government and special districts. Meeting minutes from
this meeting are attached to this memorandum in Attachment C. The City Council made two
modifications to the draft forwarded by the Planning Commission. These modifications
included changing the future land use designation for the HarMar Mall to Community
Business, and adding language to the land use implementation strategies regarding parkland
and the need for parkland in Planning District 14.

2.4

The following table identifies modifications made to the draft Comprehensive Plan by both
the Planning Commission and City Council.

Location
Chapter 4: Land Use
Pg. 4-2

Planning Commission Modifications
Under Goal #1 of the General Land Use
Goals and Policies, removed that clause
“…as well as the creation of community
gathering spaces” to make it read better.

Pg. 4-3

Removed policy 5.3 of the Land Use
Chapter as they felt it was redundant and
similar with policy 5.4.

Pg. 4-4

Based on comments by the City Attorney,
modified language in policy 13.2 under the
Land Use Chapter (Ch. 4) to now read
“Develop and utilize master plans, as
official controls, for redevelopment areas in
order to achieve an appropriate mixture of
uses in the mixed-use areas designated on
the 2030 Future Land Use Map”.; and under
the discussion of Planning District 10 in the
Land Use Chapter, amending the language
to now read “The City will use intends to
rely on the following official controls and
environmental studies to guide land use and
to evaluate specific proposals.”

Pg. 4-22

Location

City Council Modifications

Planning Commission Modifications
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Pg. 4-5 and pg. 4-28

Affirmed the future land use designation for
the “HarMar Mall” and Super Target
parcels as “Regional Business”.

Pg. 4-5 and pg. 4-28

Changed the future land use designation for
properties along the south side of Hwy. 36
from Snelling Ave. east to Hamline Ave.
from “Community Business” to “Office”.

Pg. 4-7 and 4-8

Removed the sentence “Individual building
footprints may exceed 100,000 square feet,
but smaller building sizes are supported”
from the Regional Business definition and
removed the 100,000-square-foot limitation
on a building footprint in the definition of
Community Business by modifying to read
as follows: “Community business areas
include shopping centers and free-standing
businesses that promote community
orientation and scale”.

Pg. 4-8

Within the Neighborhood Business
definition, removed the sentence:
“Buildings shall not be more than three
stories in height” and replaced it with
“Buildings shall be scaled appropriately to
the surrounding neighborhood.

Pg. 4-28

Under the discussion of land use issues in
Planning District 14, removed the words
“…of a community scale…” from the
second paragraph.

Chapter 5: Transportation
Pg. 5-25

Identified the future land use designation
for the HarMar Mall parcel as “Community
Business.

In the Transportation Chapter, removed the
language “The Metropolitan Council
anticipates a long range need for 800 spaces
in the Roseville area. The Grace Church
and Skating Center lots are interim
locations until more permanent sites can be
developed” as this language was similar to
language in a preceding paragraph.

Chapter 9: Parks, Open Space, and Recreation
Pg. 9-4
In the Parks, Open Space, and Recreation
Chapter, deleted policy 3.4 as they felt it
was redundant and similar to policy 3.3.
Pg. 9-4

In the Parks, Open Space, and Recreation
Chapter, deleted policy 4.4 as they felt it
was redundant and similar to policy 4.1.

Chapter 11: Implementation/Using the Plan
Pg. 11-3

Location

Added language to the Land Use
Implementation Strategies regarding
parkland and the need for parkland in
Planning District 14.

Planning Commission Modifications
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Pg. 11-4

The Relationship Between Master Plans
and the Comprehensive Plan section as
amended by the Planning Commission was
moved to Official Controls section.

Pg. 11-5

Under the section entitled Relationship
Between Master Plans and the
Comprehensive Plan, in reference to
master plans adopted prior to 2009, added
the statement “Master plans adopted prior to
2009 will not be addressed as part of the
Comprehensive Plan without further action
by the City Council.
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2.5

On October 15, 2008, staff made the Council-requested modifications to the Plan and sent a
letter to neighboring and affected local jurisdictions and special districts alerting them to the
opening of the review period. By state statute, these bodies have up to six months to review
and comment on the draft plan. Prior to forwarding its approved Plan to the Metropolitan
Council for its review, the City must receive comments or notice of no comment from all of
the external bodies. The City has received comment for all of the adjacent jurisdictions and
affected special districts and school districts.

2.6

Overall, the external bodies did not make significant comments regarding the draft Plan.
Attachment E is a table that summarizes the comments received by the City from the
external bodies. These comments have been divided to two groups--suggested changes to
the draft Plan and those requiring some type of follow up or coordination outside of the
Comprehensive Planning Process. As shown, only St. Paul, Ramsey County, Capitol Region
Watershed District, and Rice Creek Watershed District made comments related specifically
to the draft Plan. Arden Hills, Little Canada, Minneapolis, and Shoreview made requests for
follow up on issues broader than the Comprehensive Plan. For those comments specific to
the Plan, staff has reviewed the issues raised and made changes to the draft Plan as needed.

2.7

In addition to sending the draft Plan to the external bodies for review, staff provided the
Metropolitan Council with a copy of the plan and requested an informal review. The
purpose of this review is to see if any required elements are missing. The Metropolitan
Council circulated that plan to the appropriate reviewers and provided staff with a letter
summarizing their findings (Attachment F). Staff and the consulting team have integrated
items identified as incomplete into the draft Plan. Within the letter, there are several times
when the Metropolitan Council staff refer to missing tables. These tables do not need to be
included within the Comprehensive Plan, but need to be submitted as supplemental
information to allow Council staff to complete their analysis. Staff will complete these
tables upon the City Council’s approval of the draft Plan. Attachment G is a table that
summarizes how City staff and HKGi resolved issues identified by the Metropolitan
Council.

2.8

A significant technical review has been undertaken over the last two months. As requested
by the Planning Commission, staff hired professional proofreading services. Staff retained
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two editors—one who is a resident of Roseville and the other who is not—with the hopes
that the varying perspectives would find a wider range of errors. Based on the editors’
reviews as well as their own, staff made many editorial clarifications (non-substantive
changes) to the draft Plan.
2.9

On January 7, 2009, in accordance with Roseville City Code 201.07, the Planning
Commission held a public hearing to take comment from interested parties. Nobody from
the public spoke during the public hearing. Chairperson Bakeman closed the public hearing
and the Planning Commission unanimously adopted a resolution recommending that the
City Council adopt the Comprehensive Plan. (See Attachment H to review the draft minutes
of this meeting.)

3.0

STAFF COMMENTS
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3.1

The action staff is requesting the Council to take is preliminary approval of the 2030
Comprehensive Plan. Minnesota Statute 473.858, sub 3 prohibits local jurisdictions from
conferring final approval of the plan until the Metropolitan Council has had the opportunity
to review and comment on the Plan. It states: “The plans shall be submitted to the council
following recommendation by the planning agency of the unit and after consideration but before
final approval by the governing body of the unit.”
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3.2

The Metropolitan Council has up to 120 days to complete its review the Plan and provide its
comments back to the City. Based on the technical review already performed by Metropolitan
Council staff, City staff is confident that the plan will advance fairly smoothly through the
agency’s review process.

118
119

3.3

Staff anticipates requesting the Council to take final approval/adoption 2030 Comprehensive
Plan in the spring. Final approval/adoption will require a super-majority of the City Council.
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4.0

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS
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4.1

Staff recommends that the City Council approve the resolution to grant preliminary approval
the 2030 Comprehensive Plan and authorize submittal of the Plan to the Metropolitan
Council.

5.0

SUGGESTED COUNCIL ACTION
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5.1

By resolution, recommend preliminary approval of the 2030 Comprehensive Plan and
authorize the submittal of the Plan to the Metropolitan Council.
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Attachments: A.

132

B.

Meeting Minutes from the October 1, 2008 Planning Commission Meeting

133

C.

Meeting Minutes from the October 13, 2008 City Council Meeting

134

D.

Responses from External Bodies

135

E.

Response Summary Table

136

F.

Metropolitan Council Informal Review Summary Letter

Approval Draft of the 2030 Roseville Comprehensive Plan (Distributed
Monday, January 12, 2009.) Plan available at www.ci.roseville.mn.us/CompPlan.
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G.

Table summarizing response to Metropolitan Council’s Informal Review
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H.

Draft Meeting Minutes from the January 7, 2009 Planning Commission
Meeting
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I.

Draft Resolution

141
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143
144

Prepared by: Jamie Radel, Community Development
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Attachment B

Extract of the Meeting Minutes from the October 1, 2008
Roseville Planning Commission Meeting
b. PROJECT FILE 0004
Review and approve a final draft of the City of Roseville’s Comprehensive Plan Update
Chair Bakeman opened the Public Hearing for Project File 0004.
Chair Bakeman complimented staff on their preparation and presentation of this project report and its
specificities.
Community Development Director Patrick Trudgeon
Mr. Trudgeon provided a brief review of the staff report dated October 1, 2008 on the Draft 2030 Roseville
Comprehensive Plan, in anticipation of Planning Commission recommendation to the City Council for
distribution of the Plan to adjacent governmental jurisdictions, special taxing districts and school districts.
Mr. Trudgeon advised that Economic Development Associate Jamie Radel would present information on
the process to-date, the work of the Steering Committee, and specific chapters within the actual
Comprehensive Plan. Mr. Trudgeon advised that then he would review specific and remaining issues of
the Steering Committee that did not get consensus, having received only majority support.
Mr. Trudgeon reviewed State Statute requirements for review by the eight (8) adjacent municipalities as
well as the City of Roseville’s review of their Plans. Mr. Trudgeon referenced the aggressive timeframe
detailed on page 5 of the staff report, and anticipated additional Public Hearing at the December 3, 2008
Planning Commission meeting, and City Council public comment and approval of the plan.
Economic Development Associate Jamie Radel
Ms. Radel briefly reviewed the process to-date as detailed in the staff report, including hiring of
Hoisington Koegler Group Inc. (HKGI) by the City Council in September of 2007 as consultant to facilitate
this process; appointment of the Steering Committee; public participation opportunities; review by City
Advisory Commissions and the Housing and Redevelopment Authority (HRA); and periodic Planning
Commission and City Council updates throughout the process.
Ms. Radel noted that the thirteen (13) member Steering Committee had held fourteen (14) meetings; held
two (2) Open Houses (one in March of 2008 with 70-80 in attendance, and another in August of 2008 with
25-30 in attendance, many of whom were Committee members, staff and consultants).
Ms. Radel noted that the plan consisted of eleven (11) chapters, and included a future land use map;
goals and policies; and proposed future land use designations. Ms. Radel noted that the staff report
detailed each of the eleven chapters by description, of content and Steering Committee action, and
included approval and/or majority/minority support of those chapters, with the “Land Use” and “Using the
Plan” chapters specifically lacking consensus.
Mr. Trudgeon noted that the Steering Committee process had provided consensus through discussion
and compromise for the majority of the Plan; however, advised that there were three remaining issues
pending consensus:
•

The role of master plans within the Plan and how they would be utilized;

•

The definition of the Community Business future land use category and limitation of their footprints at
100,000 square feet; and

