6:00 p.m.

6:32 p.m.
6:35 p.m.
6:40 p.m.

6:45 p.m.

6:50 p.m.
6:55 p.m.

City Council Agenda

Monday, July 13, 2009

6:00 p.m.
Closed Executive Session
6:30 p.m.
Regular Meeting

City Council Chambers
(Times are Approximate)
Roll Call

Voting & Seating Order for July: Pust, Roe, lhlan, Johnson
and Klausing

Closed Executive Session
Performance Evaluation of City Manager

Approve Agenda
Public Comment

Council Communications, Reports, Announcements and
Housing and Redevelopment Authority Report

Recognitions, Donations, Communications

a. Proclaim August 4, 2009 National Night Out
Approve Minutes

a. Approve Minutes of June 29, 2009 Meeting
Approve Consent Agenda

a. Approve Payments
b. Approve Business Licenses

c. SetJuly 27, 2009 Public Hearing for EVADO, Inc. DBA
ZPizza application for an On-Sale 3.2% Liquor and On-
Sale Wine license at 1607 County Rd C W

d. Approve General Purchases or Sale of Surplus Items
Exceeding $5,000

e. Adopt a Resolution Approving Vacation of a portion of
Mount Ridge right-of-way and Conveyance of land owned
by the City for road purposes
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7:05 p.m.

7:15 p.m.

7:30 p.m.

7:45 p.m.

8:00 p.m.

8:15 p.m.

9:00 p.m.
9:15 p.m.

9:30 p.m.

8.

10.
11.
12.

13.

14,

Consider Items Removed from Consent
General Ordinances for Adoption

a. Adopt an Ordinance Amending Title 4 of the City Code
Regarding Yard Requirements and Regulation of
Residential Composting

Presentations
Public Hearings
Business Items (Action Items)

a. Approve a Contract with LHB/Cornejo Consulting for the
Development of a Park and Recreation System Master
Plan Update

b. Adopt a Resolution Approving a Modification to the
Development Program for Municipal Development
District No. 1 and establishing Tax Increment Financing
District No. 18 (Har Mar Apartments Project) within
Development District No. 1, and approving the Tax
Increment Financing Plan

c. Adopt an Ordinance Approving Wellington Management’s
request to Rezone 1126 Sandhurst Drive and 2167
Lexington Avenue to Planned Unit Development from
Single Family Residence District and General Business
District, respectively, and Approval of a Planned Unit
Development Agreement and Final Planned Unit
Development to allow the construction of a multi-tenant
commercial office property (PF09-003)

d. Adopt a Resolution Approving Request by Art Mueller for
a Comprehensive Land Use Map Amendment, a motion to
support Rezoning, and a motion approving the General
Concept Planned Unit Development, to redevelop the
property at 2025 County Road B into a senior living
community (PF09-002)

Business Items — Presentations/Discussions
a. Discussion regarding Hazardous Building Law

b. Discussion regarding Appraisals for property purchased
from Roseville Acquisitions for Twin Lakes Phase |
Infrastructure

City Manager Future Agenda Review
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9:35p.m. 15. Councilmember Initiated Items for Future Meetings
p.m. 16. Adjourn

Some Upcoming Public Meetings.........

Monday Jul 20 6:00 p.m. | City Council Meeting

Tuesday Jul 21 6:00 p.m. | Housing & Redevelopment Authority

Monday Jul 27 6:00 p.m. | City Council Meeting

Tuesday Jul 28 6:30 p.m. | Public Works, Environment & Transportation Commission

Tuesday Aug 4 6:30 p.m. | Parks & Recreation Commission

Wednesday | Aug 5 6:30 p.m. | Planning Commission

Monday Aug 10 | 6:00 p.m. | City Council Meeting

Tuesday Aug 11 | 6:30 p.m. | Human Rights Commission

Wednesday | Aug 12 | 6:30 p.m. | Ethics Commission

All meetings at Roseville City Hall, 2660 Civic Center Drive, Roseville, MN unless otherwise noted.



REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION

Date: 7/13/2009
Item No.: 5.a
Department Approval City Manager Approval

Item Description: 2009 National Night Out Proclamation

BACKGROUND

National Night Out, sponsored by the NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF TOWN WATCH, is a
neighborhood crime and drug prevention event that occurs annually on the first Tuesday in
August and is celebrated in every city, town and village in the US. In addition to increasing
awareness of crime and drug prevention programs, NNO strengthens neighborhood spirit and
community-police partnerships, while sending a message to criminals that neighborhoods are
organized and fighting back against crime.

BUDGET IMPLICATIONS

Proclaiming August 4, 2009 as National Night Out in Roseville will have no financial impact on
the city.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended the Council authorize the Mayor and City Manager to sign the Proclamation
designating August 4, 2009 as National Night Out in Roseville.

REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION

Motion authorizing the Mayor and City Manager to sign the 2009 National Night Out
Proclamation.

Prepared by: Sarah Mahmud, Community Relations Coordinator, Roseville Police Department

Attachments: A: 2009 National Night Out Proclamation
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PROCLAMATION

NATIONAL NIGHT OUT 2009

WHEREAS, the National Association of Town Watch (NATW) is sponsoring a unique,
nationwide crime, drug and violence prevention program on August 4, 2009 called “National
Night Out”, and

WHEREAS, the “26th Annual National Night Out” provides a unique opportunity for
Roseville to join forces with thousands of other communities across the country in promoting
cooperative, police-community crime and drug prevention efforts; and

WHEREAS, Neighborhood Watch plays a vital role in assisting the Roseville Police
through joint crime, drug and violence prevention efforts in Roseville and is supporting
“National Night Out 2009 locally; and

WHEREAS, it is essential that all citizens of Roseville be aware of the importance of
crime prevention programs and the impact that their participation can have on reducing
crime, drugs and violence in Roseville; and

WHEREAS, police- community partnerships, neighborhood safety, awareness and
cooperation are important themes of the “National Night Out” program;

NOW, THEREFORE WE, THE ROSEVILLE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL, do
hereby call upon all citizens of Roseville to join ROSEVILLE NEIGHBORHOOD WATCH
GROUPS and the National Association of Town Watch in supporting the “26th Annual
National Night Out” on August 4, 2009.

FURTHER, LET IT BE RESOLVED THAT, WE, ROSEVILLE MAYOR AND CITY
COUNCIL, do hereby proclaim Tuesday, August 4, 2009 as “NATIONAL NIGHT OUT” in
ROSEVILLE.

Craig Klausing, Mayor

William Malinen, City Manager



Date: 7/13/09
Item: 6.a
Minutes of 6/29/09

No Attachment
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION

Date: 7/13/2009
Item No.: 7.a
Department Approval City Manager Approval
Otz & mt VO Lmens
Item Description: Approval of Payments
BACKGROUND

State Statute requires the City Council to approve all payment of claims. The following summary of claims
has been submitted to the City for payment.

Check Series # Amount

ACH Payments $162,610.52
55534-55694 $3,011,572.29
Total $3,174,182.81

A detailed report of the claims is attached. City Staff has reviewed the claims and considers them to be
appropriate for the goods and services received.

PoLicy OBJECTIVE
Under Mn State Statute, all claims are required to be paid within 35 days of receipt.

FINANCIAL IMPACTS
All expenditures listed above have been funded by the current budget, from donated monies, or from cash
reserves.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends approval of all payment of claims.

REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION
Motion to approve the payment of claims as submitted

Prepared by: Chris Miller, Finance Director
Attachments: A: n/a

Page 1 of 1



Accounts Payable
Checks for Approval

User: mjenson
Printed: 07/07/2009 - 3:56 PM

Check Check

Attachment

A

Number Date Fund Name Account Name Vendor Name Deseription Amounnt
0 06/24/2009 General Fund Operating Supplies Sirchie Finger Print-ACH Fingerprint Pad 62.34
0 06/24/2009 General Fund 209001 - Use Tax Payable Sirchie Finger Print-ACH Sales/Use Tax -3.80
Q 06/24/2009 Golf Course Operating Supplies MIDC Enterprises- ACH No Receipt 24.70
0 06/24/2009 Information Technology Contract Maintenance Local Link, Inc.-ACH Hosting 2284
0 06/24/2009 Information Technology Contract Maintenance Local Link, Inc.-ACH Hosting 22,34
0 067242009 General Fund Conferences Government Training Services-A MN City/County Managers Conference 225.00
0 06/24/2009 Water Fund Water Meters Suburban Ace Hardware-ACH Meter Van Supplies 41.10
0 06/24/2009 Telecommunications Operating Supplies Office Depot- ACH Office Supplies 26.67
0 06/24/2009 General Fund Operating Supplies Office Depot- ACH Retruiting Supplics 8.00
0 06/24/2009 Recreation Fund Operating Supplies Staples-ACH Keyboard Tray 41.62
0 06/24/2009 Information Technology Operating Supplies Amazon.com- ACH Membership Fee 79.00
0 06/24/2009 Recreation Fund Operating Supplies Cub Foods- ACH Senior Club Supplies 44.40
0 06/24/2009 Recreation Fund Operating Supplies Target- ACH Wall Clock 4.05
0 06/24/2009 General Fund Conferences Grand View Lodge Nisswa ACH Conference Lodging 462.46
0 06/24/2009 General Fund Op Supplies - City Halt Suburban Ace Hardware-ACH Bulb 15.47
0 06/24/2009 P & R Contract Mantenance Operating Supplies North Hgts Hardware Hank-ACH Gasket 8.91
0 06/24/2009 Recreation Fund Office Supplies Office Depot- ACH Office Supplies 88.57
0 06/24/2009 General Fund Training Cub Foods- ACH Training Supplies 8.45
0 06/24/2009 General Fund Training St. Paul Bagelry-ACH Training Refreshments 14.90
0 06/24/2009 Recreation Fund Operating Supplies Office Depot- ACH Glossy Paper, Binders 78.08
0 06/24/2009 General Fund Operating Supplies Honeybaked Ham-ACH Lunch Sandwiches 121.48
0 06/24/2009 Boulevard Landscaping Opeiating Supplies Suburban Ace Hardware-ACH Paint 25.58
0 06/24/2009 Water Fund, Water Meters Suburban Ace Hardware-ACH Meter Van Supplies 14.28
0 06/24/2009 General Fund Operating Supplies Byerly's- ACH Bakery Items 21.99
0 06/24/2009 Boulevard Landscaping Operating Supplies Viking Industrial Center-ACH Ear Plugs, Gloves 36.22
0 06/24/2009 Boulevard Landscaping Operating Supplies Viking Industrial Center-ACH Sockets 594
0 06/24/2009 Boulevard Landscaping Operating Supplies Twin City Saw-ACH Saw Sheath 53.60
0 06/24/2009 Recreation Fund Operating Supplies Har Mar Lock & Key- ACH Gymnastics Keys 15.97
0 06/24/2009 General Fund Training Superamerica-ACH Food for Maonthly Staff Meeting 14.49
0 06/24/200% License Center Office Supplies Sony- ACH Media for UPXC200 864.78
0 06/24/2009 License Center Use Tax Payable Sony- ACH Sales/Use Tax -52.78
0 06/24/20009 Grass Lake Water Mgmt. OrgOperating Supplies Papa John's-ACH Pizza 38.25

AP - Checks for Approval ( 07/07/2009 - 3:56 PM )
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“heck Check
Number Date Fund Name Account Name Vendor Name Description Amount
0 06/24/2009 General Fund Training Xenonics, Inc-ACH Training-Arneson 199.00
0 06/24/2609 Telecommunications Postage USPS-ACH Priority Mail 6.85
0 06/24/2009 P & R Contsact Mantenance Operating Supplies Menards-ACH Pick, Bolts 92.22
0 06/24/2009 Water Fund Operating Supplies Menards-ACH Patio Block 9.45
0 06/24/2009 Boulevard Landscaping Operating Supplies Suburban Ace Hardware-ACH Power Equipment Parts 17.04
0 06/24/2009 Recreation Fund Operating Supplies Michaels-ACH Glass Mount Fitting 32.03
0 06/24/2009 General Fund Office Supplies Amazon.com- ACH Ink Cartridge, Print Head 766.93
0 06/24/2009 General Fund 209001 - Use Tax Payable Amazon.com- ACH Sales/Use Tax -46.80
0 06/24/2009 General Fund Operating Supplies Target- ACH Video Cam Disc 17.07
0 06/24/2009 General Fund Conferences Grandview Lodge-ACH Conference Lodging 128.18
0 06/24/2009 General Fund Conferences Grandview Lodge-ACH Credit -46.51
0 06/24/2009 General Fund Operating Supplies UPS Store-ACH Shipping Charges 32.23
0 06/24/2009 General Fund. Training Aurelio's Pizza-ACH Food Supplies for EMS Training 198.39
0 06/24/2009 Water Fund Water Meters McMaster-Carr-ACH Pipe Nipples 47.41
0 06/24/2009 Water Fund Use Tax Payable McMaster-Carr-ACH Sales/Use Tax -2.89
0 06/24/2(H19 General Fund Operating Supplies Cascade Healthcare-ACH Hand Antispetic 145.95
0 06/24/2009 General Fund 209001 - Use Tax Payable Cascade Healthcare-ACH Sales/Use Tax -8.90
0 06/24/2009 Golf Course Operating Supplies Lesco-ACH Greens Fertilizer 133.13
0 06/24/2009 Boulevard Landscaping Operating Supplies Menards-ACH Streetscape Supplies 65.24
0 06/24/2009 General Fund Operating Supplies Suburban Ace Hardware-ACH House Numbers 11.91
0 06/24/2009 Information Technology Operating Supplies Hoime Depot- ACH Wire Stripper, Crimp Tool 151.26
0 06/24/2009 General Fund Operating Supplies UPS Store-ACH Shipping Cost for Sold Equipment. 16.29
0 06/24/2009 General Fund Memberships & Subscriptions WS8J.com-ACH Wall Street Journal Renewal 151.00
0 06/24/2009 Water Fund Operating Supplies Suburban Ace Hardware-ACH Fasteners 15.24
0 06/24/2009 Sanitary Sewer Operating Supplies Home Depot- ACH Mortar 32.09
0 06/24/2009 Recreation Fund Operating Supplies Linder's Garden Ctr-ACH Ice Show Flowers 187.61
0 06/24/2009 Recreation Fund Operating Supplies Office Depot- ACH Ice Show Program Paper 40.00
0 06/24/2009 Recreation Fund Operating Supplies Home Depot- ACH Tape, Batteries, Other Supplies 145.59
0 06/24/2009 Recreation Fund QOperating Supplies Home Depot- ACH Lights Batteries 241.40
0 06/24/2009 Recreation Fund Operating Supplies Home Depot- ACH Credit -234.10
0 06/24/2009 Recreation Fund Operating Supplies PetSmart-ACH Animal Supplies 12.77
0 06/24/2009 Recreation Improvements  CP Dale Street Playground Buber] Recycling-ACH Treated Wood Recycling 195.00
0 06/24/2009 Recreation Fund Operating Supplies Subway-ACH Seniors Bowling Lunch Supplies 80.06
0 06/24/2009 Recreation Fund Operating Supplies CCC*Victory Corps-ACH Banner Display 609.43
0 (36/24/2009 Recreation Fund Use Tax Payable CCC*Victory Corps-ACH Sales/Use Tax -37.19
0 (6/24/2009 Telecommunications Operating Supplies Identisys, Ine-ACH White GQ, PP 71.85
0 06/24/2009 Telecommunications Operating Supplies Tdentisys, Inc-ACH White GQ, PP 44.03
0 06/24/2009 Boulevard Landscaping Operating Supplies Suburban Ace Hardware-ACH Paint 15.98
0 06/24/2009 Water Fund Water Meters Suburban Ace Hardware-ACH Meter Van Supplies 55.12
0 06/24/2009 P & R Contract Mantenance Operating Supplies North Hgts Hardware Hank-ACH Recip 5 Pack 21.29
0 06/24/2009 Recreation Fund Operating Supplies Cub Foeds- ACH Senior Bowling Club Supplies 26.65
0 06/24/2009 Recreation Fund Operating Supplies Target- ACH Preschool Supplies 14.45
0 06/24/2009 Info Tech/Contract Cities  North St. Paul Computer Equip L-Com Global Connectivity-ACH Surge Pro 91.03
0 06/24/2009 Info Tech/Contract Cities ~ Use Tax Payable L-Com Global Connectivity-ACH Sales/Use Tax -5.55

AP - Checks for Approval (07/07/2009 - 3:56 PM )



Check Check
Number Date Fund Name Account Name Vendor Name Description Amount
0 06/24/2009 P & R Contract Mantenance Operating Supplies Menards-ACH Wood Lath, Saw 55.22
0 06/24/2009 Water Fund Operating Supplies Suburban Ace Hardware-ACH Booster 35.20
0 06/24/2009 General Fund. Operating Supplies Byerly's- ACH Bakery Items 15.97
0 06/24/2009 Sanitary Sewer Operating Supplies Harbor Freight Tools-ACH Paint Scraper 3.18
0 06/24/2009 Recreation Fund Operating Supplies Ferguson Enterprises Inc.-ACH Cooling Tower Pipomg 25936
0 06/24/2009 General Fund Professional Services Employtest-ACH Employee Test 200.00
0 06/24/2009 Information Technology Operating Supplics Newegg Computers-ACH Optical Mice 58.95
0 06/24/2009 Information Technology Use Tax Payable Newegg Computers-ACH Sales/Use Tax -3.59
0 06/24/2009 License Center Office Supplies Menards-ACH Grain Leather Palm Work 5.49
0 06/24/2009 Recreation Fund Office Supplies Office Max-ACH Paper 17.16
0 06/24/2009 General Fund Op Supplies - City Hall Walgreens-ACH Gernn-X 25.62
0 06/24/2009 General Fund Operating Supplies Streicher's-ACH NIK Tests 173.53
0 06/24/2009 Sanitary Sewer Operating Supplies United Rentals-ACH Elastostart Rope 28.23
Q 06/24/2009 Sanitary Sewer Operating Supplies United Rentals-ACH Credit -21.35
0 06/24/2009 Boulevard Landscaping Operating Supplies North Hgts Hardware Hank-ACH Blades 14.90
0 06/24/2009 Sanitary Sewer Operating Supplies Batteries Plus-ACH Batteries 42.58
Check Total: 7,084.58
0 06/25/2009 General Fuad Training Century College Hazardous Materials Class 2,239.85
0 06/25/2009 General Fend Training Century College Credit Voucher -1,530.00
0 06/25/2009 General Fund Clothing Doug Johnson Uniform Pants Reimbursement 11.00
0 06/25/2009 Community Development  Training Katherine Schlundt Code Training Class Reimbursement 336.40
0 06/25/2009 Housing & Redevelopment AMiscellaneous Jeanne Kelsey Realtor Day Expenses Reimbursement 42.50
0 06/25/200% Housing & Redevelopment AMiscellaneous Jeanne Kelsey Realtor Day Expenses Reimbursement 16.17
0 06/25/2009 General Fund 211402 - Flex Spending Health Flexible Benefit Reimbursement 651.64
0 06/25/200% Information Technology Contract Maintenance Collins Electrical Constructio New Outlet Installation 450.00
0 06/25/2009 General Fund Vehicle Supplies Brake & Equipment Warchouse Reline Shoe 65.15
0 06/25/2009 General Fund Vehicle Supplies Catco Parts & Service Inc 2009 Blanket PO for Vehicle Repairs 237.23
0 06/25/2009 Information Technology Contract Mainfenance Electro Watchman, Inc. Security-2660 Civie Center Dr 320.63
0 06/25/2009 Information Technology Contract Maintenance Electro Watchman, Inc, Security-2701 N Lexington Ave 128.25
0 06/25/2009 Information Technology Confract Maintenance SHI International Corp R18-00130 Windows SVR. User CAL 3,300.00
License 3
0 06/25/2009 Information Technology Contract Maintenasice SHI International Corp Sales Tax 214.50
0 06/25/2009 Information Technology Contract Maintenance SHI International Corp 228-08977 SQL SVR STD License 3 1,690.00
Year S
0 06/25/2009 Information Technology Contract Maintenance SHI International Corp 359-05226 SQL USER CAL License 3 1,560.00
year S
0 06/25/2009 Information Technology Contract Maintenance SHI International Corp 35905224 SQL DEVICE CAL License 780.00
3 year
0 06/25/2009 Information Technology Contract Maintenance SHI international Corp Sales Tax 261.95
0 06/25/2009 Information Technology Contract Maintenance SHI International Corp 394-00529 Exchange USER CAL 3,750.00
License 3 Ye
0 06/25/2009 Information Technology Contract Mainfenance SHI International Corp Sales Tax 24375

AP - Checks for Approval ( 07/07/200% - 3:56 PM )
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Check
Number

Check
Date Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Description

Amount
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06/25/2009 General Fund
06/25/2009 General Fund
06/25/2009 General Fund
06/25/2009 General Fund
06/25/2009 General Fund
06/25/2009 General Fund
06/25/2009 General Fund
06/25/2009 Golf Course

06/25/2009 P & R Confract Mantenance

06/25/2009 General Fund
06/25/2009 Sanitary Sewer

(6/25/2009 Recreation Fund

06/25/2009 General Fund
06/25/2009 Storn Drainage
06/25/2009 General Fund
6/25/2009 General Fund

06/25/2009 Recreation Improvemenis

06/25/2009 General Fund
06/25/2009 General Fund

06/25/2009 Telecommunications
06/25/2009 Telecommunications

Vehicle Supplies
Printing

Vehicle Supplies
Vehicle Supplies
Vehicle Supplies
Urtilities

Utilities

Utilities

Utilities

Utilities

Utilities

Utilities

Utilities

Utilities

Ultilities

Utilities

CP Amphitheater
Op Supplies - City Hall
Op Supplies - City Hall
Printing

Use Tax Payable

06/25/2009 Housing & Redevelopment AAdvertising
06/25/2009 Housing & Redevelopment AUse Tax Payable

06/25/2009 Water Fund
06/25/2009 Water Fund
06/25/2009 General Fund
06/25/2009 Storm Drainage
06/25/2009 General Fund
06/25/2009 Sanitary Sewer

06/25/2009 Recreation Fund
06/25/2009 Recreation Fund
06/25/2009 P & R Contract Mantenance

06/25/2009 Golf Course

06/25/2009 Community Development

06/25/2009 General Fund
06/25/2009 General Fund
06/25/2009 General Fund
06/25/2009 General Fund
06/25/2009 General Fund
06/25/2009 General Fund
06/25/2009 General Fund
06/25/2009 General Fund
06/25/2009 General Fund
06/25/2009 General Fund

Printing

Use Tax Payable
Telephone
Telephone
Telephone
Telephone
Telephone
Telephone
Telephone
Telephone
Telephone
Telephone
Telephone
Telephone
Telephone
Telephone
Telephone
Vehicle Supplies
Vehicle Supplies
Vehicle Supplies
Vehicle Supplies

Midway Ford Co
Resolution Graphics, Inc
Kath Fuel Qii Service, Inc.
Factory Motor Parts
Factory Motor Parts

Xcel Energy

Xcel Energy

Xcel Energy

Xcel Energy

Xcel Energy

Xcel Energy

Xcel Energy

Xcel Energy

Xcel Energy

Xcel Energy

Xcel Energy

Muska Electric Co
Grainger Inc

Grainger Inc

Greenhaven Printing
Greenhaven Printing
Greenhaven Printing
Greenhaven Printing
Greenhaven Printing
Greenhaven Printing
NEXTEL Communtcations
NEXTEL Communications
NEXTEL Communications
NEXTEL Communications
NEXTEL Communications
NEXTEL Communications
NEXTEL Communications
NEXTEL Communications
NEXTEL Communications
NEXTEL Communications
NEXTEL Communicatigns
NEXTEL Communications
NEXTEL Communications
NEXTEL Communications
NEXTEL Communications
Napa Auto Parts

Cushman Motor Co Inc

Larson Companies Peterbilt North
Larson Companies Peterbilt Norih

2009 Blanket PO for Vehicle Repairs
Envelapes

2009 Blanket PO for Vehicle Repairs
Credit

2009 Blanket PO for Vehicle Repairs
Civil Defense

Fire #1

Golf

P&R

Fire #2

Sewer

Skating

Street Light

Storm Water

Traffic Signal

Street Light

Band Shell Wiring

Batteries

Floodlights

June/July Newsletter

Sales/Usc Tax

June/July Newsletter

Sales/Use Tax

June/July Newsletter

Sales/Use Tax

Cell Phones

Cell Phones

Cell Phones

Cell Phones

Cell Phones

Cell Phones

Cell Phones

Cell Phones

Cell Phones

Cell Phones

Cell Phones

Cell Phones

Cell Phones

Cell Phones

Cell Phones

2009 Blanket PO for Vehicle Repairs
2009 Blanket PO for Vehicle Repairs
2009 Blanket PO for Vehicle Repairs
2009 Blanket PO for Vehicle Repairs

993.3]
1,188.91
36721
-32.00
501.36
67.96
274.97
427.24
3,812.48
194,86
709.90
10,489.03
234.81
14.28
1,493.44
12,609,770
100.75
139.65
55.20
4,946.92
-301.92
1.065.00
-65.00
1,065.00
«65.00
119.77
178.99
11.75
231.98
94.11
24.76
106.16
246.12
85.43
23.46
11.73
46.92
388.37
301.37
889.96
19.38
9.80
64.38
11.59

AP - Checks for Approval ( 07/07/2009 - 3:56 PM )
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Check Check
Number Date Fund Name Account Name Vendor Name Deseripfion Armount
0 06/25/2009 General Fund Vehicle Supplies Emergency Automotive Tech Inc 2009 Blanket PO for Vehicle Repairs 875.43
0 06/25/2009 General Fund Vehicle Supplies Ziegler Inc 2009 Blanket PO for Vehicle Repairs 95.48
0 06/25/2009 General Fund Op Supplies - City Hatl Tessman Seed Co - St. Paul All Mineral AM 4475
0 06/25/2009 General Fund Vehicle Supplies Carlsen Tractor & Equip. Co. 2009 Blanket PO for Vehicle Repairs 191.95
Check Total: 59,130.92
0 07/02/2009 Street Construction 09-02 Roselawn/HamlineVictoria  Stork Twin City Testing Corp. Annual Contract-Roselawn Ave 840.62
0 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Operating Supplies Hirshfield's Inc. Paint 2591
0 07/02/2009 General Fund Professional Services Ratwik, Roszak & Maloney, PA Legal Services. 14,029.22
0 07/02/2009 General Fund Professional Services Ratwik, Roszak & Maloney, PA Legal Services 2,708.64
0 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Professional Services Ratwik, Roszak & Maloney, PA Legal Services 763.82
0 07/02/2009 TIF District #17-Twin Lakes Professional Services Ratwik, Roszak & Maloney, PA Legal Services 3,154.03
0 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Professional Services Caitlin Bean Assistant Dance Instructor 112.00
0 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Professional Services Julie Risinger Assistant Dance Instructor 94.00
0 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Transportation Jill Anfang Mileage Reimbursement 217.25
0 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Professional Services Rebecca Fandrich Assistant Dance Instructor 70.00
0 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Professional Services Alaina Bean Assistant Dance Instructor 116.00
0 07/02/2009 License Center Transportation Jill Theisen Mileage Reimbursement 268.40
0 07/02/2009 License Center Transportation Bridget Koeckeritz Mileage Reimbursement 91.30
0 07/02/2009 General Fund Transportafion Carolyn Curti Mileage Reimbursement 101.20
0 07/02/2009 General Fund Training Thomas Gray Mini Trial Reimbursement, 100.00
0 07/02/2009 Community Development  Transportation Thomas Paschke Mileage Reimbursement 141.35
0 07/02/2009 General Fund 211000 - Deferered Comp. ICMA Retirement Trust 457-3002 Payroll Deductton for 6/30 Payroll 5,504.18
0 07/02/2009 General Fund 210501 - PERA Life Ins. Ded. NCPERS Life Ins#7258500 Payroll Deduction for 6/30 Payroll 80.00
0 07/02/2009 General Fund Transpurtation William Malinen Mileage Reimbursement 62.22
0 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Operating Supplies Stitchin Post T-Shirts 30.88
0 07/02/200% Recreation Fund Operating Supplies Stitchin Post T-Shirts 348.23
0 07/02/200% Recreation Fund Operating Supplies Stitchin Post T-Shirts 143.60
0 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Operating Supplies Stitchin Post T-Shirts 1,565.00
0 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Operating Supplies Stitchin Post T-Shirts 61.03
0 07/02/200% General Fund Operating Supplies Flint Hills Resources 65,000 CRS2 Oil per 2009 Materials 19,817.61
Bid
0 07/02/2009 General Fund Operating Supplies Flint Hills Resources 65,000 CRS2 Oil per 2009 Materials 22.603.16
Bid
0 07/02/2009 General Fund Operating Supplies Flint Hills Resources 65,000 CRS2 Oil per 2009 Materials 3,030.06
Bid
0 07/02/2009 General Fund Operating Supplies Flint Hills Resources 65,000 CRS2 Oil per 2009 Materials 11,574.47
Bid
0 07/02/2009 General Fund Contract Maintenance City of St. Paul Radio Service & Maintenance May 174.47
2009
0 07/02/2009 General Fund Op Supplies - City Hall Bachmans Inc Plants 839.75
0 07/02/2009 Boulevard Landscaping Operating Supplies Bachmans Inc Plants 147.72
0 07/02/2009 P & R Coniract Mantenance Operating Supplies North Heights Hardware Hank Jumbo Broom 11.17

AP - Checks for Approval ( 07/07/2009 - 3:56 PM )
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Check Check
Number Date Fund Name Account Name Vendor Name Description Amount
0 07/02/2009 General Fund Operating Supplies Brock White Co Detack Crafco 435.01
0 07/02/2009 P & R Confract Mantenance Operating Supplies North Heights Hardware Hank Saw Blade, Cutter, Bit 53.51
0 07/02/2009 Police Forfeiture Fund Professional Services Advanced Graphix Inc Custorn Graphics for Rhino 300.00
0 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Memberships & Subscriptions DMX Music Skating Center Music 286.50
U} 07/02/2009 General Fund Operating Supplies Aggregate Industries, Inc. Concrete Sand 87.35
0 07/02/2009 General Fund Vehicle Supplies MacQueen Equipment 2009 Blanket PO for Vehicle Repairs 83.42
0 07/02/2009 Police - DWI Enforcement  Professional Services Jensen, Bell, Converse & Erick Legal Services 490.00
0 07/02/2009 General Fund Operating Supplies 3D Specialties White, Yellow 2-Way Tabs 551.27
0 07/02/2009 Recreation Improvements  CP Amphitheater Prowire, Inc. Central Park Amphitheater Alarm 236.20
System
0 (7/02/2009 Recreation Improvements  CP Amphitheater Prowire, Inc. Central Park Amphitheater Alarm 217.77
System
0 07/02/2009 Recreation Impiovements  CP Amphitheater Prowire, Inc. Central Park Amphitheater Alarm 1,431.00
System
0 07/02/2009 General Fund Office Supplies Unisource Worldwide-No Central Copy Paper 534.72
0 07/02/2009 General Fund Office Supplies Unisource Worldwide-No Central Copy Paper 56.09
0 07/02/2009 General Fund Office Supplies Unisource Worldwide-No Central Copy Paper 21573
0 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Operating Supplies Grainger Inc Utility Purmp 181.40
0 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Operating Supplies Grainger Inc Bulkhead Fitting 27.32
¢ 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Operating Supplies Grainger Inc Lamps 80.80
0 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Operating Supplies Grainger Inc V Belts, Motor 47.58
0 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Operating Supplies Grainger Inc Ball Valve, Elbow 27.07
0 0710212009 Golf Course Other Supplies Sysco Mn Food, Paper Products 134.12
0 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Operating Supplies Grainger Inc Credit Memo -181.40
0 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Operating Supplies Grainger Inc Lamps 66.03
0 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Operating Supplies Grainger Inc Strainer, Ball Vaives, Adapter 172.82
0 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Contract Maintenance Green View Inc, Cleaning-Skating Center 1,874.34
0 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Use Tax Payable Green View Inc. Sales/Use Tax -114.39
0 07/02/2009 Golf Course Operating Supplies Tessman Seed Co - St. Paul Athletic Two Mix 25347
Check Total: 96,395.02
55334 06/23/2009 Recreation Fund Professional Services Shirley Smith Summer Entertainment in the Parks 800.00
Check Total: 800.00
55535 06/25/2009 Equipment Replacement FunOther Improvements Access Communications Inc Project quote #39757 Commerce Street 30,544.84
Con
55535 06/25/2009 Information Technology Contract Maintenance Access Communications Inc Design, Setup Fiber Route 1,170.83
Check Total: 31,715.67
55536 06/25/2009 General Fund Clothing Aspen Mills Inc, Leather Belt 20.00