•

The future land use designation of the Har Mar Mall and SuperTarget (currently designated “Regional
Business” with proposal to revise to “Community Business.”)
Community Business
Mr. Trudgeon reviewed page 4-7 and 4-8 of the Comprehensive Plan and differentiations between
Regional Business (RB) and Community Business (CB) land use designations; noting that the Steering
Committee had voted 7/6 on several proposed amendments to the language and whether to limit building
footprints to 100,000 square feet.
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Har/Mar and Target Land Use Designations
Mr. Trudgeon noted that the Committee voted 8/5 to change the proposed land use designation for the
HarMar and Target sites from Community Business to Regional Business.
Master Plans
Mr. Trudgeon reviewed outstanding issues related to future Master Plans; three (3) proposed options or
policies as detailed on page 3 of the staff report.
Mr. Trudgeon noted, as part of the staff report, and identified as Attachment C, non-legal comments dated
September 15, 2008, from City Attorney Jay Squires and his investigation of Master Plans and whether
they should be adopted by reference into the City’s Comprehensive Plan, based on definitions of
Minnesota Statute 462.352, and recommendations that the City Council needs to determine the proper
use of Master Plans. Mr. Trudgeon concurred with City Attorney Squires’ conclusion that inclusion of
master plans in the Comprehensive Plan results in greater limits on specific development proposals that
may arise, and that they may restrict the marketplace-driven development and/or redevelopment. Mr.
Trudgeon opined that this decision – either way – would not be easy to determine, but that it needed to be
done, and the decision needed to be explicit.
Discussion ensued on the ramifications if the City did not meet the December 31, 2008 submittal deadline
to the Metropolitan Council, based on these few outstanding items. Mr. Trudgeon advised that the City
could still make application, but would no longer be eligible to receive Livable Communities grant funds
through the Metropolitan Council; and noted that the City may be best advised to apply for an extension
even if it was later determined that it was not needed.
Further discussion included the steps and process necessary, following approval of the Comprehensive
Plan by the Metropolitan Council, to put City Codes and controls (i.e., zoning ordinances and land use
designations) in place (9 month timeframe).
Further discussion included implementation strategies in the “Using the Plan” Chapter, with staff noting
that they would further refine that chapter to ensure all consensus comments of the Steering Committee
were included before City Council review; submission of further typographical and/or grammatical
corrections by individual Commissioners to staff for inclusion in the final DRAFT document; management
of adjacent jurisdiction’s review timeframes to encourage their quick response times; and those areas of
interest to those jurisdictions (i.e., jointly shared corridors and road connections).
Additional discussion included more user-friendly document represented in the update than the previous
plan; with Commissioners thanking staff and the consultants in their efforts to refine and streamline the
Plan.
Chair Bakeman recessed the meeting at approximately 8:13 p.m. and reconvened at approximately
8:23 p.m.
Public Comment
Chair Bakeman briefly reviewed the process for the Public hearing and requested cooperation of those
present.
Various written comments had been received by staff and were included in the project report dated
October 1, 2008.
Additional written comments received by staff following preparation and distribution of the project report
were provided as bench handouts, and are attached hereto and made a part thereof. Those
documents are as follows:
September 24, 2008 Minority Report containing two (2) recommendations, regarding “Classification of
Target and HarMar sites as Regional Business” land use designation, and “Master Plans as part of the
Comprehensive Plan;” and submitted/signed by Steering Committee members Karen Schaffer; Steve
Burwell; Gary Grefenberg; Amy Ihlan; and Dan Roe (in support of recommendation #1 only):
1) Preserve the neighborhoods of central Roseville and designate the Target and Har Mar Sites as
guided for “Community Business;” and

2

2) Include all or part of the current and future land use master plans prepared by the City in the
Comprehensive Plan.
September 30, 2008 Minority Report #2 offering additional resolution of the above-referenced issues;
and including recommendation from the minority for deletion of the proposed current description for
“Community Business (CB)” and replacement with language as recommended in this document; and
submitted/signed by Steering Committee members Steve Burwell; James DeBenedet; Gary Grefenberg;
Dan Roe; Al Sands; Karen Schaffer; and Amy Ihlan(?).
•

September 29, 2008 e-mail and follow-up e-mail dated the same date from Mark Rancone,
Roseville Properties, related to attaching master Plans and super majority vote of the City Council, and
recommended removal of the square footage requirement from the Community Mixed Use land use
category.

•

October 1, 2008 e-mail from Har Mar neighbors Alan Mahler and Donna-Marie Boulay, 18 Mid Oaks
Lane requesting Har Mar Shopping Center remaining a “Community Business” land use designation.
Chair Bakeman noted that Commissioner Doherty would serve as official timekeeper for public comment
on this item; and asked that each speaker keep their comments to three (3) minutes per person; and
noted that once everyone wishing to do so had been given an opportunity to speak, additional rebuttal or
comments from previous speakers would be entertained.
Karen Schaffer, Steering Committee Member, 2100 Fairview Avenue N
Ms. Schaffer expressed her appreciation in serving on the Steering Committee, opining that there were
many excellent parts in the draft plan, and advised that she didn’t want to denigrate those sections.
However, Ms. Schaffer reviewed written comments and the Steering Committee minority position, and
their recommendation #1 related to Target and HarMar Land Use designations as “Community Business
(CB).” Ms. Schaffer expressed disappointment that this item did not retain consensus due to time
constraints, and her perceptions of misrepresentation by and opinion of the consultant
Ms. Schaffer advised that she would address minority position #2 related to Community Business Land
Use Description in later comments, if time allowed; and recommended that the language detailed in their
written comments dated September 30, 2008, as above-referenced, replace those currently in the draft
Plan language.
Joseph Kasak, 1427 W Eldridge Avenue, (5 houses east of HarMar parking lot)
Mr. Kasak spoke in opposition of the HarMar site designation as “Regional Business;” and strongly
supported the minority opinion, opining that the integrity of the community and residential properties
surrounding HarMar were at stake, expressing further concern with present management of the facility
and potential impacts to the neighborhood. Mr. Kasak further opined that, with Rosedale close by, there
was no need to designate HarMar as a regional destination.
John Goedeke, 104 Larpenteur Avenue, Steering Committee member, 1021 Larpenteur Avenue
Mr. Goedeke expressed his ongoing frustration with designation of commercial properties and questioned
the need for separate designations that would deter current and future businesses in their development.
Mr. Goedeke further opined that he supported Master Plans; however, spoke in support of their
separation from the Comprehensive Plan, based on requirements of a super majority vote, in order to
allow the City to do its business.
Mr. Goedeke spoke in support of limiting footprints to 100,000 square feet; opining that due to land
shortages in Roseville, the future was to build up.
Rick Poeschl, 1602 N Ridgewood Lane (across street from HarMar for 38 years)
Mr. Poeschl concurred with comments of Ms. Schaffer; speaking in opposition to “Regional Business”
designation in the HarMar and Target areas. Mr. Poeschl spoke to the increasing traffic and congestion
through his many years as a resident in that area.
Mr. Poeschl, on an unrelated note, concurred with Commissioner Boerigter and his position in opposition
to a parking ramp in Roseville.
David Boss, 1985 Snelling N
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Mr. Boss expressed concern if HarMar were to expand further, noting the current stacking of vehicles on
Snelling in that area, even with recent street improvements; and issues with the configuration of that
intersection and traffic flow into and from the fast food establishments. Mr. Boss opined that the more
you develop, the more residents get pushed out.

Tam McGehee, 77 Mid Oaks Lane
Ms. McGehee concurred with the comments and position addressed by Ms. Schaffer; opining that a
100,000 square foot footprint limit did not preclude building up; further opining that smaller businesses
(i.e., Byerly’s, the new Rainbow, and Barns & Noble) served the community, as well as the region; noting
that the new owners at HarMar had forced out many smaller businesses in the community, and further
opined that people liked the smaller formats.
Ms. McGehee opined that when she attended the first Open House, she was impressed with the definition
for “Community Business;” however, advised that she could not support the current language; and
questioned the process and this changed outcome.
Ms. McGehee noted her involvement in the Friends of Twin Lakes lawsuit; clarifying that it had been
based on the AUAR, not the Comprehensive Plan, nor the Twin Lakes Master Plan. Ms. McGehee
suggested another compromise in defining the dollar figure for staff and consultant time in creating a
Master Plan at $50,000 of public monies. Ms. McGehee questioned the integrity of a simple majority vote
for Master Plans.
Linda Pribyl, 1637 Ridgewood
Ms. Pribyl expressed concern, in considering “Regional Business” designations that they be attractive and
more upscale. Ms. Pribyl opined that homeowners pay taxes; as well as commercial properties, and
opined that the current commercial opportunities were sufficient; however if further businesses were
considered, or if HarMar were to be razed, that the City consider a model similar to the City of Edina.
Ms. Pribyl opined that the “white wall” put up by MnDOT was offensive, in addition to the new roadway
being extremely rough.
Ann Berry, 1059 Woodhill Drive
Ms. Berry, as a 46 year resident in her home, reviewed the enormous changes in Roseville during that
time, and invoked the name of former City Planner Howard Dahlgren and his years of devotion to the City
and the common good through his good design and respect for all people in the planning process. Ms.
Berry noted that she had served with Mr. Dahlgren when she was on the Planning Commission and when
Twin Lakes Parkway was first proposed, opining that it was an appropriate beginning for development in
that area. Ms. Berry reiterated that part of Mr. Dahlgren’s value to the City was his respect for all people
in the process; and Ms. Berry encouraged everyone to keep his model in mind.
Ms. Berry urged the Steering Committee, the Planning Commission and City Council to view the
Comprehensive Plan as a guide to future development in the City; and to guard against including
numerous specificities (i.e., Master Plans) to allow details to change as land develops. Ms. Berry opined
that the Comprehensive Plan was a guide and should be viewed that way, without specifically defining
types or sizes for retail or the amount or type of housing, to allow the City as much flexibility as possible in
future planning and projects. Ms. Berry further opined that retailers paid a substantial amount of the
City’s tax base, and that they didn’t only serve the community, but the region with their retail facilities.
Dan Regan, County Road C Properties, (representing family businesses and commercial
partnerships along County Road C (for over three decades)
Mr. Regan encouraged the Commission and City Council to take land use designation, specifically along
County Road C, on a case by case basis, specifically regarding the 100,000 square foot restriction. Mr.
Regan opined that he had no desire for “big box retail” in Roseville, and further opined that the Twin
Lakes residential neighborhoods had voiced that same opinion for years. Mr. Regan cautioned that, by
using the 100,000 square foot language, the City would be limiting itself to corporate campuses or similar
opportunities, and that it would stall development and create a timeline far into the future, based on
simple demand and absorption.
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Mark Rancone, 2575 N Fairview #250 (representing Roseville Properties and other Twin Lakes
landowners), written comments referenced above
Mr. Rancone provided his perception of the Friends of Twin Lakes v. City of Roseville Court of Appeals
ruling. Mr. Rancone recognized concerns of residential properties owners around HarMar and Target;
however, opined that Twin Lakes was a different area, and that there was a limited neighborhood
attached to that development area. Mr. Rancone noted that the City had experienced much discussion
and various cycles about options for redevelopment of the Twin Lakes area; however, noted the current
market place and economics, and opined that the City should not be too restrictive; and spoke in
opposition to including a 100,000 square foot restriction, and specific to areas adjacent to parcels in Twin
Lakes.
Ms. Haden Bowie, 565 Sandhurst Drive W, Apt. #308 (renter at Dale Avenue and Hwy. 36)
Ms. Bowie spoke in support of the overall Comprehensive Plan; asking that the City consider as many
bike lanes and pedestrian-friendly walkways as possible to make the community walkable. Ms. Bowie
expressed her appreciation for the many parks and amenities in the community; however, noted the
infestation of Buckthorn and offered her assistance in eradicating it.
Dan Roe, 2100 Avon Street N, Steering Committee and City Councilmember, speaking on behalf of
Steering Committee member Jim DeBenedet, who was unable to attend tonight’s meeting; and
speaking for six (6) – now seven (7) signatories in the minority report, now having become the
majority report of the Steering Committee
Mr. Roe addressed the written report, previously referenced, and spoke in support of the minority
consensus for land use map designation for Target and HarMar to be changed to “Community Business,”
and defined as recommended in the minority report dated September 30, 2008.
Gary Grefenberg, 91 Mid Oaks Lane, Steering Committee
Mr. Grefenberg offered his perception of “last minute changes” to portions of the Draft Comprehensive
Plan and his frustration, specifically related to HarMar and Target land use designations to “Regional
Business.” Mr. Grefenberg, in his service on the Imagine Roseville 2025 Community Visioning process,
opined that he didn’t hear any argument for more retail in Roseville. Mr. Grefenberg noted the location of
HarMar to two (2) residential neighborhoods; their current vacancy rate; and current corporate
management and their business plan. Mr. Grefenberg noted that two (2) others on the Steering
Committee had reconsidered their original positions.
Mr. Grefenberg stated that “he would not allow you to continue to lower my property values so some living
by the lakes can have their property taxes lowered.”
Mary Poeschl, 1602 N Ridgewood Lane
Ms. Poeschl spoke in strong opposition to changing HarMar into a regional shopping center.
Ms. Poeschl spoke in opposition to the recently installed concrete barriers, opining that they looked like a
“war zone” and should be removed; and further opined that the boulevards on Snelling Avenue were
despicable, and that the City should take action to improve their appearance.
Public Comment - Second Opportunity
John Goedeke
Mr. Goedeke concurred with the comments of Ms. Berry related to Mr. Dahlgren. Mr. Goedeke advised
that he had been involved with the Comprehensive Plan on three (3) different levels: formulation of the
original Plan with Mr. Dahlgren, working through the Plan on the City Council level, and now in updating
this plan. Mr. Goedeke opined that tonight’s comments provided impetus to his concerns regarding
different business level designations. Mr. Goedeke further opined that he agreed with the need to control
what developed in a neighborhood, and appreciate public comments; however, expressed his concern in
re-designating HarMar and Target to “Community Business,” was in creating their non-compliance. Mr.
Goedeke encouraged serious thought about the future of Roseville, avoiding potential litigious situations,
and allowing businesses to work within the community without onerous restrictions.
Tam McGehee
Ms. McGehee opined that the perception that commercial business in the community was a big boon to
the City’s tax base, and disputed that opinion by providing calculations of the tax base and allocation of
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tax dollars across the metropolitan area. Ms. McGehee further opined that the City’s residents absorbed
the bills, and experienced a higher tax base accordingly.
Ms. McGehee spoke in support to the written comments read by Mr. Roe related to “Community Business
(CB)” land use description revised language.
Ms. McGehee spoke in support of planning for the future to make the community livable for its residents,
but not a great feast for developers.
Karen Schaffer
Ms. Schaffer addressed the second portion of the minority report dated September 24, 2008 related to
Master Plans as part of the Comprehensive Plan; and spoke in support of including all or part of the
current and future land use master plans prepared by the City in the Comprehensive Plan, as detailed in
those written comments.
Chair Bakeman closed the Public Hearing at approximately 9:16 p.m.
Discussion
Chair Bakeman addressed several comments.
Concrete barriers on Snelling
Chair Bakeman recognized public comments related to recent improvements and installation of the
barrier wall along Snelling Avenue by MnDOT; and advised that the City had note been notified and was
without recourse in this situation.
Commissioner Gottfried, as an employee of MnDOT, encouraged public comment via the MnDOT website
directly to that specific project manager in order to hear MnDOT’s rationale for their installation.
Public Comment related to making the City more pedestrian and bicycle friendly
Chair Bakeman advised that, throughout the Comprehensive Plan Update, there were numerous and
consistent notations to encourage making the City more walkable, including access and connections for
multi-family and single-family residences.
Park System
Chair Bakeman noted that the City’s Parks and Recreation Department held periodic Buckthorn
eradication opportunities, and encouraged residents to volunteer with the department to provide
assistance.
Commissioner Doherty, as a member of the Steering Committee as well as Chair Bakeman, reiterated
that the group had worked very hard to incorporate walking and bicycle pathways throughout the entire
document.
Implications that the 100,000-square-foot language had been incorporated at the “last minute”
Chair Bakeman responded to allegations that the 100,000-square-foot provision had been an “eleventh
hour” addition; and encouraged Steering Committee members, as well as members of the public, to
review meeting minutes and discussions throughout the process. Chair Bakeman concurred that, while
discussions were held throughout, there was not early consensus, thus causing this topic of conversation
to be left until the final meeting, at which time a vote was taken.
Chair Bakeman noted that Mr. Roe appeared to be indicating, from the audience, his agreement with her
perception of meeting discussions and the process.
Commissioner Doherty, also serving on the Steering Committee, concurred with Chair Bakeman’s
comments; noting that decisions on difficult issues were delayed until the final meeting, with no alternative
available other than seek majority approval, absent consensus.
Traffic Issues
Chair Bakeman noted that, always evident in the minds of everyone serving on the Steering Committee,
was the City’s position as a first-ring suburb, and continuing development north of Roseville that impacts
the City. Chair Bakeman opined that, as long as land remained less expensive in suburbs or areas north
of Roseville, there would continue to be further traffic congestion forced upon and impacting the City’s
residents, infrastructure and traffic patterns, as people commuted to either downtown St. Paul or
Minneapolis.
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Chair Bakeman used Snelling Avenue as a prime example, as it was exceeding capacity. Chair
Bakeman advised that the Steering Committee had attempted to build into the Comprehensive Plan
increased opportunities and relationships with MnDOT, Ramsey County and other communities in
addressing traffic issues cooperatively and make improvements. Chair Bakeman noted the
improvements made at County Road B and Snelling Avenue when Target was redeveloped, and costsharing by various entities, as well as the developer. Chair Bakeman noted that similar cost allocations
would be borne by developers adjacent to Twin Lakes Parkway for infrastructure and roadway
construction and/or improvements (i.e., park and ride facility by Metro Transit).
Chair Bakeman advised that the Comprehensive Plan provides a great deal of guidance in considering
alternative travel modes; and assured citizens that the Steering Committee attempted to take their
concerns into consideration.
Commissioner Doherty concurred with Chair Bakeman’s comments; and noted that most of the items
addressed in the Comprehensive Plan achieved consensus after productive discussion; however, noted
that those few items not achieving consensus were now before the Commission as detailed in staff’s
report on page 3:
•

The role of master plans within the plan;

•

The definition of the Community Business future land use category; and

•

The future land use designation of the HarMar Mall and SuperTarget.
Section 11-5, Master Plan Discussion
Chair Bakeman noted Steering Committee votes as detailed on page 3 of the staff report related to
existing master plans, the Twin Lakes' master plan, and future plans, as indicated.
Discussion included engaging policy makers (City Council) in determining on a case-by-case basis
whether existing master plans should be included in the Comprehensive Plan Update, based on their
current relevancy; discussion of language and its intent in Item 1 of page 11-5 under the section entitled,
“Relationship Between master Plans and the Comprehensive Plan” and demonstrated in language on
page 4-22, section entitled, “Future Land Use Plan;” potential deviation since it was a “tool;” master plans
versus zoning codes; the illustrative and visionary nature of the Comprehensive Plan versus a master
plan creating specific discussion of a geographical area; and the need for clarity and how that clarity
could be achieved.
Further discussion included Twin Lakes master plan as an example; creation of a new zoning district (B6) specifically designed for that area’s redevelopment (i.e., streets and a transportation plan with relievers
off County Road C and discussion with MnDOT in relationship to I-35W, and City construction of Terrace
Road with a median as part of a future Twin Lakes Parkway); and their eventual implementation.
Additional discussion included timing for determining how to address existing and future master plans;
their impact to development in specific areas; whether to delay addressing master plans as part of the
Comprehensive Plan Update and provide them as amendments at a later date if it is determined that they
should be included or referenced in the Plan; purpose of master plans as a guide and their legal affects;
super majority vote for amendment to the Comprehensive Plan and implications for master plans and
their subsequent value in only requiring a simple majority vote if not incorporated into the Comprehensive
Plan, and remaining stand alone guides; and recognition that the Comprehensive Plan does not include
zoning ordinances, but provides an overview, with zoning ordinances providing controls or allowing for
implementation of the broader policies outlined in the Comprehensive Plan.
Discussion ensued regarding intent and clarity of language on page 11-5, subd. 1; whether the language
should define master plans as a “guide” rather than a “tool;” and whether there was consensus among
Planning Commissioners that incorporating master plans into the Comprehensive Plan was not a good
idea, when its purpose was to provide “ideals,” or nonbinding ideas.
Commissioner Boerigter opined that the City Council should have a clear timetable on what the City’s
intent is for each and every existing master plan, to provide clarity for neighbors, citizens and the
Metropolitan Council as to what the master plans meant. Commissioner Boerigter encouraged
Commissioners to be clear, and if existing master plans were intended to be nonbinding, without further
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action of the City Council, then there should be no question that, based on a 4/5 vote, the City Council
has decided that every existing master plan is nothing more than a nonbinding guide for development.
Commissioner Gottfried opined that the Commission needed to determine the value of master plans, and
to make that value and their intent very clear in the Comprehensive Plan, one way or another.
Commissioner Doherty opined that, while not saying master plans didn’t have value, they should be
identified as nonbinding without specific action of the City Council by simple majority vote.
Chair Bakeman opined that the master plans must be in concert with the Comprehensive Plan, and any
pieces that don’t agree would need to change, either in the Comprehensive Plan or a master plan.
By consensus, Commissioners approved adding a statement to recommended additional
language on page 3 of the staff report, Section 11. entitled, “Using the Plan,” for master plans
adopted prior to 2009, as follows:
“These master plans are not addressed as part of the Comprehensive Plan without further action
by the City Council.”
Further discussion included avoiding the Comprehensive Plan becoming a work plan, and to include
implementation strategies that the City Council will use to determine a review process for master plans;
and recommendations of City Attorney Squires in his comments included in the staff report.