AP - Checks for Approval { 07/07/2009 - 3:56 PM)
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Check Check
Number Date Fund Name Account Name Vendor Name Description Amount
Check Total: 2000
55537 06/25/2009 Water Fund Accounts Payable JEROLD BLIXT Refund check 5.46
Check Total: 5.46
55538 06/25/2009 Recreation Fund Professional Services Jeff Brooks Summer Entertainment 200.00
Check Total: 200.00
55539 06/25/2009 Recreation Fund Professional Services Buffalo High School Marching B Ist Place Band Winaner-Division AA 1,000.00
Check Total: 1,000.00
55540 06/25/2009 Solid Waste Recycle Furniture & Fixfures Busch Systems International, I Recyling Container Wheel Packages 2,438.85
55540 06/25/2009 Solid Waste Recycle Use Tax Payable Busch Systems International, | Sales/Use Tax -148.85
Check Total; 2,290.00
55541 06/25/2009 Telephone SmartNet Maint Contracts CDWG Inc. Cisco SmartNet maintenenace 20,189.51
Agreement An
55541 06/25/2009 Telephone SmartNet Maint Contracts CDWG Inc. Cisco SmartNet maintenenace 42.55
Agreement An
55541 06/25/2009 Telephone SmartNet Maint Contracts CDWG Inc. Cisco SmartNet maintenenace 4,857.34
Agreement An
55541 06/25/200% Telephone SmartNet Maint Contracts. CDWG Inc. Cisco SmartNet maintenenace 510.55
Agreement An
55541 06/25/2009 Telephone SmartNet Maint Contracts CDWG Inc. Cisco SmartNet maintenenace 113.46
Agreement An
Check Total: 25,713.41
55542 06/25/2009 General Fund Operating Supplies Central Power Distributors Inc Mulching Blade 3541
Check Total: 3541
55543 06/25/2009 Information Technology Contract Maintenance DC Group, Inc Annual Planned Maintenance - Comet 2,600.00
UPS S
Check Total: 2,600.00

AP - Checks for Approval (07/07/2009 - 3:56 PM)
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Check Check
Number Date Fund Name Account Name Vendor Name Description Amount
55544 06/25/200% Police Forfeiture Fund Professional Services Megan Gehrman Police Dept. Historical Bound Book 166.00
Check Total: 160.00
55545 06/25/2009 General Fund Training Hennepin Technical College Apparatus Operator Class-Oliver 418.23
Check Total: 418.23
55546 06/25/2009 Recreation Fund Professional Services Henry Sibley Marching Band 3rd Place Band Winner-Division A 500.00
Check Total: 50¢.00
55547 06/25/200% Recreation Fund Professional Services Jason Huneke Summer Entertainment 400.00
Check Total: 400.00
55548 06/25/2009 Telephone Telephone. Integra Telecom Telephone 149.48
Check Total: 149.48
55549 06/25/2009 General Fund Professional Services Jay C. Fogelberg, Arbitrator Grievence Arbitration 2,919.85
Check Total: 2.919.85
533550 06/25/2009 Sanitary Sewer Accounts Payable ELIZABETH KALLINGER Refund check 14.06
Check Total: 14.06
55531 06/25/2009 General Fund Operating Supplies Kath Auto Parts Fast Orange 1/2 Gal, Kendall 4 OW 20.74
55551 06/25/2009 General Fund. Vehicle Supplies Kath Auto Parts Power Converter 29.81
55551 06/25/2009 General Fund Vehicle Supplies. Kath Auto Parts Credit -3.20
Check Total: 47.35
55552 06/25/2009 General Fund Conferences League of MN Cities Annual Conference Registration- 350.00
Malinen
Check Total: 350.00
55553 06/25/2009 Recreation Fund Professional Serviees Litchfield H. §. Marching Band Ist Place/Grand Champ Band Winner- 1,000.00

Div A

AP - Checks for Appraval ( 07/07/2009 - 3:56 PM)
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Check Check
Number Date Fund Name Account Name Vendor Name Description Amount
55553 06/25/2009 Recreation Fund Professional Services Litchfield H. 8. Marching Band 1st Place/Grand Champ Band Winner- 100.00
Div A
Check Total: 1,100.00
55534 06/25/2009 Water Fund Accounts Payable GEORGE LOGAN Refund check 3.28
Check Total: 3.28
35555 06/25/2009 Recreation Fund Professional Services Milaca High Schoel Marching Ba 2nd Place Band Winner-Division A 300.00
Check Total: 800.00
35556 06/25/2009 Recreation Fund Professional Services Michael Miller/ISN Umpire Adult Softball Games 4,750.00
55556 06/25/200%9 Recreation Fund Professional Services Michael Miller/ISN Umpire Adult Softball Games 4,975.00
Check Total: 9,725.00
35557 06/25/2009 Water Fund Memberships & Subscriptions MN Dept of Health Water License Renewal-Fish 23.00
55557 06/25/2009 Water Fund Memberships & Subscriptions MN Dept of Health Water License Renewal-Luger 23.00
Check Total: 46.00
55558 06/25/2009 Sanitary Sewer Memberships & Subscriptions MN Pollution Control-MPCA License-Scoit Wendel 23.00
55558 06/25/2009 Sanitary Sewer Memberships & Subscriptions MN Pollution Centrol-MPCA Waste Water Exam Application-Ross 32.00
Check Total: 35.00
55559 06/25/2009 Recreation Fund Parade Sponsor North Suburban Golden "K" Kiwa Commission on Rosefest Button Sales 500.00
Check Total: 500.00
55560 06/25/2009 Sanitary Sewer Accounts Payable REV ROBT OLSON Refund check 14.89
55560 06/25/2009 Water Fund Accounts Payable REV ROBT OLSON Refund check 16.80
Check Total: 31.69
55561 06/25/2009 Recreation Fund Rental On Site Sanitation, Inc. Regular Service 86.68
55561 06/25/2009 Recreation Fund Rental On Site Sanitation, Inc. Regular Service 76.68
55561 06/25/2009 Recreation Fund Rental On Site Sanitation, Inc. Regular Service 76.68
55561 06/25/2009 Recreaticn Fund Rental On Stte Sanitation, Inc. Regular Service 76.68
55561 06/25/200% Recreation Fund Rental On Site Sanitation, Inc. Regular Service 191.70

AP - Checks for Approval ( 07/07/2009 - 3:56 PM )
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Check Check

Number Date Fund Name

Account Name

Yendor Name

55561 06/25/2009 Recreation Fund

55561 6/25/2009 Recreation Fund
55561 46/25/2009 Recreafion Fund
55561 06/25/2009 Recreation Fund
55561 06/25/2009 Recreation Fund
55561 06/25/2009 Recreation Fund
55561 06/25/2009 Recreation Fund

55561 06/25/2009 Recreaftion Fund

55561 06/25/2009 Recreation Fund

55561 06/25/2009 Recreation Fund

55561 06/25/2009 P & R Contract Mantenance
55561 6/25/2009 Recreation Fund

55561 06/25/2009 Recreation Fund

55561 06/25/2009 Recreation Donations

55562 06/25/2009 General Fund

55563 06/25/20090 Recreation Fund

55564 06/25/2009 General Fund

55565 06/25/2009 General Fund

55566 06/25/2009 Telephone
55566 06/25/2009 Telephone
55566 06/25/2009 Telephone
55566 06/25/2009 Telephone
55566 06/25/2009 Telephone
55566 06/25/2009 Teiephone

Rental
Rentat
Rental
Rental
Rental
Rental
Rental
Rental
Rental
Rental
Rental
Rental
Rental
Professional Services

Contract Maint. - City Garage

Professional Services

211403 - Flex Spend Day Care

Vehicle Supplies

St. Anthony Telephone
St. Anthony Telephone
St. Anthony Telephone
Telephone
Telephone
Telephone

On Site Sanitation, Inc.
On Site Sanjtation, Inc.
On Site Sanitation, Ing,
On Site Sanitation, Inc.
On Site Sanitation, Inc.
On Site Sanitation, Inc.
On Site Sanitation, Inc.
On Site Sanitation, Inc.
On Site Sanitation, Ine.
On Site Sanitation, Inc.
On Site Sanitation, Inc.
On Site Sanitation, Inc.
On Site Sanitation, Inc.
On Site Sanitation, Inc.

Overhead Door Ca of the Northl

Patriois Marching Band

Pioneer Rim and Wheel Co.

Qwest
Qwest
Qwest
Qwest
Qwest
Qwest

Description Amount
Regular Service 40.47
Regular Service 27.38
Regular Service 40.47
Regular Service 106.50
Regular Service 40.47
Regular Service 40.47
Regular Service 21.68
Regular Service 40.47
Regular Service 40.47
Regular Service 40.47
Regular Service 106.50
Regular Service 40.47
Regular Service 37.58
Regular Service 27.47
Check Total; 1,159.29
Garage Door Service 220.25
Check Total; 220.25
3rd Place Band Winner-Division AA 500.00
Check Total: 500.00
Dependent Care Reimbursement 200.00
Check Total: 200.00
SKD 16.5X9.75 Babceat 24291
Check Total: 242.91
Telephone Service 79.09
Telephone Service 50.19
Telephone Service 186.49
Telephone Service 353.72
Telephone Service 38.59
Telephone Service 100.94
Check Total: 809.02

AP - Checks for Approval ( 07/07/2009 - 3:56 PM)
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Check Check
Number Date Fuend Name Account Name Vendor Name Description Amount
55567 06/25/2009 Telephone Telephone Qwest Communications Telephone Service 136.02
Check Total: 136.02
35568 06/25/2009 Recreation Fund Professional Services Radio Band Summer Enfertainment 550.00
Check Total: 550.00
55569 06/25/2009 General Fund Contractual Maintenance Ramsey County Voling System Fees 4,513.44
Check Total: 4,513.44
55570 06/25/2009 General Fund Operating Supplies Rapit Printing 500 Bic Clic Stic 250,74
Check Total: 250.74
53571 06/25/2009 THF District #17-Twin Lakes Payment to Owners Roseville Acquisitions, LLC Property Acquisition-2690 Clev/1947 2,107,700.00
C
Check Total: 2,107,700.00
55572 06/25/2009 Water Fund Memberships & Subscriptions Michael Ross Water License Reimbursement 23.00
Check Total: 23.00
55573 06/25/2009 Storm Drainage Operating Supplies SET-Specialized Environmental Yurdwaste Disposal 95.00
Check Total: 95.00
55574 06/25/2009 Recreation Fund Professional Services The Splatter Sisters Summer Entertainment 625.00
Check Total; 625.00
55575 06/25/2009 General Fund Telephone Sprint Cell Phones 38.26
55575 06/25/2009 General Fund Telephone Sprint Cell Phones 105.30
55575 06/25/2009 Information Technology Telephone Sprint Cell Phones 243.32
55575 06/25/2009 Recreation Fund Telephone Sprint Cell Phones 70.23
55575 06/25/2009 P & R Contract Mantenance Telephone Sprint Cell Phones 34.96
55575 06/25/2009 General Furd Telephone Sprint Cell Phones 35.06
35575 06/25/2009 Community Development  Telephone Sprint Cell Phones 34.96

AP - Checks for Approval ( 07/07/2009 - 3:56 PM)
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Check
Number

Check
Date Fund Name

Account Name

Vendor Name

Description

Amount

55576

55577
55577
35577
55577
55577
55577
35577
535577
35577
55577
55577
55577
55577
55577
35577
55577
55577
55577
35577
55577
35577
55577
55577
55571
55571
55577
55577
557
55577

55578

06/25/2009 Recreation Fund

06/25/2009 General Fund
06/25/2009 General Fund
06/25/2009 Information Technology
06/25/2009 General Fund
06/25/2009 General Fund
06/25/2009 General Fund
06/25/2009 General Fund
06/25/2009 General Fund
06/25/2009 General Fund
06/25/2009 General Fund
06/25/2009 General Fund
06/25/2009 Telecommunications
06/25/2009 Solid Waste Recycle
06/25/2009 Recreation Fund
06/25/2009 Recreation Fund

(16/25/2009 P & R Contract Mantenance

06/25/2009 Recreation Fund
06/25/2009 General Fund

06/23/2009 Community Development
06/25/2009 Community Development
06/25/200% Community Development
06/25/2009 Community Development
06/25/200% License Center
06/25/2009 Sapitary Sewer
06/25/2009 Water Fund

06/25/2009 Golf Course

06/25/2009 Golf Course

06/25/2009 Storm Drainage
06/25/2009 General Fund

06/25/2009 General Fund

Professional Services

Employer Insurance
Employer Insurance
Employer Insurance
Employer Insurance
Employer Insurance
Employer Insurance
Employer Insurance
Employer Insurance
Employer Insurance
Employer Insurance
Emplayer Insurance
Employer Insurance
Employer Insurance
Employer Insurance
Employer Insurance
Employer Insurance
Employer Insurance
Employer Insurance
Employer Insurance
Employer Insurance
Employer Insurance
Employer Insurance
Employer Insurance
Employer Insurance
Employer Insurance
Employer Insurance
Employer Insurance
Employer Insurance
210500 - Life Ins. Employee

Operating Supplies

St. Cloud Alf City Marching Ra

Standard Insurance Company
Standard Insurance Company
Standard Insurance Company
Standard Insurance Company
Standard Insurance Company
Standard Insurance Company
Standard Insurance Company
Standard Insurance Company
Standard Insurance Company
Standard Insurance Company
Standard Insurance Company
Standard Insurance Company
Standard Insurance Company
Standard Insurance Company
Standard Insurance Company
Standard Insurance Company
Standard Insurance Company
Standard Insurance Company
Standard Insurance Company
Standard Insurance Company
Standard Insurance Company
Standard Insurance Company
Standard Insurance Company
Standard Insurance Company
Standard Tnsurance Company
Standard Insurance Company
Standard Insurance Company
Standard Insurance Company
Standard Insurance Company

Staples Business Advantage

Check Total:
2nd Place Band Winner-Division AA
Check Total:

Life Insurance Premium for Tuly 2009
Life Tnsurance Premium for July 2009
Life Insurance Premjum for July 2009
Life Insurance Premium for July 2009
Life Insurance Premium for July 2009
Life Insurance Premium for July 2009
Life Insurance Premium for July 2009
Life Insurance Premium for July 2609
Life Insurance Premium for July 2009
Life Insurance Premium for July 2009
Life Insurance Premjum for July 2009
Life Insurance Premium for July 2009
Life Insurance Premium for July 2009
Life Insurance Premium for July 2009
Life Insurance Premium for July 2009
Life Insurance Premium for July 2009
Life Insurance Premium for July 2009
Life Insurance Preminm for July 2009
Life Insurance Premium for July 2009
Life Insurance Premium for July 2609
Life Insurance Premium for July 2009
Life Insurance Premium for July 2009
Life Insurance Premium for July 2009
Life Insurance Premjum for July 2009
Life Insurance Premium for July 2009
Life Insurance Premium for July 2009
Life Insurance Premium for July 2009
Life Insurance Premium for July 2009
Life Insurance Premium for July 2009

Check TFotal:
Toner

Check Total:

562.09

800.00

800.00

110.74
151.62
181.49
99.87
75.37
938.23
1,304.45
183.67
256.32
200.36
49.04
29.87
29.87
187.29
26.99
171.48
151.47
58.90
165.33
66.25
57.55
25.49
258.09
97.50
112.97
31.60
28.08
38.75
1,913.45

6,162.09

311.86

311.80

AP - Checks for Approval ( 07/07/2009 - 3:56 PM )
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Check Check
Number Date Fund Name Account Name Vendor Name Description Amount
55579 06/25/2009 Community Development  Operating Supplies Suburban Ace Hardware Snapblade 1.91
55579 06/25/2009 Community Development  Operating Supplies Suburban Ace Hardware Duck Tape 6.38
Check Total: 8.29
55580 06/25/2009 General Fund Vehicle Supplies Suburban Tire Wholesale, Inc. 2009 Blanket PO for Vehicle Repairs 165.46
Check Total: 165.46
55581 06/25/2009 Recreation Fund Professional Services Teddy Bear Band Surnmer Entertainment 720.00
Check Total; 720.00
55582 06/25/2009 General Fund Vehicle Supplies Tousley Ford Inc 2009 Blanket PO for Vehicle Repairs 38.21
Check Total: 38.21
55583 06/25/2009 Community Development  Transportation Patrick Trudgeon Mileage Reimbursement 9570
33583 06/25/2009 Community Development  Conferences Patrick Trudgeon Conference Expenses Reimbursement 33.50
Check Total: 129.20
55584 06/25/2009 Recreation Fund Professional Services Twin Cities Hot Club Summer Entertainment 550.00
Check Total: 550.00
55585 06/25/2009 General Fund Training Twin Cities Transport & Recove Towing Service 350.00
Check Total: 350.00
55586 06/25/2009 Comnunity Development  Deposits United Properties Construction Deposii Refund 750.00
Check Total: 750.00
55587 06/25/2009 General Fund Const. Operating Supplies United Rentals Northwest, Inc, Tape Measure 12.23
Check Total: 12,23
55588 06/25/2009 P & R Contract Mantenance Professional Services Upper Cut Tree Service Diseased and Hazard Tree Removal 383.40

AP - Checks for Approval ( 07/07/2009 - 3:56 PM )
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Check Check
Number Date Fund Name Account Name Vendor Name Description Amount
Check Total: 38340
55589 06/25/2009 Recreation Fund Operating Supplies US Bank Run for the Roses Change 150.00
55589 6/25/2009 Recreation Fund Petty Cash US Bank Petty Cash for P & R 150.0¢
Check Total: 300.00
55590 06/25/2006 Storm Drainage Vehicles / Equipment Vermeer Sales and Service, Cor Wireless Remote Control for Wildcat 6,286.99
comp
55590 06/25/2009 Storm Drainage Vehicles / Equipment Vermeer Sales and Service, Cor Sales Tax 350.80
55590 06/25/2009 Storm Drainage Vehicles / Equipment Vermeer Sales and Service, Cor Sales Tax 17.08
Check Total: 6,654.87
55591 06/25/2009 Recreation Fund Professional Services Vic Volare and the Lounge Orch Summer Entertainment 500.00
Check Total: 500.00
55592 06/25/2009 General Fund Contract Maint. - City Garage Village Plumbing, Inc. Service @ Public Works Building 397.30
Check Total: 397.30
55593 06/25/2009 Solid Waste Recycle Professional Services Waste Management - Blaine Spring 2009 Cleanup 3,480.75
Check Total: 3,480.75
55594 06/25/2009 Sanitary Sewer Training Scolt Wendel MPCA Exam Application 32.00
Reimbursement
Check Total: 32.00
55595 06/25/2009 Information Technology Telephone X0 Communications Inc. Telephone 4,943.70
Check Total: 4,943.70
55596 06/30/2009 Sanitary Sewer Postage Lone Oak Companies, Inc. Utility Billing Section # 003 & 333 402.45
55596 06/30/2009 Water Fund Postage Lone Oak Companies, Inc. Utility Billing Section # 003 & 333 402.45
55596 06/30/2009 Storm Drainage Postage Lone Qak Companies, Inc. Utility Billing Section # 003 & 333 402.44

AP - Checks for Approval (07/07/2009 - 3:56 PM )
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Check Check

Number Date Fund Name Account Name Vendor Name Description Amount
Check Total: 1,207.34
55599 06/30/2009 TIF District #17-Twin Lakes Payment to Owners Ramscy County Court Admin. PIK Parcel #3 Acquisition of Row 61,000.00
Check Total: 61,000.00
55600 06/30/2009 TIF District #17-Twin Lakes Payment to Owners Ramsey County Court Admin. PIK Parcels # 4 & 5 Acquisition of 182,200.00
Row
Check Total: 182,200.00
55601 07/02/2009 General Fund Professional Services Al i';or]iti Photography Commercial Print and Frame 320050
55601 07/02/2009 General Fund Professional Services Al Forliti Photography Commercial 8 x 10 298.20
Check Total: 618.70
55602 07/02/2009 General Fund Contract Mainienance Allina Hospitals & Clinics Heart Saver AED Cards 34.95
55602 07/02/2009 General Fund 209001 - Use Tax Payable Allina Hospitals & Clinics Sales/Use Tax -1.95
Check Total: 33.00
55603 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Fee Program Revenue l;am Anderson Mini Golf Camp Refund 33.00
55603 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Fee Program Revenue Pam Anderson Mini Golf Camp Refund 6.00
Check Total: 39.00
55604 (7/02/2009 Sireet Construction 09-02 Roselawn/HamlineVictoria  Asphalt Surface Tech, Corp Roselawn Ave Reconstruction, §2,103.47
55604 07/02/2009 Storm Drainage 09-02 Roselawn/HamlineVictoria  Asphalt Surface Tech, Corp (R)c\)’:;i:?vn Ave Reconstruction, 37,451.57
55604 07/02/2009 Storm Drainage 09-02 Roselawn/HamlineVictoria  Asphalt Surface Tech, Corp Roc\;’s;gm Ave Reconstruction, 1,534.25
55604 07/02/2009 Sanitary Sewer 09-02 Roselawn/HamlineVictoria  Asphalt Surface Tech, Corp gt‘)’:;:im Ave Reconstruction, 4,720.80
Overlay
Check Total: 125,810.09
55605 07/02/2009 Equipment Replacement FunRental - Copier Machines Banc of America Leasing Copier Lease Payment 2,875.00
Check Total: 2,875.06

AP - Checks for Approval (07/07/2009 - 3:56 PM )
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Check Check
Number Date Fund Name Account Name Vendor Name Description Amount
55606 07/02/2009 General Fund Operating Supplies Batteries Plus, Inc. AAA Batteries 10.64
Check Total: 10.64
35607 07/02/2009 General Fund Contract Maintenance Vehicles Bauer Built, Inc. Tires 1,259.76
Check Total: [,259.76
55608 07/02/2009 General Fund Training BCA-Breath Test Section Four Intoxilyzer Recertifications 200.00
55608 07/02/2009 General Fund Training BCA-Breath Test Section Intoxilyzer Recertification-Gray 50.00
Check Total: 250.00
55609 07/62/200% General Fund Operating Supplies Bituminous Roadways Inc 2009 Blanket PO for LVWE45030B, 5,063.99
LVNW3500
Check Total: 5,063.99
55610 07/02/2009 Recreation Improvements  Valley Park Play Equipment Buberl Recycling & Compost Treated Wood 130.00
55610 07/02/2009 Recreation Improvements  CP Dale Street Playground Buber] Recycling & Compost Treated Wood 130.00
55610 07/02/2009 Recreation Improvements  CP Dale Street Playground Buber] Recyeling & Compost Treated Wood 130.00
Check Total: 390.00
35611 07/02/2009 Golf Course Merchandise For Sale Capitol Beverage Sales, LP Beverages For Resale 102.55
Check Total: 102.55
55612 07/02/200% Storm Drainage Operating Supplies Centsal Power Distributors Inc Laminate Bar 27.30
53612 07/02/200% Golf Course Vehicle Supplies Central Power Distributors Inc Fuel Pump Kit 72.55
Check Total: 99.85
55613 07/02/2009 General Fund Clothing Cintas Corporation #470 Uniferm Cleaning 35.20
55613 07/02/2009 P & R Contract Mantenance Clothing Cintas Corporation #470 Uniform Cleaning 2.66
Check Total: 37.86
55614 07/02/2009 Community Development  Deposits Clear Choice Properties Partial Reimburse.-Landscape 11,382.00

Guarantee

AP - Checks for Approval (07/07/2009 - 3:56 PM)
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Check Check
Number Date Fund Name Account Name Vendor Name Description Amount
Check Total: 11,382.00
55615 07/02/2009 Golf Course Merchandise For Sale Coca Cola Bottling Company Beverages for Resale 479.00
Check Total: 479.00
55616 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Advertising Dex Media East LLC Yellow Pages Advertising 40.00
35616 07/02/2009 Golf Course Advertising Dex Media East LLC Yellow Pages Advertising 40.00
Check Total: 80.00
55617 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Professional Services Joseph Dadge Dance Recital Tech Support 140.00
Check Total: 140.00
55618 07/02/2009 T.LF. District # 13 Payment to Owners Eagle Crest Senior Housing LLC Ist Half Payment-2009 122,234.70
Check Fotal; 122,234.70
55619 07/02/200% Recreation Fund Operating Supplies Ed's Trophies Inc Parade Trophies 202.69
Check Total: 202.69
55620 07/02/200% Golf Course Advertising Famity Times, Inc. Advertising 300.00
Check Total; 300.00
55621 (7/02/2009 Recreation Fund Fee Program Revenue Mary Fischer Tennis League Refund 67.00
Check Total: 67.00
33622 07/02/2009 General Fund Training FOP Lodge #1 Explosives & IED Tactics Clags 35.00
Check Total: 35.00
55623 07/02/2009 Recreation Improvements Mulch New Trees Fra-Dor Blackdirt & Recycle Garden Mix, Western Cedar 3,079.18
55623 07/¥2/2009 P & R Contract Mantenance Operating Supplies Fra-Dor Blackdirt & Recycle Garden Mix, Western Cedar 74.55
55623 07/42/2009 Pathway Maintenance Fund Operating Supplies Fra-Dor Blackdirt & Recycle 2009 Blanket PO for Black Dirt 32429

AP - Checks for Approval ( 07/07/2009 - 3:56 PM )
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Check Check
Number Date Fund Name Account Name Vendor Name Description Amount
Check Total: 3,478.02
55624 07/02/2009 Singles Program Professional Scrvices Edgar Freitag Singles Entertainment Reimbursement 100.00
Check Total: 100.00
55625 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Fee Program Revenue Friends of the Parks & Trails Trees, Flowers 2,615.00
Check Total: 2,615.00
55626 07/02/2009 Community Development  Rental Registrations Ervin Fringer Rental Registration Fee Refund 25.00
Check Total: 25.00
55627 07/02/2009 P & R Contract Mantenance Operating Supplics Gertens Greenhouses Flowers, Herbs 333.97
Check Total: 333.77
55628 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Fee Program Revenue Lisa Held Shelter Rental Refund 9.00
55628 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Fee Program Revenue Lisa Held Shelter Rental Refund 71.13
55628 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Sales Tax Payahle Lisa Held Shelter Rental Refund 5.87
Check Total: 86.00
55629 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Fee Program Revenue Matthew Hiber Soccer Refund 67.00
Check Total: 67.00
55630 07/02/2009 General Fund 211600 - PERA Employers Share  ICMA Retirement Trust 401-1099 401a William Malincn-Employer 309.50
Portion
Check Total: 309.50
55631 07/02/2009 Telephone Telephone Integra Telecom Telephone 67.70
Check Total: 67.70
35632 07/02/2009 General Fund. Operating Supplies City Garage 1SS Facility Services-Minneapo Towels, Toilet Tissue 419.61

AP - Checks for Approval ( 07/07/2009 - 3:56 PM )
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Check Check
Number Date Fund Name Account Name Vendor Name Description Amount
Check Total: 419.61
55633 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Operating Supplies J&J Sport Sales, Inc Lacrosse Jersey's, Shorts 992.00
Check Total: 992.00
55634 07/02/2009 Building Improvements MN Grant Professional Sves Karges-Faulkonbridge, Inc. City Wide Feasibility Study for RSC 2,584.20
Chil
Check Total: 2,584.20
55635 07/02/2009 General Fund Professional Services Kennedy & Graven, Chartered 2009 Housing Improvement Area 2,757.25
Check Folal; 2,757.25
35636 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Professional Services Jessica Kohs Assistant Dance Tnstructor 72.00
Check Total: 72,00
55637 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Fee Program Revenue Michelle Kruzet Basketball Camp Refund 72.50
535637 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Fee Program Revenue Michelle Kruzel Basketball Camp Refund 7.50
55637 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Fee Program Revenue Michelle Kruzel Slow Pitch Softball Refund 27.00
Check Total: 107.00
55638 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Transportation Rachel Kruzel Mileage Reimbursement 39.60
35638 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Transportation Rachel Kruzel Mileage Reimbursement 18.70
Check Total: 58.30
55639 07/02/2009 General Fund 211200 - Financial Support Kevin W. Landberg Case # 27-CV-09-4237 431.15
Check Total: 431.15
55640 07/02/2009 P & R Contract Mantenance Operating Supplics Marv Huiras Greenhouse Flowers 124.13
Check Total: 124,13
55641 07/02/2009 General Fund Employer Insurance Medica Health Insurance Premium for July 2,133.75

2009
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Check Check
Number Date Fund Name Account Name Vendor Name Description Amount
55641 07/02/2009 General Fund Employer Insurance Medica Health Insurance Preminm for July 2,643.33
2
55641 07/02/2009 Information Technology Employer Insurance Medica ]-’l[::[é)l?[h Insurance Premium for July 2,614.99
55641 07/02/2009 General Fund Emplover Insurance Medica ]2']06?1?1211 Insurance Premium for July 782.66
2
55641 07/02/2009 General Fund Employer Insurance Medica WHOc?x?th Insurance Premivwm for July 23,459 %1
2
55641 07/02/2009 General Fund Employer Insurance Medica i_-l(zz{zlih Insurance Premium for July 2,7112.00
55641 07/02/2009 General Fund Emplover Insurance Medica é(;g?th Insurance Premium for July 1,223.33
5564] 07/02/2009 General Fund Employer Insurance Medica a?:(z}l?lh Insurance Premium for July 1,194.99
55641 07/02/2009 General Fund Employer Insurance Medica lZ-IOe(;?th Insurance Preminm for July 3,176.99
3364] 07/02/2009 General Fund Employer Insurance Medica i?{{t]:(zi?th Insurance Premium for July 4,253.33
55641 07/02/2009 General Fund Employer Insurance Medica Iz-loe(;?lh Insurance Premium for July 825.00
2
35641 07432/2009 Telecommunications Employer Insurance Medica -H(z:(;?th Insurance Premium for July 1,062.00
55641 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Employer Insurance Medica ZH?:g?th Insurance Premium for July 3,877.33
55641 07/62/2009 Recreation Fund Employer Insurance Medica %-Igoa?th Insurance Premium for July 398.33
55641 07/02/2009 P & R Contract Mantenance Employer Insurance Medica I%loez?th Insurance Premium for July 3,391.99
55641 07/32/2009 Recreation Fund Employer Insurance Medica Izi?ag?th Insurance Premium for July 3,352.32
55641 07/02/2009 General Fund Employer Insurance Medica %{(zzg?[h. Insurance Premium for July 959.33
55641 07/02/2009 Community Development  Employer Insurance Medica ilt?jth Insurance Premium for July 1,818.33
55641 07/02/2009 Community Development  Employer Insurance Medica i{_::g?th Insurance Premium for July 398.33
55641 07/02/2009 Community Development  Employer Insurance Medica lzii(:x?th Insurance Premium for July 595.00
55641 07/02/2009 Community Development  Employer Insurance Medica EZ-IOt:(zli?th Insurance Premium for July 384.33
55641 07/02/2009 License Center Employer Insurance Medica E{ig?m Insurance Premium for July 4,742.66
55641 07/02/2009 Sanitary Sewer Employer Insurance Medica 2I-lof:[;lgth Insurance Premium for July 595.00