•
•

MOTION
Member Bakeman moved, seconded by Member Gottfried to add additional language to
Implementation Strategies, page 11-3 entitled, “Using the Plan,” as follows:
“The City Council will establish a plan to address the issue of master plans adopted prior to 2009;
and these pre-2009 master plans are not addressed as part of the Comprehensive Plan without
further action of the City Council.”
Provide clarification of relationships between master plans and the Comprehensive Plan in the
“official controls” section of the Comprehensive Plan, indicating that official controls are
consistent with Comprehensive Plan amendments, effectively creating a timetable.
Ayes: 6
Nays: 0
Motion carried.
MOTION
Member Bakeman moved, seconded by Member Gottfried to incorporate language as
recommended by the City Attorney in Section 2.5 of the staff report (page 4) clarifying the role of
master plans in relation to Comprehensive Plans, with specific revisions included on page 4-4,
Policy 13.2 and page 4-21/22, District 10 Future Land Use Plan of the Comprehensive Plan update.
Ayes: 6
Nays: 0
Motion carried.
Section 4-8, HarMar/100,000-square-foot and/or definitions
Discussion included consensus preference to remove the 100,000-square-foot threshold reference in its
entirety to avoid being too restrictive; current identification and operation as regional business of HarMar
Mall and Target, not simply community-based; business turnovers and economic realities; neighborhood
concerns with traffic; advantages of the PUD Public Hearing process; potential for transitional design
standards or screenings between commercial and residential areas; and zoning code amendments to
address pedestrian and walking paths in those areas.
Commissioner Boerigter noted that Roseville was facing a huge issue in making the community more
pedestrian friendly, when no one wanted sidewalks or to pay for them, as evidenced in past discussions.
Chair Bakeman concurred with Commissioner Boerigter’s observations.
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Commissioner Gottfried suggested that language, as previously suggested by Commissioner Wozniak,
be incorporated into each section of the Comprehensive Plan, to encourage pedestrian and bicycle
access whenever possible.
Chair Bakeman opined that this could be added to all definitions.
Ms. Radel advised that, in Land Use Policies for each District, reference had been included for
walkability, multiple transportation modes, and recommended that language at a policy level,
rather than in the land use level. Commissioners concurred.
Further discussion included transitional elements to neighborhoods; and building scale versus footprint
alone.
Chair Bakeman suggested that the former State Farm site, on Highway 36, be changed from “Community
Business,” to “Regional Business,” on the map. Commissioners concurred, and further suggested Macy’s
Home Store, and the Funeral Home in that same area.
MOTION
Member Bakeman moved, seconded by Member Doherty to affirm the Target and HarMar sites as
“Regional Business” designation.
Ayes: 6
Nays: 0
Motion carried.
MOTION
Member Bakeman moved, seconded by Member Boerigter to designate the old State Farm Site
(currently National American University and Department of Education), the Macy’s Home Store
site, the Funeral Home site, and the Vault Company, as “Office Use.”
Ayes: 6
Nays: 0
Motion carried.

•

MOTION
Member Bakeman moved, seconded by Member Doherty to revise language in Section 4-28,
District 14, Land Use Issues, first paragraph, last sentence, to read as follows:
“The Comprehensive Plan encourages changes towards a sustainable commercial district based
on retail and service businesses[.] [of a community scale.]”
Ayes: 6
Nays: 0
Motion carried.
MOTION
Member Bakeman moved, seconded by Member Gottfried, that definitions and any references in
Section 4-7 and/or Section 4-8, “Regional Business (RB),” and “Community Business CB),” for
building footprints (i.e., 100,000 square feet) be deleted.
Ayes: 6
Nays: 0
Motion carried.

•

MOTION
Member Bakeman moved, seconded by Member Gottfried, that language in Section 4-8,
“Neighborhood Business (NB)” be revised to delete reference to building height, and language
added as follows:
“Buildings shall be scaled appropriate to surrounding neighborhoods.”
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Ayes: 6
Nays: 0
Motion carried.
District 10, Twin Lakes District and perimeter areas, Section 4-21/22
(Request of Mr. Rancone, via e-mail September 29, 2008, for re-designation of land parcels in the Twin
Lakes area along Cleveland Avenue and County Road C to “Regional,” or “Community Mixed Use”
designation) and public comments by Mr. Regan related to similar concerns.
Chair Bakeman specifically asked Mr. Rancone and Mr. Regan for comment, following elimination of the
100,000 square-foot-designation.
Mark Regan
Mr. Regan opined that elimination of that restriction helped, but further opined that the “Regional”
designation provided more opportunity beyond “Community” use. Mr. Regan opined that, if the
Commission justified HarMar and Target as regional, it would seem that, due to their relationship to I35W, those Twin Lakes’ perimeter parcels would seem to be equally regional in nature.
Commissioner Boerigter clarified that the 100,000-square-foot requirement never applied to “Office”
designation, and that “Regional” only related to retail use by definition, thus there would be no impact to
office uses.
Mark Rancone
Mr. Rancone opined that the “Regional” definition was the broader choice of the two.
Commissioner Boerigter opined that the multi-story office shouldn’t be included in the definition, based on
provision of goods and services, as it didn’t appear compatible.
Chair Bakeman opined that a better argument was in the last sentence of Section 4-8, with Twin Lakes
fitting the “Regional Business” designation.
Chair Bakeman reopened the Public Hearing at this time: approximately 10:53 p.m.
Discussion included intent of the Steering Committee.
Chair Bakeman referenced District 9, Section 4-19 and the area west of Rosedale, and potential uses by
definition as offices, rather than actual retail businesses, with the Steering Committee intending to have a
broader application.
Discussion ensued on uses and intents for regional versus institutional or community uses; and
differences in business park and office uses.
Chair Bakeman closed the Public Hearing at 11:00 p.m.
Mr. Trudgeon spoke to the Steering Committee’s intent in providing the “Mixed Use” designation, rather
than “Community Mixed” or other segregated uses, to allow for more flexibility with the Twin Lakes master
plan on a general basis, while accommodating that flexibility and variety for future development. Mr.
Trudgeon noted that there was some objection to the 100,000 square foot restriction, but opined that with
elimination of that restriction, it may become a moot point.
Commissioner Doherty concurred with Mr. Trudgeon’s observations.
MOTION
Member Bakeman moved, seconded by Member Doherty, to delete Policy 5.3 from page Section 43 (Land Use Chapter) as it was redundant with Policy 5.4.
Ayes: 6
Nays: 0
Motion carried.
MOTION
Member Doherty moved, seconded by Member Wozniak, Section 4-2, Goal 1 under “General Land
Use Goals and Policies;” to simplify language as follows:
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•

“Goal 1: Maintain and improve Roseville as an attractive place to live, work, and play by
promoting sustainable land use patterns, land use changes, and new developments that
contribute to the preservation and enhancement of the community’s vitality and sense of
identify[.] [as well as the creation of community gathering places.]”
Ayes: 6
Nays: 0
Motion carried.
MOTION
Member Bakeman moved, seconded by Member Boerigter, to delete Policy 3.4 from Goal 3 of
Section 9-4, “Parks, Open Space, and Recreation.”
Ayes: 6
Nays: 0
Motion carried.
MOTION
Member Bakeman moved, seconded by Member Doherty, to delete Policy 4.4 of Goal 4, Section 94, due to redundancy.
Ayes: 6
Nays: 0
Motion carried.
Section 4-2, Land Use Policy, Goal 1, Policy 1.7
Mr. Trudgeon advised that inappropriate signage would be addressed through the City’s sign ordinance.
No action taken.
MOTION
Member Wozniak moved, seconded by Member Boerigter to RECOMMEND deletion of the entire
paragraph, Section 5-25, as it was repetitive of Metropolitan Council projections previously
addressed in Section 4-26.
Ayes: 6
Nays: 0
Motion carried.

•

Technical Corrections (approved by consensus):
Section 5-27, Update I-35W Bridge Completion Date

•

References to Trunk Highway 36, where it traverses County Roads B and B-2, add that it traverses
Larpenteur Avenue as well.

•

Section 8-8, second paragraph, “Household Hazardous Waste,” add language to read: “waste
collection and disposal funded by the county environmental charge…” and delete, “… by water
management service charge which is collected by property taxes and…”

•

Section 10-8, Item G, regarding “foundation drain disconnection,” correct sentence to read more
appropriately.
MOTION
Member Bakeman moved, seconded by Member Doherty to RECOMMEND that the City Council
authorize distribution of the draft 2030 Roseville Comprehensive Plan to adjacent governmental
jurisdictions, special districts, and school districts; as amended in the staff report, Section 4.0,
dated October 1, 2008; as amended by the above noted actions.
Ayes: 6
Nays: 0
Motion carried.
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MOTION
Member Bakeman moved, seconded by Member Gottfried to CONTINUE Project File 0004 to the
December 2008 meeting.
Ayes: 6
Nays: 0
Motion carried.
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Attachment C

Extract of the October 13, 2008, Roseville City Council Meeting Minutes
Distribution of Draft 2030 Comprehensive Plan to Adjacent Jurisdictions (PROJ-0004)
Community Development Director Patrick Trudgeon provided a brief overview of this
community-based Comprehensive Plan Update process; work of the citizen Steering Committee
and Planning Commission; and emphasized the transparency of the process, as detailed in the
Request for Council Action dated October 13, 2008. Mr. Trudgeon advised that tonight was not
the final decision point; however, noted that the City Council’s requested action was to authorize
distribution of the draft 2030 Roseville Comprehensive Plan to adjacent governmental
jurisdictions, special districts, and school districts. Mr. Trudgeon advised Councilmembers that
staff had made contact with the appropriate contact people, specifically in the City’s of
Minneapolis and St. Paul, to ensure that their review and turn-around would be expeditious, and
reviewed the aggressive timeframe for the review process, prior to final revisions as appropriate
and final submission to the Metropolitan Council by December 31, 2008. Mr. Trudgeon advised
that, if necessary the City would request an extension from the Metropolitan Council, by
November 1, 2008, and in order to avoid any sanctions from the Metropolitan Council.
Mr. Trudgeon noted, as detailed in the report, that the majority of the Plan had achieved
consensus from the Steering Committee; however, noted that several issues throughout the
process had not received strong consensus. Those issues were:




The role of master plans within the Plan;
The definition of the Community Business future land use category; and
The future land use designation of the HarMar Mall and Super Target.

Councilmember Roe questioned procedural action for tonight, and whether a super majority vote
was required to authorize distribution.
Mr. Trudgeon advised that there was nothing indicated in State Statute that would require a
super-majority vote, and opined that tonight’s requested action would need a simple majority
vote.
Councilmember Roe opined that it would be beneficial to try to achieve super-majority support
for this draft to ensure that the remaining process proceeded more smoothly.
Councilmember Ihlan noted Mr. Trudgeon’s mention that the process had been citizen-oriented,
open, public and transparent; however, she opined that the draft currently before the City Council
was substantially different on several key points from that shown to the public at the last Open
House held on August 27, 2008; and that this drat included changes made after that meeting, and
at the last minute by a majority of the Steering Committee and the Planning Commission.
Councilmember Ihlan expressed concern that the City Council needed to provide for additional
public input, noting the numerous e-mails presented by staff as a bench handout tonight.
Councilmember Ihlan advised that she had also received a substantial number of phone calls and
personal e-mails, specifically regarding retail development concerns of the public.
Councilmember Ihlan questioned why the City Council was considering passing along this draft

of the Plan with only a 3/2 vote, when the final Comprehensive Plan would require a super
majority vote.
Councilmember Ihlan expressed further concern regarding the draft’s substance and content; and
opined that she needed to hear more from the public on those items that had been changed at the
last minute; further opining that no one knows about the changes, and that the process had not
been open and transparent.
Councilmember Ihlan further addressed the proposed timeframe for adoption by the City
Council, following the proposed December 15, 2008 Public Hearing; opining that if that were to
happen, it would be prior to having a new City Council elected and in place. Councilmember
Ihlan noted that there had been substantial discussion at the time of the City Council appointment
of Councilmember Willmus, and assumptions that approval of the Comprehensive Plan Update
would not occur before 2009, and not while a non-elected City Councilmember could potential
cast a deciding vote. Councilmember Ihlan opined that, if the City were to request an extension
at this time, it would take decision-making off the table and alleviate another concern in approval
prior to the 2009 City Council being in place.
Councilmember Ihlan noted that there were a number of people in the audience tonight that
wished to be heard; and asked that the City Council allow time for their comment.
Mayor Klausing noted those in the audience, and advised that it was his intent, as had been past
practice, to hear public comment tonight. Mayor Klausing noted that many had also provided
their comment at previous opportunities for public comment, at the Open Houses, Steering
Committee meetings, and at the Planning Commission’s formal Public Hearing. Mayor Klausing
suggested that Councilmember Ihlan’s concerns in passing the draft on for distribution with a 3-2
vote may prove premature until a motion was on the table and a vote taken. Mayor Klausing
noted that he had also received numerous calls and e-mails, almost exclusively related to the
anonymous flyer distributed in the HarMar neighborhood; and opined that the flyer, a copy of
which had just been provided to him by City Manager Malinen, appeared to contain substantial
misinformation; however, he advised that he would reserve judgment until he’d read it more
thoroughly.
Councilmember Willmus addressed the accountability question brought forth by Councilmember
Ihlan. Councilmember Willmus advised that to-date, he’d had contact with approximately 26
citizens, and that he had responded to each one; with a number seeking follow-up with him after
his initial reply to them. Councilmember Willmus advised that the majority of his conversations
and public concerns pertained to the HarMar site; and he noted that, citizens became more
positive when they understood the actual size of HarMar and proposed language of the
Comprehensive Plan and the Community Business land use definition. Councilmember Willmus
noted that, upon citizen review of the flyer and its rather inflammatory statement, “Do we want
another major mall in Roseville?” that it had precipitated a lot of citizen contact.
Councilmember Willmus opined that, once people had a chance to understand the process, they
appeared to feel better about the draft Plan.

Councilmember Willmus took personal exception to being accountable; and opined that his
situation was no different that that of Councilmember Ihlan in 2004 when she was initially
appointed to the City Council, prior to her subsequent election. Councilmember Willmus
questioned if that invalidated actions taken by Councilmember Ihlan on several items in 2004
during her appointment period. Councilmember Willmus referenced an e-mail received from
Tam McGehee, and further questioned if he decided to run a write-in campaign, whether that
validated his votes during his appointment. Councilmember Willmus advised that he tried to be
accountable to citizens, and he took exception with implications otherwise.
Councilmember Ihlan assured Councilmember Willmus that her comments were not aimed at
him, but rather based on structural considerations and based on a matter of policy.
Councilmember Ihlan opined that it did matter whether someone was running for election or reelection, and that it gave voters an opportunity to pass judgment on how they wanted to be
represented. Councilmember Ihlan further opined that the Comprehensive Plan would govern a
number of future decisions, and would reflect the community vision into 2030; and would or
should serve as a crucial matter in the upcoming election campaign, particularly with retail
development. Councilmember Ihlan opined that it was crucial that the Comprehensive Plan be
approved by a City Council fully-elected by the people. Councilmember Ihlan noted that former
City Councilmember Tom Kough had been concerned with the appointment process to fulfill his
term, based precisely on issues such as this; and not how Mr. Willmus approaches or discussions
issues with people, but strictly on a policy issue.
Mayor Klausing opened the meeting to public comment at this time.
Public Comment
A bench handout was provided by staff, consisting of numerous e-mails and written comment
received to-date and related to this item.
Joseph Kasak, 1427 W Eldridge Avenue (5 houses east of HarMar parking lot)
Mr. Kasak spoke in opposition to HarMar being designated as “Regional Business,” and opined
that the action taken by the Planning Commission at their October 1, 2008 meeting was against
the people of Roseville, when they voted unanimously for Regional Business designation. Mr.
Kasak took issue specifically with comments of Commissioner Daniel Boerigter, who appeared
to steer other members to his way of thinking, and suggested that Commissioner Boerigter
appeared to be a viable proponent of the New York ownership contingent for HarMar Mall,
specifically when he suggested a two-story Costco store or other big box retailer for the site. Mr.
Kasak opined that Roseville did not have demographics that would support two malls within
such a close proximity; and addressed the many changes seen in the HarMar neighborhood
during his tenure there. Mr. Kasak further opined that the congestion on Snelling Avenue was
bad enough, and that the original intent of HarMar Mall in serving the community, not the
region, should be maintained.
Mayor Klausing clarified, in light of the comments of the anonymous flyer and other comments
received, that no one on the City Council, to his knowledge, was advocating for another

Rosedale for the HarMar Mall neighborhood; and personally opined that the Comprehensive
Plan did not indicate that as a desirable goal either. Mayor Klausing further clarified that the
current land use designation of HarMar Mall was that of “Shopping Center District,” and that
there was no current designation for any “Community Business” or “Regional Business” land
use designations, including that of HarMar Mall in the existing Comprehensive Plan. Mayor
Klausing advised that the intent of the proposed draft Comprehensive Plan’s land use
designations was to provide more accurate descriptions of what current uses indicated, not to
drive those areas to a different type of use.
Mr. Kasak opined that, from the information contained in the flyer, citizens had understood that
the intent of the Comprehensive Plan language was to change designation of HarMar Mall from
Community Business to Regional Business. Mr. Kasak noted that the flyer had just been
received by him the day prior to the meeting, so it had allowed him limited to respond.
Mr. Kasak referenced Planning Commissioner Boerigter’s comments about a two-story Costco at
HarMar, and noted that this concerned neighbors.
Mayor Klausing noted, in his review of the Planning Commission meeting, suggested that
Commissioner Boerigter’s intent may have been to address an example of disadvantages in
requiring the square footage of a footprint, while not eliminating the possibility for additional
stories on the same footprint. Mayor Klausing noted that there was not currently a 100,000
square foot limitation in the existing Comprehensive Plan as implied by the anonymous flyer,
thus not clearly representing actual proposals before the City Council to remove such a limitation
since one didn’t currently exist.
Councilmember Ihlan spoke to clarify, from her perspective, the changes made since the August
27, 2008 draft presented at the public Open House, and that currently before the City Council,
opining that this document was quite different, specifically the three different business
categories: “Neighborhood,” “Community,” and “Regional,” and language specifically defining
each. Councilmember Ihlan proceeded to review those specific definitions; and her perception of
events happening at the last minute in the process; and potential impacts to retail development in
the community based on those revised definitions and removal of the proposed 100,000 square
foot guideline application.
Rick Pogsehl, 1602 N Ridgewood Lane (38-year resident across the street from HarMar)
Mr. Pogsehl noted that he had attended the Planning Commission meeting, and expressed his
opposition to the action taken by the Planning Commission, against the wishes of “all citizens.”
Mr. Pogsehl opined that the Planning Commission should support the community’s taxpayers;
and further opined that if any of the Planning Commissioners were considering running for
public office, he would remember their action and vote against them.
Mayor Klausing refocused discussion on specific issues regarding the Comprehensive Plan, and
asked that personal attacks against Planning Commissioners cease. Mayor Klausing noted that,
whether citizens were in agreement with decisions of the Commission or not, the Commission
was attempting to act in the best interests of the entire community.

Mr. Pogsehl opined that, when the Commissioners were discussing master plans, they were
seeking clarification from staff; and questioned if appointed officials apparently didn’t
understand what the Plan was about, how citizens could understand it.
Lee Schreurs, 3058 N Wilder
Ms. Schreurs questioned why the existing master plans were proposed to be removed from the
Comprehensive Plan, opining that they were developed by members of the community with lots
of community input, specifically addressing the Twin Lakes area master plan impacting her
neighborhood. Ms. Schreurs opined that, with this new “Community Business” designation
there would be no restrictions, and questioned how many large retail developments were needed
in that area, when the City of Roseville already had more retail square footage that any other
Minnesota city; and further questioned what would satisfy commercial interests. Ms. Schreurs
opined that the City needed more high-paying jobs so people could live and work in the
community.
Al Buczkowski, Reporter with MN Sun Focus
Mr. Buczkowski directed his comments specifically to Councilmember Ihlan, specifically related
to those differences originally seen by the public and those submitted for review at this time; and
sought clarification as to the main differences between those two versions and any other areas
that should be brought to light.
Councilmember Ihlan proceeded to fill in the background on how those changes came to be since
the August 27, 2008 Open House, the subsequent and final Steering Committee meeting held on
September 11, 2008, and tonight’s version. Councilmember Ihlan opined that, upon receipt by
the City Council of a letter from Roseville Properties, included in tonight’s staff report, and their
request for changes to the draft, specifically requesting removal of the 100,000 square foot
requirement in the “Community Business” category, and their rationale for this request, along
with an additional written request requesting removal of master plans from the Comprehensive
Plan; that at that time major changes had been made to the draft Comprehensive Plan.
Mr. Buczkowski surmised and commenting that the flyer appeared to be correct.
Mayor Klausing interjected that he strongly took issue with continuing under the perception that
the flyer was correct.
Mr. Buczkowski opined that it was important for the Roseville public to have the facts.
Mayor Klausing clarified that the existing Comprehensive Plan did not have a “Community
Business” land use designation.
Councilmember Pust clarified that, when the new draft Comprehensive Plan came forward, some
of those initial items were changed; however, noted that there was no “Community Business”
land use designation related to HarMar Mall or anywhere else in the community; and only within
the draft under discussion over the last six months, had that concept been considered.