2009

AP - Checks for Approval (07/07/200% - 3:56 PM }
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Check Check
Number Date Fuend Name Account Name Vendor Name Description Amount
55641 07/02/200% Water Fund Employer Insurance Medica Health Insurance Premium for July 993.33
: 2
55641 07/02/2009 Golf Course Employer Tnsurance Medica -HZ(;?th Insurance Premium for July 805.00
2
55641 07/02/2009 Storm Drainage Employer Tnsurance Medica ;J?:?a[];th Insurance Premium for July §11.00
3
55641 07/02/2009 General Fund 211400 - Medical Ins Employee  Medica ;3[(])[1)32:3 £,340.71
35641 07/02/2009 General Fund 211400 - Medical Ins Employee  Medica Employee Portion 15,820.04
Check Total: 93,364.51
55642 07/02/2009 Recreation Improvements  CP Amphitheater Menards Treated AG/GC 2.420.19
Check Total: 2,420.19
55643 07/02/2009 Police - DWI Enforcement  Professional Services Mid America Auction Forfeited Vehibles Retmbursement 283.00
Check Total: 283.00
55644 07/02/2009 P & R Contract Mantenance Operating Supplies MIDC Enterprises Repair Coupling 30.17
55644 07/02/2009 P & R Contract Mantenance Operating Supplies MIDC Enterprises Rotor, Gear Drive 887.25
55644 07/02/200% P & R Contract Mantenance Operating Supplies MIDC Enterprises Cut Off Riser 28.34
55644 07/02/2009 P & R Contract Mantenance Operating Supplics MIDC Enterprises Adapters, Rain Sensor 163.89
55644 07/02/2009 P & R Contract Mantenance Operating Supplies MIDC Enterprises Bushing, Coupling 74.57
Check Total: 1,184.22
55645 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Professional Services Michael Miller/ISN Umpire Adult Softball Games 4,500.00
Check Total: 4,500.00
55646 07/02/200% Recreation Fund Professional Services Megan Miner Assistant Dance Instructor 112.00
Check Total: 112.00
55647 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Operating Supplies Minnesota Recreation & Park As Leadership Class 90.00
Check Total: 90.00
55648 07/02/2009 Workers Compensation Insurance MN Dept of Labor and Industry Special Comp Fund Assessments 1,533.00

AP - Checks for Approval { 07/07/2009 - 3:56 PM )
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Check Check
Number Date Fund Name Account Name Vendor Name Description Amount
Check Total: 1,533.00
55649 07/02/2009 P & R Contract Mantenance Operating Supplies Mogren Landscape Supply 1 Roll 5.B. Fab 134.19
Check Total: 134.19
35650 07/02/2009 Police Forfeiture Fund Professional Services Molorola Repair Service, Antenna, Software 3,375.48
Check Total: 337548
35651 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Operating Supplies Muska Lighting Center WH2-120-L 63.84
55651 07/02/2009 P & R Contract Mantenance Operating Supplies Muska Lighting Center CF105/SP, LU400 276.22
Check Total: 340,06
53652 07/02/2009 General Fund Training New Brighton Dept. of Public S Firearms Range Rental 400.00
Check Total: 400.00
33653 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Professional Services New Brighton Parks/Recreation Phantom of the Opera Tour 1,095.92
Check Total: 1,095.92
55654 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Professional Services Bob Nielsen Loading/Unloading Van 40.00
Check Total: 40.00
55655 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Fee Program Revenue Enju Noh Warm Up To Summer Camp Refund 131.00
Check Total: 131.00
55656 07/02/2009 General Fund Const. Operating Supplies Northwest Lasers, Inc. Traffic Counts Supplies 22.95
Check Total: 22,75
55657 07/02/2009 P & R Contract Mantenance Operating Supplies On Site Sanitation, Inc. Regular Service 27.47
55657 07/02/2009 P & R Contract Mantenance Operating Supplies On Site Sanitation, Inc. Regular Service 40.47
55657 07/02/2009 Golf Course Contract Maintenance On Site Sanitation, Inc. Regular Service 40.47

AP - Checks for Approval { 07/07/2009 - 3:56 PM )
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Check Check
Number Date Fund Name Account Name Vendor Name Description Amount
Check Total: 108.41
55658 07/02/2009 General Fund Vehicle Supplies OSI Environmental Inc Uncrushed Filters Recycling 50.00
Check Total: 50.00
55659 07/02/2009 General Fund Operating Supplies Petco Animal Supplies, Inc. K9 Supplies 165.26
55659 07/02/2009 General Fund Operating Supplies Petco Animal Supplies, Inc. K9 Supplies 112.86
Check Total: 278.12
55660 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Professional Services Bartt Pierce Boys Basketball Camp Director 4,587.00
Check Total: 4,587.00
55661 07/02/2009 Recreation Improvements  Playground Tmprovements Playpower LT Farmington, Inc, Playground Equipment 647.95
55661 07/02/200% Recreation Improvements  CP Dale Street Playground Playpower LT Farmington, Tnc. CP Dale Street playground equipment 86,500.00
repl
Check Total: 87,147.95
55662 07/02/2009 General Fund Employer Insurance Premier Bank Payroll Deduction for 6/30 HSA 1,003.85
55662 07/02/2009 General Fund Employer Insurance Premier Bank Payroll Deduction for 6/30 HSA 300.00
55662 07/02/2009 General Fund Employer Insurance Premier Bank Payroll Deduction for 6/30 HSA 228.46
55662 07/02/2009 P & R Coniract Mantenance. Employer Insurance Premier Bank Payroll Deduction for 6/30 HSA 24231
55662 07/02/2009 License Center Employer Insurance Premier Bank Payroll Deduction for 6/30 HSA 228.46
55662 07/02/200% General Fund Employer Tnsurance Premier Bank Payroll Deduction for 6/30 HSA 170.77
55662 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Employer Insurance Premier Bank Payrell Deduction for 6/30 HSA 136.15
55662 07/02/2009 Genceral Fund Employer Insurance Premier Bank Payroll Deduction for 6/30 HSA 92.31
55662 07/02/2009 General Fund Employer Insurance Premier Bank Payroll Deduction for 6/30 HSA 92.31
55662 07/02/2009 Community Development  Employer Insurance Premier Bank Payroll Deduction for 6/30 HSA 92.31
33662 07/02/2009 Water Fund : Employer Insurance Premier Bank Payroll Deduction for 6/30 HSA 92.31
35662 07/02/2009 Information Technology Employer Insurance Premier Bank Payroll Deduction for 6/30 HSA 78.46
55662 07/02/2009 General Fund Employer Insurance Premier Bank Payroll Deduction for 6/30 HSA 78.46
55662 07/02/200% Community Development  Emplover Insurance Premier Bank Payroll Deduction for 6/30 HSA 78.46
35662 07/02/2009 General Fund Employer Insurance Premier Bank Payroll Deduction for 6/30 HSA 57.70
55662 07/02/2009 General Fund Employer Insurance Premier Bank Payroll Deduction for 6/30 HSA 57.649
35662 07/02/2009 Community Development  Employer Insurance Premier Bank Payroll Deduction for 6/30 HSA 57.69
55662 07/02/2009 Storm Drainage Employer Insurance Premier Bank Payroll Deduction for 6/30 HSA 57.69
55662 (3740242009 General Fund 211402 - Flex Spending Health Premier Bank Payroll Deduction for 6/30 HSA 1,093.34

AP - Checks for Approval (07/07/2009 - 3:56 PM )
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Check Check
Number Date Fund Name Account Name Vendor Name Description Amount
Check Total: 4,238.73
55663 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Contract Maintenance Printers Service Inc Ice Knife Sharpening 286.00
55663 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Contract Maintenance Printers Service Inc Ice Knife Sharpening 72.00
Check Total: 358.00
53604 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Fee Program Revenue Elena Quinoneshanson Tennis Lessons Refund 38.00
55664 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund. Fee Program Revenue Flenz Quinoneshanson Tennis Lessons Refund 10.00
Check Total: 48.00
55665 07/02/2008 Telephone Telephone Qwest Telephone 56.31
Check Total: 56.31
55666 07/02/200% General Fund 211200 - Financial Support Rausch Sturm Israel & Hornik Case #CV 074555 368.03
Check Total: 368.03
55667 07/02/2009 Contracted Engineering Sves Deposits Rochon Corporation Return of Escrow 3,000.00
Check Total: 3,000.00
55668 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Operating Supplies John Rusterholz Volunteer Snacks Reimbursement 37.40
Check Total: 37.40
55669 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Professional Scrvices Alan Sayler Dance Recital Tech Support 140.00
Check Total: 140.00
55670 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Professional Services Melissa Schuler Assistant Dance Instructor 56.00
Check Total: 56.00
53671 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Fee Program Revenue Craig Selbitschka Youth Tennis Lessons Refund 76.00
55671 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Fee Program Revenue Craig Selbitschka Youth Tennis Lessons Refund 20.00
55671 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Fee Program Revenue Craig Selbitschka Youth Tennis Lessons Refund 16.00

AP - Checks for Approval ( 07/07/2009 - 3:56 PM )
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Check Check
Number Date Fund Name Account Name Vendor Name Description Amount
Check Total: 11280
55672 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Professional Services Shirley Smith Summer Entertainment 300.00
Check Total: 300.00
55673 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Professional Services Chris Simdorn Football Camp Director 3,135.00
Check Total: 3,135.00
55674 07/32/2009 Recreation Fund Professional Services John Simso Tennis Camp Director-June 2009 4,360.00
Check Total: 4,300.00
55675 07/02/2009 Recreation Improvements  CP Dale Street Playground SKB Environmental Playground Equipment Disposal 57.12
55675 07/02/2009 Recreation Improvements  Valley Park Play Equipment SKB Environmental Playground Equipment Disposal 57.12
55675 07/02/2009 Recreation Tmprovements  CP Dale Street Playground SKB Environmental Playground Equipment Disposal 278.88
Check Total: 393.12
55676 07/02/2009 Risk Management Police Patro] Claims Snelling Collision Service, In Vehicle Repair 404.37
53676 07/02/2009 Risk Management Use Tax Snelling Collision Service, In Sales/Use Tax -6.37
Check Total: 398.00
55677 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Professional Services Sports Unlimited, Corp. Lacrosse Camp 345.00
Check Total: 845.00
35678 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Professional Services Sprint Cell Phones 4041
55678 07/02/2009 P & R Contract Mantenance Temporary Employees Sprint Cell Phones 40.41
55678 07/02/2009 Storm Drainage Telephone Sprint Cell Phones 40.41
55678 07/02/2009 Information Technology Telephone Sprint Cell Phones 80.84
55678 07/02/2009 General Fund Telephone Sprint Cell Phones 40.41
Check Total: 242.48
55679 07/02/2009 General Fund Professional Services Sheila Stowell City Council Meeting Minutes 333.50
35679 07/02/2009 General Fund Professional Services Sheila Stowell Mileage Reimbursement 9.58
55679 07/02/2009 Housing & Redevelopment AProfessional Services Sheila Stowell HRA Meeting Minutes 126.50

AP - Checks for Approval ( 07/07/2009 - 3:56 PM )
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Check Check
Number Date Fund Name Account Name Vendor Name Description Amount
Check Total: 469.58
33680 07/02/2009% Water Fund Water - Roseville Symantec Corp Overbilling Refund 13,734.95
Check Total: 13,734.95
53681 07/02/2009 General Fund Contract Maintenance Taser International Black/Silver DPM 479.25
35681 07/02/2009 General Fund 209001 - Use Tax Payable Taser International Sales/Use Tax -29.25
Check Total: 450.00
35682 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Fee Program Revenue Kari Thomas Supetr Combo Class Refund 67.00
55682 07/027200% Recreation Fund Fee Program Revenue Kari Thomas Super Combo Class Refund 4.00
Check Total: 71.00
55683 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Fee Program Revenue Susan Timming Basketball Camp Refund 47.50
Check Total: 47.50
55684 07/02/2009 HRA Property Abatement Pr Payments to Contractors TMR Quality Lawn Service Lawn Service-2520 W Millwood 69.22
55684 07/02/2009 HRA Property Abatement Pr Payments to Contractors TMR Quality Lawn Service Lawn Service-2663 N, Marion 47.95
55684 07/2/12009 HRA Property Abatement Pr Payments to Contractors TMR Quality Lawn Service Lawn Service-2071 N. Fry St 69.22
55684 07/02/2009 HRA Property Abatement Pr Payments to Contractors TMR Quality Lawn Service Lawn Service-1783 W Cty Rd C2 69.22
Check Total: 255.61
55685 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Professional Services Anthony Townsend Tennis Instructor 108.00
Check Total: 108.00
55686 07/02/2009 Police - DWI1 Enforcement  Professional Services Twin Cities Transport & Recove Towing Charges a1.16
55686 07/02/2009 Police - DWI Enforcement  Professional Services Twin Cities Transport & Recove Towing Charges 00.74
55686 07/02/2009 Police - DWI Enforcement  Professional Services Twin Cities Transport & Recove Towing Charges 195.08
Check Total: 376.98
53687 07/02/200% General Pund Operaiing Supplies Uniforms Unlimited, Inc. Flashlight 122.42
53687 07/02/2009 General Fund Clothing Uniforms Unlimited, Inc. Honour Corps DN 54.95
35687 07/02/2009 General Fund Clothing Uniforms Unlimited, Inc. Coat, Mace Holder 90.16
55687 07/02/2009 General Fund Clathing Uniforms Unlimited, Inc. Mace Holder 22.3]

AP - Checks for Approval { 07/07/2009 - 3:56 PM )
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Check

Number Account Name Vendor Name Description Amount
Check Total: 289.84
35688 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Contract Maintenance United Rentals Northwest, Inc. Rotary Hammer 73.97
Check Total: 73.97
55689 07/02/2009 P & R Contract Mantenance Professional Services Upper Cut Tree Service Diseased and Hazard Tree Removal 1,878.66
55689 07/02/2009 P & R Coniract Mantenance Professional Services Upper Cut Tree Service Diseased and Hazard Tree Removal 7.612.62
55689 07/02/2009 P & R Contract Mantenance Professional Services Upper Cut Tree Service Diseased and Hazard Tree Removal 3,715.79
55689 07/02/2009 P & R Contract Mantenance Professional Services Upper Cut Tree Service Diseased and Hazard Tree Removal 1,520.82
55689 07/02/2009 P & R Coniract Mantenance Professional Services Upper Cut Tree Service Diseased and Hazard Tree Removal 1,472.36
55689 07/02/2009 P & R Contract Mantenance Professional Services Upper Cut Tree Service Diseased and Hazard Tree Removal 2.501.69
Check Total; 18,701.54
55690 07/02/2009 General Fund Operating Supplies Verizon Witeless Cell Phone. 71.34
Check Total: 71.34
55691 07/02/2009 General Fund Operating Supplies City Garage  Viking Electric Supply, Inc. Electrical Supplies 190.17
55691 07/02/2009 General Fund Op Supplies - City Hall Viking Electric Supply, Inc. Electrical Supplies 399.55
Check Total: 589.72
55692 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Fee Program Revenue Stacie Walker Volleyball Camp Refund 72.50
55692 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Fee Program Revenue Stacie Walker Volleyball Camp Refund 7.50
Check Total: 80.00
55693 07/02/2009 Recreation Fund Fee Program Revenue Janet Windsor Basketball Camp Refund 77.50
Check Total; 77.50
55694 07/06/2009 Building Improvements MN Grant Skating Center American Arbitration Assoc Arbitration/DNR Construction Srv. 466.62
Check Total: 466.62

AP - Checks for Approval (07/07/2009 - 3:56 PM )
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Check Check

Number Date Fund Name Aecount Name Vendor Name Description Amount

Repoert Total: 3,174,182.81

AP - Checks for Approval ( 07/07/2009 - 3:56 PM) Page 28



REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION

Date: 7/13/09
Item No.: 7.b
Department Approval City Manager Approval
Otz & mt VO Lmens
Item Description: Approval of 2009-2010 Business Licenses
BACKGROUND

Chapter 301 of the City Code requires all applications for business licenses to be submitted to the City
Council for approval. The following application(s) is (are) submitted for consideration

Veterinarian Examination & Inoculation Center
St. Francis Animal & Bird Hospital

1227 Larpenteur Ave. W

Roseville, MN 55113

Cigarette/Tobacco Products
Amarose Convenience Store
137 Rosedale Center
Roseville MN 55113

Massage Therapy Establishment

LTF Club Operations Company, Inc. (dba Life Time Fitness)
2480 Fairview Ave. N

Roseville, MN 55113

Massage Therapy Establishment
Juut Salonspa

2480 Fairview Avenue N
Roseville, MN 55113

Massage Therapist
Allissa Knox
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At Juut Salon & Spa
2480 Fairview Ave N
Roseville, MN 55113

Massage Therapist
Mary Devitt

At Serene Body Therapy
1629 W County Road C
Roseville, MN 55113

Massage Therapist
Brandon Palmer

At Serene Body Therapy
1629 W County Road C
Roseville, MN 55113

Massage Therapy Establishment
Serene Body Therapy

1629 W County Road C
Roseville, MN 55113

Massage Therapy Establishment
Chinese Tui Na Massage
Rosedale Mall

Roseville, MN 55113

Massage Therapist

Zhixin Lai

At Chinese Tui Na Massage
Rosedale Mall

Roseville, MN 55113

PoLicy OBJECTIVE
Required by City Code

FINANCIAL IMPACTS
The correct fees were paid to the City at the time the application(s) were made.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff has reviewed the application(s) and has determined that the applicant(s) meet all City requirements.
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REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION
Motion to approve the business license application(s) as submitted.

Prepared by: Chris Miller, Finance Director
Attachments: A: Applications
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Attachment A

City of Roseville
Finance Department, License Division
2660 Civic Center Drive, Roseville, IN 55113
(651) 792-7036

Veterinary Hospital Application

Business Name ST ":Ya\nc‘\ P‘fﬂ?f"ﬁa\ v %“-FC) HD")P\\ read

Business Address WMW 1227 Lo (en Tl n\,e W, QCJS—PV‘;‘U

Mu ¢S
Business Phone
1

Email Address . - !
Person to Contact.in Regard to Business License:
Name
Address
Phone
[ hereby apply for the followmg license(s) for the term of one year, beginning July 1, 2009 and ending
June 30, 2oV O | in the City of Roseville, County of Ramsey, State of anesotd

License Required Fee

Veterinary Hospital $80.00

The undersigned applicant makes this application pursuant to all the laws of the State
as the Council of the City of Rosevilie may from time to time prescribe, includi

Signature
& o
Date _ 6/\ S /0 9

If completed license should be mailed somewhere other than the business address, piease advise.



margaret.driscoll
Typewritten Text
Attachment A


City of Roseville
Finance Department, License Division
2660 Civic Center Drive, Roseville, MN 55113
(651) 792-7036

Cigarette/Tobacco Products License Application

Business Name Q m W./qae c OVT\V @Y\J‘\QMQQ’ g,—t'(}"fez
Business Address I ’5\—" R@/&.QO‘_@] e Cm

Business Phone _ . — -

Email Address

Person to Contact in Regard to Business License:

Name . .
Address — e s e -
Phone ) e . —n

[ hereby apply for the following license(s) for the term of one year, beginning July 1, 2.& 2 :] , and ending June
30, 010 . in the City of Roseville, County of Ramsey, State of Minnesota.

License Required Fee

Cigarette/Tobacco Products $100.00

The undersigned applicant makes this application pursuant to alf the faws of the State of Minnesota and regulation as
the Council of the City of Roseville may from time to time prescribe, including Minnesota Statue #176.182,

Signature (RCL,\‘/\\ "\.Ol e m
Date U 6 t' ’)-—-L\\\ LOOQ\

If completed license should be mailed somewhere other than the business address, please advise.




A (1]

City of Roseville
Finance Department, Iicense Division
2660 Civic Center Drive, Roseville, MIN 55113

(651) 792-7036

Massage Therapy Establishment License Application

Business Name LTF C,Hb Og:emHth Compan}tg lne. CC‘/L‘LIQQ

. . TimMe - #e
Business Address  2H B0 Foirvieww Hye M-;ROSE,UH‘E R MN S5/)2 ‘314445

Business Phone

o e -
Email Address
Person 1o Contact in Regard to Business License:
Legal Name )
Address pp— e -
Phone . _ = Date of Birth

Drivers License Number

I hereby apply for the following license(s) for the term of one year, beginning July 1, '2.003 , and ending

June 31, _ZO\(2 ., inthe City of Roseviile, County of Ramsey, and State of Minnesota.
Massage Therapy Establishment $300.00

$150.00 Background Check
{new license only)

The undersigned applicant makes this application pursuant to all the laws of the State of Minnesota and regulation
as the Council of the City of Roseville may from tirme to time prescribe, including Minnesota Statue #176.182. In

additton. the applicant aCknowledses that they are responsible for reviewing the ackgranfiynd work history of
their emplovees, including those that have received a massag€ therapist cense,ﬁﬁl the City/

If completed license should be mailed somewhere other than the business address, please advise.



City of Roseville
Finance Department, License Division
2660 Civic Center Drive, Roseville, MN 55113

(651) 792-7036

Massage Therapy Establishment License Application

Business Name :r\/t iJ‘xT gd \ O mg DO\

Business Address j/ AYEQ FO‘ \ r\/\ %\/_\{HA\/CV\\/IQ N Jd H' h

Business Phone e ey - _ o -

Email Address

Person to Contact in Regard to Business License:

Legal Name

Address _ I

Phone _ ) Date of Birth

Drivers License Number — -

T hereby apply for the following license(s) for the term of one year, beginning July 1, QOOC? , and ending
June 31, i@ in the City of Roseville, County of Ramsey, and State of Minnesota, .

License Required Eee
Massage Therapy Establishment $300.00
$150.00 Background Check
(new license only)

The undersigned applicant makes this application pursuant to all the laws of the State of Minnesota and regulation

as the Council of the City of Roseville may from time to time prescribe, incfuding Minnesota Statue #176.182. In
addition, the applicant acknowledges that they are responsible for reviewing the backpround and work history of

their employees, including those that have received a massage therapist license from the City,

Signature //%ﬁ//ﬂ 7/ /ﬁ%-

Date é// Z/ﬂ?

If completed license should be mailed somewhere other than the business address, please advise.

r-



o
(-

Finance Department, License Division

2660 Civic Center Drive, Roseville, MN 55113
(651) 792-7036

Massage Therapist License

/

New License  ~ Renewal

For License year ending June 30

L.

Legal Name P(\/\&& AN %N 0y

Home Address 2%55 L-\! NO% PNE % :H—’Z)D

WL, M SBM0Y

Home Telephone

Date of Birth

Drivers License Number
1)

Email Address__ e

Have you ever used or been known by any name other than the legal name given in number 1 above?

Yes No

If yes, list each name along with dates and places where used.

oo

Name and dress of he licensed \/Iassa Ther
Juurt A

stablishment that you expect to be emplo ed by.

Fguiens ME

PAE. N

N WD

9. Attach a certified copy of a diploma or certificate of graduation from a school of massage therapy
including a minimum of 609 hours in successfully completed course work as described in Roseville
Ordinance 116, massage Therapy Establishments.

10. Have you

Yes No

License fee is 75.00
Make checks payable to City of Roseville

any previous massage therapist license that was revoked, suspended, af not renewed? >

If yes explain in detail.

‘\\n



Finance Department, License Division
2660 Civic Center Drive, Roseville, MN 55113
(651) 792-7036

Massage Therapist License

New License Renewal /

For License year ending June 30 A0I0

1. Legal Name /{/ﬁ/”?/ /3 éﬂ/%/
2. Home Address ?&ﬁ 5% 43’ %% Z/ 55- /7&/ 3 /% 5 éﬂ/&(é

3. Home Telephone

4. Date of Birth

VAN

5. Drivers License Number___

6. Email Address ... , .

7. Have you ever used or been known by any name other than the legal name given in number 1 above?
Yes No &~ I yes, list each name along with dates and places where used.

o

Name and address of the lice:jed Massage Therapy Establishment that you expect to be employed by.
Serepe Regy TUe b pif

9. Attach a certified copy of a diploma or certificate of graduation from a school of massage therapy
including & minimum of 600 hours in successfully completed course work as described in Roseville
Ordinance 116, massage Therapy Establishments.

10. Have you had any previous n;as/sage therapist license that was revoked, suspended, or not renewed?
Yes No If yes explam in detail.

License fee is 75.00
Make checks payable to City of Roseville



Finance Department, License Division
2660 Civic Center Drive, Roseville, MN 55113
(651) 792-7036

Massage Therapist License

New License Renewal X

For License year ending June 30 w 90 lo

1. Legal Name @(‘aﬂ&&\ pé\\r\nv
2. Home Address ("C}X \Q‘\‘\p\ A\/(_ /\}LJ Ntw C5rif}\1r~zn- /Y\/\/ <~'S]Q

3. Home Telephone

4. Date of Birth

5. Drivers License Number

6. Email Address

~J

7. Have you ever used or been known by any name other than the legal name given in number | above?
Yes No ‘}/ If ves, list each name along with dates and places where used.

&

Name and agdress of the licensed Massage Therapy Establishment that you expect tg be employed, by. \\ N\ ’\/

S

9. Attach a certified copy of a diploma or certificate of graduation from a school of massage therapy
including a minimum of 600 hours in successfully completed course work as described in Roseville
Ordinance 116, massage Therapy Establishments.

10. Have you had any previous massage therapist license that was revoked, suspended, or not renewed?
Yes No )\/ If yes explain in detail,

License fee is 75.00
Make checks payable to City of Roseville



City of Roseville
Finance Department, License Division
2660 Civic Center Drive, Roseville, MN 55113

(651) 792-7036

Massage Therapy Establishment License Application

Business Name 'SQ reneg @o;&# (T\'\ cr ol L LL,

| (N i '
Business Address \(9 24 \"/55’1‘ CO?-V\L‘II G’\()\ C, R{_}QQU:.\\(’ MA/ Ss i3

Business Phone S 4w

Email Address

—= . y

Person to Contact in Regard tn Rusinecs irense:

Legal Name

Address

Phone - . § Date of Birth___ - -

Drivers License Number

I hereby apply for the following license(s) for the term of one year, beginning July 1, 20 and ending
June 31, GOV\D.__, in the City of Roseville, County of Ramsey, and State of Minnesota,

Massage Therapy Establishment $300.00

$150.00 Background Check
{new license only)

The undersigned applicant makes this application pursuant to all the laws of the State of Minnesota and regulation

as the Council of the City of Roseville may from time to time prescribe, including Minnesota Statue #176.182. [n
addition. the applicant acknowledges that they are responsible for reviewing the ackeround and work history of

their employees. including those that have received a massage therapist license from the City.

Signature M @V\/

Date C?'clﬁ\ 'Oq

If completed license should be mailed somewhere other than the business address, please advise.



City of Roseville
Finance Department, License Division
2660 Civic Center Drive, Roseville, MN 55113

(651) 792-7036

Massage Therapy Establishment License Application

Business Name (,‘anc—;a; . T\L? ﬂ/q Wiess Q(}I e,
Business Address %9 e olal £ wWaq, /[
Business Phone _— e -

Email Address

v ~—%
\Y

Person to Contact in Regard to Business License:

Legal Name

Address

Phone . Date of Birth

Drivers License Number

[ hereby apply for the following license(s) for the term of one year, beginning July 1, _2 %% ‘4  and ending
June 31, 22/ € , in the City of Roseville, County of Ramsey, and State of Minnesota.

Massage Therapy Establishment $300.00
$150.00 Background Check

{new license only)

The undersigned applicant makes this application pursuant to all the laws of the State of Minnesota and regulation

as the Council of the City of Roseville may from time to time prescribe, including Minnesota Statue #176.182. In
addition, the applicant acknowledges that they are responsible for reviewing the background and work history of

their emplovees, including those that have received a massage therapist license from the City.

Signature

£ 0

Date & / 20 / S
If completed license should be mailed somewhere other than the business address, please advise.

F(ac\sﬁ, metla Ko, Fl-ose,a(ct.ké woa (L °{;{*Ec€_

ATTH . Tesst ca ., Df&a@k



Finance Department, License Division
2660 Civic Center Drive, Roseville, MN 55113
(651) 792-7036

Massage Therapist License

New License b Renewal

[For License year ending June 30

1. Legal Name Zb\t X, La f
2. Home Address 202} G"V-'-"OL(~€ L/ S{ #7’0 % . /M&PL%UOCC{, MY ;ﬁ’(!>
{ - {

3. Home Telephone

4. Date of Birth

5. Drivers License Number

6.  Email Address

7. Have you ever used or been known by any name other than the legal name given in number | above?
Yes No Y If yes, list each name along with dates and places where used.

8. Name and address of the licensed Massage Therapy Establishment that you expect to be emploved by
Chinese Tuitdy ma 956 ¢ Reseddale wmal (\

9. Attach a certified copy of a diploma or certificate of graduation from a school of massage therapy
including a minimum of 600 hours i successfully completed course work as described in Roseville
Ordinance 116, massage Therapy Establishments.

10. Haveyou had any previous massage therapist license that was revoked, suspended, or not renewed?

Yes No }[\ If yes explain in detail.

License fee 1s 75.00
Make checks payable to City of Roseville



REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION

Date: 7/13/09
Item No.: 7.c
Department Approval: Manager Approval

CH & e W

Description: Set a Public Hearing on July 27.2009 for EVADO, Inc. DBA ZPizza
application for an On-Sale 3.2% Liquor and On-Sale Wine license at 1607 County Rd C W

Background

ZPizza has applied for an On-Sale 3.2% Liquor and an On-Sale Wine license at 1607 County Rd C
W. The City Attorney will review the application prior to the issuance of the license to ensure that it
is in order. A representative from ZPizza will attend the hearing to answer any questions the
Council may have.

Financial Implications

The revenue that is generated from the license fees collected is used to offset the cost of police
compliance checks, background investigations, enforcement of liquor laws, and license
administration.

Council Action

Motion to set a public hearing for the On-Sale 3.2% Liquor and On-Sale Wine license, for Zpizza
will be held on July 27, 20009.



Minnesota Department of Public Safety
ALCOHOL AND GAMBLING ENFORCEMENT DIVISION
444 Cedar St., Suite 133, St. Paul, MN 55101-5133
(651)201-7507 FAX (651) 297-5259 TTY (651) 282-6555
WWW.DPS.STATE MN.US

APPLICATION FOR COUNTY/CITY ON-SALE WINE LICENSE
(Not to exceed 14% of alcohol by velume)

EVERY QUESTION MUST BE ANSWERED. f a corporaiion, an officer shall execute this application. If a partnership, LLC, a partner

shall execute this application.

Workers compensation insurance company, Nem-= -r‘;’". ol e Ml’olicy i 2R M%—l 7 AR

LICENSEE'S MN SALES & USE TAX I #
LICENSEE’S FEDERAL TAX ID #

L

Applicants Name (Business, Partnership, Corporation)

_To apply for MN Sales Tax # call (651) 296-6181

Trade Name or DBA

Z. P LZ7ZA

Business Address

[T Couwudry RAC I

Business Phone

B B3 -5

N

City
!?\oseukt\\ e

State

MA)

County Zip Code

<S-e A

m

SS UUS

If a transfer, give name of former awner

License pertod

Is this application

7’ﬁNew oral] Transfer From To
_Ifa corporation, give name, Litle, address and daic of birtl: of cach officer. [ a partnership, LLC, give name, address and date of birth of cach partner.
Paryner/Officer Name and titie Add =ss Grmiotme o DOB
] - . y | a _
Partner/Qfficer Name and Titla &\ Ad;rh'j:l‘c ‘-' - ! Qarial Connwie. o DOR [
- . ™ -
Partner/Officer Name and Fitla q PRERN __ Shcial Qamier# T DOB.
4 3 n
- . e .
g < - , ey
Partner/Officer Name and Title Address Social Security # DOB
CORPORATIONS

il 2000

Date ofinc')rp rmil;n

Siate of incorporation

Miunm e sata,

Certificate Number

AAYes

O No

s corporation authorized 10 do business in Minncsota?

1f a subsidiary of another corporation, give name and address of parent corparation

BUILDING AND RESTAURANT

Name of building owner

VRERS Reote, WAl . ¥4l Tac

Gwner's a

Coow L) TedeChv EASTW &%ﬁiﬂ

Are Property Taxes delinquent?

[} Yes ';SQNO

\1Hns the building an&ny connection, direct or indirect,
Yo

1Yes

with the applicant?

Restaurant sealing capacity

“4e

[ 3 Ar MRS

Hour's food will be availabieM\L

(iam= loPm ¢

No. of people restaurant employs

=

No. of months per year restaurant

| 72—

will be open

)ﬁ)”es ONo

Wil food service be the principle business?

Describe the premises to be licensed

If the restaurant is in conjunction with another business (resen-etc.), describe business

b~ |

NO LICENSE WILL BE APPROVED OR RELEASED UNTIL THE $20 RETAILER ID CARD FEE IS RECEIVED BY AGED




REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION

Date: 7/13/09
Item No.: 7d
Department Approval City Manager Approval

O £ M W

Item Description: Request for Approval of General Purchases or Sale of Surplus Items
Exceeding $5,000

BACKGROUND

City Code section 103.05 establishes the requirement that all general purchases and/or contracts in
excess of $5,000 be approved by the Council. In addition, State Statutes require that the Council
authorize the sale of surplus vehicles and equipment.

General Purchases or Contracts
City Staff have submitted the following items for Council review and approval:

Department Vendor | Item / Description Amount

Recreation Flair Contracting Repair Rosebrook wading pool drain $ 8,920.00
Recreation Flair Contracting Repair Central Park waterfall 12,580.00
Recreation Upper Cut Tree Svc Diseased and hazardous tree removal 15,000.00

Sale of Surplus Vehicles or Equipment

City Staff have identified surplus vehicles and equipment that have been replaced and/or are no longer
needed to deliver City programs and services. These surplus items will either be traded in on replacement
items or will be sold in a public auction or bid process. The items include the following:

Department Item / Description
n/a n/a

PoLicy OBJECTIVE
Required under City Code 103.05.

FINANCIAL IMPACTS
Funding for all items is provided for in the current operating or capital budget.
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends the City Council approve the submitted purchases or contracts for service and, if
applicable, authorize the trade-in/sale of surplus items.

REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION

Motion to approve the submitted list of general purchases, contracts for services, and if applicable the
trade-in/sale of surplus equipment.

Prepared by: Chris Miller, Finance Director
Attachments: A: None
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION

Date: 07/13/09

Item No.: 7.e
Department Approval City Manager Approval
Item Description: Vacation of a portion of Mt. Ridge right-of-way and conveyance of land owned

by the City for road purposes

BACKGROUND

As part of the Phase I Twin Lakes Infrastructure Project, the City is constructing a portion of Twin
Lakes Parkway from Cleveland Ave. to Prior Ave. as well as Mt. Ridge Road north from Twin Lakes
Parkway to County Road C2. The new roads will set the transportation pattern for the Twin Lakes
redevelopment area. With this new road pattern, staff has looked at the right-of-way and road easement
currently in existence. In most cases, the City will be utilizing existing road right-of-way and road
easements as part of the new project.

As part of the 1925 Twin View plat , Roseville received 40-feet of right-of-way (Mt. Ridge) from
County Road C2 to County Road C. Along the same corridor, the City obtained an additional strip of
land that is 10 feet wide on each side of the dedicated Mt. Ridge right-of-way. The deed for the
property limits its use for “road purposes”.

City Staff has reviewed this situation and has determined that the Mt. Ridge Road right-of-way as
shown on Attachment B is not needed for transportation purposes within the Twin Lakes area due to the
new roads currently being constructed. In fact, the Twin Lakes AUAR, the environmental review
document analyzing the impact of the Twin Lakes redevelopment, did not require this right-of-way to
be improved or used. The Twin Lakes Infrastructure study, which allocated road and infrastructure
costs to parcels within Twin Lakes, also did not require the use of this portion of the Mt. Ridge Road
right-of-way. Because the right-of-way is no longer needed, staff feels the land is put to better use as a
taxable property as part of a future development.

For the same reasons mentioned above and similar to the right-of-way for Mt. Ridge Road in this area,
the 10-foot strips are no longer needed for transportation purposes. Since these 10-foot strips were
given to the City for road purposes and there is no longer a need for them, staff would propose deeding
these 10-foot strips back to the adjacent property owners.

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION

At the duly noticed public hearing, the Planning Commission did not receive any public comment. The
Planning Commission reviewed the request and had questions about the overall road project. The
Planning Commission voted 7-0 to recommend approval of the requested right-of-way vacation and
conveyance of land for Mount Ridge Road, based on the comments and findings of the project report
dated June 3, 20009.
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Based on the above analysis and comments staff recommends that the City Council

1) Vacate that portion of the Mt. Ridge Road right-of-way as shown on Attachment B and legally
described in Attachment C and;

2) Deed back the two ten-foot strips in the area shown on Attachment B and legally described in
Attachment D.

SUGGESTED CITY COUNCIL ACTION

ADOPT A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE VACATION OF A PORTION OF THE MOUNT RIDGE PUBLIC
ROAD RIGHT-OF-WAY

BY MOTION, RECOMMEND DEEDING THE TWO 10-FOOT STRIPS as shown on Attachment B and legally
described in Attachment D to the adjoining property owners.

Prepared by: Community Development Director Patrick Trudgeon (651-792-7071)

Attachments: A: Location Map
B: Exhibit showing areas to vacated and deeded back
C: Resolution vacating a portion of Mt. Ridge public right-of-way
D: Legal Description of the area to be deeded.
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Attachment A

Attachment A: Location Map for Project File 0021
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Prepared by:
Community Development Department
Printed: May 26, 2009

Data Sources

* Ramsey County GIS Base Map (5/14/2009)

For further information regarding the contents of this map contact:
City of Roseville, Community Development Department,

2660 Civic Center Drive, Roseville MN
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Disclaimer

This map is neither a legally recorded map nor a survey and is not intended to be used as one. This map is a compilation of records,
information and data located in various city, county, state and federal offices and other sources regarding the area shown, and is to

be used for reference purposes only. The City does not warrant that the Geographic Information System (GIS) Data used to prepare
this map are error free, and the City does not represent that the GIS Data can be used for navigational, tracking or any other purpose
requiring exacting measurement of distance or direction or precision in the depiction of geographic features. If errors or discrepancies
are found please contact 651-792-7085. The preceding disclaimer is provided pursuant to Minnesota Statutes §466.03, Subd. 21 (2000),
and the user of this map acknowledges that the City shall not be liable for any damages, and expressly waives all claims, and agrees to
defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the City from any and all claims brought by User, its employees or agents, or third parties which
arise out of the user's access or use of data provided.
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Attachment B
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Attachment C

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 City Council of the City of
Roseville, County of Ramsey, Minnesota, was held on the 13" of J uly, 2009, at 6:00 p.m.

The following members were present; and the following Members
absent:
Council Member introduced the following resolution and moved its adoption:
RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION VACATING A PORTION OF MT. RIDGE PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY
(PROJ0021)

WHEREAS, as part of the TWIN VIEW plat, the City received a dedication of public
right-of-way for Mount Ridge Road.

WHERAS, the City desires to vacate a portion of the Mount Ridge Road public right-of-
way legally described as:

That part of Mount Ridge Road as dedicated in TWIN VIEW, according to said plat on file and of record in
the office of the County Recorder, Ramsey County, Minnesota, which lies southerly and southwesterly of
the following described line: Beginning at the intersection of the easterly line of Lot 6, Block B, TWIN
VIEW, and a line drawn parallel with and distant 168.18 feet northerly of the southerly line of Lot 7, said
Block B; thence easterly, along the easterly extension of said line drawn parallel with and distant 168.18
feet northerly of the southerly line of Lot 7, 20.00 feet; thence southeasterly, to the northwest corner of Lot
2, Block C, said TWIN VIEW, and said line there terminating.

WHEREAS, the Public Works Director has determined that the portion of Mt. Ridge
Road public right-of-way legally described above is no longer needed for transportation purposes
and approving the requested vacation would not have adverse impacts on the public; and

WHEREAS, the Roseville Planning Commission held a public hearing regarding the
easement vacation on June 3, 2009, voting (7-0) to recommend approval, based on the findings
of the Planning Commission project report dated June 3, 2009;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, by the Roseville City Council, to vacate the
right-of-way described above, based on the information contained in the project report prepared
on July 13, 2009.

The motion for the adoption of the foregoing resolution was duly seconded by Council
Member and upon vote being taken thereon, the following voted in favor:

b

and none voted against.

WHEREUPON said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted.
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Resolution — Mt. Ridge public right-of-way vacation (PROJ0021)

STATE OF MINNESOTA )
) ss
COUNTY OF RAMSEY )

I, the undersigned, being the duly qualified City Manager of the City of Roseville,
County of Ramsey, State of Minnesota, do hereby certify that I have carefully compared the
attached and foregoing extract of minutes of a regular meeting of said Roseville City Council
held on the 29" day of June 2009 with the original thereof on file in my office.

WITNESS MY HAND officially as such Manager this 13™ day of July 2009.

William J, Malinen, City Manager
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Attachment D

DESCRIPTION OF THAT PART OF THE QUIT CLAIM DEED TO THE CITY OF
ROSEVILLE DATED JUNE 7, 1960, AS DESCRIBED IN DOCUMENT NUMBER
1511814, TO BE VACATED.

That part of the east 10.00 feet of Lots 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10, Block B, TWIN VIEW,
according to said plat on file and of record in the office of the County Recorder, Ramsey
County, Minnesota, as described in Quit Claim Deed, Document Number 1511814,
Recorded June 7, 1960, which lies southerly of a line drawn parallel with and distant
168.18 feet northerly of the southerly line of said Lot 7, Block B.

And also that part of the west 10.00 feet of Lots 2, 3, 4, and 5, Block C, TWIN VIEW,
according to said plat on file and of record in the office of the County Recorder, Ramsey
County, Minnesota, as described in Quit Claim Deed, Document Number 1511814,
Recorded June 7, 1960, which lies southerly of the easterly extension of a line drawn
parallel with and distant 65.50 feet northerly of the southerly line of Lot 7, Block B, said
TWIN VIEW.



REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION

Date: 07/13/2009
Item No.: 9.a
Department Approval City Manager Approval

T Lonen

Item Description: Adopt Ordinance to Amend to Title 4 of the City Code Regarding Yard

Requirements and Regulation of Residential Composting

1.0

11

1.2

13

1.3

2.0
2.1

3.0
3.1

BACKGROUND

Chapter 407 of the Roseville City Code regulates nuisances within the City. Section
407.02 regulates nuisances affecting the health, safety, comfort, or repose of residents.
The following report describes two recommended clarifications to Section 407.02 related
to yard vegetation and compost bins and the addition of a new chapter to more fully
detail regulations on residential compost bins.

Staff brought draft language for the City Council to review at the April 13, 2009, and the
June 8, 2009 City Council meetings. See Attachments A and B to review the meeting
minutes.)

At the June 8, 2009 meeting, Council members requested further refinement to the
composting language and asked that staff work with Dr. Carl J. Rosen, who is a Roseville
resident and professor/soil scientist at the University of Minnesota and during a statement
at the meeting volunteered to work with staff on further revisions to the proposed code.

Since the June 8 meeting, staff has refined the language of the composting ordinance and
coordinated with Dr. Rosen. Changes to the ordinance focus on the number of compost
containers per lot and now would allow for up to two containers on lots 10,000 square
feet or less in area and three compost containers on residential lots larger than 10,000
square feet in area. (See Attachment C to review the revised language.) Staff did
coordinate the revisions with Dr. Rosen and provided him with proposed changes to the
language. Attachment D is a record of this correspondence and Dr. Rosen’s reply.

PoLicy OBJECTIVE

Both proposed ordinance amendments more clearly set forward expectations for property
owners and allows City staff to have unambiguous rules to enforce.

BUDGET IMPLICATIONS

The proposed amendments are not expected have an impact on the City’s budget.
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4.0

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

4.1  Staff recommends that the City Council pass an ordinance adopting the draft nuisance
code language. Without an ordinances requiring permanent yard vegetation and
composting specifics, the City cannot cite property owners with bare dirt yards or non-
compliant composting.

5.0 REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION

5.1  Adopt an ordinance amending Title 4, Chapter 407 of the Roseville City Code and adding
Chapter 400.

5.2 By motion, approve the ordinance summery describing the amendments to Title 4 of the
City Code, for official publication.

Prepared by: Jamie Radel, Community Development

Attachments: Extract of Meeting Minutes from the April 13, 2009 City Council Meeting

Extract of Meeting Minutes from the June 8, 2009 City Council Meeting

Draft Ordinance Revising Title 4, Chapter 407 and of the Roseville City Code and Adding
Chapter 409.

D: Correspondence between Tim Pratt and Dr. Carl Rosen

E: Draft Ordinance Summary

Qw>
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Attachment A

Extract of Meeting Minutes from the April 13, 2009 City Council Meeting
Discuss Amendments to the City Nuisance Code regarding Residential Composting

Economic Development Associate Jamie Radel summarized the Request for Council Action
dated April 13, 2009, discussing several amendments to Title 4 of City Code related to yard
requirements and regulation of residential composting. A draft ordinance was included in the
report addressing those areas of current ordinance that were too vague and not readily
enforceable.

Councilmember Pust opined that it sounded reasonable to provide further direction; however,
expressed concern in language related to yard cover, when the City was encouraging more
environmentally-friendly use of water, and the need to consider other landscaping beyond
traditional sod.

Ms. Radel noted several options for environmentally-friendly yards that would minimize water
usage; and suggested staff further broaden vegetation language.

Councilmember Roe spoke in support of more detailed explanations in ordinance; and suggested
addition of an explanation for yard cover and expansion of other qualified options as well;
encouragement of storm water management on site; and definition of what is and is not
acceptable.

Mayor Klausing noted that some homes in Roseville (e.g., on Dale Street north of Larpenteur)
were naturally wooded; and that those needed to be addressed as naturalistic yards.

City Attorney Anderson noted that "vegetation™ was a very broad term and provide substantial
leeway for property owners, as long as ground cover was alive, and not "Astroturf.”

Mayor Klausing noted concerns with composting language and the comprehensive list,
suggesting that "faded flowers" be removed; and the material list be further defined.

Ms. Radel advised staff had drafted proposed revisions based on their review of similar
ordinances in the Cities of Minneapolis and St. Paul, but that staff would review language further
and more specifically.

Councilmember Ihlan suggested that another approach would be to specify materials that would
not be allowed for yard cover; while addressing pervious and impervious materials.
Councilmember Ihlan opined that she had no major concerns with the general language; further
opining that she didn't want to require people to have lawns as long as their options were
aesthetically pleasing. Councilmember Ihlan addressed enforcement issues for such a specific
list of compost materials and their diameters, suggesting that guidelines be provided, rather than
enforceable language.
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Mayor Klausing suggested that the intent in providing a diameter of no more than % inch for
compost materials was to avoid fallen trees in compost materials.

City Attorney Anderson concurred; and noted that enforcement with a nuisance code was always
an issue; however, if language was changed to guidelines, there would be no way to enforce it at
all, and then a nuisance code would not be the appropriate place.

Mayor Klausing spoke in support of language enforceable to avoid people putting general
garbage or other non-compostable materials in their compost areas.

City Attorney Anderson noted that this gets to the terms of a list of materials not allowed; items
that give rise to effervescence in the air; and basically get enforced when neighbors complain.
City Attorney Anderson noted that this allows for a definitive nature as staff reviews each
specific situation and can then respond to those complaints.

Councilmember Ihlan requested that staff seek additional expertise from green gardening
promoters and how this suggested language fits into composting practices.

Ms. Radel advised that she and Recycling Coordinator Tim Pratt would seek additional
information.

On a related note, Ms. Radel advised that composting bins would be available in May at City
Hall during regular business hours at a cost of $35 each.

Councilmember Roe reminded residents that the City's Clean-Up Day was scheduled for
Saturday, April 25, 2009.



Attachment B

Extract of Meeting Minutes from the June 8, 2009 City Council Meeting

Discuss an Ordinance to Roseville City Code, amending Title 4 related to Yard
Requirements and Regulation of Residential Composting

Community Development Director Patrick Trudgeon addressed the proposed ordinance
amendments to City Code, Title 4, related to yard cover requirements. Mr. Trudgeon provided
clarification of yard cover options for those residents not having natural turf grass, but having
natural landscaping (i.e., prairie grasses) or wooded areas on their properties. Mr. Trudgeon
advised that staff was recommending clarifying language indicating no bare soil and
groundcover requirements.

Councilmember Ihlan presented several hypothetical scenarios to test the proposed language;
which were addressed by staff, including combining bare soil and weeds; landscape rock versus
piled gravel; and definition of noxious weeds as addressed by other state and federal agency
definitions.

Discussion included the intent for groundcover reducing erosion; and impervious surface
requirements.

City Attorney Anderson noted combinations for vegetation and landscaping and standard
interpretation of State Statute.

Recycling Coordinator Tim Pratt

Mr. Pratt addressed the proposed language amendment related to residential composting; and
reduced specificity for composting as previously addressed by the City Council; while still
allowing staff to enforce code violations. Mr. Pratt address some specific issues staff had
encountered in the past (i.e., accumulation of brush piles or unconfined compost materials); need
for education of residents in composting allowing for managed decomposition of materials, to
not allow residents to suggest that bush piles or debris piles were "compost materials” when
there was no indication that they were being managed as such. Mr. Pratt advised that the current
language was based on the best elements of the City of Minneapolis code (from 1990) and that of
the City of St. Paul (from 1994); with removal of more limiting language (i.e., description of
materials removed).

Discussion included code enforcement issues encountered by staff to-date; and uncovered and
unmanaged materials in backyards causing detrimental impacts for the neighborhood (e.g., odors
and rodents).

Carl J. Rosen, Ph.D., University of Minnesota Professor and Extension Soil
Scientist/Horticultural Crops; Primary author of composting bulletin and a Roseville
resident

Mr. Rosen addressed the positives and negatives of the proposed language amendments
recognizing staff's intent to regulate nuisances; however, Mr. Rosen opined that the proposed
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language may serve to discourage residents from yard composting, and ultimately serve as a
setback for addressing sustainable yard waste throughout the City. Mr. Rosen opined that
proposed language was too restrictive, making it difficult for some to compost on-site, requiring
them to compost off-site and discourage their efforts.

Mr. Rosen addressed specific concerns in Section 409.02 of the proposed ordinance, noting that
lot sizes in Roseville were larger than those of Minneapolis and St. Paul, creating more yard
waste than could be accommodated in two 5 x 5 bins, inclusive of his own yard, and specifically
during the fall of the year until those leaves had deteriorated sufficiently. Mr. Rosen noted
smaller containers, containing mostly kitchen scraps, actually attracting rodents and causing
damage to the vessel itself.

Mr. Rosen further addressed specific concerns in Section 409.06 related to management of
compost piles; noting that some may be unable to comply (i.e., elderly residents) with
restrictions; and noted that there were many ways to manage a compost pile without repeated
turning.

Mr. Rosen opined that there were ways to regulate nuisances, and a process needed to be in
place; however, he opined that he was not confident that this proposed language was the best
way to do so.

Councilmember Johnson thanked Mr. Rosen for attending tonight's meeting; and opined that he
had excellent points for further discussion, but sought how Mr. Rosen would draw a distinction
between those abusing current ordinance and those making a bone fide effort at backyard
composting; and asked if Mr. Rosen was available to assist staff in further refinement.

Mr. Rosen recognized the difficulties in that distinction and the different degrees of composting
materials; and volunteered his time and expertise to staff in resolving existing issues.

Discussion included need for enclosures or restrictions on compost materials; and the need for a
flexible process in managing micro-organisms.

Councilmembers requested that staff and Mr. Rosen consult to resolve remaining issues and to
provide a more flexible process, while allowing for regulatory prevention of nuisances that are
not qualified as composting and modifying language to accommodate those who are attempting
compliance and sustainable efforts.
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Attachment C

City of Roseville
ORDINANCE NO. XXXXX

AN ORDINANCE
AMENDING TITLE 4, Chapter 407
HEALTH AND SANITATIONAND

ADDING CHAPTER 409
RESIDENTIAL COMPOSTING

THE CITY OF ROSEVILLE ORDAINS:

SECTION 1: Title 4, Chapter 407 and Chapter 409 of the Roseville City Code are
amended to read as follows:

407.01: DEFINITIONS:
GROUNDCOVER: Vegetation and landscaping that covers the ground surface or topsoil and
has the effect of reducing erosion

NATURAL AREAS: Natural, restored, or recreated woodlands, savannahs, prairies, meadows,
bogs, marshes, and lake shores

NATURAL LANDSCAPING: Planned landscaping designed to replicate a locally native
plant community by using a mix of plants, shrubs, and trees native to the area.

407.02: NUISANCES AFFECTING HEALTH, SAFETY, COMFORT OR REPOSE:

C. Weeds: All noxious weeds are prohibited. Tall Grasses, nuisance weeds and rank vegetative
growth shall be maintained at a height of eight inches or less in locations closer than 40 feet to:
1. An occupied principal structure;

2. Any property line with an occupied structure on abutting property; and

3. A public road pavement edge.

This section shall not apply to:
1. Natural areas, sueh hogs, marshe
andpublic open space or park Iands as determmed by the C|ty forester or naturallst de3|gnated by
the city manager. (Ord. 1136, 2-28-1994; Amd. XX-XX-XXXX)

2. Yard areas with natural landscaping that follow the City Park Department policy for natural
landscaping (Ord. XXXX, X-XX-XXXX)

N a A Vi¥/a a
v O O v

F. Backyard Composting: All composting consisting of yard waste and/or kitchen waste which
have been left unattended and which cause offensive odors, attract rodents and/or pests or are
unsightly, or do not meet the requirements of Section 409. (Ord. 1092, 6-10-91, amended 00-00-

2009)

R. Yard Cover: The yard area of a lot shall not be bare soil, shall be covered by a groundcover
and shall be maintained as set forward in Section 407.02(C). (Ord. XXXX, XX-XX-2009)
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CHAPTER 409: RESIDENTIAL COMPOSTING

SECTION:

409.01: Definitions

409.02: Applicability
409.03: Compost Containers
409.04. Location on Property
409.05: Compost Materials
409.06: Maintenance

409.07: Abatement

409.01: DEFINITIONS

COMPOSTING: a microbial process that converts plant materials to a usable organic soil
amendment or mulch.

409.02: APPLICABILITY

Rules set forward in Chapter 409 are applicable only to parcels designated R-1 Single-Family
Residential under Chapter 1004.

409.03: COMPOST CONTAINERS

Composting shall be conducted within an enclosed container(s) not to exceed five feet in length,
width, or height. Lots of up to ten thousand (10,000) square feet in area may have up to two
compost containers per lot and lots greater than ten thousand (10,000) square feet in area may
have up to three compost containers per lot. Compost containers shall be constructed or made of
a durable material; including, but not limited to, sturdy woven wire fencing, rot-resistant wood,
or a commercially purchased composting unit that will provide for adequate aeration. Containers
shall be constructed and maintained in a structurally sound manner.

409.04: LOCATION ON PROPERTY

Compost container(s) shall be located in the rear yard no closer than one foot to any rear or side
property line and no closer than twenty (20) feet to any habitable building, other than the
resident's own home.

409.05: COMPOST MATERIALS

Material such as grass clippings, leaves, soft-bodied plant materials, straw, sawdust, fruit or
vegetable scraps, flowers, lake plants, coffee grounds, eqgshells, and commercially available
compost ingredients may be placed in compost container(s). Material such as meat, bones, fat,
oils, grease, dairy products, brush greater than one-fourth inch in diameter, human or pet waste,
plastics or synthetic fibers shall not be placed in compost container(s).

409.06: MAINTENANCE

Compost materials shall be managed to minimize odor generation and to promote effective
decomposition of the materials in a safe, secure and sanitary manner.
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409.07: ABATEMENT

All compost containers and/or compost materials not in compliance with this section shall be
declared a nuisance and are subject to abatement as provided in Chapter 407 of this Code.

SECTION 2: Effective date. This ordinance shall take effect upon its passage and publication.

Passed by the City Council of the City of Roseville this 13" day of July, 2009.



Ordinance — Title of Ordinance

(SEAL)

ATTEST:

William J. Malinen, City Manager

CITY OF ROSEVILLE

BY:

Craig D. Klausing, Mayor



Attachment D

Tim Pratt

Subject: FW: Composting Code Revisions

————— Original Message-----

From: Carl Rosen

Sent: Wednesday, June 10, 2009 6:24 PM
To: Tim Pratt

Subject: Re: Composting Code Revisions

Tim:

Thanks for sending the revised version. Having an increase in the number
of containers allowed for larger lots is good; although the basic
problem still is that the reason for having a container required in the
first place is not so much for proper composting, but to be able to
declare a nuisance. | guess if that is what is absolutely needed, then
I"m OK with it.

IT you"d like to discuss further let me know.

Carl Rosen

Professor and Extension Soil Scientist
University of Minnesota

Department of Soil, Water, & Climate
1991 Upper Buford Circle

439 Borlaug Hall

St. Paul, MN 55108

rox. NN
Fax:

Tim Pratt wrote:

> Dr. Rosen,

>

> 1 worked your changes into the attached version of the proposed code. Let me know what
you think.

Tim Pratt

Recycling Coordinator
City of Roseville

2660 Civic Center Drive
Roseville, MN 55113

(Phone) 651-792-7027
(Fax) 651-792-7030
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Attachment E

City of Roseville
ORDINANCE SUMMARY NO.

An Ordinance Summary Relating to
Amendments to Title 4 of the City Code Regarding
Yard Vegetation Requirements and
Residential Composting Regulation

The following is the official summary of Ordinance No. approved by the City Council of
Roseville on July 13, 2009:

The Roseville City Code is amended by establishing a requirement for yard vegetation
and more specific regulations for residential composting.

A printed copy of the ordinance is available for inspection by any person during regular office
hours in the office of the City Manager at the Roseville City Hall, 2660 Civic Center Drive,
Roseville, Minnesota 55113. A copy of the ordinance and summary shall also be posted at the
Reference Desk of the Roseville Branch of the Ramsey County Library, 2180 Hamline Avenue
North, and on the internet web page of the City of Roseville (www.ci.roseville.mn.us).

Attest:

William J. Malinen, City Manager

Summary of Ordinance Publication Format
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION

Date: 7-13-09
Item No.: 12.a
Department Approval City Manager Approval

Al e

Item Description: Approve Contract with LHB/Cornejo Consulting for the Development of a Park
and Recreation System Master Plan Update

BACKGROUND

As a result of Imagine Roseville 2025, the recent City Comprehensive Plan update and
subsequent direction and recommendation by the City Council and the Parks and Recreation
Commission, it is a priority to engage the Community in a Parks and Recreation System
Master Plan update. The process of selecting a professional planning firm to assist, guide and
implement that process has been continuing.

On November 17, 2008 the City Council reviewed and authorized issuing a Request for
Proposals (RFP).

On November 19™, 2008 the RFP’s were issued to (13) known qualified firms.

On December 12, 2008, (9) proposals were received. All proposals and fees were subject to
interpretation and were sorted out in more detail during review and interviews. Seven
proposals ranged from $98,000 to $180,000. Proposing firms included:

Firm

Bonestroo/106 Group

Brauer and Associates

Bucher, Willis and Ratliff Corporation (BWR)

Hoisington Koegler Group, Inc. (HKGI)

LHB/Cornejo Consulting

Northwest Associated Consultants, Inc. (NAC)

Sanders Waker Bergley, Inc. (SWB)

Short Elliot Hendrickson Inc./Pros Consulting (SEH)

SRF Consulting Group

On April 20™ 2009, an update was requested by the City Council. Staff indicated that the

proposals would be narrowed to four firms for interviews with a recommendation of one to
come in June or July.
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A committee comprised of the Director of Parks and Recreation, Assistant Director, Park
Superintendent and Skating Center Superintendent reviewed proposals and participated in the
interview process. The following key elements were used to evaluate the proposals:
e Public input for all individual plans
e Public input for overall process
Process for information exchange i.e. Web site, blog.....
Number of public meetings
Community Center discussion and concept planning
Team make-up/qualifications
Understanding of the project
Input from city staff, recreation, maintenance, other city departments
Demographics influence on process
Understanding of what is unique to Roseville Parks and Recreation
Maintenance issue awareness
Practicality
Completeness of Proposal
Work plan compatibility with our expectations
Relevant experience
Strength of references
e Intangibles
e Fees and costs

On June 8", 2009 interviews were conducted with the top four proposers, they were as follows.

Firm_ Cost Score (out of 170)
Bonestroo $140,000 144
LHB $125,300 156
NAC $150,000 138
SEH $ 98,017 140

Note: other staff, Parks and Recreation Commission and community members were involved in
providing input and advice in various ways.

A portion of the “Best Value Procurement” method was utilized involving five specific filters:
1) Proposal review
2) Key elements identified in the proposal
3) General interviews
4) Pre-award interviews
5) Value added discussions with key personnel

After interviewing the top four firms for their demonstrated understanding of the project, clarity of
approach, fees and costs and deliverables, staff is recommending that the City enter into an
agreement with LHB/Cornejo Consulting for the Roseville Parks and Recreation System Master
Plan Update for a scope outlined in the attachment for a cost not to exceed $125,300 to be taken
from the City Park Dedication Fund.

Somewhat unclear in all proposals but will become clearer as the process begins is to what extent
a needs assessment (index) and marketing effort should be conducted. The Parks and
Recreation Commission has discussed the need to increase the marketing efforts as appropriate
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as the process continues. There are varying ways to get at these, some may require additional
resources. If additional resources should be necessary, they would be anticipated to be taken
from the 2008 Imagine Roseville 2025 allocation set aside for the Master Plan process.

The next steps in the process will be to:

Finalize the agreement between the City of Roseville and LHB/Cornejo Consulting
Establish the Park and Recreation System Master Plan Update Team (PARMPUT)
Solidify a calendar of milestones

Begin Master Planning Process

The PARMPUT is anticipated to include one City Council Member. Please consider appointing
that member tonight to allow early involvement.

PoLicy OBJECTIVE

To be proactive in planning and to solicit citizen/community input and discussion into projects
and planning efforts is consistent with the processes currently outlined in the Parks and
Recreation Systems Plan and by the City of Roseuville.

It is also consistent with the City's efforts as outlined in the recent Comprehensive Plan update
and Imagine Roseville 2025 goals and priorities to maintain, improve and protect the Parks and
Recreation System and continue to meet the needs and desires of the community in the short
term and the long term.

FINANCIAL IMPACTS
The cost for the planning services as outlined in the project scope provided by LHB/Cornejo
Consulting is an amount not to exceed $125,300 to be taken from the City Park Dedication Fund.

If additional resources are desired for added marketing efforts and/or needs assessments, they
would be anticipated to be taken from the 2008 Imagine Roseville 2025 allocation set aside for
the Master Plan process.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Based upon the proposals, interviews, costs and the recommendation of the Parks and
Recreation Commission and City Council to accomplish the expressed goal of providing this
Parks and Recreation System Master Plan effort to the citizens, staff recommends that the City of
Roseville enter into an agreement with LHB/Cornejo Consulting to guide and implement a Parks
and Recreation System Master plan effort as outlined for a cost not to exceed $125,300 to be
taken from the City Park Dedication Fund .

REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION

Motion authorizing the Mayor and City Manager to enter into an agreement with LHB/Cornejo
Consulting as specified in the attached proposal for planning services to guide and implement a
Parks and Recreation System Master Plan update for a cost not to exceed $125,300 to be taken
from the City Park Dedication Fund.

Motion to appoint a City Council Member to the Park and Recreation Master Plan Update
Team (PARMPUT).
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Prepared by: Lonnie Brokke, Director of Parks and Recreation
Attachments: A: Scope and fee schedule
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Attachment A

Personnel

For the Roseville Parks Master Plan Update, LHB and Cornejo consulting will draw upon the range of talents and
expertise that reside in their respective companies. The team includes planners and landscape architects who are
experienced at leading productive public meetings, developing ideas generated at those meetings into real plans and
solutions, and creating documents and illustrations that generate support and become real, vibrant places.