Councilmember Willmus advised that the Community Development Department had video
recordings of all meetings of the Steering Committee that would provide the media with a firstperson understanding of the process to-date and how meeting discussions progressed.
Councilmember Roe clarified one aspect of Councilmember Ihlan’s response to Mr.
Buczkowski and action of the Steering Committee at their September 11, 2008 meeting, as not
respectful of individual judgments taken, not as a result of any correspondence received from
Roseville Properties; but in acting in the best interests of the community. Councilmember Roe
noted that there was genuine disagreement, but that the particular vote was 8/5 in favor of
designating HarMar Mall as “Regional Business;” and acknowledging that it was a 7/6 vote to
remove master plans from the Comprehensive Plan update. Councilmember Roe opined that it
was important for the City Council to focus on citizen input at tonight’s meeting, as previously
requested.
Mayor Klausing concurred that public comment continue; and asked that members of the public,
if they had already spoken at the Planning Commission keep their comments brief, as the City
Council had received their comments as part of the Planning Commission record and in tonight’s
staff report.
Kathryn Park, 2070 Midlothian Road
Ms. Park spoke in support of her neighborhood, noting that her first public involvement had
come when there was discussion of a potential pawn shop in the neighborhood. Ms. Park opined
that developers and some business owners didn’t put neighborhoods first. Ms. Park opined that
Roseville neighborhoods were a great asset; and further opined that her neighborhood didn’t
need increased traffic or decreased property values.
Lucy Hulme, 1720 W Eldridge Avenue
Ms. Hulme opined that HarMar had been a centerpiece and a wonderful thing in her
neighborhood, had provided wonderful access, even though it had experienced many ups and
downs over the years. Ms. Hulme observed that, when she asked local business owners why
they were leaving HarMar, they had told her it was due increased rents that they could no longer
afford; further creating concern that big box retail was going in. Ms. Hulme opined that the
Barnes and Noble franchise at HarMar had been a great addition; however, asked that the City
Council consider the request of the neighborhood in keeping the HarMar Mall atmosphere that it
has been for so long, and noted the long, and marvelous family history of the center, rather than
current, out-of-state ownership who don’t have the same accessibility and livability concerns of
the community in mind.
Ms. Hulme opined that it was difficult for most of the community to understand what was
actually being discussed and considered; noting that many were unaware until they’d received
the anonymous flyer, whether it was accurate or not. Ms. Hulme further opined that the majority
of people in Roseville were asking that HarMar be kept as it is to serve the community, since the
community had given up a large place at Rosedale, and that big box retailers not be

accommodated at HarMar. Ms. Hulme opined that the reporter who previously spoke needed to
make clear what was actually happening, and to provide a primer for residents.
Jeff Johnson, 1192 Burke, neighbor of HarMar
Mr. Johnson spoke in appreciation of the remarks made by residents at tonight’s meeting, and for
their passion. Mr. Johnson opined that HarMar as it currently is was apparently greatly
appreciated by residents and served the needs of the community. Mr. Johnson, as a member of
the Steering Committee, spoke in support of the proposed language defining “Community
Business;” however, opined that there was a problem with it capping future development at
100,000 square feet, when it was currently at 475,000 square feet; and further opined that while
big box was not wanted at HarMar, there was some responsibility due to small businesses
continuing to exist there.
Tam McGehee, 77 Mid Oaks Lane
Ms. McGehee opined that Mr. Johnson didn’t understand that everyone was seeking clarity; and
that if the Comprehensive Plan moved forward as currently drafted, there was no indication that
HarMar was being asked to reduce itself to 100,000 square feet of commercial retail. Ms.
McGehee opined that, if a 15 story office tower with quality jobs was developed, there would be
no footprint limitation.
As far as the definitions, Ms McGehee opined that these were all new; and noted that, as an
attendee at the Open House, she was impressed with the work of the Steering Committee in
developing new definitions to bring new land use ideas to Roseville, and clearly representing the
wishes of Roseville residents who expressed their opinions both in the Vista 2000 community
planning process and the Imagine Roseville 2025 community visioning process, as well as in
recent elections; and specifically in Councilmember Ihlan’s City Council campaign. Ms.
McGehee opined that, when she saw HarMar listed in the plan presented to the public earlier this
year as “Community Business,” it was a wonderful place in its middle years, but now
experiencing a dubious future since it was no longer locally owned, but owned by a group from
New York whose stated mission was to take under-producing malls and make them more
productive, and who had already driven out many smaller businesses with increased rents,
creating a ghost mall. Ms. McGehee opined that the 100,000 square foot designation for
commercial retail and community business was necessary, not to downgrade what was already
there, but to provide a more diversified economy without more retail, and further opined that the
100,000 square foot designation was appropriate and good.
Ms. McGehee opined that those speaking tonight have valid complaints about the process; and
opined that in her viewing of City Council interviews to fill Councilmember Kough’s vacant
position, the City Council had been careful to designate someone who was not intending to run
for office; and opined that she felt strongly that since there was no hardship in carrying over a
decision until the new year when a fully-elected City Council was in place; and further opined
that Councilmember Willmus should not vote on this important piece of material going forward.
Ms. McGehee opined that, in all fairness, this City Council should request that Mr. Trudgeon

seek an extension, as suggested at the Planning Commission level, by the November 1, 2008
deadline rather than dragging their feet.
Ann Berry, 1059 Woodhill Drive (46 year resident of RV)
Ms. Berry opined that, over many years, when Councilmembers appointed citizens to serve on
boards or commissions, it was rare that those individuals didn’t serve their community well. Ms.
Berry expressed concern with statements being made that were not entirely accurate, and
reviewed her experience in serving the community on the Planning Commission during the time
when the Twin lakes Parkway was designed well before 1992; and other areas in which she’d
served. Ms. Berry opined that even when differing on opinions, it was important to avoid
personal attacks; and further opined that appointed Councilmembers in the past, and currently,
had always served citizens well.
Ms. Berry expressed concern that the Plan was being indicated as a twenty year document,
rather than what she perceived to be a ten year document; and noted that it was a historically
used as a guide and not “carved in marble”.
Ms. Berry noted that while HarMar had originally been established by a local family, there had
been other historical battles in its past (i.e., Cub Foods); and opined that due to the thriving retail
community in Roseville, it did serve to provide significant individual homeowner tax relief. Ms.
Berry asked staff and City Councilmembers, if that tax balance and base were no longer
prevalent, that they provide that information to the public.
Ms. Berry noted that when people discussed being threatened by big box retail or a Costco store
coming to the community, she reminded citizens that the Costco store was located in
Maplewood. Ms. Berry opined that, while some residents have expressed their opinions
regarding their wishes, 26 people did not represent a majority of the community; and asked that
those listening at home apparently were satisfied with the status quo and the decision-making of
the Planning Commission and City Council. Ms. Berry asked that, if those citizens were not
satisfied that they e-mail, call or otherwise contact their elected representatives. Ms. Berry
opined that when the City Council appointed people to do a job, those people cared about their
community and did what they thought was best for the overall community; and again expressed
her concern in the false statements and accusations being made.
Marsha Kreske
Ms. Kreske opined that there was a lack of transparency in the system, and that facts spoke for
themselves, and that there appeared to be a lack of follow-up or accountability of elected
officials, causing people to go door-to-door. Ms. Kreske opined that the community needed to
provide places where people can shop and play outside, and support green space where people
could live and have high standards of living. Ms. Kreske further opined that, when the
Metropolitan Council talked about communities, they were talking about the necessity for
neighborhoods, not just big box stores; and that while retailers provided a tax base to lower taxes
for homeowners, there needed to be a balance and fairness. Ms. Kreske expressed her
disappointment in the “trash talk” that had started off tonight’s discussion, and opined that it was

not necessary; and asked that there be more transparency and that there would be no vote tonight
on things that had not been discussed previously.
Karen Schaffer, 2100 Fairview Avenue
Ms. Schaffer opined that it was not true the big box retailers contribute more to the tax base than
it used in City services, based on recent changes in tax law.
Ms. Schaffer further opined that, during her service on the Steering Committee, the proposed
changes in the HarMar and Target had passed on a narrow and somewhat “bizarre” vote, creating
the process issue now before the City Council, and appeared to be “consultant-led” and without
parliamentary procedures in place.
Ms. Schaffer indicated that members of the Steering Committee, following the last meeting, had
attempted to devise more clarity, as previously reported by City Councilmember Roe on behalf
of Steering Committee member Jim DeBenedet, as author of a less rigid description that had
been presented to the Planning Commission. Ms. Schaffer expressed disappointment that the
concept for alternate definitions for “Regional Business” and “Community Business”
designations had never actually discussed or explored by the Planning Commission. Ms. Schaffer
gave credit to those members of the Steering Committee who had signed onto that minority
report, and who had recognized the difficulty in numerical designation.
Ms. Schaffer opined that, since the Metropolitan Council was open to extension, the City
Council should advise them on the appropriate form by November 1, 2008, that the City wished
additional time; allowing the City Council to determine if Mr. DeBenedet’s report and concept
was workable, and could reflect some of the values proposed by citizens tonight.
Mayor Klausing closed public comment at approximately 7:45 p.m. to proceed with City Council
discussion.
Councilmember Roe provided background information, advising that he had originally proposed
the three business categories (i.e., Neighborhood Business, Community Business, and Regional
Business) from information he’d received through I-35W Corridor Coalition documents; that
would address current “Shopping Center” designations and scale different businesses to
respective areas of the community. Councilmember Roe opined that the definitions as presented
in the current draft served to achieve that intent.
Roe moved, Pust seconded, designation HarMar Mall as a “Community Business” land use
under the definition as presented in the draft 2030 Comprehensive Plan (Review Draft #2, dated
October 2008); and without the 100,000 square foot designation.
Councilmember Ihlan spoke in opposition to the motion, opining that without the 100,000 square
foot designation, changing HarMar back to the Community Business designation would not
make any significant difference; and that a more meaningful definition of “Community
Business” was needed guiding smaller scale development for the future.

Councilmember Willmus spoke in support of the motion; and noted that he had discussed with
Jim DeBenedet his proposal, as referenced by Ms. Schaffer, over the last week; one of the things
we talked about was getting consensus, and how do we move forward. There seemed to be
consensus for taking Har Mar and classifying or guiding it as Community Business. Then the
question became how we handle these mitigation measures. Are these mitigation measures,
building size, setbacks, are those appropriate for the Comp Plan, or are the mitigation measures
better handled through zoning ordinance? As our discussion went, it became apparent that the
mitigation measures should be handled within the zoning ordinance. I think that this is the
direction this council should go. I think there is a compromise there that will work. There is a
compromise there that will protect those folk’s neighborhoods. I think this is something we owe
the neighborhoods surrounding Har Mar to do.
Mayor Klausing spoke in support of the motion; and read specific distinctions highlighted in
language for each business land use designation. Mayor Klausing concurred with
Councilmember Willmus; opining that the “devil was in the details,” and that the zoning code
amendments would address those issues; and supported moving HarMar into the “Community
Business” category.
Councilmember Pust thanked citizens for paying attention to their community and for contacting
her to make their opinions known; opining that it served as a critical foundation to democracy.
Councilmember Pust opined that what she had heard was that citizens wanted HarMar to remain
the way it was, with more space leased to various businesses; while noting that there remained
other issues at HarMar, such as noise and traffic, and needing further discussion and resolution.
Councilmember Pust noted however, that there was no need to solve problems that don’t exist,
and clarified that there was no one on the City Council that was saying HarMar should be
bulldozed to construct a WalMart.
Councilmember Ihlan opined that this motion did not respond to all of the actual concerns raised,
nor to what “Community Business” designation indicated; and further opined that the City
Council was not yet done with this draft Plan. Councilmember Ihlan opined that, if it was the
City Council’s intent to send this draft Plan off for review without reaching consensus on issues,
it was a waste of everyone’s time. However, Councilmember Ihlan spoke in support of returning
HarMar to “Community Business” designation.
Mayor Klausing noted that the draft Plan would return to the Planning Commission for an
additional Public Hearing, as well as to the City Council at their December 15, 2008 meeting,
providing additional opportunities for discussion and public comment.
Mr. Trudgeon clarified that this proposed action was addressing only the HarMar site and not the
Super Target site.
Roll Call
Ayes: Willmus; Roe; Ihlan; Pust; and Klausing.
Nays: None.