While we envision a process that occurs over the period of about fourteen months, we intend that the following
personnel will be active and involved throughout that time, and that substitutions of personnel will not be required.

Michael Schroeder, ASLA, is a landscape architect with experience in interpretive design, historic preservation,
streetscape design, master planning, site design, and community planning and design. This expertise has been provided
for clients that include non-profits, community and neighborhood groups, private sector entities, and a wide spectrum
of municipal, county and state agencies. He specializes on communities and the engagement of stakeholders in the
design process, with an emphasis on the relationship between places and the experiences people desire.

Michael’s projects include urban design consulting for towns and cities in Minnesota, Wisconsin, lllinois, Michigan,
Connecticut, Missouri, Nebraska, Oklahoma, lowa, Georgia, New Mexico, and North Carolina. His past projects include
an innovative comprehensive plan and a parks master plan for Taylors Falls, Minnesota; planning for the evolution of
downtown Apple Valley, Minnesota as a result of the introduction of bus rapid transit on the Cedar Avenue corridor; a
plan for Peavey Park in the Phillips neighborhood of Minneapolis using an intensive public engagement program focused
on Listening Sessions; master plans/strategic plans for downtown revitalization work in several cities; and on-going
consulting for the National Trust for Historic Preservation’s Main Street Center.

Michael Schroeder will serve as Project Manager and will provide leadership for planning. Michael will also lead
meetings with the PARMPUT, public meetings, and presentations to boards and commissions.

Jason Aune, ASLA is a landscape architect at LHB with ten years of experience in landscape design, planning, urban
design, and site construction. Most recently, he has been involved in the development of streetscape improvements for
Lowry Avenue in Minneapolis, Minnesota, a 24 block reconstruction and streetscape project for an urban street. Jason
has worked with multiple private clients, municipalities, associations, and universities on projects that involve master
planning, private landscape design, ecological design, streetscapes, recreational trails, parks, and conservation housing
developments. Jason’s strong ability to design at many different scales has been demonstrated through his work on
large regional projects to very intricate site design details.

Jason has excellent graphic representation and design ability and uses it to provide the client with a true vision of the
project. In addition, Jason has a unique understanding of diverse ecosystems and how to integrate natural communities
with the built environment. He enjoys weaving our natural heritage into creative pragmatic design solutions.

Jason received his Masters Degree in Landscape Architecture from the University of Minnesota and his Bachelor of
Science Degree in Landscape Architecture from South Dakota State University. He is a licensed Landscape Architect in
Minnesota.

Jason Aune will lead efforts to create master plans for specific parks, as well as participating in the broader master
planning process.
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Lydia Major, ASLA, is a landscape architect in LHB’s Urban Design + Planning group. She has been involved in
community planning projects in West Allis, Wisconsin; Buffalo, Minnesota; and Highland, Michigan. She has also
prepared development plans founded on land development capacity, clustered development patterns, and geographic
information systems to preserve critical landscapes and features on a nearly 500 acre site in a southwest suburb of the
Twin Cities. She helped prepare the 2006 Maple Grove Park Plan, which integrated parks, trails, and other priorities of
the Maple Grove Park Board. She is currently involved in the redevelopment of the Wayzata Bay Center in Wayzata,
Minnesota, an intensive mixed use redevelopment project that will anchor the eastern end of downtown; and a
proposal to create a major education campus in Chaska, Minnesota.

Lydia received her Master's Degree in Landscape Architecture from the University of Minnesota and her Bachelor of Arts
Degree in English from the University of Wisconsin - Madison. She is a licensed Landscape Architect in Minnesota.

Lydia Major will be active in meetings of the PARMPUT and public meetings, participate in the preparation of broad
master plan directions and specific park master plans, and assist in the preparation of interim and final reports. She
will also be responsible for mapping and coordination with city staff for GIS documentation.

CJ Fernandez, ASLA has over eight years of experience as a landscape architect. During this time CJ has specialized in site
design, master planning, and design development for public and private clients. His portfolio of work includes parks,
urban design, trails, sustainable design, regional planning, nature center, memorial design, waterscapes as well as

subdivisions, transportation and recreational site design.

CJ’s design priorities are based on community integration in the design process. In his work, CJ has led large public
meetings, communities and private clients through interactive processes as a means of active engagement in the design.
Through the use of technological expertise and artistic rendering, CJ has used design for creative problem solving, as a
civic actor, for conceptual expression, and during design development. He has worked in a wide variety of presentation
situations in both local and international capacities. His experience in park planning and design includes an ecologically
sustainable trail design and interpretive program for Crosby Farm Nature Area in St. Paul, Minnesota; a 200 mile
recreation corridor along the Red Lake River centered on East Grand Forks, Minnesota; planning for the Gitchi Gami Trail
along the North Shore of Lake Superior; and the Minnesota River State Trail between Redwood Falls, New Ulm, and St.
Peter.

CJ Fernandez will assist in the development of the master plan and participate in public meetings.

Dan Cornejo, Principal, Cornejo Consulting, is an award-winning city planner with three decades of innovative thinking
and experience in community planning and design, all of which has been characterized by innovative and inclusive public
engagement. After an extensive career in public service and directing planning services for a major
architectural/engineering firm, in 2004 Dan established his own firm, focusing on Twin Cities communities.

He has worked across North America in a variety of urban, suburban, and rural settings in diverse cultural and
community situations. He has served as Director of Planning and Design for St. Paul, Development Director for
Robbinsdale, and Planning Director for Staten Island, NY. Prior to that, he led redevelopment planning for a former CP
Rail site on the downtown waterfront of Vancouver, Canada that has won numerous awards for its extensive and diverse
public open space and trails. Most recently, he led an extensive neighborhood stakeholder consultation process in
assessing impacts of the University of Minnesota on surrounding neighborhoods, as well as organizing and leading the



public engagement process for the Edina Comprehensive Plan. Over the past three years on contract with Hennepin
County, he has been investigating daylighting portions of Bassett, Shingle, and Bridal Veil Creeks, working with
stakeholders to find ways to increase public access and enjoyment through trail and open space connections.

Through his leadership, and in interactions and collaboration with his clients, Dan facilitates analysis and problem

solving, strategic thinking, and effective plan-making to produce commitment and follow-through.

Dan Cornejo will participate in meeting with the PARMPUT and in public meetings, lead the demographic, economic,
and sociologic research, analysis, and application, correlate park planning directions with the directions of the
comprehensive plan, and play an active role in the definition of policy directions.



Section B: Project Approach
Overview

Many communities are following up on their comprehensive planning processes of the last two years with efforts
directed at complementary plans, like park plans. Few seem to have realized the potential of their parks to shape their
communities as Roseville is now doing. Roseville’s early planning processes highlighted the city’s parks, and generated a
belief that it will be creating for itself a world class park system. If this happens, it won’t be by accident. Rather, it will
result from intensive study, extensive engagement of stakeholders, forward-looking consideration of possibilities,
exploration of big ideas and small ones, framing the optimal plan, definition of the path to implementation, and
agreement to proceed.

We are proposing a two-part process as a means of defining an appropriate and compelling master plan for the
community’s park and recreation system. To begin, we would work with the community to define a vision for its parks.
Then, based on that vision, we would define a plan for the park and recreation system including a clear path toward
implementation. This way, the aspirations of the community and stakeholders become, through an intensive
engagement process, the foundation for the master plan as represented in their vision. Key issues and opportunities are
resolved in the context of the community’s vision in the second stage of the work.

Our Work Plan is framed around this two-part process. We anticipate working with a Steering Committee, the Park and
Recreations Master Plan Update Team (PARMPUT), who will be charged with guiding and overseeing our work, and with
offering us the chance to have local issues interpreted by those with knowledge of local conditions. Our process
includes regular meetings with the PARMPUT and opportunities for greater involvement by the public at key points
throughout the planning process. We will rely upon the PARMPUT to communicate information about the progress and
directions of the work during the planning process to their constituencies. We also expect that the city’s park and
recreation staff will be integrally involved in this process, lending their experience directly into the formulation of the
plan.

While we describe the work as discreet tasks, it should really be viewed as a continuous effort. Our work plan frames
the tasks we would pursue with an idea that there is a natural progression of the planning process, with two significant
deliverables: the Vision and the Master Plan. To give a better understanding of the logic behind a continuous work
effort, four stages of work are defined:

Part One: The Vision
Stage One: Convene

Stage Two: Explore

Part Two: The Master Plan
Stage Three: Define

Stage Four: Act



Work Plan

Based on our understanding of the city’s needs and their desire for an intensive engagement process that results in a
truly progressive plan for the community’s park and recreation system, we have framed a work plan and a set of
deliverables. While we provide significant detail, we expect that the city will look to make adjustments to ensure it
meets the community’s needs.

Part One: The Vision

The first two stages of the work will focus on the creation of a vision. We begin by building a foundation of
knowledge upon which a visionary plan can be framed, and we work with the community to understand the needs
and desires for Roseville’s park and recreation system. We conclude with efforts directed toward exploring ideas in
diagrams and illustrations, building upon our base of earlier research and breathing life into the vision.

Stage One: Convene

During Stage One, the team will work with city staff and the Park and Recreation Master Plan Update Team (PARMPUT)
to develop a foundation of knowledge about the City of Roseville, its park system, and the current Master Plan.

Our first task involves building the foundation of knowledge that we will need to get started in both the visioning and
comprehensive planning process, but more important perhaps will be the time spent with the Steering Committee
coming to agreement on the scope, schedule, and communications that are integral to the process. It's not all organizing
during this stage, though; we intend to begin the process of defining and understanding the pressing issues and desires
that will become the foundation of plans that guide the Albert Lea community into its future.

Stage One Tasks

1.01  Meet with city staff and key PARMPUT members to review the planning process, agree to a schedule, define
roles (especially roles of staff and the PARMPUT), discuss methods of community input and engagement,
establish internal and external communication procedures, and review anticipated deliverables.

1.02  Gather and review background data and base information, including past reports and studies, demographic
information, planning documents and any other information that might be pertinent to the park and recreation
master plan update process. Of particular interest will be the recent update to the city’s Comprehensive Plan,
and any directions or policies within that document that relate to parks and recreation, open space,
conservation or preservation, or other community features that might influence a park and recreation system
master plan. We will prepare a summary of background information in the form of a Foundation Documents
report as a part of this task that will be included in a “Master Plan Update” workbook (see Task 1.4). As
information is reviewed, we will identify key pieces of information from existing plans or studies (including in a
particular the update of the Comprehensive Plan) that should be integrated into the master plan.

1.03 Assemble base mapping information for park and recreation system using city sources. Using digital information
provided by the city, and augmented by other readily available digital information as necessary, we will prepare
a base map to be used in the park planning process. Our assumption is that Roseville’s GIS data will suffice for
overall planning purposes, but that certain information related to specific parks may need to be added to the



1.04

1.05

1.06

1.07

1.08

1.09

base map at a point when more detailed information is required. For compatibility with the city’s existing digital
information, additions will be made using AutoCAD or ArcView.

Prepare demographic projections using the city’s comprehensive plan update as the source of information.
Working with city staff, we will assemble projections of demographic changes that will particularly impact the
park system and record findings in Memorandum #1.

Prepare community context mapping as a means of identifying significant areas of change posed in the
comprehensive plan, with attention to changes that might influence park system components.

Assemble a “Master Plan Update” workbook for use by staff and the PARMPUT that includes, initially, the
Foundation Documents report, significant existing documents relating to parks, and other pertinent. The
workbook is aimed at establishing a baseline of information for all parties at the start of the planning process,
and it will be used as a true workbook throughout the planning process—with new information provided to the
PARMPUT as deliverables are created.

Tour existing park and recreation facilities with city staff and representatives of the PARMPUT, noting system
highlights and deficiencies referenced by the PARPMUT; adjust the base map or park facility inventory based on
found conditions.

Meet with the PARMPUT to review the planning process and the information gathered to date. While the focus
of this meeting will be the master plan, this meeting gives us the opportunity for the PARMPUT to share their
initial ideas for a park and recreation vision for Roseville, which we will summarize in the form of goals, desires,
and even initial visionary ideas in Memorandum #2.

Assemble a summary of the work of Stage One for use by city staff and the PARMPUT in updates to city boards
and commissions, and for informing stakeholder groups and the community about the progress of the master
planning process. We will participate in an update to the Parks and Recreation Commission and the City Council
as a part of this task.

Stage One Deliverables

Meeting minutes from staff and PARMPUT meetings

Foundation Documents summary

Project base map (assumes using information readily available from the city)

Memorandum #1: Demographic projections

Community context mapping demonstrating areas of change that may impact the park system
Master Plan “workbook”

Summary of tour in the form of adjustment to base and context mapping

Memorandum #2: PARMPUT goals, desires and initial ideas

Summary of Stage One work documented in a PowerPoint presentation

Stage Two: Explore

The work of Stage Two represents what could be the most important component of the planning process. We intend to

prepare, in concert with staff and the PARMPUT, a general plan that explores possible scenarios for the evolution of

Roseville’s park and recreation system. Policy directions will also be explored, but the early focus of this stage will be a



workshop orchestrated to draw input from the PARMPUT directly into the planning process during two intensive
planning sessions.

The details and schedule of each planning session will be defined with staff, but it should occur at a time when most
PARMPUT members can participate. It is anticipated that planning sessions will intensive sessions (that is, more than a
one or two hour meeting). The first such session would be directed toward exploring the changing park needs of the
community and imagining how the parks might fit into an evolving Roseville. A follow-up session would focus on
concrete ideas about how the parks can respond to that evolution in terms of facility development, programming, and
other changes. This approach offers the chance to directly engage the PARMPUT in accomplishing real work, to resolve
directions early (or to identify areas where more intensive study may be required), and, most importantly, to establish a
real dialog about the critical issues and opportunities that influence Roseville’s park and recreation system.

A vision—the focus of Part One—is often defined by words alone. A well-crafted narrative can be compelling, evocative,
and inspiring, but words reinforced by illustrations give people real insights about what their future parks might be. Our
real challenge in this stage of the work is to frame the vision with words and pictures that people believe in and want to
help achieve.

Stage Two Tasks

2.01  Conduct Community Meeting 1 to identify the priority issues to be dealt with during the park master planning
process. We will share information about the kind of community Roseville is today, based on demographic
information collected earlier, as well as the kind of place it will become assuming that certain trends continue.
There is a bit of “futuring” in this description, but we’ve found it helpful to offer this information as the
community begins to shape a vision for its future. The focus of this session will be issues—factors and influences
(positive and negative) that are shaping the community’s park system, and ideas—possibilities for enhancing the
park system or the way it functions. This workshop, like others during the master planning process, will be
focused on interactions with participants through a combination of large and small group discussions, along with
reporting of findings by the groups. As we become more familiar with the community and the desires of the
PARMPUT, we will frame a more detailed agenda and review the kinds of questions that we would ask of
participants with the PARMPUT. Finally, we would summarize the input provided during this meeting.

2.02  Conduct interviews in an effort to better understand the conditions, issues, and opportunities facing Roseville’s
park system from the perspective of key stakeholder groups. We will conduct interviews on two days with
individuals, groups, or agencies defined by the city (assuming the list of twenty groups identified in the RFP as
the starting point). Interviews will be summarized for use by the PARMPUT.

2.03  Conduct Listening Sessions with focus groups or neighborhoods to gain insights that are not program specific (as
input from the interviews might be described). While the first community workshop is open to the community
and focuses attention toward community-wide concerns, there will be areas of more direct concern for certain
segments of the community. We anticipate conducting Listening Sessions with up to six groups. These sessions
are not a presentation environment; rather, we intend to create a more “free-form” dialog with Listening
Session participants. The input from each session will be summarized for distribution to the PARMPUT, and a
general summary of all the sessions will be created for use in the master plan.

2.04 Identify, based on research of national trends, the relationship between the community and economic and
social conditions in a community, and to the extent possible (from locally available information) demonstrate
the impact of parks on development patterns in Roseville. Research will be summarized in Memorandum #3.



2.05

2.06

2.07

2.08

2.09

2.10

2.11
2.12

2.13

2.14

2.15

2.16

2.17

Highlight ways in which external changes (transportation, development, and socio-economic) will influence the
direction of the park and recreation system, using the filter of information gained during the first three tasks of
this stage of the work. External changes and their impacts on parks will be described in Memorandum #4.

Review current maintenance and operations practices related to park facilities, including equipment and staffing
used in maintenance and operations. Summarize maintenance and operations practices in Memorandum #5.
Recommendation for adjustment to these practices will be developed in Part Two of the planning process—
when a broader understanding of the direction of the park system is defined.

Compare the level of service and standards for Roseville’s park system features, amenities, facilities, and
services using a baseline of the current city park system standards, with comparisons to both accepted national
standards and peer communities. Compare park fees and revenue structures of Roseville’s park system to other
peer communities. Evaluate deficiencies and highlight areas of significant difference, identify challenges and
potential opportunities based on the comparison, and document findings in Technical Memorandum #6.

Identify current Roseville park system standards for facilities and system components based on discussions with
city staff and existing documentation of standards. Evaluate existing park and recreation system features,
amenities, and services as a comparison to peer communities and national standards; identify challenges and
potentials related to the comparison and summarize findings in Memorandum #7.

Research nationwide trends in park systems, services, and facilities, as well as practices related to maintenance
and operations, design and construction delivery strategies, environmental stewardship, capital and operations
funding, partnering, sustainability, energy use (or energy development), and other innovations. Summarize
these trends in narrative form and in a comparative matrix in Memorandum #8.

Identify park and recreation system program needs based on anticipated demographic, economic, and sociologic
changes (as documented in the city’s updated Comprehensive Plan and through review of contemporary
journals and scholarly research dealing with these kinds of changes). Findings will be demonstrated in
Memorandum #9.

Review memoranda with city staff, and make adjustments prior to the city’s distribution to the PARMPUT.

Conduct PARMPUT Planning Session 1 to review findings of Stage Two work completed through the previous
tasks, and to begin framing broad ideas related to vision for the park and recreation system. We envision this
session to be the first of the intensive, day-long planning sessions.

Frame a broad vision for the park and recreation system, including active recreation facilities, special community
facilities and features, open space, culture, historic features, preservation and conservation, public art, trails,
and bikeways. The vision will be articulated in both narrative and graphic form, and will be first framed in a
draft form for review by the PARMPUT.

Conduct PARMPUT Planning Session 2 to review the draft vision, noting where the vision is appropriately
directed, and importantly, areas where the draft vision fails to reach the community’s desires, and make
adjustments to the draft vision. We will extend this review into a discussion about the park system components
and how they can help meet the community’s park goals and desires.

Demonstrate the ways in which the park system as a whole and individual park system components fulfill the
community’s goals and desires by focusing the vision its particular changes, highlights, or features. Augment the
broad vision with these demonstrations, in both narrative and graphic format.

Review the augmented vision with the PARMPUT, again noting areas where it meets the community’s goals or
areas where more work is required.

Conduct Community Meeting #2 to share the vision (and work completed to date in summary form) with the
community. This meeting, like other community workshops, is less about presentation than interaction. The



activities of workshop interactions will be summarized, and potential changes to the vision as a result of the
work highlighted for review by the PARMPUT.

2.18 Prepare The Vision as a summary report documenting the work of Part One of the master planning process,
along with a PowerPoint that can be used to help disseminate The Vision to the community and stakeholder
groups.

2.19  Participate in an update to the Parks and Recreation Commission and the City Council as a part of this task.

Stage Two Deliverables

Summary of Community Meeting #1

Summary of interviews

Summary of Listening Sessions

Memorandum #3: Economic and social benefits of parks

Memorandum #4: External influences

Memorandum #5: Maintenance and operations practices

Memorandum #6: Comparison to standards

Memorandum #7: Current standards and classifications

Memorandum #8: National trends

Memorandum #9: System program needs

Summary, including graphics, from PARMPUT Planning Session 1

Draft vision, in narrative and graphic form, demonstrating the broad vision for the park system
Summary, including graphics, from PARMPUT Planning Session 2

Draft vision, in narrative and graphic form demonstrating how parks fit the vision
Summary of Community Meeting #2

The Vision report, delivered as ten hard copies bound in a three-ring binder, along with digital versions of the
report in native and pdf format, and a PowerPoint summary of the vision

Part Two: The Master Plan

While often seen as a policy and general framework document, a good master plan has, at its core, a sound vision
that holds the plan components together. The vision forms that core and allows the community to move forward with
a greater understanding that all parts of the plan will be coherent, comprehensive, and integrated. This stage of the
work for Roseville’s park and recreation system master plan will go further, refining the broad patterns set out in The
Vision, exploring the details of system changes, creating designs of some parks and features, defining “best practices,”
and outlining a strategy for implementation. We will also offer recommendations for follow-through activities related
to the master plan.

As we move forward from this point, we will continue to work with the PARMPUT, and if needed we will broaden our
outreach to other boards and commissions with responsibility for various aspects of the master plan. But we don’t
want to lose the connection to the community as we focus on the more specific parts of the park system’s future. Asin



the first stages of the planning process, we will use the PARMPUT as our guide, but also seek the input of others as
key elements of the master plan come together.

Stage Three: Define

This stage is about definition of the core elements of the park and recreation system master plan, using the findings of
the first stages as the basis, and focusing on The Vision as the foundation. One of the more important decisions to be
made about the master plan will also occur during this stage—the determination of the components beyond those
specifically requested in the city’s RFP that will be incorporated into the document—or even determining which
requested components could be framed and more fully articulated in a separate, follow-up process. We recognize that
funding for projects in cities are mutable, especially in today’s economic environment. But we also know that the key
deliverable for this entire master planning process is The Vision, and that some parts of the complementary master plan
might be incorporated in a more incremental fashion. A decision about the final composition of the master plan will be
made in concert with the PARMPUT, but it would not diminish the integrity of the core component of the master plan.
In the end, this stage of the work will produce policy directions and plan refinements, and a draft master plan will result.

Stage Three Tasks

3.01 Meet with the PARMPUT to review the work of Part One: The Vision, and provide an overview of the key tasks
and deliverables anticipated during Part Two: The Master Plan. We will also work with the PARMPUT and city
staff to determine which components identified in Part Two are central to the master plan, and which, if any,
can be delayed (based on a better understanding of project budgets).

3.02  Frame the “plan” that demonstrates larger scale changes to the park and recreation system, including (but not
necessarily limited to) the need or opportunity for new park facilities in the community, a transition in use or
activity for existing parks, the introduction of special park features or attractions, and the ways in which parks
interface with other aspects of the community (development, neighborhoods, infrastructure, natural systems,
streets and trails).

3.03 Update definitions and standards for the park and recreation system, including general terms and definitions,
general standards applied to various park types, and the classification of parks and park facilities. New
definitions and quantitative standards for park facilities will be based on the research conducted in Stage One,
and the translation of those findings into the system-wide plan, and they will be recorded in Memorandum #10.

3.04  Establish program priorities for the recreation, historical, and cultural systems based on the system-wide plan,
defining the optimal conditions and locations for the application of each program type in Roseville. Program
priorities will be documented in Memorandum #11.

3.05 Propose policies and priorities for the park system using the classification methods posed in Task 3.03 and for
park programs and services based on dialog with the PARMPUT and stakeholder groups. Policies and priorities
will be recorded in draft form in Memorandum #12.

3.06 Propose policies and priorities for preserving and restoring natural features and amenities that benefit the
community as a whole, making clear the nexus between those features and the park and recreation system.
Policies and priorities will be recorded in draft form in Memorandum #13.

3.07 Propose policies and priorities for managing environmental quality, habitat, ecosystem protection, and
enhancement of water bodies in park areas of the community. Policies and priorities will be recorded in draft
form in Memorandum #14.



3.08

3.09

3.10

3.11
3.12

3.13
3.14
3.15

3.16

Propose guidelines for the development of public art and programs in the community’s parks, including a review
of benefits and investment levels that would achieve the community’s goals. These guidelines would be
recorded in Memorandum #15.

Propose “best practices” related to maintenance and operations, design and construction delivery strategies,
environmental stewardship, capital and operations funding, partnering, sustainability, energy use (or energy
development), and other innovations. Best practices will be framed in Memorandum #16.

Meet with the PARMPUT to review the system-wide plan, proposed program priorities, policies, guidelines, and
best practices. During this meeting we need to determine if there are individual parks or park components that
should be further refined in focused master plans. How parks are selected for more focused master plans will
be determined in concert with the PARMPUT, but we might look to the immediacy of potential change, the
current status of the park and the age of existing features, or even the potential of a park to demonstrate key
directions and policies posed by this master planning effort.

Adjust the draft system-wide plan and supporting elements based on input from the PARMPUT.

Develop individual park master plans for selected parks as identified by the PARMPUT (assume eight such plans
will be developed). Master plans will demonstrate, during this task, the basic park program, optimal
configuration of components within the park, key relationships between the park and nearby development,
special features or focal points of the park, and the character of the park and the anticipated experience of the
park for users.

Meet with the PARMPUT to review the individual park master plans.
Adjust the individual park master plans based in input from the PARMPUT.

Conduct Community Meeting #3 to present the system-wide master plan, the policies and guidelines, and the
individual park master plans. This meeting may be formatted as an open house, where participants can view
elements of the plan that are their particular area of interest, and where a presentation can be made that offers
a general overview of the directions of the master plan and its impact on the community. We will summarize
the input provided by participants for review by the PARMPUT.

Assemble a summary of the work of Stage Three for use by city staff and the PARMPUT in updates to city boards
and commissions, and for informing stakeholder groups and the community about the progress of the master
planning process. We will participate in an update to the Parks and Recreation Commission and the City Council
as a part of this task.

Stage Three Deliverables

Draft system-wide parks plan

Memorandum #10: Parks classification

Memorandum #11: Program priorities

Memorandum #12: Park policies and priorities
Memorandum #13: Natural features policies and priorities

Memorandum #14: Environmental quality, habitat, ecosystem protection, and water body enhancement
policies and priorities

Memorandum #15: Public art guidelines
Memorandum #16: Best practices

Summary of meeting with PARMPUT



Individual park master plans for eight city parks
Summary of Community Meeting #3

Summary of Stage One work documented in a PowerPoint presentation

Stage Four: Act

The final stage of the work plan involves the critical step of making the plan a reality. Beyond simply drafting the master

plan, taking the plan forward for review and adoption will occur during this stage of the work. Several key tasks are

included in this work that help to frame the details of implementation—the strategies that become the foundation for

implementing the community’s vision. This stage of the work lays the groundwork for a plan that is useful and useable

on an ongoing basis. But most important, we believe that for this master plan to be successful, it must be understood,

used, and loved by the community—they have to want it to happen!

Stage Three Tasks

4.01

4.02

4.03

4.04

4.05

4.06

4.07

4.08

4.09

Prepare an outline of the master plan that includes those elements that are included directly as a result of this
master planning effort, and that highlights those elements that would be recommended as follow-through
efforts (those that cannot be accomplished under this contract, or that might be better completed in concert
with other planning stages of the implementation).

Meet with the PARMPUT to review the work of Stage Three, the findings of the master planning process to this
point, including the reaction of the community to the master plan as shared during Community Workshop #3,
and the outline of the master plan posed in Task 4.01.

Establish an implementation sequence based on priorities, opportunities, need, and other factors that might
suggest logic in the planned evolution of the park system.

Develop opinions of probable cost for implementation of the major park system components described in the
master plan, and for selected individual park master plans, (including cost estimates for the preparation of
construction documents for the proposed improvements). Costs will be framed in 2009 dollars, or as directed
by city staff based on implementation sequencing.

Recommend phasing of park improvements based on the implementation sequence, costs, and funding
opportunities, focusing in particular on a series of impactful first step projects that characterize the new way of
thinking about parks under this master plan.

Meet with the PARMPUT to propose capital funding priorities for improvements and acquisitions based on the
previously identified tasks.

Prepare draft Parks and Recreation System Master Plan. The document would be organized much like this
planning process, with the first part inspiring readers with the common vision of the community, and the second
part defining the most appropriate road map for accomplishing that vision. Key decisions about the content of
the document, the kinds of information that should be included in the body of the document; the format, tone,
and personality of the document; and information appropriate to an appendix will be coordinated with city staff.

Meet with the PARMPUT to review the draft Parks and Recreation System Master Plan, and note the group’s
recommendations for changes to the document.

Conduct Community Meeting #4 to share the draft Parks and Recreation System Master Plan. We will document
comments offered during the meeting for review by the PARMPUT.



4.10

4.11
4.12

Adjust the draft document based on input from the PARMPUT, and submit the final Parks and Recreation System
Master Plan and a summary PowerPoint presentation for use in meetings with decision makers and
stakeholders.

Meet with the PARMPUT to review the process of moving the master plan forward for adoption by the city.

Attend meetings of the Park and Recreation Commission and City Council for review of the Master Plan (assume
one meeting with each body).

Stage Four Deliverables

Master Plan outline for review by the PARMPUT
Summary of meetings with the PARMPUT
Implementation sequence for park improvements
Opinions of probable cost for park system improvements
Recommendations for phasing of parking improvements
Recommendations for capital funding sources

Draft Master Plan report

Summary of Community Meeting #4

The Master Plan report, delivered as ten hard copies bound in a three-ring binder, along with digital versions of
the report in native and pdf format, and a PowerPoint summary of the vision; we envision this as a complement
to The Vision report delivered at the completion of Stage Two.

Schedule

We have reviewed the general schedule framed in the Request for Proposals and believe that the work required
can be accomplished within that timeframe. The following schedule suggests the way the four broad tasks
identified in our Work Plan might occur so that the planning process is complete and ready for action by the
Parks and Recreation Commission and City Council in late 2009. A more detailed plan will be defined in concert
with city staff and the PARMPUT.



Section C: Fee

LHB proposes to perform the work outlined in our Work Plan for a not-to-exceed fee of $125,300, inclusive of

reimbursable expenses. Our proposed fee can be broken down by task as follows:

Part One: The Vision

Stage One: Convene $11,200

Stage Two: Explore $46,600
Part Two: The Master Plan

Stage Three: Define $39,000

Stage Four: Act $25,400
Total fee for services $122,200
Reimbursable expenses $3,100
Total fee $125,300

We have established a line item cost estimate for each task described in our Work Plan. That estimate includes hours by
each person assigned to a task throughout the planning process. This detailed estimate can be provided to city upon
request.

The Request for Proposals requires an identification of rates for personnel that would be assigned to this project.
Personnel identified in this proposal and their individual billing rates are:

Michael Schroeder, ASLA $190
Jason P. Aune, ASLA $134
Lydia Major, ASLA S74

Dan Cornejo, APA $125
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION

Date: July 13, 2009
Item No.: 12.b

Department Approval City Manager Approval

Y eLnen

Item Description: Approve a Modification to the Development Program for
Development District No. 1, Establish Tax Increment Financing (TIF)
District No. 18, and Approve Tax Increment Financing Plan for TIF
No. 18

1.0 BACKGROUND

On March 11, 2009, Aeon (the developer), the owners of the Har Mar Apartments, submitted a
formal request to the City to consider the establishment of a housing tax increment financing
(TIF) district on its parcel. The purpose of this request is to create a funding source to fill the
projected financial gap in the second phase of its initiative to revitalize this aging apartment
complex. As the Phase 2 project is proposed, Aeon would construct a new 48-unit apartment
building consisting of a combination of affordable two- and three-bedroom units with
underground parking. In its pro forma submitted as part of the TIF application, the developer
identified a $913,610 financial gap remaining after exhausting other funding sources.

In order to create a TIF district, the City must follow the process that is prescribed in Minnesota
Statute 469.175. The following is the list of required tasks and the date accomplished.

Set Public Hearing Date: April 20, 2009 (Resolution 10703)

Notification to County Commissioner: April 8, 2009

Impact letter and draft TIF Plan to County and School District: May 14, 2009
Public hearing notice: June 2, 2009 (published in Roseville Review)

Public hearing: June 15, 2009

Adopt TIF plan: July 13, 2009 (tentative)

On June 15, 2009, the City Council held the required public hearing to allow for public comment
on the proposed TIF district. Although nobody from the public comment on the project, City
Council members asked several questions on the financial gap faced by the developer, future
revenue of the project, and the affordability requirements. Attachment A provides the meeting
minutes from that discussion.

In its June 15, 2009 report, staff indicated that there were three affordability levels to qualify as a
Housing TIF district—20 percent of the units are occupied by individuals whose incomes are 50
percent or less of the area median income (20-50 test), 40 percent of the units are occupied by
individuals whose incomes are 60 percent or less of the area median income (40-60 test), or 50
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percent of the units are occupied by individuals whose incomes are 80 percent or less of the area
median income (50-80 test). State legislation has eliminated the 50-80 test; thus a project must
meet either the 20-50 or 40-60 test.

Although Aeon does not anticipate beginning construction on the new building (Phase 2) until
2011, the developer has requested the creation of the TIF district at this time in order to capture
the new value created from both the Phase 1 and Phase 2 elements of its project. In order to
capture this future value, the TIF plan must be approved and the district certification request
submitted to Ramsey County prior to the issuance of building permits. The rehabilitation of the
existing buildings (Phase 1), which received final land use approvals on June 8, 2009, is
anticipated to commence in August 2009.

Springsted, the City’s financial consultant, has reviewed the detailed project information
provided by the developer to determine if the project qualifies as a housing TIF district and
developed a TIF plan for the proposed district, including the “but-for” test and financial
projections. (See Attachment C to review the TIF Plan.) Mikaela Huot, a financial planner with
Springsted, will make a brief presentation to the City Council on these findings.

A. Housing District Qualification: Springsted has determined that the 168 housing units
within proposed TIF District No. 18 will meet either the 20-50 test or the 40-60 test with
at least 20 percent of the units being affordable to persons at 50 percent of area median
income or 40 percent of the units being affordable to persons at 60 percent of median
income. The City will require formalization of the affordability mix as part of a future
development agreement.

B. But-For Test: Springsted has conducted the “but-for” analysis for this project and has
determined that it meets both statutory requirements. They conclude that the proposed
development would not reasonably be expected to occur solely through private
investment within the reasonably foreseeable future, and the increased market value of
the site that could reasonably be expected to occur without the use of tax increment
would be less than the increase in market value estimated to result from the proposed
development after subtracting the present value of the projected tax increments for the
maximum duration of the TIF District permitted by the TIF Plan.

C. Financial Projections: The 2009 assessed value for the Har Mar Apartments is
$5,000,000. Based on the rehabilitation of the 120 one-bedroom units in the five existing
buildings and the construction of the new 48 two- and three-bedroom units, the estimated
market value is $12.2 million, which is based on a preliminary review of proposed
development by a Ramsey County assessor. The $7.2 million increase in market value
translates into approximately $2.2 million of potential increment over the life of the
district.

If the City Council approves TIF District No. 18, the City will negotiate a development
agreement with Aeon on the terms for use of the funds generated in the district. As the developer
will not have a full understanding of its true financial gap until this project is awarded tax credits
through Minnesota Housing, staff does not anticipate bringing a development agreement forward
until the project receives these credits. The City’s TIF Policy will set general parameters by
which to commence these negotiations. This policy advocates using the pay-as-you-go method of
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financing, which means that the developer is responsible for finding upfront financing for the
project and that the City will reimburse the developer for eligible costs as the increment is
generated. This form of financing decreases the risk to the City as it is not relying on projected
future revenues to cover debt service on a City bond issuance. In addition, the policy also
outlines a 20-year term as the guideline length of repayment for low-to-moderate income
housing projects; however, the policy states that this term can be extended by the City Council to
protect community interest.

2.0 PoLicy OBJECTIVE

By approving TIF District No. 18, the City Council is advancing the potential availability of
affordable housing as advocated for through the goals and policies of the preliminarily approved
2030 Comprehensive Plan. In addition, development of new affordable rental housing will help
the City meet its affordable housing goal, which is set by the Metropolitan Council.

3.0 BUDGET IMPLICATIONS

The establishment of TIF District No. 18 does not have an impact to the City’s budget. The
existing market value of $5 million, which includes the value of both buildings and land, will
continue to generate tax income for the City and other taxing jurisdictions over the life of the
district. The district will only capture value beyond that of the established base value.

4.0 STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the City Council approve the creation of TIF District No. 18 as Aeon’s
proposed project helps the City to accomplish several of the housing goals and policies set
forward in the preliminarily approved 2030 Comprehensive Plan and to meet the City’s
affordable housing goals prescribed by the Metropolitan Council.

By creating this new TIF district, the City will be creating a funding mechanism to assist Aeon
with the creation of new affordable housing units. (The terms of utilizing this funding source will
be identified and agreed upon through the ratification of the development agreement in the
future.) The creation of these units is supported by the City’s preliminarily approved 2030
Comprehensive Plan. The Plan states in Goal 1 in Chapter 6: Housing and Neighborhoods:
“Provide a wide variety of housing options in order to retain and attract a diverse mix of people
and family types with varying economic status, ages, and abilities.” Policies 1.1 and 1.5 further
detail why the City Council should support this project. Policy 1.1 states, “Promote the
development of housing stock that is appealing to persons of varying economic means,” and
Policy 1.5 states, “Partner with regional, state, and federal agencies, other cities/HRAs, nonprofit
groups, and private-sector developers to provide high-quality, affordable housing to
accommodate the City’s share of regional affordable-housing needs.”

The Metropolitan Council has identified Roseville’s share of the region’s affordable housing as
201 new affordable housing units. Aeon is proposing to construct a new 48-unit apartment
building dedicated as affordable units. If this project comes to fruition, this project, on its own,
will help the City meet nearly one-quarter of its ten-year affordable housing goal.

Specifically, staff recommends adoption of a resolution that modifies Development District No.
1 to reflect the creation of the new TIF district and that also establishes TIF District No. 18.

It should be noted that this action only creates the TIF district and does not allocate any TIF
dollars to Aeon or the project. As mentioned previously, the City and the developer will need to
enter into a separate agreement regarding the use of TIF funds at a later date.
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50 REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION

By resolution, approve a modification to the Development Program for Municipal Development
District No. 1 and establish Tax Increment Financing District No. 18 (Har Mar Apartments
Project) within Development District No. 1, and approve the Tax Increment Financing Plan

therefore.
Prepared by: Jamie Radel, Economic Development Associate
Attachments: Extract of the June 15, 2009 City Council Meeting

A:
B:
C.
D

Development District No. 1

Tax Increment Financing Plan for Tax Increment Financing (Housing) District No. 18 within
Development District No. 1

Draft Resolution
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Attachment A

Extract of the City Council Meeting held on June 15, 2009

Public Hearing regarding AEON’s request for establishment of TIF District 18 for Har
Mar Apartments

Economic Development Associate Jamie Radel provided a brief background summary of the
request by AEON (Har Mar Apartments) for the City to consider establishment of a housing tax
increment financing (TIF) District on the Development Parcel. Ms. Radel noted that a policy
discussion for the City Council had been tentatively scheduled for July 13, 2009, following the
City’s financial consultant, Springsted’s, analysis of pro forma and background information
provided by AEON, and their analysis of whether the project met housing TIF requirements
based on income level criteria, once determined by the Minnesota Housing Finance Agency
(MHFA). Ms. Radel advised that final details would be worked out, if the City Council decides
to move forward to create TIF District 18 following the “but for” test analysis and financial
projections for renovation of the 120 existing units of the existing building (Phase I) and
potential increment over the life of the district with the addition of the new building in Phase II.

Mayor Klausing opened the Public Hearing at 7:35 p.m. for proposed Tax Increment Financing
(TIF) District No. 18; with consideration of the establishment of the TIF District to take place on
July 13, 20009.

Discussion among Councilmembers and staff included financial projections of TIF and
relationship to the funding gap as detailed on the spreadsheet on Page 15, Attachment 2 of the
staff report dated June 15, 2009; clarification that the District was not overlapping surrounding
properties, as defined on the map, and exclusive to the Har Mar parcel itself, both for Phase | and
Phase I1; timing of the project to allow collection of increment on the existing renovations for
Phase | and applying to the Phase Il new construction; and housing district qualification tests
determined by MHFA through tax credits and their subsequent structuring.

Further discussion included ownership of the complex and locking in of the affordability mix
obligation by MHFA based on tax credits; and deed restrictions for affordable housing going
with the land for tax credits whether the property remained owned by AEON or another owner.

Mayor Klausing thanked staff for the comprehensive information provided in the staff report.
Ms. Radel noted that the City would need to discuss deviation from their TIF housing policy
allowing for a term of 20 years; given that this analysis was done for 25 or 26 years; or retain the
20 year policy, and advise AEON that they would need to find another source to fill the
remaining funding gap.

Mayor Klausing closed the Public Hearing at 7:42 p.m.; with no one appearing for or against.
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City of Roseville, Minnesota

SECTION |

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM FOR
DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT NO. 1
AS OF JUNE 15, 2009

The City of Roseville adopted a Development Program and created Development District No. 1 on
October 13, 1982. At that time, Tax Increment Financing Districts No. 1 and No. 2 were also created
within Development District No. 1 and Tax Increment Financing Plans were adopted. Subsequent to
the initial tax increment financing activity in 1982 and continuing through 2005, Tax Increment
Financing Districts Nos. 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, Hazardous Substance
Subdistrict No. 11A, and Hazardous Substance Subdistrict No. 17A were created within Development
District No. 1 and the appropriate Tax Increment Financing Plans were adopted and added to the
Development Program. Additional tax increment financing activity within Development District No. 1
from 1995 through 2005 included the decertification of Tax Increment Financing Districts Nos. 2, 3, 4,
5,6,7,8,9, 14, and 15 and various modifications to the Development Program and the Tax Increment
Financing Plans for the remaining Tax Increment Financing Districts Nos. 1, 10, 11, 12, 13, 16, and 17.
All previous modifications and amendments to the Development Program and Tax Increment Financing
Plans are hereby incorporated into this Restated Development Program.

This June 15, 2009 modification to the Development Program includes:

(1)  the creation of Tax Increment Financing District No. 18 within Development District No. 1 and
the adoption and addition of its Tax Increment Financing Plan to the Development Program;

Attached to this Restated Development Program is Exhibit I-B, “Municipal Action Taken”, which
summarizes the City’s tax increment activities within Development District No. 1 and its various Tax
Increment Financing Districts. Also included is the following definitional section for reference and
convenience. Please note that these terms shall, for purposes of this Restated Development Program,
have the meanings herein specified, unless the context otherwise specifically requires:

"City" means the City of Roseville, Minnesota, a municipal corporation and political subdivision
of the State of Minnesota.

"Comprehensive Plan" means the City's comprehensive plan which contains the objectives,
policies, standards and programs to guide public and private land use, development, redevelopment
and preservation for all lands and water within the City.

"Council" means the City Council of the City.

"County" means the County of Ramsey, Minnesota.

SPRINGSTED Page 1



City of Roseville, Minnesota

“Development District Act” or “City Development Districts Act” or “Act” means the statutory
provisions of Minnesota Statutes, Sections 469.124 to 469.134, inclusive, as amended and
supplemented from time to time.

“Development District No. 1” or “Development District” means the geographic area that was
designated and created on October 13, 1982 pursuant to the Development District Act.

“Development Program” means the Development Program adopted on October 13, 1982
including all amendments and modifications adopted through June 20, 2005.

"Land Use Regulations" means all federal, state and local laws, rules, regulations, ordinances
and plans relating to or governing the use or development of land in the County, including but not
limited to environmental, zoning and building code laws and regulations.

“Port Authority Act” means the statutory provisions of Minnesota Statutes, Sections 469.48 to
469.068, inclusive, as amended and supplemented from time to time.

“Program” means the Restated Development Program for the Project Area.

“Project Area” means the real property located within the geographic boundaries of
Development District No. 1.

“Restated Development Program” means this Program, which incorporates the Development
Program as previously modified and as restated herein, for the Project Area and as it shall be modified
or restated, from time to time hereafter, as defined in Minnesota Statutes, Section 469.125, subdivision
3.

“School District” means Independent School District No. 621 or Independent School District
No. 623.

"State" means the State of Minnesota.

“Tax Increment Act" means the statutory provisions of Minnesota Statutes, sections 469.174 to
469.1799, inclusive, as amended and supplemented from time to time.

“Tax_Increment Bonds” means the general obligation or revenue tax increment bonds issued
and to be issued by the City to finance the public costs associated with the Project Area as stated in the
Program and in the Tax Increment Plans for each of the Tax Increment Districts within the Project Area.
The term “Tax Increment Bonds” shall also include any obligations issued to refund the Tax Increment
Bonds.

"Tax_Increment District" means any tax increment financing district presently established or to
be established in the future within the Project Area.

“Tax_Increment Plan" means the respective Tax Increment Financing Plan for each Tax
Increment District located within the Project Area.

SPRINGSTED Page 2



City of Roseville, Minnesota

Section A Statement and Finding of Public Purpose

The Council of the City has determined that there was, and hereby reaffirms that there continues to be,
a need for the City to take certain actions designed to encourage and facilitate the private sector to (1)
recreate and reinforce a sense of residential place and security to create neighborhood cohesiveness
through investment in neighborhood infrastructure and public improvements; (2) rehabilitate the
existing housing stock and preserve existing residential neighborhoods wherever possible; (3) revitalize
property to create a safe, attractive, comfortable, convenient and efficient area for residential use; (4)
develop and redevelop underutilized, blighted, contaminated and unused land located within its
corporate limits; (5) improve the tax base of the City, the County and the School District, thereby
enabling them to better utilize existing public facilities and provide needed public services; (6) improve
the general economy of the City, the County and the State; and, (7) provide additional employment
opportunities for residents of the City and the surrounding area. Specifically, the City has determined
and reaffirms that there is property within the City that is unused due to a variety of factors, including
fragmented ownership, contamination or blighted improvements, which have resulted in a lack of
private investment. Further, it was found and is reaffirmed that there are certain underutilized parcels of
property within the City which are potentially more useful, productive and valuable than are being
realized under existing conditions. As a result, the property is not providing adequate employment
opportunities or living environments and is not contributing to the tax base and general economy of the
City, the County, the School District and the State to its full potential.

Therefore, the Council has determined and hereby reaffirms that it is necessary to exercise its authority
to develop, implement and finance a Program for improving the Project Area to (1) recreate and
reinforce a sense of residential place and security to create neighborhood cohesiveness through
investment in neighborhood infrastructure and public improvements; (2) rehabilitate the existing
housing stock and preserve existing residential neighborhoods wherever possible; (3) revitalize
property to create a safe, attractive, comfortable, convenient and efficient area for residential use; (4)
facilitate clean up of contaminated properties; (5) improve and maintain the natural environment; (6)
provide an impetus for private development and redevelopment; (7) maintain and increase
employment; (8) utilize, enhance and supplement existing potential; and, (9) facilitate other activities as
outlined in Section I, Subsection F.1. of the Program.

The Council has also determined and hereby reaffirms (1) that the proposed development or
redevelopment would not occur solely through private investment in the foreseeable future; (2) that the
Tax Increment Plans proposed herein are consistent with the Program; (3) that the Tax Increment
Plans would afford maximum opportunity, consistent with the sound needs of the City as a whole, for
the development or redevelopment of the Project Area by private enterprise; and (4) that the Program
conforms to the Comprehensive Plan of the City.

The Council has further determined and hereby reaffirms that the welfare of the City, School District,
County and State requires active promotion, attraction, encouragement and development of
economically sound housing, industry and commerce to carry out its stated public purpose
objectives.
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City of Roseville, Minnesota

Section B Statutory Authority

The Council has determined and hereby reaffirms that it continues to be desirable and in the public
interest to designate a specific area within the corporate limits of the City as the Project Area and to
establish, develop and implement a Program pursuant to the provisions of the Development District Act
and the Port Authority Act (collectively, the “Acts”), as amended and supplemented from time to time.

Funding of the necessary activities and improvements in the Project Area shall be accomplished, in
part, with any funds the Council has or may have available from any source, including funds made
available by the City and through tax increment financing pursuant to the Tax Increment Act.

The Tax Increment Act authorizes the establishment of tax increment districts within the Project Area
pursuant to the requirements set forth in Section 469.174. The Tax Increment Act also designates the
types of tax increment districts and establishes the limitations and requirements that apply to activities
and public improvements which can be financed for each type of tax increment district.

It is the intention of the City, notwithstanding the enumeration of specific goals and objectives in the
Program, that the City shall have and enjoy with respect to the Project Area the full range of powers
and duties conferred upon the City pursuant to the Acts, the Tax Increment Act, and such other legal
authority as the City may have or enjoy from time to time.

Section C Property Description

The boundaries of the Project Area are coterminous with the corporate boundaries of the City
and are illustrated on Exhibit I-A.

Section D Rehabilitation

For some projects, property owners within the Project Area will be encouraged to rehabilitate their
properties to conform with the applicable State and local codes and ordinances, as well as any design
standards. Potential owners who may purchase property within the Project Area from the City may be
required to rehabilitate their properties as a condition of sale of land. The City will provide such
rehabilitation assistance as may be available from federal, State, County, or local sources.
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City of Roseville, Minnesota

Section E Relocation

The City accepts its responsibility for providing for relocation, if and when applicable, pursuant to
Minnesota Statutes and federal law.

Section F Development Program

1. Statement of Objectives. The Council originally determined, and its determinations are
hereby reaffirmed, that the establishment of the Project Area and the adoption of the Program will
provide the City with the ability to achieve certain public purpose goals not otherwise obtainable in the
foreseeable future without City intervention in the normal development or redevelopment process.
These public purpose goals include: (1) restoration and improvement of the tax base and tax revenue
generating capacity of the Project Area; (2) increased employment opportunities; (3) realization of
comprehensive planning goals; (4) removal of blighted conditions and environmental contamination; (5)
preservation and enhancement of the natural environment of the community and implementation of the
Natural Resource Management Plan dated June, 2002; and, (6) revitalization of the property within the
Project Area to create an attractive, comfortable, convenient and efficient area for housing, industrial,
commercial, and related uses.

The Program objectives for the Project Area include the following:

a. Revitalize property to create a safe, attractive, comfortable, convenient and
efficient area for residential use.

b. Create and reinforce a sense of residential place and security which creates
neighborhood cohesiveness through City investment in neighborhood infrastructure and public
improvements, including landscaping, park improvements, local street modifications to reduce traffic
impacts, street construction or repaving, curb and gutter construction or replacement and streetlight
installation or updating.

C. Encourage infill development and redevelopment that is compatible in use and
scale with surrounding neighborhoods.

d. Rehabilitate existing housing stock and preserve existing residential
neighborhoods wherever possible.

e. Demolish and reconstruct, where necessary, aging residential buildings to
preserve neighborhoods.

f. Provide a link between seniors moving out of existing single family homes and
young families seeking first time purchase options.

g. Develop and promote housing programs that encourage the retention and
attraction of young families with children.

h. Provide alternate housing for seniors to enable them to remain a vital part of
the community.
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City of Roseville, Minnesota

. Develop new housing in partnership with federal, state and regional agencies,
non profit community groups and private sector development partners.

J. Develop and promote programs that provide choice and diversity in housing
stock to include a variety of affordable housing options.

k. Provide information regarding the importance of quality and diverse housing
opportunities and close-knit neighborhoods to foster a sense of community.

} Promote and secure the prompt development or redevelopment of certain
property in the Project Area, which property is not now in productive use or in its highest and best use,
in a manner consistent with the City's Comprehensive Plan, which will where practicable, mitigate
existing adverse environmental conditions and cause a minimum adverse impact on the environment
and thereby promote and secure the development or redevelopment of other land in the City.

m. Promote and secure additional employment opportunities within the Project
Area and the City for residents of the City and the surrounding area, thereby improving living standards,
reducing unemployment and the loss of skilled and unskilled labor and other human resources in the
City.

n. Secure the increased valuation of property subject to taxation by the City, the
School District, the County and other taxing jurisdictions in order to better enable such entities to pay
for governmental services and programs required to be provided by them.

0. Provide for the financing and construction of public improvements in the Project
Area necessary for the orderly and beneficial development or redevelopment of the Project Area.

p. Promote the concentration of new desirable residential, commercial, office, and
other appropriate development or redevelopment in the Project Area so as to develop and maintain the
area in a manner compatible with its accessibility and prominence in the City.

q. Encourage local business expansion, improvement, development and
redevelopment whenever possible.

. Encourage the renovation and expansion of historical structures.
S. Eliminate physical deterrents to the development or redevelopment of the land.
t. Create a desirable and unique character within the Project Area through quality

land use alternatives and design quality in new and remodeled buildings.

u. Encourage and provide maximum opportunity for private development or
redevelopment of existing areas and structures which are compatible with the Program.
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City of Roseville, Minnesota

V. Create viable environments which will facilitate and enable the construction,
upgrading and maintaining of housing stock, maintaining housing health and safety quality standards,
and maintaining and strengthening individual neighborhoods.

W. Stimulate private activity and investment to stabilize, enhance and balance the
City’s housing supply.

X. Eliminate code violations, remediate environmental contamination and
eliminate nuisance and other negative conditions that adversely affect neighborhoods or are obstacles
to the objectives of the Program.

y. Remove substandard structures.

2. Revitalization Project Proposals and Public Facilities. Revitalization within the
Project Area must be financially feasible, marketable and compatible with longer range City
development plans. The following activities represent the development activities that may occur within
the Project Area.

a. clearance and redevelopment

b. rehabilitation of remaining buildings

C. relocation of buildings and inhabitants of buildings

d. vacation of rights-of-way

e. dedication of new rights-of-way and pedestrian walkways

f. construction and expansion of commercial and industrial buildings

g. land acquisition

h. soil improvement and site preparation

. installation or replacement of public improvements

J. environmental cleanup

k. water retention measures including ponds, infiltration systems and rain gardens
3. Open Space to be Created. Open space may be created for the purpose of

enhancing housing developments through the development of open space and pedestrian walkways,
the installation of special landscaping on residential and public properties, and the creation of
recreational facilities, including parks and walkways, to improve the quality of life, transportation and
physical facilities.

4, Environmental _Controls. To the extent proposed development or
redevelopment raises environmental concerns, all municipal actions, public improvements and private
development or redevelopment shall be carried out in a manner consistent with applicable
environmental standards or approvals.

5. Private Development and Reuse of Property. The Program goals and
objectives are to be achieved in a cost efficient and timely manner by assisting and encouraging the
private sector whenever reasonably possible. Generally, the City will proceed by contracting with the
private sector (developer, builder, user, owner and so forth) for the reuse of land or building that is part
of the Project Area. The City may acquire any property, real or personal, that is necessary or
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City of Roseville, Minnesota

convenient for the implementation of the Program. The City will acquire property if it believes there is a
likelihood that the property can be reused in the foreseeable future and if the City can identify sources
of revenue to pay for such property. Generally, the City will enter into a contract with the private sector
for the reuse of the property. However, there may be parcels that are so important to a proposed
redevelopment or reuse that the City may find it difficult or impractical to enter into any contract without
first owning or having control of the parcel, either through negotiation or by use of eminent domain.
The City may also acquire, from willing sellers or by use of eminent domain, parcels as part of a long-
term redevelopment effort. In such instances, the acquisition should meet a stated Program goal or
objective, revenues should have been identified to pay for them and the parcels should be held only
until sufficient parcels have been acquired to allow Program goals and objectives to be implemented.

Section G Administration

The City Manager shall serve as Administrator of the Project Area pursuant to the provisions of the
Development District Act, provided however that such powers may only be exercised at the direction of
the Council. No action taken by the Administrator shall be effective without Council authorization.

A developer or redeveloper may be any person, business, corporation (for-profit or non-profit) or
government unit, including the City. A developer or redeveloper may initiate a plan and participate with
the City in the development or redevelopment thereof.

Section H Parcels to be Acquired

The City may acquire any of the parcels illustrated on Exhibit I-A by gift, dedication, condemnation or
direct purchase from willing sellers in order to achieve the objectives of the Program.

Section | Public Improvement Costs

The estimated public improvement costs and the amount of bonded indebtedness, including interest
thereon, to be incurred within the Project Area for the benefit of the Project Area and its Tax Increment
Districts are set forth in the individual Tax Increment Financing Plans.

Section J Sources of Revenue

Anticipated revenue sources to assist in the financing of the public improvement costs located within
the Tax Increment Districts and the Project Area include (1) general obligation and/or revenue tax
increment obligations with interest; (2) the direct use of tax increments; (3) the borrowing of available
funds, including without limitation interest-bearing City short-term or long-term loans; (4) interfund loans
or advances; (5) interfund transfers, both in and out; (6) land sale or lease proceeds; (7) levies; (8)
grants from any public or private source; (9) developer payments; (10) loan repayments or other
advances originally made with tax increments as permitted by Minnesota Statutes; and (11) any other
revenue source derived from the City’s activities within the Project Area as required to finance the costs
as set forth in each of the Tax Increment Financing Plans. All revenues are available for all tax
increment eligible expenses within the Project Area as allowed by Minnesota Statutes.
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MAP OF DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT NO. 1
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Exhibit I-B

EXHIBIT |-B
MUNICIPAL ACTION TAKEN

The following municipal actions were taken in connection with the tax increment financing activities of the City
of Roseville pursuant to Minnesota Statutes, Sections 469.001 to 469.047, 469.048 to 469.068, 469.124 to
469.134, and 469.174 to 469.1799, inclusive, as amended and supplemented from time to time:

October 13, 1982: Creation of Development District No. 1 and adoption of a Development Program; creation
of Redevelopment District No. 1 as a redevelopment tax increment district and adoption of a Tax Increment
Financing Plan; creation of Redevelopment District No. 2 as a redevelopment tax increment district and
adoption of a Tax Increment Financing Plan.

May 9, 1983: Modification of the Development Program Development District No. 1 and Tax Increment
Financing Plans for Redevelopment Districts No. 1 and No. 2 to reflect increased project expenses.

September 24, 1984: Creation of [Municipal] Development District No. 3 and adoption of a Development
Program; creation of Tax Increment Financing District No. 3 as a redevelopment district and adoption of a Tax
Increment Financing Plan.

December 16, 1985: Modification of the Development Program Development District No. 1 to include the
area of Development District No. 3/Tax Increment Financing District No. 3; modification of the Tax Increment
Financing Plan for Tax Increment Financing District No 1 (previously referred to as Redevelopment District
No. 1) to reflect the addition of forty two parcels, increased project expenses and the deletion of ten parcels;
modification of the Tax Increment Financing Plan for Tax Increment Financing District No. 2 (previously
referred to as Redevelopment District No. 2) to reflect the addition of three parcels and the deletion of twelve
parcels; creation of Tax Increment Financing District No. 4 as a redevelopment district and adoption of a Tax
Increment Financing Plan.

July 14, 1986: Modification of the Development Program for Development District No. 1; creation of Tax
Increment Financing District No. 5 as a redevelopment district and adoption of a Tax Increment Financing
Plan.

January 12, 1987: Modification of the Development Program for Development District No. 1; creation of Tax
Increment Financing District No. 6 as a housing district and adoption of a Tax Increment Financing Plan;
creation of Tax Increment Financing District No. 7 as a redevelopment district and adoption of a Tax
Increment Financing Plan; creation of Tax Increment Financing District No. 8 as an economic development
district and adoption of a Tax Increment Financing Plan.

July 13, 1987: Modification of the Development Program for Development District No. 1; creation of Tax
Increment Financing District No. 9 as a redevelopment district and adoption of a Tax Increment Financing
Plan.

October 1988: Creation of Tax Increment Financing District No. 10 as a redevelopment district and adoption
of a Tax Increment Financing Plan.

October 23, 1989: Modification of the Development Program for Development District No. 1 and Tax
Increment Financing Plans for Tax Increment Financing Districts No. 1 through No. 10.

March 26, 1990: Modification of the Development Program for Development District No. 1 and Tax Increment
Financing Plans for Tax Increment Financing Districts No. 1 through No. 10; creation of Tax Increment
Financing District No. 11 as a redevelopment district and adoption of a Tax Increment Financing Plan;
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creation of Tax Increment Financing District No. 12 as a redevelopment district and adoption of a Tax
Increment Financing Plan.

September 10, 1990: Modification of the Tax Increment Financing Plans for Tax Increment Financing
districts No. 1 through No. 12.

December 10, 1990: Creation of a Redevelopment Project Area and adoption of a Redevelopment Plan to
exercise housing and redevelopment authority powers; creation of Industrial Development District No. 1 and
adoption of an Industrial Development Plan to exercise port authority powers.

December 17, 1990: Modification of the Tax Increment Financing Plans for Tax Increment Financing Districts
No. 1 through No. 12 to reflect increased project costs within Development District No. 1.

July 8, 1992: Modification of the Tax Increment Financing Plans for Tax Increment Financing Districts No. 1
through No. 12.

September 23, 1991: Modification of the Development Program for Development District No. 1; the
Redevelopment Plan for the Redevelopment Project Area and the Industrial Development District No. 1 Plan
for Industrial Development District No. 1 to reflect increased geographic areas.

April 26, 1993: Modification of the Development Program for Development District No. 1; creation of Tax
Increment Financing District No. 13 as a redevelopment district and adoption of a Tax Increment Financing
Plan.

February 28, 1994: Modification of the Development Program for Development District No. 1; creation of Tax
Increment Financing District No. 14 as a redevelopment district and adoption of a Tax Increment Financing
Plan.

April 11, 1994: Modification of the Tax Increment Financing Plans for Tax Increment Financing Districts No.
1 through No. 13 to reflect increased project costs.

September 26, 1994: Creation of Tax Increment Financing District No. 11A as a hazardous substance
subdistrict and adoption of a Tax Increment Financing Plan.

June 12, 1995: Modification of the Development Program for Development District No. 1; creation of Tax
Increment Financing District No. 16 as a redevelopment district and adoption of a Tax Increment Financing
Plan.

December 31, 1997: Decertification of Tax Increment Financing District No. 8.

December 16, 1996: Modification of the Development Program for Development District No. 1 and the Tax
Increment Financing Plans for Tax Increment Financing Districts No. 1 through No. 14 and No. 16 to reassert
the powers of Minnesota Statutes, Sections 469.124 through 469.134.

March 24, 1997: Modification of the Development Program for Development District No. 1; creation of Tax
Increment Financing District No. 15 as a redevelopment district and adoption of a Tax Increment Financing
Plan.

November 27, 2000: Modification of the Tax Increment Financing Plan for Tax Increment Financing District
No. 2 to reflect the elimination of eight parcels; modification of the Tax Increment Financing Plan for Tax
Increment Financing District No. 10 to reflect the elimination of six parcels; decertification of Tax Increment
Financing Districts No. 5, No. 6, No. 7 and No. 9; modification of the Tax Increment Financing Plans for Tax
Increment Financing Districts No. 1 through No. 7 and No. 9 through No. 11 to reflect increased project costs.
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December 17, 2001: Decertification of Tax Increment Financing Districts No. 2, No. 3, No. 4, No. 14 and No.
15.

December 8, 2003: Modification of the Tax Increment Financing Plan for Tax Increment Financing District
No. 12 to reflect increased project expenses, increased bonded indebtedness and increased sources of
revenues.

June 20, 2005: Modification of the Tax Increment Financing Plan for Tax Increment Financing District No. 11
to reflect the elimination of twenty-one parcels; modification of the Tax Increment Financing Plan for
Hazardous Substance Subdistrict No. 11A to reflect the elimination of twenty-one parcels; creation of Tax
Increment Financing District No. 17 as a redevelopment district and adoption of a Tax Increment Financing
Plan; creation of Hazardous Substance Subdistrict No. 17A and adoption of a Tax Increment Financing Plan;
restatement of the Development Program for Development District No. 1 and modification of the Tax
Increment Financing Plans for Tax Increment Financing Districts No. 1, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 16.

June 15, 2009: Modification of the Development Program for Development District No. 1; creation of Tax
Increment Financing District No. 18 as a housing district and adoption of a Tax Increment Financing Plan.
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City of Roseville, Minnesota

Section A Definitions

The terms defined in this section have the meanings given herein, unless the context in which they are used indicates
a different meaning:

“Authority” means the Roseville Housing and Redevelopment Authority, Minnesota.