Klausing moved, Pust seconded for discussion purposes, authorizing distribution of the draft
2030 Roseville Comprehensive Plan to adjacent governmental jurisdictions, special districts, and
school districts.
Roe moved, Pust seconded, revising language of Chapter 11 (page 11-3) under Implementation
Strategies, Land Use, to include language similar to that taken from District 14, Land Use Issues,
second bullet point (page 4-29) related to exploring opportunities for providing a future
neighborhood park in the western half of the planning district.
Councilmember Roe spoke in support of the motion, opining that everyone recognizes the lack
of a park in that area and that such action needed memorializing.
Councilmember Pust concurred, opining that it was an apparent oversight, since it had been
discussed at the Steering Committee level and included in strategies.
Roll Call
Ayes: Willmus; Roe; Ihlan; Pust; and Klausing.
Nays: None.
Councilmember Ihlan opined the need to again discuss why it was not appropriate to distribute
this draft to surrounding communities; and whether it was more appropriate to substitute the
August 27, 2008 plan. Councilmember Ihlan opined that there had not been public review of the
draft currently before the City Council, and that the proposed changes had not been reviewed or
considered by the public. Councilmember Ihlan further opined that without more public input
and consensus, distributing this draft was fundamentally wrong.
Councilmember Pust questioned, and staff confirmed, that this draft was current and available on
the City’s website; and further noted that this would not be the City Council’s or public’s last
opportunity for input. Councilmember Pust suggested that the reason for distributing the draft
Plan was to receive any input from those agencies to allow the City Council to meet the
December 15, 2008 schedule for further review. Councilmember Pust encouraged input from
those agencies, as well as the public during that review period, with those comments provided to
elected officials in order to hold those elected officials accountable to their constituency.
Councilmember Ihlan sought to provide additional information to the public on her perception of
what happened following the August 27, 2008 meeting with respect to the “Community
Business” designation and HarMar. Councilmember Ihlan alleged that the ideas for changes to
the plan at the Steering Committee and Planning Commission level, without public awareness,
was prompted by two letters received from Roseville Properties, included as part of the record,
and their request to remove the 100,000 square foot designation and removing master plans from
the Comprehensive Plan, as amended in the current draft. Councilmember Ihlan further alleged
that written comment from Councilmember Pust dated September 4, 2008 and provided to the

Steering Committee at their September 11, 2008 meeting, supported both of those requests of
Roseville Properties.
Councilmember Pust requested that staff make copies of her written comments being referenced
by Councilmember Ihlan, so that everyone in the room could review them; and that they be made
a part of the record.
Councilmember Ihlan further opined that these amendments were being incorporated in support
of special interest groups, without public knowledge, and lacking support of resident interests,
basically supporting special interests versus public interests.
Councilmember Pust expressed her shock and appall that Councilmember Ihlan was calling her a
shill for developers; and asked that those in the public who knew her and her record, consider
facts rather than innuendo. Councilmember Pust advised that she had taken the place of Jeanne
Kelsey on the Steering Committee when she could no longer serve; and noted that from day one,
she had questioned the 100,000 square foot designation and inclusion of master plans in the
Comprehensive Plan, and asked that anyone from the public questioning her record, review the
minutes and/or video tapes of the Steering Committee meetings. Councilmember Pust advised
that the document referred to by Councilmember Ihlan was her analysis of why she thought
neither of those should be included in the Comprehensive Plan Update.
Councilmember Pust noted that Ms. Shaffer had previously commented on the 100% agreement
of the Steering Committee in not including master plans. Councilmember Pust advised that the
City had between 30 and 50 master plans, some of which had been developed 20 years ago, and
some more recently, such as the City Center master plan, requiring that a community center be
build on the City Campus. Councilmember Pust questioned whether citizens wanted her to
support spending their tax dollars on a community center, even though the master plan says it
should be located on the City campus. Councilmember Pust asked citizens, as they read the
document dated September 4, 2008, that they noted her comment that it didn’t make sense to
take outdated master plans and include them in a revised Comprehensive Plan; but instead that
the City Council should make a commitment to review each and every one of those master plans
to determine their viability and accuracy, and that they still reflected the needs and wishes of the
community. Councilmember Pust opined that if they were still viable, they be included, but if
not, they not be included.
Councilmember Pust noted her further analysis regarding the 100,000 square foot limitation at
HarMar, currently with a footprint of 475,000, and her attachment (not included) provided to the
Steering Committee, visualizing how large that would be on the HarMar property, and
questioning what the rest would be, and if asphalt skyways, neither served the neighborhood or
the facility. Councilmember Pust opined that the community wanted HarMar, and that was the
action just taken by the City Council.
Councilmember Pust respectfully requested that citizens read her comments, which had been
prepared at the request of the consultant to each and every member of the Steering Committee to
put their comments in writing, and which task had been completed by everyone of the members
of the Committee, with the exception of Councilmember Ihlan. Councilmember Pust opined that

by sharing individual views for public consumption, it allowed for successful team work.
Councilmember Pust encouraged citizens to contact her by e-mail or home phone, which she
provided at that time, with any questions or comments, after their review of her written
comments.
Councilmember Roe noted that neither the draft Plan brought before the public at the August 27,
2008 Open House nor today’s draft included any master plans. Councilmember Roe noted that
the Steering Committee had made a choice to delay action on that issue, resulting in taking
action on outstanding issues, including master plans, at their last meeting on September 11, 2008,
in part due to a lack of consensus throughout the process. Councilmember Roe advised that he
had proposed language, in writing, to deal with master plans, which he originally submitted and
was substantially adopted by the Steering Committee and later ratified by the Planning
Commission. Councilmember Roe opined that it was good language, and basically said that a
review process to make sure master plans provided specific and current guidance, and if a master
plan was still valid that it would be adopted by a super majority of the City Council, as well as
any changes to those master plans.
Councilmember Roe cautioned that the master plan and 100,000 square foot requirement not be
used to achieve a narrow political issue to not have big box retail in Roseville; and while
respecting that position, asked that the Comprehensive Plan represents a guide, and noted that the
City Council would have nine months following submission and acceptance of the Plan by the
Metropolitan Council to review individual master plans, and to receive community input, and
include citizen advisory groups as appropriate or for development of new master plans that make
sense to provide genuine guidelines as appropriate.
Councilmember Ihlan reiterated her concern that, without City Council review and consideration
of master plans, it had not completed its work and should do so prior to distributing the draft
plan. Councilmember Ihlan spoke in opposition to removing master plans from the
Comprehensive Plan, allowing for certain decisions to be made on a 3/2 vote. Councilmember
Ihlan opined that it was important that the Comprehensive Plan reflected the community’s
vision; and that it would still be possible to build big box retail at Rosedale and other retail areas.
Mayor Klausing spoke in support of the motion, opining that neighborhoods should come first.
Councilmember Roe noted that, while there were these few contentious issues in the
Comprehensive Plan, the public needed to be proud of the process and the end product, opining
that it reflected the views of the community, and provided environmental, utility, transportation,
and transit issues not previously found and that would take the community into the future.
Councilmember Roe publicly opined that the proposed plan be distributed for comment from
adjacent jurisdictions; and that the community should be proud of it; and that even with minor
disagreements remaining, it would serve the community well.
Roll Call
Ayes: Willmus; Roe; Pust; and Klausing.

Nays: Ihlan.
Motion carried.
Mayor Klausing thanked individual members of the Steering Committee, in addition to staff, for
the tremendous amount of work and major consensus on the majority of the document.
Councilmember Pust also thanked citizen members of the committee for the amount of time
they’d expended in serving the community throughout the process.

Attachment D

Summary of Comprehensive Plan Comments
Suggested Changes to
Jurisdiction
Comprehensive Plan
Cities
Arden Hills
No suggested changes to draft Plan

Falcon Heights
Lauderdale
Little Canada

No suggested changes to draft Plan
No suggested changes to draft Plan
No suggested changes to draft Plan

Maplewood
Minneapolis

No suggested changes to draft Plan
No suggested changes to draft Plan

New Brighton
Shoreview

No suggested changes to draft Plan
No suggested changes to draft Plan

St. Anthony
St. Paul

No suggested changes to draft Plan
Chapter 5: Page 5-23 bus fares out of
date
Chapter 6:
 Page 6-1 – Important to mention
mix of tenure or mix of
ownership/rental housing
 Policy 1.5: Add other
neighboring jurisdictions to
potential partners
 Policies 3.4 & 3.5: Noted
perceived inconsistency

Has it been
addressed?

Item Requiring Follow Up or Coordination





Pathway coordination
Snelling Avenue corridor coordination
Rental housing issues
Joint park and recreation planning




Rice Street Corridor and bridge
Northeast Diagonal




Issues around land use and Hwy 280
Inflow and infiltration




Rice Street Corridor coordination
Victoria Street roadway issues

Updated Page 5-23

Felt that this was
addressed
Integrated on Page 6-2
Did not feel the policies
were inconsistent

Attachment E

Suggested Changes to Comprehensive
Plan

Jurisdiction
County
Ramsey











Page 8-5 – Text should indicate the Ramsey
County Lake Management Program
conducts annual water quality sampling and
provides data for several lakes identified as
Priority Lakes within the plan, including
Bennett, Josephine, Owasso, and
McCarrons.
Page 8-5 – Capitol Region Watershed
District is not the LGU for the WCA.
Page 9-4 – Clarify the parcel in which the
County is exploring an alternative use.
Page 9-4 – On Figure 9.1, remove “Beach”
from the legend and add “Woodview” to
Ramsey County Open Space.
Page 9-7 – On Figure 9.2, clarify
symbology for “County Park” and “Urban
Park” are difficult to distinguish add
“Woodview” to Ramsey County Open
Space.
Page 9-9 – In the narrative number 3, it is
unclear about what County lands are being
referenced.
Figure 9.4 – Clarify purpose of figure.

Has it been
addressed?
Integrated on
Page 8-5

Integrated Page
8-8
Statement struck
Integrated Page
9-4
Integrated Page
9-7

Statement Struck

Improvement in
narrative Page 98

School Districts
Moundsview
No suggested changes to draft Plan
Roseville Area
No suggested changes to draft Plan
Watershed Districts
Capitol Region
Comments on Chapter 8:
 Chapter does not include specific
Did not integrate
activities to achieve goals in the
recommendation
Implementation Section. Suggest that
City reference specific ordinances that
help to achieve goals or reference a
more detailed implementation plan, such

Item Requiring Follow Up or Coordination




Grass Lake
Rice Creek





as City Local Water Plan.
Clarify on page 8-5 that Roseville is
RGU under the Wetland Conservation
Act, not CRWD
Does not identify the City’s role in
creating and/or implementing Total
Maximum Daily Load studies for
impaired waters within the City.
Suggest inclusion on discussion on
TMDLs as part of potential strategy to
achieve stormwater quality
improvement goals.
Could include additional information on
impaired waters—Lake Josephine is
listed as impaired for aquatic recreation
and Johanna is impaired by mercury.
Suggest adding a map referencing.
Policy 4.2 of Chapter 8 could include a
reference to the recently adopted
RCWD Rule.