"City" means the City of Roseville, Minnesota; also referred to as a "Municipality".
"City Council" means the City Council of the City; also referred to as the "Governing Body".
"County" means Ramsey County, Minnesota.

"Development District" means the City's Development District No. 1 in the City, originally created October 13, 1982,
which is described in the corresponding Development Program.

"Development Program” means the Restated Development Program for the Development District dated June 20,
2005.

"Project Area" means the geographic area of the Development District.

"School District" means Roseville Area School District No. 623, Minnesota.

"State" means the State of Minnesota.

"TIF Act" means Minnesota Statutes, Sections 469.174 through 469.1799, both inclusive.
"TIF District" means Tax Increment Financing (Housing) District No. 18.

"TIF Plan" means the tax increment financing plan for the TIF District (this document).

Section B Statement and Finding of Public Purpose

See Section A of the Development Program for the Development District.

Section C Statutory Authorization

See Section B of the Development Program for the Development District.

Section D Statement of Objectives

See Section F.1. of the Development Program for the Development District.

Section E Designation of Tax Increment Financing District as a
Housing District

Pursuant to the TIF Act, the City seeks to create TIF District No. 18 and adopt a TIF Plan for the TIF District. The
Authority will review the TIF Plan prior to City adoption. TIF District No. 18 is a Housing District.

Housing districts are a type of tax increment financing district that consist of a project intended for occupancy, in part,
by persons or families of low and moderate income. Low and moderate income is defined in federal, state, and
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municipal legislation. A project does not qualify if more than 20% of the square footage of buildings that receive
assistance from tax increments consist of commercial, retail or other nonresidential use.

In addition, housing districts are subject to various income limitations and requirements for residential property. For
owner occupied residential property, 95% of the housing units must be initially purchased and occupied by individuals
whose family income is less than or equal to the income requirements for qualified mortgage bond projects under
section 143(f) of the Internal Revenue Code. For residential rental property, the property must satisfy the income
requirements for a qualified residential rental project as defined in section 142(d) of the Internal Revenue Code.

The TIF District meets the above qualifications for these reasons:
1. The planned improvements consist of the following:
a.  No owner-occupied housing units.
b. 168 rental units, for which one of the following will apply:
0 at least 20% of the rental units will be occupied by persons with incomes no greater than 50% of
area median income
0 at least 40% of the rental units will be occupied by persons with incomes no greater than 60% of
area median income

2. No improvements are planned other than housing.

3. The City will require in the development agreement that the income limitations for all rental units apply for the
duration of the TIF District.

Tax increment revenues derived from a housing district must be used solely to finance the cost of housing projects as
defined above. The cost of public improvements directly related to the housing projects and the allocated
administrative expenses of the City may be included in the cost of a housing project.

Section F Duration of the TIF District

Housing districts may remain in existence 25 years from the date of receipt by the City of the first tax increment.
Modifications of this plan (see Section Z) shall not extend these limitations.

The City elects to receive increment beginning in tax payable year 2013 pursuant to Minnesota Statutes, Section
469.175, subdivision 1(a)(8)(b). The City reserves the right to allow the TIF District to remain in existence the
maximum duration allowed by law, through the year 2038. The City will decertify TIF District No. 18 once the
projected increment has been received to fulfill the existing TIF District obligations. All tax increments from taxes
payable in the year the TIF District is decertified shall be paid to the City.

Section G Property to be Included in the TIF District
The TIF District is an approximate 5.42-acre area of land located within the Project Area. A map showing the location

of the TIF District is shown in Exhibit|. The boundaries, area, and parcel encompassed by the TIF District are
described below:
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Parcel ID Number Legal Description

(09-29-23-44-0247 * The south 7 acres of the NE Quarter of the SE Quarter of the SE Quarter
(NEYs of SEY4 of SEV4), Section Nine (9), Township Twenty-Nine (29), Range
Twenty-Three (23), according to the Government Survey thereof, all subject to
roadway easements.

*The parcel listed above will be replatted; as a result new parcel ID numbers and legal descriptions will replace that
listed above.

The area encompassed by the TIF District shall also include all street or utility right-of-ways located upon or adjacent
to the property described above.

Section H Property to be Acquired in the TIF District

The City may acquire and sell any or all of the property located within the TIF District. The City does not anticipate
acquiring any such property at this time, but may reimburse developers for the cost of such acquisition.

Section | Specific Development Expected to Occur Within the TIF District

The proposed project includes the redevelopment of the Har Mar Apartments project. The project is expected to be
completed in two phases. Phase 1 shall consist of the complete rehabilitation of 120 existing one-bedroom apartment
units within five buildings. Phase 2 shall consist of the construction of 48 two-and three-bedroom apartment units
within one building. Phase 1 shall also include the subdivision, reconfiguration and redevelopment of the site, which
will reduce surface parking, maximize green space, and connect the buildings through landscaping and improved
walkways.

The proposed project will transform a blighted, semi-vacant property into a 168-total-unit apartment community for
persons and families of low to moderate income. The project will comply with the Tax Increment Financing (Housing)
District income requirements for rental property (i.e., either 20% of the units must be rented to persons whose income
is 50% or less of area median income or 40% must be rented to persons 60% or less of area median income).

Ten of the 168 rehabilitated and constructed apartments will provide housing for individuals experiencing long-term
homelessness and who earn less than 30% of the area median income (AMI). Ninety-six one-bedroom units will be
restricted for persons or families who earn less than 60% AMI. The remaining 12 one-bedroom units will be
unrestricted at market rate. All of the 48 two-and three-bedroom units will be restricted for those earning less than
60% AMI. Therefore the project will comply with the provisions of a Housing TIF District whereby at least 40% of the
units will be restricted for persons with 60% or less AMI.

The City anticipates using tax increment revenues to finance a portion of the rehabilitation and construction costs,
through property acquisition, associated with Phase 2 of the project as well as related administrative expenses to
reduce the cost of providing affordable housing in the City, as described further in Section K.

Phase 1 of the project is expected to commence construction in summer of 2009 and be completed by August 2010;
Phase 2 of the project is expected to commence construction in April 2010, and be completed by March 2011. Partial
assessments are anticipated on January 2, 2011, and the fully completed project will be 100% assessed and on the
tax rolls as of January 2, 2012, for taxes payable in 2013.

At the time this document was prepared there were no signed development contracts with regards to the above
described development.
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Section J

Findings and Need for Tax Increment Financing

In establishing the TIF District, the City makes the following findings:

@)

The TIF District qualifies as a housing district;
See Section E of this document for the reasons and facts supporting this finding.

The proposed development, in the opinion of the City, would not reasonably be expected to occur
solely through private investment within the reasonably foreseeable future, and the increased
market value of the site that could reasonably be expected to occur without the use of tax
increment would be less than the increase in market value estimated to result from the proposed
development after subtracting the present value of the projected tax increments for the maximum
duration of the TIF District permitted by the TIF Plan.

The proposed development is a rental housing project consisting of the rehabilitation of
approximately 120 units and the new construction of approximately 48 units in the City of Roseville.
All but 12 of the total units rehabilitated will be affordable to persons at or below 60% of the area
median income. The City has reviewed project information submitted by the proposed developer
showing that the cost of providing low-to-moderate income housing makes the proposed
development infeasible without some level of assistance.

Creating high-quality affordable housing in the proposed TIF district area entails the acquisition and
subdivision of the existing property, complete rehabilitation of the existing buildings, the
construction of new affordable housing and improvements to related infrastructure. Phase 1 and
Phase 2 will be financed separately with each phase securing an allocation of low-income housing
tax credits. Although Phase 1 of the project has secured funding from multiple additional sources,
Phase 2 funding is not anticipated to leverage as many additional funding sources and shows a
financing gap to be filled with TIF. Therefore, it is believed that Phase 2 would not happen “But-For”
the TIF. Furthermore, the funding entities participating in the Phase 1 financing require the
completion of Phase 2 of the Project, which constructs the 48 new affordable family-sized units.
Therefore, we conclude that the proposed Project (Phases 1 and 2) would not happen “But-For” the
TIF.

The increased market value of the site that could reasonably be expected to occur without the use
of tax increment financing would be less than the increase in market value estimated to result from
the proposed development after subtracting the present value of the projected tax increments for
the maximum duration of the TIF District permitted by the TIF Plan. Without the TIF District, the City
has no reason to expect that the rehabilitation and new construction would occur without assistance
similar to that provided in this plan. [If we are to agree with the assumption] that the proposed
project maximizes the site density, then it is reasonable to assume that no development will occur
that will create a greater market value than that which is proposed in this project. Therefore, the
City concludes as follows:

a. The City's estimate of the amount by which the market value of the site will increase
without the use of tax increment financing is $0, beyond a small amount attributable to
appreciation in land value.

h. If all development occurs as proposed, the total increase in market value would be
approximately $16,917,395, which includes a 2.5% annual market value inflator.

c.  The present value of tax increment revenues from the District for the maximum duration of
as permitted by the TIF Plan is estimated to be $938,650 (See Exhibit V).
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Even if some development other than the proposed development were to occur, the
Council finds that no alternative would occur that would produce a market value increase
greater than $15,978,745 (the amount in clause b less the amount in clause c) without tax
increment assistance.

A comparative analysis of estimated market values both with and without establishment of
the TIF District and the use of tax increments assumes no development will occur on the
site without assistance. The site is controlled by a developer that only anticipates creating
an affordable housing project requiring assistance. We assume the estimated market
value without creation of the district would only increase at most by an incremental
inflationary amount. The increase in estimated market value of the proposed development
(less the indicated subtractions) exceeds the estimated market value of the site absent the
establishment of the TIF District and the use of tax increments.

(3) The TIF Plan conforms to the general plan for development or redevelopment of the City as a
whole; and

The reasons and facts supporting this finding are that the TIF District is properly zoned,
and the TIF Plan has been approved by the City Planning Commission and will generally
complement and serve to implement policies adopted in the City's Comprehensive Plan.

4) The TIF Plan will afford maximum opportunity, consistent with the sound needs of the City as a
whole, for the development of the Project Area by private enterprise.

The reasons and facts supporting this finding are that the development activities are
necessary so that development and redevelopment by private enterprise can occur within
the Project Area.

Section K Estimated Public Costs

The estimated public costs of the TIF District are listed below. Such costs are eligible for reimbursement from tax
increments of the TIF District.

Land/Building acquisition $913,610
Site Improvements/Demolition costs 0
Installation of public utilities 0
Streets and sidewalks 0
Bond/Note principal 0
Bond/Note interest, inc. capitalized interest 1,027,207
Administrative expenses 219,461
Other —Potential Affordable Housing Costs 59,337
Total $2,219,615

The City reserves the right to administratively adjust the amount of any of the items listed above or to incorporate
additional eligible items, so long as the total estimated public cost is not increased.
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Section L Estimated Sources of Revenue
Tax Increment revenue $2,194,615
Interest on invested funds 25,000
Bond/Note proceeds 0
Real estate sales 0
Other 0
Total $2,219,615

The City anticipates providing financial assistance to the proposed development on a pay-as-you-go technique.
Under the pay-as-you-go scenario, future tax increments received from the property within the TIF District are
distributed to the developer/owner as reimbursement for public costs incurred (see Section K).

The City reserves the right to finance any or all public costs of the TIF District using pay-as-you-go assistance,
internal funding, general obligation or revenue debt, or any other financing mechanism authorized by law. The City
also reserves the right to use other sources of revenue legally applicable to the Project Area to pay for such costs
including, but not limited to, special assessments, utility revenues, federal or state funds, and investment income.

Section M Estimated Amount of Bonded Indebtedness

The City does not anticipate issuing tax increment bonds to finance the estimated public costs of the TIF District.
However it reserves the right to issue an amount that would not exceed $1,005,000 ($913,610 plus 10% overage).

Section N Original Net Tax Capacity

The County Auditor shall certify the original net tax capacity of the TIF District. This value will be equal to the total net
tax capacity of all property in the TIF District as certified by the State Commissioner of Revenue. For districts certified
between January 1 and June 30, inclusive, this value is based on the previous assessment year. For districts
certified between July 1 and December 31, inclusive, this value is based on the current assessment year.

The Estimated Market Value of all property within the TIF District as of January 2, 2008, for taxes payable in 2009, is
$5,000,000. Upon establishment of the TIF District, and subsequent reclassification of a portion of the property to
rental from affordable rental, it is estimated that the original net tax capacity of the TIF District will be approximately
$39,286.

Each year the County Auditor shall certify the amount that the original net tax capacity has increased or decreased as
aresult of:

(1) changes in the tax-exempt status of property;

2 reductions or enlargements of the geographic area of the TIF District;
(3) changes due to stipulation agreements or abatements; or

(4) changes in property classification rates.
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Section O Original Tax Capacity Rate

The County Auditor shall also certify the original tax capacity rate of the TIF District. This rate shall be the sum of all
local tax rates that apply to property in the TIF District. This rate shall be for the same taxes payable year as the
original net tax capacity.

In future years, the amount of tax increment generated by the TIF District will be calculated using the lesser of (a) the
sum of the current local tax rates at that time or (b) the original tax capacity rate of the TIF District.

The sum of all local tax rates that apply to property in the TIF District, for taxes levied in 2008 and payable in 2009,
was 89.848% as shown below. The County Auditor shall certify this amount as the original tax capacity rate of the TIF
District.

Final
2008/2009
Taxing Jurisdiction Local Tax Rate
City of Roseville 24.545%
Ramsey County 46.546%
SD # »#623 10.624%
Other 8.133%
Total 89.848%

Section P Projected Retained Captured Net Tax Capacity and
Projected Tax Increment

The City anticipates that the project will be completed by December 31, 2012 creating a total tax capacity for TIF
District No. 18 of $99,289 as of January 2, 2013. The captured tax capacity as of that date is estimated to be
$60,003 and the first full year of tax increment is estimated to be $53,911 payable in 2014. A complete schedule of
estimated tax increment from the TIF District is shown in Exhibit Ill.

The estimates shown in this TIF Plan assume that affordable rental housing class rates remain at 0.75% of the
estimated market value, market rate rental housing class rates remain at 1.25% of the estimated market value, and
assume a 2.5% annual increase in market values.

Each year the County Auditor shall determine the current net tax capacity of all property in the TIF District. To the
extent that this total exceeds the original net tax capacity, the difference shall be known as the captured net tax
capacity of the TIF District.

The County Auditor shall certify to the City the amount of captured net tax capacity each year. The City may choose
to retain any or all of this amount. It is the City’s intention to retain 100% of the captured net tax capacity of the TIF
District. Such amount shall be known as the retained captured net tax capacity of the TIF District.

Exhibit Il gives a listing of the various information and assumptions used in preparing a number of the exhibits
contained in this TIF Plan. Exhibit Ill shows the projected tax increment generated over the anticipated life of the TIF
District.

Section Q Use of Tax Increment

Each year the County Treasurer shall deduct 0.36% of the annual tax increment generated by the TIF District and pay
such amount to the State's General Fund. Such amounts will be appropriated to the State Auditor for the cost of
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financial reporting and auditing of tax increment financing information throughout the state. Exhibit Ill shows the
projected deduction for this purpose over the anticipated life of the TIF District.

The City has determined that it will use 100% of the remaining tax increment generated by the TIF District for any of
the following purposes:

(2) pay for the estimated public costs of the TIF District, including any eligible pooling projects, (see
Section K) and County administrative costs associated with the TIF District (see Section T);

2 pay principal and interest on tax increment bonds or other bonds issued to finance the estimated
public costs of the TIF District;

(3) accumulate a reserve securing the payment of tax increment bonds or other bonds issued to
finance the estimated public costs of the TIF District;

(4) pay all or a portion of the county road costs as may be required by the County Board under M.S.
Section 469.175, Subdivision 1a; or

(5) return excess tax increments to the County Auditor for redistribution to the City, County and School
District.

Tax increments from property located in one county must be expended for the direct and primary benefit of a project
located within that county, unless both county boards involved waive this requirement. Tax increments shall not be
used to circumvent levy limitations applicable to the City.

Tax increment shall not be used to finance the acquisition, construction, renovation, operation, or maintenance of a
building to be used primarily and regularly for conducting the business of a municipality, county, school district, or any
other local unit of government or the State or federal government, or for a commons area used as a public park, or a
facility used for social, recreational, or conference purposes. This prohibition does not apply to the construction or
renovation of a parking structure or of a privately owned facility for conference purposes.

If there exists any type of agreement or arrangement providing for the developer, or other beneficiary of assistance, to
repay all or a portion of the assistance that was paid or financed with tax increments, such payments shall be subject
to all of the restrictions imposed on the use of tax increments. Assistance includes sale of property at less than the
cost of acquisition or fair market value, grants, ground or other leases at less then fair market rent, interest rate
subsidies, utility service connections, roads, or other similar assistance that would otherwise be paid for by the
developer or beneficiary.

Section R Excess Tax Increment

In any year in which the tax increments from the TIF District exceed the amount necessary to pay the estimated
public costs authorized by the TIF Plan, the City shall use the excess tax increments to:

(1) prepay any outstanding tax increment bonds;

2 discharge the pledge of tax increments thereof;

(3) pay amounts into an escrow account dedicated to the payment of the tax increment bonds; or

(4) return excess tax increments to the County Auditor for redistribution to the City, County and School

District. The County Auditor must report to the Commissioner of Education the amount of any
excess tax increment redistributed to the School District within 30 days of such redistribution.
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Section S Tax Increment Pooling and the Five Year Rule

As permitted under Minnesota Statutes, Section 469.1763, subdivision 2(b) and subdivision 3(a)(5), any expenditures
of increment from the TIF District to pay the cost of a “housing project” as defined in Minnesota Statutes, Section
469.174, subd. 11 will be treated as an expenditure within the district for the purposes of the “pooling rules” and the
“five year rule”. The City does not currently anticipate that tax increments will be spent outside the TIF District
(except allowable administrative expenses), but such expenditures are expressly authorized in this TIF Plan.

Section T Limitation on Administrative Expenses

Administrative expenses are defined as all costs of the City other than:

) amounts paid for the purchase of land;

2 amounts paid for materials and services, including architectural and engineering services directly
connected with the physical development of the real property in the project;

(3) relocation benefits paid to, or services provided for, persons residing or businesses located in the
project;
(4) amounts used to pay principal or interest on, fund a reserve for, or sell at a discount bonds issued

pursuant to section 469.178; or

(5) amounts used to pay other financial obligations to the extent those obligations were used to finance
costs described in clause (1) to (3).

Administrative expenses include city staff time used to establish and administer the TIF District, the amounts paid for
services provided by bond counsel, fiscal consultants, planning or economic development consultants, and actual
costs incurred by the County in administering the TIF District. Tax increments may be used to pay administrative
expenses of the TIF District up to the lesser of (a) 10% of the total estimated public costs authorized by the TIF Plan
or (b) 10% of the total tax increment expenditures for the project.

Section U Limitation on Property Not Subject to Improvements - Four Year Rule

If after four years from certification of the TIF District no demolition, rehabilitation, renovation, or qualified
improvement of an adjacent street has commenced on a parcel located within the TIF District, then that parcel shall
be excluded from the TIF District and the original net tax capacity shall be adjusted accordingly. Qualified
improvements of a street are limited to construction or opening of a new street, relocation of a street, or substantial
reconstruction or rebuilding of an existing street. The City must submit to the County Auditor, by February 1 of the
fifth year, evidence that the required activity has taken place for each parcel in the TIF District.

If a parcel is excluded from the TIF District and the City or owner of the parcel subsequently commences any of the
above activities, the City shall certify to the County Auditor that such activity has commenced and the parcel shall
once again be included in the TIF District. The County Auditor shall certify the net tax capacity of the parcel, as most
recently certified by the Commissioner of Revenue, and add such amount to the original net tax capacity of the TIF
District.

Section V Estimated Impact on Other Taxing Jurisdictions
Exhibit IV shows the estimated impact on other taxing jurisdictions if the maximum projected retained captured net tax

capacity of the TIF District was hypothetically available to the other taxing jurisdictions. The City believes that there
will be no adverse impact on other taxing jurisdictions during the life of the TIF District, since the proposed
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development would not have occurred without the establishment of the TIF District and the provision of public
assistance. A positive impact on other taxing jurisdictions will occur when the TIF District is decertified and the
development therein becomes part of the general tax base.

The fiscal and economic implications of the proposed tax increment financing district, as pursuant to Minnesota
Statutes, Section 469.175, Subdivision 2, are listed below.

1. The total amount of tax increment that will be generated over the life of the district is estimated to be
$2,202,544.

2. To the extent the project in the proposed TIF District No. 18 generates any public cost impacts on city-
provided services such as police and fire protection, public infrastructure, and borrowing costs attributable to
the district, such costs will be levied upon the taxable net tax capacity of the City, excluding that portion
captured by the District.

3. The amount of tax increments over the life of the district that would be attributable to school district levies,
assuming the school district’s share of the total local tax rate for all taxing jurisdictions remained the same, is
estimated to be $260,438.

4, The amount of tax increments over the life of the district that would be attributable to county levies,
assuming the county’s share of the total local tax rate for all taxing jurisdictions remained the same is
estimated to be $1,141,034.

5. No additional information has been requested by the county or school district that would enable it to
determine additional costs that will accrue to it due to the development proposed for the district. To our
knowledge neither entity has adopted standard questions in a written policy on information requested for
fiscal and economic implications.

Section W Prior Planned Improvements

The City shall accompany its request for certification to the County Auditor (or notice of district enlargement), with a
listing of all properties within the TIF District for which building permits have been issued during the 18 months
immediately preceding approval of the TIF Plan. The County Auditor shall increase the original net tax capacity of the
TIF District by the net tax capacity of each improvement for which a building permit was issued.

There have been no building permits issued in the last 18 months in conjunction with any of the properties within the
TIF District.

Section X Development Agreements

If within a project containing a housing district, more than 25% of the acreage of the property to be acquired by the
City is purchased with tax increment bonds proceeds (to which tax increment from the property is pledged), then prior
to such acquisition, the City must enter into an agreement for the development of the property. Such agreement
must provide recourse for the City should the development not be completed.

The City anticipates entering into an agreement for development, but does not anticipate acquiring any property
located within the TIF District.

SPRINGSTED Page 10



City of Roseville, Minnesota

Section Y Assessment Agreements

The City may, upon entering into a development agreement, also enter into an assessment agreement with the
developer, which establishes a minimum market value of the land and improvements for each year during the life of
the TIF District.

The assessment agreement shall be presented to the County Assessor who shall review the plans and specifications
for the improvements to be constructed, review the market value previously assigned to the land, and so long as the
minimum market value contained in the assessment agreement appears to be an accurate estimate, shall certify the
assessment agreement as reasonable. The assessment agreement shall be filed for record in the office of the
County Recorder of each county where the property is located. Any modification or premature termination of this
agreement must first be approved by the City, County, and School District.

The City does not anticipate entering into an assessment agreement at this time.

Section Z Modifications of the Tax Increment Financing Plan

Any reduction or enlargement in the geographic area of the Project Area or the TIF District, increase in the amount of
bonded indebtedness to be incurred, increase in that portion of the captured net tax capacity to be retained by the
City, increase in the total estimated public costs, or designation of additional property to be acquired by the City shall
be approved only after satisfying all the necessary requirements for approval of the original TIF Plan. This paragraph
does not apply if:

(1) the only modification is elimination of parcels from the TIF District; and

2 the current net tax capacity of the parcels eliminated equals or exceeds the net tax capacity of
those parcels in the TIF District's original net tax capacity, or the City agrees that the TIF District's
original net tax capacity will be reduced by no more than the current net tax capacity of the parcels
eliminated.

The City must notify the County Auditor of any modification that reduces or enlarges the geographic area of the TIF
District. The geographic area of the TIF District may be reduced, but not enlarged after five years following the date
of certification.

Section AA Administration of the Tax Increment Financing Plan

Upon adoption of the TIF Plan, the City shall submit a copy of such plan to the Minnesota Department of Revenue.
The City shall also request that the County Auditor certify the original net tax capacity and net tax capacity rate of the
TIF District. To assist the County Auditor in this process, the City shall submit copies of the TIF Plan, the resolution
establishing the TIF District and adopting the TIF Plan, and a listing of any prior planned improvements. The City
shall also send the County Assessor any assessment agreement establishing the minimum market value of land and
improvements in the TIF District, and shall request that the County Assessor review and certify this assessment
agreement as reasonable.

The County shall distribute to the City the amount of tax increment as it becomes available. The amount of tax
increment in any year represents the applicable property taxes generated by the retained captured net tax capacity of
the TIF District. The amount of tax increment may change due to development anticipated by the TIF Plan, other
development, inflation of property values, or changes in property classification rates or formulas. In administering and
implementing the TIF Plan, the following actions should occur on an annual basis:
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prior to July 1, the City shall notify the County Assessor of any new development that has occurred
in the TIF District during the past year to insure that the new value will be recorded in a timely
manner.

if the County Auditor receives the request for certification of a new TIF District, or for modification of
an existing TIF District, before July 1, the request shall be recognized in determining local tax rates
for the current and subsequent levy years. Requests received on or after July 1 shall be used to
determine local tax rates in subsequent years.

each year the County Auditor shall certify the amount of the original net tax capacity of the TIF
District. The amount certified shall reflect any changes that occur as a result of the following:

(@) the value of property that changes from tax-exempt to taxable shall be added to the
original net tax capacity of the TIF District. The reverse shall also apply;

(b) the original net tax capacity may be modified by any approved enlargement or reduction of
the TIF District;

(© if laws governing the classification of real property cause changes to the percentage of

estimated market value to be applied for property tax purposes, then the resulting increase
or decrease in net tax capacity shall be applied proportionately to the original net tax
capacity and the retained captured net tax capacity of the TIF District.

The County Auditor shall notify the City of all changes made to the original net tax capacity of the TIF District.

Section AB

Financial Reporting and Disclosure Requirements

The City will comply with all reporting requirements for the TIF District under Minnesota Statutes, Section 469.175,
subdivisions 5 and 6.
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Exhibit |

MAP OF TAX INCREMENT FINANCING (HOUSING) DISTRICT NO. 18
AND
MAP OF DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT NO. 1
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Exhibit 1l

Assumptions Report |

City of Roseville, Minnesota
Tax Increment Financing (Housing) District No. 18
Proposed Har Mar Apartments Project
TIF Plan Exhibits: $12.2M EMV - Full 25+ years

Type of Tax Increment Financing District
Maximum Duration of TIF District

Projected Certification Request Date
Decertification Date

Base Estimated Market Value

Original Net Tax Capacity

Housing
25 years from 1st increment

06/30/09

12/31/38 (26 Years of Increment)

2008/2009
$5,000,000

$39,286

Assessment/Collection Year

2009/2010 2010/2011 2011/2012 2012/2013

Base Estimated Market Value $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $5,000,000
Estimated Decrease in Value - Bldg Demo (%0) (%0) (%0)
Estimated Increase in Value - New Construction 0 0 3,721,865 5,352,835
Total Estimated Market Value 5,000,000 5,000,000 8,721,865 10,352,835
Total Net Tax Capacity $39,286 $39,286 $69,036 $81,359
City of Roseville 24.545%

Ramsey County 46.546%

ISD #623 10.624%

Other 8.133%

Local Tax Capacity Rate 89.848% 2008/2009

Fiscal Disparities Contribution From TIF District NA

Administrative Retainage Percent (maximum = 10%) 10.00%

Pooling Percent 0.00%

Bonds Note (Pay-As-You-Go)

Bonds Dated NA Note Dated 02/01/10
Bond Issue @ 0.00% (NIC) $0 Note Rate 4.50%
Eligible Project Costs $0 Note Amount $913,610
Present Value Date & Rate 06/30/09 4.50% PV Amount $909,776
Present Value Date & Rate 06/30/09 5.00% PV Amount $841,743
Notes

Calculation assumes no changes to future tax rates, class rates, or market values.

Construction schedule: Phase 1 25% renovated by Dec. 31, 2009 and 100% by Dec. 31, 2010.
Phase 2 40% constructed by Dec. 31, 2011 and 100% by Dec. 31, 2012.

Payable 2009 Tax Rates and Class Rates were provided by Ramsey County.

Total project value of $12.2M as provided by Ramsey County Assessor.

Base value of $5.0M for taxes payable 2009 - expected to be frozen for life of district.

includes a 2.5% market value inflator.

SPRINGSTED
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Exhibit 111

Projected Tax Increment Report

City of Roseville, Minnesota

Tax Increment Financing (Housing) District No. 18

Proposed Har Mar Apartments Project

TIF Plan Exhibits: $12.2M EMV - Full 25+ years

Less: Retained Times: Less: Less: P.V.
Annual Total Total Original Captured Tax Annual State Aud. Subtotal Admin. Annual Annual
Period Market Net Tax Net Tax Net Tax Capacity Gross Tax Deduction Gross Tax Retainage Net Net Rev. To
Ending Value Capacity Capacity Capacity Rate Increment 0.360% Increment 10.00% Revenue 06/30/09
@ (@) ) 4 ®) (6) @) (8) ©) (10) (11) 4.50%
12/31/09 39,286 39,286 0 89.848% 0 0 0 0 0 0
12/31/10 5,000,000 39,286 39,286 0 89.848% 0 0 0 0 0 0
12/31/11 5,000,000 39,286 39,286 0 89.848% 0 0 0 0 0 0
12/31/12 8,721,865 69,036 39,286 0 89.848% 0 0 0 0 0 0
12/31/13 10,352,835 81,359 39,286 42,074 89.848% 37,802 136 37,666 3,767 33,899 28,112
12/31/14 12,731,041 99,289 39,286 60,003 89.848% 53,911 194 53,717 5,372 48,345 38,365
12/31/15 13,049,317 101,771 39,286 62,485 89.848% 56,142 202 55,940 5,594 50,346 38,233
12/31/16 13,375,550 104,315 39,286 65,029 89.848% 58,428 210 58,218 5,822 52,396 38,076
12/31/17 13,709,938 106,923 39,286 67,637 89.848% 60,771 219 60,552 6,055 54,497 37,897
12/31/18 14,052,687 109,596 39,286 70,310 89.848% 63,173 227 62,946 6,295 56,651 37,699
12/31/19 14,404,004 112,336 39,286 73,050 89.848% 65,634 236 65,398 6,540 58,858 37,481
12/31/20 14,764,104 115,144 39,286 75,859 89.848% 68,158 245 67,913 6,791 61,122 37,247
12/31/21 15,133,207 118,023 39,286 78,737 89.848% 70,744 255 70,489 7,049 63,440 36,994
12/31/22 15,511,537 120,974 39,286 81,688 89.848% 73,395 264 73,131 7,313 65,818 36,728
12/31/23 15,899,325 123,998 39,286 84,712 89.848% 76,112 274 75,838 7,584 68,254 36,448
12/31/24 16,296,808 127,098 39,286 87,812 89.848% 78,898 284 78,614 7,861 70,753 36,155
12/31/25 16,704,228 130,275 39,286 90,990 89.848% 81,752 294 81,458 8,146 73,312 35,849
12/31/26 17,121,834 133,532 39,286 94,247 89.848% 84,679 305 84,374 8,437 75,937 35,534
12/31/27 17,549,880 136,871 39,286 97,585 89.848% 87,678 316 87,362 8,736 78,626 35,208
12/31/28 17,988,627 140,292 39,286 101,007 89.848% 90,752 327 90,425 9,043 81,382 34,873
12/31/29 18,438,343 143,800 39,286 104,514 89.848% 93,904 338 93,566 9,357 84,209 34,530
12/31/30 18,899,301 147,395 39,286 108,109 89.848% 97,134 350 96,784 9,678 87,106 34,180
12/31/31 19,371,784 151,079 39,286 111,794 89.848% 100,444 362 100,082 10,008 90,074 33,823
12/31/32 19,856,078 154,856 39,286 115,571 89.848% 103,838 374 103,464 10,346 93,118 33,460
12/31/33 20,352,480 158,728 39,286 119,442 89.848% 107,316 386 106,930 10,693 96,237 33,092
12/31/34 20,861,292 162,696 39,286 123,410 89.848% 110,882 399 110,483 11,048 99,435 32,719
12/31/35 21,382,825 166,763 39,286 127,478 89.848% 114,536 412 114,124 11,412 102,712 32,342
12/31/36 21,917,395 170,933 39,286 131,647 89.848% 118,282 426 117,856 11,786 106,070 31,961
12/31/37 22,465,330 175,206 39,286 135,920 89.848% 122,122 440 121,682 12,168 109,514 31,578
12/31/38 23,026,963 179,586 39,286 140,300 89.848% 126,057 454 125,603 12,560 113,043 31,192
$2,202,544 $7,929 $2,194,615 $219,461 $1,975,154 $909,776
* Delay receipt of increment until 2013 due to delayed construction
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Exhibit IV

Estimated Impact on Other Taxing Jurisdictions Report

City of Roseville, Minnesota

Tax Increment Financing (Housing) District No. 18
Proposed Har Mar Apartments Project
TIF Plan Exhibits: $12.2M EMV - Full 25+ years

Without
Project or TIF District With Project and TIF District
Projected Hypothetical
2008/2009 2008/2009 Retained New Hypothetical Tax Generated
Taxable 2008/2009 Taxable Captured Taxable Adjusted by Retained
Taxing Net Tax Local Net Tax Net Tax Net Tax Local Captured
Jurisdiction Capacity (1) Tax Rate Capacity (1) + Capacity = Capacity Tax Rate (*) N.T.C. (*
City of Roseville 9,145,388 24.545% 9,145,388 $135,920 9,281,308 24.186% 32,873
Ramsey County 123,546,836 46.546% 123,546,836 135,920 123,682,756 46.495% 63,196
ISD #623 63,060,104 10.624% 63,060,104 135,920 63,196,024 10.601% 14,409
Other (2) 8.133% 135,920 8.133%
Totals 89.848% 89.415%

* Statement 1:

If the projected Retained Captured Net Tax Capacity of the TIF District was hypothetically available to each of

the taxing jurisdictions above, the result would be a lower local tax rate (see Hypothetical Adjusted Tax Rate above)
which would produce the same amount of taxes for each taxing jurisdiction. In such a case, the total local tax rate
would decrease by 0.433% (see Hypothetical Decrease in Local Tax Rate above). The hypothetical tax that the
Retained Captured Net Tax Capacity of the TIF District would generate is also shown above.