Integrated on
Page 8-5
Integrated on
Page 8-3

Integrated on
Page 8-3

Did not integrate
recommendation

Attachment F

Attachment G

Metropolitan Council Informal Review Follow Up
Missing Required
Element

Non-required Suggestions/
Clarifications
Pathway Master Plan Map
(Figure 9.3) [now Figure 9.4]
should acknowledge regional
trails

Action Taken
Did not take action as this is the
Pathway Master Plan used as an
illustration.

Description of the proposed
regional trails

Text added on Page 9-8

Reference to MnDOT and
Federal Aviation
Administration notification

See Page 5-26

Inconsistent forecasts in
Transportation Chapter

Made consistent. See Page 5-30

Household size description

Clarified on Page 3-8

Table showing acres and
corresponding density of
housing

Completed on Page 6-12

Table needs to be added to
that corresponds to the
Land Use categories

Added Future Land Use Table
on Page 4-5; five-year
development breakout will be
submitted with the Comp Plan.
When appropriate, residential
densities and percent of area
were added to categories on
Pages 4-7 – 4-10
The City cannot update its plan
until the Watershed Districts
update theirs. The City will be
sending a letter to Met Council
describing how it will address
the outdated or missing items
from its CSWMP as part of that
plan’s update.
The City will include this in a
final document submitted to the
Metropolitan Council.

Include residential land-use
densities and percent of
residential uses allowed in
Future Land-Use categories
Items absent from the
Comprehensive Stormwater
Management Plan

Include the City’s Capital
Improvement Plan
TAZ projections need to be
revised to include only
Roseville information

Revision completed on Page 530

Larger sewer map

Will include with submission.

Identify sanitary sewer
areas on Figure 10-3

Competed on Page 10-3

Table showing projected
flows by sewer service area

To be submitted to the
Metropolitan Council with the
Plan, but not included in the
Chapter.
To be submitted to the
Metropolitan Council with the
Plan, but not included in the
Chapter.

Water Supply Plan

Attachment H

Extract of the DRAFT Meeting Minutes of the January 7, 2009 Planning Commission Meeting
b.
PROJET FILE 0004
Consideration of the final draft of Roseville’s 2030 Comprehensive Plan; the Planning
Commission’s recommendation will be forwarded to City Council for final action.
Chair Bakeman opened the Public Hearing for Planning File 0004.
Community Development Director Patrick Trudgeon introduced tonight’s discussion of the
Comprehensive Plan Update, noting that it had been a long process. Mr. Trudgeon assured
Commissioners not to let the variation in size of the former Comprehensive Plan compared to the
Updated Plan be of concern; noting that the Update was a vital document and all-inclusive, while the
former plan had become a mishmash of conflicting purposes and Master Plans.
Economic Development Associate Jamie Radel reviewed the culmination of the year-long planning
process; significant participation by the City Council-appointed Steering Committee; review by the City’s
advisory commissions; two (2) public open houses; various public hearings; and review by neighboring
jurisdictions and affected units of government and special districts, as well as a preliminary review of the
draft by the Metropolitan Council. Ms. Radel advised that, prior to the City Council releasing the draft
Plan on October 13, 2008 to those parties, they had made several modifications, including changing the
future land use designation for the Har Mar Mall to Community Business, and adding language to the land
use implementation strategies regarding parkland and the need for parkland in Planning District 14.
The staff report dated January 7, 2009, included modifications to the draft by the Planning Commission
and the City Council; and subsequent comments received to the draft Plan from the reviewing parties
(Attachment E), with staff differentiating those specific to the Plan and those of a broader nature. Ms.
Radel, as part of the staff report, included several attachments of those responses, the informal review
summary letter from the Metropolitan Council and a draft resolution for the Planning Commission to
recommend approval of the Plan, as revised following those comments, to the City Council to continue
the process. Ms. Radel noted that all comments of reviewing parties had been received, with the
exception of the Grass Lake Watershed District, and that their response was anticipated prior to the City
Council meeting of January 26, 2009, when the plan was scheduled to come before them for review and
action.
Ms. Radel provided as a bench handout, attached hereto and made a part thereof, a list of those items
identified by the Metropolitan Council in their informal review that indicated missing elements, nonrequired suggestions or clarifications, and staff action taken accordingly, depending on those various
components. Ms. Radel advised that, jurisdiction comments not included in the Comprehensive Plan
Update had been included in the proposed 2009 Work Plan to be addressed later this evening, and
appearing more applicable to integration at that time, rather than in the plan itself. Ms. Radel advised that
the majority of the comments had been integrated, stricken, or added, depending on their application. As
an example, Ms. Radel referenced suggestions of Capitol Region and Rice Creek Water Shed Districts,
and the advice of the City Engineer Debra Bloom that they not be included as specific rules in the City’s
Comprehensive Plan, as there were three (3) different Watershed Districts within the City’s jurisdiction
each with different specifications. Ms. Radel advised that Ms. Bloom noted that the City’s Stormwater
Management Plan addressed those items as specified in comments of the Metropolitan Council, and
while those comments were not integrated in the Comprehensive Plan that served as an overall guide,
they were referenced in the Plan, or would become appendices or exhibits to the Plan (i.e., Capital
Improvement Plan and Stormwater Management Plan).
Mr. Trudgeon concurred with those actions and comments, noting that there were numerous documents
outside of the Comprehensive Plan that were referenced by the plan without incorporating them as rules
or specifics, since those documents were subject to change by those outside agencies rather than the
City, and if integrated would then require the Comprehensive Plan to be updated or become inconsistent
with those outside agency documents.

Chair Bakeman addressed goals and implementation strategies following revisions by the Steering
Committee, Planning Commission and City Council, specific to the implementation section; with Ms.
Radel responding that implementation comments from other agencies were not included, as they were
specific to City ordinance and would be addressed at that time, rather than implementing that level of
detail in the Comprehensive Plan.
Commissioner Doherty asked if staff had seen that level of detail in the plans submitted for review to the
City of Roseville by neighboring cities; with Ms. Radel responding negatively.
Commissioner Wozniak, in reviewing the five (5) page memorandum received with Metropolitan Council
comments, questioned if staff had anticipated this level of review detail; and whether the number of
comments indicated any lack of attentiveness of the Consultant working on this project with the City.
Mr. Trudgeon advised that the Metropolitan Council reviewed a combination of items in the Plan,
including technical, background, and some inapplicable (i.e., airport) from their standard review criteria.
Mr. Trudgeon opined that he was not displeased with their comments; and while he would have preferred
their letter to say the draft Plan was “perfect,” that it would have been unrealistic. Mr. Trudgeon advised
that, overall, he was pleased with their response, and that inclusion of tables and other exhibits could now
be included as indicated; and opined that the City appeared, from the comments received from the
Metropolitan Council, to be on the right track. Mr. Trudgeon advised that the City had hired two (2)
outside proofreaders to review the document, in addition to staff, to attempt to provide for consistencies.
Mr. Trudgeon further opined that the Commission and City should be proud of the resulting document.
Commissioners thanked staff for their extensive work on this project throughout the process.
Chair Bakeman concurred, opining that the document had come along way from its inception, and was
looking very good.
Chair Bakeman closed the Public Hearing at 8:03 p.m., with no one appearing to speak.
MOTION
Member Doherty moved, seconded by Member Bakeman ADOPTION OF RESOLUTION NO. 200901 ENTITLED, “A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING TO THE CITY COUNCIL THE ADOPTION OF THE
CITY OF ROSEVILLE 2030 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN;” as presented in the staff report dated
January 7, 2009.
Commissioner Doherty opined that staff should all be congratulated for their work and their perseverance.
Ayes: 7
Nays: 0
Motion carried.

Attachment I

EXTRACT OF MINUTES OF MEETING
OF THE
CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ROSEVILLE
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
Pursuant to due call and notice thereof, a regular meeting of the Planning Commission of the
City of Roseville, County of Ramsey, Minnesota was duly held on the 26th day of January, 2009,
at 6:00 p.m.
The following members were present:
and the following were absent: .
Member ____ introduced the following resolution and moved its adoption:
RESOLUTION NO. XXXXX
Preliminary Approval of the
City of Roseville 2030 Comprehensive Plan
WHEREAS, the city of Roseville (the City) is located within the seven-county jurisdiction of the
Metropolitan Council.
WHEREAS, the City has initiated a decentennial update of its Comprehensive Plan as required
under Minnesota Statute 473.864, Subd. 2.
WHEREAS, the City hired Hoisington Koegler Group Inc. to lead the planning process,
appointed a Steering Committee to provide feedback to the consultant, and sought public input
into the development of the Plan through focus groups, public open houses, and public hearings.
WHEREAS, on October 13, 2008, the City Council released the draft 2030 Comprehensive Plan
(the Plan) to neighboring jurisdictions and affected special districts for their review and comment
as is required under Minnesota Statute 473.858, Subd 2.
WHEREAS, the City has received comments from all neighboring jurisdictions and affected
special districts and revised the Plan when appropriate.
WHEREAS, on January 7, 2009, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on the draft
Plan and unanimously passed a resolution recommending the draft 2030 Comprehensive Plan for
adoption by the City Council as required by Section 201.07 of Roseville’s City Code.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, the City Council, subsequent to Metropolitan
Council review, grants preliminary approval of the 2030 Comprehensive Plan and authorizes
submission of the Plan to the Metropolitan Council for its review.

The motion for the adoption of the foregoing resolution was duly seconded by ______, and upon
a vote being taken thereon, the following voted in favor thereof:
and the following voted against the same:
WHEREUPON said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted.
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From: Amy Ihlan [amy@briollaw.com]
Sent: Wednesday, January 21, 2009 10:48 AM
To: Bill Malinen
Cc: Margaret Driscoll; *RVCouncil
Subject: An article to add to council packet
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Attachments: Stacy Mitchell -- Big, Empty Boxes.pdf
Dear Bill,
Could I please add the attached article: Stacy Mitchell, "Big, Empty Boxes" to the discussion materials for the draft comprehensive plan next Monday?
Thank you!
Amy
Amy J. Ihlan
Briol & Associates, PLLC
3700 IDS Center
80 S. 8th St.
Minneapolis, MN 55402
(612)337-8410
Amy@Briollaw.com

Please visit us on the web at www.briollaw.com
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From: Amy Ihlan [amy@briollaw.com]
Sent: Wednesday,
Malinen
Cc: Margaret Driscoll; *RVCouncil
Subject: 2 additional items for comprehensive plan discussion
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Attachments: Bloomington

Attached are 2 additional items that I would like to include in the council materials for discussion of the draft comprehensive plan update. These are excerpts from the Bloomington and Edina Comprehensive Plans, describing their land use categories.
Thanks again,
Amy
Amy J. Ihlan
Briol & Associates, PLLC
3700 IDS Center
80 S. 8th St.
Minneapolis, MN 55402
(612)337-8410
Amy@Briollaw.com

Please visit us on the web at www.briollaw.com
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