Since the projected Retained Captured Net Tax Capacity of the TIF District is not available to the taxing jurisdictions,

then there is no impact on taxes levied or local tax rates.

(1) Taxable net tax capacity = total net tax capacity - captured TIF - fiscal disparity contribution, if applicable.
(2) Theimpact on these taxing jurisdictions is negligible since they represent only 9.05% of the total tax rate.

SPRINGSTED
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Exhibit V

Market Value Analysis Report |

City of Roseville, Minnesota
Tax Increment Financing (Housing) District No. 18
Proposed Har Mar Apartments Project
TIF Plan Exhibits: $12.2M EMV - Full 25+ years

Assumptions
Present Value Date 06/30/09
P.V. Rate - Gross T.I. 5.00%
Increase in EMV With TIF District $16,917,395
Less: P.V of Gross Tax Increment 938,650
Subtotal $15,978,745
Less: Increase in EMV Without TIF 0
Difference $15,978,745
Annual Present
Gross Tax Value @
Year Increment 5.00%
1 2013 37,802 30,719
2 2014 53,911 41,723
3 2015 56,142 41,381
4 2016 58,428 41,015
5 2017 60,771 40,628
6 2018 63,173 40,223
7 2019 65,634 39,800
8 2020 68,158 39,362
9 2021 70,744 38,910
10 2022 73,395 38,446
11 2023 76,112 37,971
12 2024 78,898 37,486
13 2025 81,752 36,992
14 2026 84,679 36,492
15 2027 87,678 35,985
16 2028 90,752 35,473
17 2029 93,904 34,958
18 2030 97,134 34,438
19 2031 100,444 33,916
20 2032 103,838 33,392
21 2033 107,316 32,867
22 2034 110,882 32,342
23 2035 114,536 31,817
24 2036 118,282 31,293
25 2037 122,122 30,771
26 2038 126,057 30,250
$2,202,544 $938,650
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Exhibit VI

Projected Pay-As-You-Go Note Report

City of Roseville, Minnesota

Tax Increment Financing (Housing) District No. 18

Proposed Har Mar Apartments Project
TIF Plan Exhibits: $12.2M EMV - Full 25+ years

Note Date: 02/01/10
Note Rate: 4.50%
Amount: $913,610
Semi-Annual Loan
Net Capitalized Balance
Date Principal Interest P&l Revenue Interest Outstanding
@) (2 (3) 4 ©) (6) @)
913,610.00
02/01/10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 913,610.00
08/01/10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 20,556.23 934,166.23
02/01/11 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 21,018.74 955,184.97
08/01/11 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 21,491.66 976,676.63
02/01/12 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 21,975.22 998,651.85
08/01/12 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 22,469.67 1,021,121.52
02/01/13 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 22,975.23 1,044,096.75
08/01/13 0.00 16,949.50 16,949.50 16,949.50 6,542.68 1,050,639.43
02/01/14 0.00 16,949.50 16,949.50 16,949.50 6,689.89 1,057,329.32
08/01/14 382.59 23,789.91 24,172.50 24,172.50 0.00 1,056,946.73
02/01/15 391.20 23,781.30 24,172.50 24,172.50 0.00 1,056,555.53
08/01/15 1,400.50 23,772.50 25,173.00 25,173.00 0.00 1,055,155.03
02/01/16 1,432.01 23,740.99 25,173.00 25,173.00 0.00 1,053,723.02
08/01/16 2,489.23 23,708.77 26,198.00 26,198.00 0.00 1,051,233.79
02/01/17 2,545.24 23,652.76 26,198.00 26,198.00 0.00 1,048,688.55
08/01/17 3,653.01 23,595.49 27,248.50 27,248.50 0.00 1,045,035.54
02/01/18 3,735.20 23,513.30 27,248.50 27,248.50 0.00 1,041,300.34
08/01/18 4,896.24 23,429.26 28,325.50 28,325.50 0.00 1,036,404.10
02/01/19 5,006.41 23,319.09 28,325.50 28,325.50 0.00 1,031,397.69
08/01/19 6,222.55 23,206.45 29,429.00 29,429.00 0.00 1,025,175.14
02/01/20 6,362.56 23,066.44 29,429.00 29,429.00 0.00 1,018,812.58
08/01/20 7,637.72 22,923.28 30,561.00 30,561.00 0.00 1,011,174.86
02/01/21 7,809.57 22,751.43 30,561.00 30,561.00 0.00 1,003,365.29
08/01/21 9,144.28 22,575.72 31,720.00 31,720.00 0.00 994,221.01
02/01/22 9,350.03 22,369.97 31,720.00 31,720.00 0.00 984,870.98
08/01/22 10,749.40 22,159.60 32,909.00 32,909.00 0.00 974,121.58
02/01/23 10,991.26 21,917.74 32,909.00 32,909.00 0.00 963,130.32
08/01/23 12,456.57 21,670.43 34,127.00 34,127.00 0.00 950,673.75
02/01/24 12,736.84 21,390.16 34,127.00 34,127.00 0.00 937,936.91
08/01/24 14,272.92 21,103.58 35,376.50 35,376.50 0.00 923,663.99
02/01/25 14,594.06 20,782.44 35,376.50 35,376.50 0.00 909,069.93
08/01/25 16,201.93 20,454.07 36,656.00 36,656.00 0.00 892,868.00
02/01/26 16,566.47 20,089.53 36,656.00 36,656.00 0.00 876,301.53
08/01/26 18,251.72 19,716.78 37,968.50 37,968.50 0.00 858,049.81
02/01/27 18,662.38 19,306.12 37,968.50 37,968.50 0.00 839,387.43
08/01/27 20,426.78 18,886.22 39,313.00 39,313.00 0.00 818,960.65
02/01/28 20,886.39 18,426.61 39,313.00 39,313.00 0.00 798,074.26
08/01/28 22,734.33 17,956.67 40,691.00 40,691.00 0.00 775,339.93
02/01/29 23,245.85 17,445.15 40,691.00 40,691.00 0.00 752,094.08
08/01/29 25,182.38 16,922.12 42,104.50 42,104.50 0.00 726,911.70
02/01/30 25,748.99 16,355.51 42,104.50 42,104.50 0.00 701,162.71
08/01/30 27,776.84 15,776.16 43,553.00 43,553.00 0.00 673,385.87
02/01/31 28,401.82 15,151.18 43,553.00 43,553.00 0.00 644,984.05
08/01/31 30,524.86 14,512.14 45,037.00 45,037.00 0.00 614,459.19
02/01/32 31,211.67 13,825.33 45,037.00 45,037.00 0.00 583,247.52
08/01/32 33,435.93 13,123.07 46,559.00 46,559.00 0.00 549,811.59
02/01/33 34,188.24 12,370.76 46,559.00 46,559.00 0.00 515,623.35
08/01/33 36,516.97 11,601.53 48,118.50 48,118.50 0.00 479,106.38
02/01/34 37,338.61 10,779.89 48,118.50 48,118.50 0.00 441,767.77
08/01/34 39,777.73 9,939.77 49,717.50 49,717.50 0.00 401,990.04
02/01/35 40,672.72 9,044.78 49,717.50 49,717.50 0.00 361,317.32
08/01/35 43,226.36 8,129.64 51,356.00 51,356.00 0.00 318,090.96
02/01/36 44,198.95 7,157.05 51,356.00 51,356.00 0.00 273,892.01
08/01/36 46,872.43 6,162.57 53,035.00 53,035.00 0.00 227,019.58
02/01/37 47,927.06 5,107.94 53,035.00 53,035.00 0.00 179,092.52
08/01/37 50,727.42 4,029.58 54,757.00 54,757.00 0.00 128,365.10
02/01/38 51,868.79 2,888.21 54,757.00 54,757.00 0.00 76,496.31
08/01/38 54,800.33 1,721.17 56,521.50 56,521.50 0.00 21,695.98
02/01/39 21,695.98 488.16 22,184.14 22,184.14 0.00 0.00
$1,057,329 $883,487.32 $1,940,816.64 $1,940,816.64 $143,719.32
Surplus Tax Increment 34,337.36
Total Net Revenue $1,975,154.00
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Attachment D

EXTRACT OF MINUTES OF MEETING
OF THE
CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ROSEVILLE

* * * * k * k Kk Kk *k Kk Kk Kk Xk Xk Xk *

Pursuant to due call and notice thereof, a regular meeting of the City Council of the City
of Roseville, County of Ramsey, Minnesota was duly held on the 13th day of July, 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

APPROVING A MODIFICATION TO THE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
FOR MUNICIPAL DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT NO. 1 AND
ESTABLISHING TAX INCREMENT FINANCING
(HOUSING) DISTRICT NO. 18 (HAR MAR APARTMENTS PROJECT)
WITHIN DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT NO. 1 AND APPROVING THE
TAX INCREMENT FINANCING PLAN THEREFOR

WHEREAS: There is a proposal that the City of Roseville, Minnesota (the “City”)
modify the Development Program for Municipal Development District No. 1
(“Development District No. 1”) and establish Tax Increment Financing (Housing)
District No. 18 (Har Mar Apartments Project) therein (“TIF District No. 18”) and
approve and accept the proposed Tax Increment Financing Plan for TIF District No. 18
under the provisions of Minnesota Statutes, Sections 469.174 to 469.179 (the “Act”); and

WHEREAS: The City Council has investigated the facts and has caused to be prepared
a modification to the development program for Development District No. 1 (the
“Development Program”), and has caused to be prepared a proposed tax increment
financing plan for TIF District No. 18 (the “TIF Plan”); and

WHEREAS: The City has performed all actions required by law to be performed prior
to the approval of the Plan, and including, but not limited to, notification of Ramsey
County and Independent School District No. 623 having taxing jurisdiction over the
property to be included in TIF District No. 18 and the holding of a public hearing upon
published and mailed notice as required by law; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the City Council of the City
of Roseville as follows:


jamie.radel
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1. Development District No. 1. There has heretofore been established in the
City a municipal Development District No. 1, the initial boundaries of which are fixed
and determined as described in the Development Program.

2. Development Program. The Development Program, as modified, for
Development District No. 1, a copy of which is on file in the office of the City Manager,
is adopted as the development program for Development District No. 1.

3. TIE District No. 18. There is hereby established in the City within
Development District No. 1 a Tax Increment Financing District, the initial boundaries of
which are fixed and determined as described in the TIF Plan.

4. Tax Increment Financing Plan. The TIF Plan is adopted as the tax
increment financing plan for TIF District No. 18, and the City Council makes the
following findings:

@) TIF District No. 18 is a housing district as defined in Minnesota
Statutes, Section 469.174, Subd. 11, the specific basis for such determination being that
the approximately 168 unit multifamily apartment rental housing project will provide
safe, decent, affordable, sanitary housing for residents of the city and it will result in the
preservation and enhancement of the tax base of the State.

(b) The proposed development in the opinion of the City Council,
would not occur solely through private investment within the reasonably foreseeable
future. The reasons supporting this finding are that:

Q) Private investment will not finance these development activities
because of prohibitive costs relative to rental revenues for low and
moderate income housing units. It is necessary to finance these
development activities through the use of tax increment financing
so that development of affordable housing and other development
by private enterprise will occur within Development District No. 1.

(i) A comparative analysis of estimated market values both with and
without establishment of TIF District No. 18 and the use of tax
increments has been performed as described above. Such analysis
is found in Exhibit V of the TIF Plan, and indicates that the
increase in estimated market value of the proposed development
(less the indicated subtractions) exceeds the estimated market
value of the site absent the establishment of TIF District No. 18
and the use of tax increments.

(©) In the opinion of the City Council, the increased market value of
the site that could reasonably be expected to occur without the use of tax increment
financing would be less than the increase in the market value estimated to result from the
proposed development after subtracting the present value of the projected tax increments
for the maximum duration of TIF District No. 18 permitted by the TIF Plan. The reasons
supporting this finding are that:
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Q) The estimated amount by which the market value of the site will
increase without the use of tax increment financing is $0, except
for a small amount attributable to appreciation in land value;

(i) The estimated increase in the market value that will result from the
redevelopment to be assisted with tax increment financing is
$19,193,880 (from $5,000,000 to $24,193,880); and

(iii)  The present value of the projected tax increments for the maximum
duration of the TIF District permitted by the TIF Plan is
$1,213,092.

(d) The TIF Plan for TIF District No. 18 conforms to the general plan
for development or redevelopment of the City of Roseville as a whole. The reasons for
supporting this finding are that:

0) TIF District No. 18 is properly zoned,

(i)  The City has determined that the proposed TIF Plan conforms to
the general plan for the development or redevelopment of the City
as a whole; and

(i) The TIF Plan will generally complement and serve to implement
policies adopted by the City.

(e) The TIF Plan will afford maximum opportunity, consistent with
the sound needs of the City of Roseville as a whole, for the development or
redevelopment of Development District No. 1 by private enterprise. The reasons
supporting this finding are that:

The development activities are necessary so that development and
redevelopment by private enterprise can occur within Development
District No. 1.

5. Public Purpose. The adoption of the Tax Increment Financing Plan for
Tax Increment (Housing) District No. 18 (Har Mar Apartments Project) within
Development District No. 1 conforms in all respects to the requirements of the Act and
will help fulfill a need to develop an area of the State which is already built up to provide
employment opportunities and provide safe, decent, sanitary housing for all residents of
the city to improve the tax base and to improve the general economy of the State and
thereby serves a public purpose.

6. Certification. The Auditor of Ramsey County is requested to certify the
original net tax capacity of TIF District No. 18 as described in TIF Plan, and to certify in
each year thereafter the amount by which the original net tax capacity has increased or
decreased in accordance with the Act; and the City Manager is authorized and directed to
forthwith transmit this request to the County Auditor in such form and content as the
Auditor may specify, together with a list of all properties within TIF District No. 18 for
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which building permits have been issued during the 18 months immediately preceding the
adoption of this Resolution.

7. Filing. The City Manager is further authorized and directed to file a copy
of the TIF Plan for TIF District No. 18 with the Commissioner of Revenue.

8. Administration. The administration of Development District No. 1 is
assigned to the City Manager who shall from time to time be granted such powers and
duties pursuant to Minnesota Statutes, Sections 469.130 and 469.131 as the City Council
may deem appropriate.

9. Interfund Loan. The City has determined to pay for certain costs (the
“Qualified Costs”) identified in the TIF Plan consisting of certain administrative
expenses, which costs may be financed on a temporary basis from the City’s general fund
or any other fund from which such advances may be legally made (the “Fund”). Under
Minnesota Statutes, Section 469.178, Subd. 7, the City is authorized to advance or loan
money from the Fund in order to finance the Qualified Costs. The City intends to
reimburse itself for the payment of the Qualified Costs, plus interest thereon, from tax
increments derived from TIF District No. 18 in accordance with the following terms
(which terms are referred to collectively as the “Interfund Loan”):

@) The City shall repay to the Fund from which the Qualified Costs
are initially paid, the principal amount of $261,895 (or, if less, the amount actually paid
from such fund) together with interest at 5.00% per annum (which is not more than the
greater of (i) the rate specified under Minnesota Statutes, Section 270.75, or (ii) the rate
specified under Minnesota Statutes, Section 549.09) from the date of the payment.

(b) Principal and interest on the Interfund Loan (“Payments”) shall be
paid semi-annually on each February 1 and August 1 commencing with the first February
1 or August 1 occurring after the date the tax increments from TIF District No. 18 are
available and not otherwise pledged to and including the earlier of (a) the date the
principal and accrued interest of the Interfund Loan is paid in full, or (b) the date of last
receipt of tax increment from TIF District No. 18 (“Payment Dates”) which Payments
will be made in the amount and only to the extent of Available Tax Increment as
hereinafter defined. Payments shall be applied first to accrued interest, and then to
unpaid principal.

(© Payments on the Interfund Loan are payable solely from
“Available Tax Increments” which shall mean, on each Payment Date, all of the tax
increment generated in the preceding six (6) months with respect to the Development
Property within TIF District No. 18 and remitted to the City by Ramsey County, all in
accordance with Minnesota Statutes, Sections 469.174 to 469.1799. Payments on this
Interfund Loan are subordinate to any outstanding or future bonds, notes or contracts
secured in whole or in part with Available Tax Increment, and are on parity with any
other outstanding or future interfund loans secured in whole or in part with Available Tax
Increment.
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(d) The principal sum and all accrued interest payable under this
Interfund Loan are pre-payable in whole or in part at any time by the City without
premium or penalty. No partial prepayment shall affect the amount or timing of any
other regular payment otherwise required to be made under this Interfund Loan.

(e) The Interfund Loan is evidence of an internal borrowing by the
City in accordance with Minnesota Statutes, Section 469.178, Subd. 7, and is a limited
obligation payable solely from Available Tax Increment pledged to the payment hereof
under this resolution. The Interfund Loan and the interest hereon shall not be deemed to
constitute a general obligation of the State of Minnesota or any political subdivision
thereof, including, without limitation, the City. Neither the State of Minnesota, nor any
political subdivision thereof shall be obligated to pay the principal of or interest on the
Interfund Loan or other costs incident hereto except out of Available Tax Increment, and
neither the full faith and credit nor the taxing power of the State of Minnesota or any
political subdivision thereof is pledged to the payment of the principal of or interest on
the Interfund Loan or other costs incident hereto. The City shall have no obligation to
pay any principal amount of the Interfund Loan or accrued interest thereon, which may
remain unpaid after the termination of TIF District No. 18.

()] The City may amend the terms of the Interfund Loan at any time
by resolution of the City Council, including a determination to forgive the outstanding
principal amount and accrued interest to the extent permissible under law.

The motion for the adoption of the foregoing resolution was duly
seconded by councilmember and upon 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.



REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION

DATE: 7/13/2009
ITEM NO: 12.c
Department Approval: City Manager Approval:

T Lonen

Item Description: Request by Wellington Management approval of a rezoning of 1126

Sandhurst Drive and 2167 Lexington Avenue to Planned Unit
Development from Single Family Residence District and General
Business District, respectively, and approval of a Planned Unit
Development Agreement and Final Planned Unit Development to

allow the construction of a multi-tenant commercial office property
(PF09-003)

1.0

2.0

3.0
3.1

3.2

REQUESTED ACTION

Wellington Management seeks REZONING of the northwest quadrant of the intersection of
County Road B and Lexington Avenue and the approval of a PLANNED UNIT
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT and FINAL PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT for a proposed
redevelopment which would replace the existing TCF bank structures at 2167 Lexington
Avenue and the adjacent single-family residence at 1126 Sandhurst Drive with an
11,900-square-foot commercial office building and parking area.

Project Review History
e General Concept Plan approved: May 11, 2009
e Final application submitted and determined complete: June 8, 2009
e Sixty-day review deadline: August 7, 2009
e Project report prepared: June 30, 2009
e Anticipated City Council action: July 13, 2009

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION

Planning Division staff recommends approving the requested REZONING, PLANNED UNIT
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT, and FINAL PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT; see Section 7 of
this report for the detailed recommendation.

SUMMARY OF SUGGESTED ACTION

Adopt an ordinance REzZONING 1126 Sandhurst Drive and 2167 Lexington Avenue to
Planned Unit Development from Single Family Residence (R-1) District and General
Business (B-3) District, respectively; see Section 7 of this report for details.

By motion, approve the FINAL PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT and PLANNED UNIT
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT pertaining to the redevelopment and future zoning of 1126
Sandhurst Drive and 2167 Lexington Avenue; see Section 7 of this report details.

PF09-003_RCA_071309.doc
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4.0
4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

REVIEW OF PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT ZONING

A PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) is a zoning district which may include single or
mixed uses on one or more lots or parcels, and is intended to be used in unique situations
to create a more flexible, creative, and efficient approach to the use of the land subject to
the PUD procedures, standards, and regulations contained in the City Code.

The end result of REZONING property to PUD is twofold: the creation of a customized
zoning district that regulates the use and development of that specific property in the
same way that standard zoning districts regulate other properties, and the establishment
of a development agreement for the currently-proposed project. Aspects of such a
development may deviate from the requirements of a standard zoning district, but they
must be approved by the City Council and specified in a PUD AGREEMENT in order to
ensure that the overall development is in keeping with general guidance of the
Comprehensive Plan. The PUD AGREEMENT, if approved in the FINAL phase of the PUD
review process, will comprise the development parameters on which the REZONING is
based. The draft PUD AGREEMENT is included with this staff report as Attachment G.

In an effort to simplify the administration of the new PUD zoning district without
compromising the City’s ability to ensure that the proposed development is consistent
with Roseville’s policy and regulation documents, Planning Division staff has prepared a
draft PUD AGREEMENT that is slightly different than what has been prepared in the past.
Most significantly, staff is proposing to rely on the final site plan to graphically represent
the zoning standards of the PUD instead of itemizing each of the setbacks and other
development parameters in a written list; this site plan would be Exhibit A of the PUD
AGREEMENT. Where the requirements illustrated in Exhibit A are silent, the PUD
AGREEMENT states that “the general zoning and development requirements and the
standards of the least intensive zoning district consistent with the land use designation of
the Comprehensive Plan shall govern.”

Uses on the property would be limited to permitted and accessory uses in “the least
intensive zoning district consistent with the land use designation of the Comprehensive
Plan.” The existing Comprehensive Plan designation of “Business” is associated with a
wide range of business zoning districts, the least intensive of which is the Limited Retail
(B-1B) District. In general, the permitted and accessory uses in the B-1B District are
retail uses (not including gas stations or motor vehicle sales), restaurants (not including
live entertainment or drive-through facilities), offices, and parking, all of which would be
allowed in the PUD zoning district provided all other standard zoning requirements are
met. Once the forthcoming Comprehensive Plan is approved by the Metropolitan Council
and ratified by the City Council, the PUD zoning district would then allow the permitted
and accessory uses in the “the least intensive zoning district” created for the new
Neighborhood Business land use designation that is identified for this site.

Because the property at 1126 Sandhurst Drive is currently zoned R-1, the proposed PUD
zoning district represents an “up-zoning” of this parcel — even though the parking and
accessory structure uses indicated for this parcel are both allowed in the R-1 zoning
district and are both consistent with the Low Density Residential land use designation of
the Comprehensive Plan. Moreover, if this parcel is not REZONED as part of the current
application, it will need to be up-zoned upon final approval of the forthcoming 2030
Comprehensive Plan in order to be consistent with its new Neighborhood Business land

PF09-003_RCA_071309.doc
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5.0

5.1

5.2

5.3

use designation. State Statute nevertheless requires that the up-zoning of this parcel may
only be approved by the equivalent of a four-fifths vote from Roseville’s City Council. If
Council Members are supportive of REZONING this property to some form of PUD district
they may support the REZONING request even if they’re not totally satisfied with some
details of the proposed development plans. Separate Council actions follow the
recommended adoption of a REZONING ordinance, allowing for further discussion and
refinement of the proposal to ensure that the ultimate development is consistent with the
approved GENERAL CONCEPT.

REVIEW OF REVISIONS

Based upon comments received at the May 11, 2009 City Council meeting, the applicant
has made the following revisions to the approved GENERAL CONCEPT plans in an attempt
to address the concerns of the City Council and to satisfy the required conditions of
approval; an excerpt of the minutes from this meeting are included with this staff report
as Attachment C and final plans are included as Attachment D. Because details of these
plans may need to be changed to meet the pertinent permitting requirements, the City
Council should treat these plans as illustrative of the proposed development as a whole
and not as the truly final plans for the issuance permits.

The landscaped islands at the east and west ends of the center row of parking spaces were
approximately doubled in size to accommodate additional plantings, including overstory
trees to provide additional shade. These expanded islands also have the effect of
eliminating a parking space, leaving an overall total of 48 parking spaces. The standard
City Code parking requirement for office and retail uses is 5 spaces per 1,000 square feet
of “leasable” building area (i.e., gross floor area minus hallways, restrooms, and other
common areas). The proposed building is approximately 11,900 square feet in gross floor
area and the current floor plan includes about 2,425 square feet of hallways, restrooms,
and storage areas leaving a leasable area of approximately 9,475 square feet. Applying
the standard parking ratio to the leasable area, 47.4 (i.e., 48) spaces would be required.

Because the building has been shifted north compared to the original proposal in order to
eliminate safety concerns related to the traffic visibility triangle, some of the landscaping
intended to screen the north side of the parking area from nearby residences is proposed
to be located in the Sandhurst Drive right-of-way. Roseville’s Public Works Director has
no objection to locating such landscaping in the proposed location, so long as the
plantings will not interfere with motorists’ ability to see one another at the northern
entrance to the site or at the nearby intersection. The updated site plan appears to meet
these needs, and staff will work with the applicant to ensure that the landscaping within
the right-of-way does not interfere with traffic circulation.

Some concern has been expressed pertaining to the potential for the proposed building to
create conflicts between motorists exiting the site onto Lexington Avenue and users of
the trail in the Lexington Avenue right-of-way. One potential solution was to construct a
speed bump near the eastern entrance to the site, west of the pathway, but the applicant’s
insurer apparently would not allow such a feature. To address these safety concerns, then,
the applicant has updated the site plan to increase the proposed setback from the eastern
property line from 4 feet to 6 feet and to include signage and pavement markings
instructing motorists to stop for trail users.

PF09-003_RCA_071309.doc
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6.0
6.1

6.2

7.0
7.1

7.2

RECOMMENDATION

Based on the comments and findings outlined in Sections 4 and 5 of this report, Planning
Division staff recommends REZONING the parcels at 1126 Sandhurst Drive and 2167
Lexington Avenue to PUD from R-1 and B-3, respectively. A draft rezoning ordinance is
included with this staff report as Attachment F.

Based on the comments and findings outlined in Sections 4 and 5 of this report, Planning
Division staff recommends approving the FINAL PUD plans and the PUD AGREEMENT
pertaining to the proposed development of the parcels at 1126 Sandhurst Drive and 2167
Lexington Avenue and establishing the zoning requirements governing future use and
redevelopment of the site, subject to the following condition:

a. The applicant shall submit a site plan illustrating and identifying the approved
PUD zoning district standards consistent with the architectural site plan dated
June 18, 2009 for inclusion in the PUD Agreement as Exhibit A.

SUGGESTED ACTION

Pass an ordinance REZONING the parcels at 1126 Sandhurst Drive and 2167 Lexington
Avenue to PUD from R-1 and B-3, respectively, as discussed in Sections 4-5 of this
report.

By motion, approve the FINAL PUD and PUD AGREEMENT comprising the
redevelopment plans and the development contract with Roseville Crossing pertaining to
the Planned Unit Development at 1126 Sandhurst Drive and 2167 Lexington Avenue and
establishing the PUD zoning district standards, based on the comments and findings of
Sections 4-5 and the condition of Section 6 of this report.

Prepared by:  Associate Planner Bryan Lloyd (651-792-7073)

Attachments: A: Area map D: Final plans
B: Aerial photo E: Applicant narrative
C: Excerpt of May 11, 2009 City F: Draft rezoning ordinance
Council minutes G: Draft PUD Agreement

PF09-003_RCA_071309.doc
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12.c

Attachment

A

Attachment A: Location Map for Planning File 09-003
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12.c Attachment B

Attachment B: Aerial Map of Planning File 09-003

-
Location Map

Disclaimer

This map is neither a legally recorded map nor a survey and is not intended to be used as one. This map is a compilation of records,
Data Sources his map is neither a legally recorded di ded to be used i lation of record
* Ramsey County GIS Base Map (2/4/2009) information and data located in various city, county, state and federal offices and other sources regarding the area shown, and is to A
* 0 . P be used for reference purposes only. The City does not warrant that the Geographic Information System (GIS) Data used to prepare

. Aerial Dat.a. Plctometry (4/2_008) . this map are error free, and the City does not represent that the GIS Data can be used for navigational, tracking or any other purpose 0 50 100
Prepared by: For further information regarding the contents of this map contact: requiring exacting measurement of distance or direction or precision in the depiction of geographic features. If errors or discrepancies EBEee——F——Fcet
A City of Roseville, Community Development Department, are found please contact 651-792-7085. The preceding disclaimer is provided pursuant to Minnesota Statutes §466.03, Subd. 21 (2000),
Community Development Department Site Location 26‘()5,0 Civic Center Drive R(t)};eville MFI)\I P and the user of this map acknowledges that the City shall not be liable for any damages, and expressly waives all claims, and agrees to N

defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the City from any and all claims brought by User, its employees or agents, or third parties which
arise out of the user's access or use of data provided.

Printed: February 24, 2009



margaret.driscoll
Typewritten Text
12.c  Attachment B


Attachment C

Approve Wellington Management request for Rezoning of 1126 Sandhurst Drive and 2167
Lexington Avenue to Planned Unit Development (PUD) and Approve General Concept
PUD (PF09-003)

City Planner Thomas Paschke reviewed the request of Wellington Management for REZONING
and approval of a GENERAL CONCEPT PLANEND UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) for
redevelopment of the northwest quadrant of the intersection of County Road B and Lexington
Avenue, replacing the existing TCF bank structure at 2167 Lexington Avenue and the adjacent
single-family residence at 1126 Sandhurst Drive with an 11,250 square foot commercial office
building and parking area.

Staff recommended approval, based on the comments and findings outlined in Sections 4 and 5
of the staff report dated May 11, 2009, for rezoning of the parcels at 1126 Sandhurst Drive and
2167 Lexington Avenue to PUD from R-1 and B-3, respectively; and approval of the request for
a General Concept PUD to allow the proposed redevelopment, based on comments and findings
outlined in Sections 4 - 8 of the report, and subject to conditions detailed in Section 7.2 of the
report.

Mr. Paschke advised that, since the previous meetings of the applicant and City Council, various
issues have been addressed at the staff level with the applicant, and will continue to be pursued.
However, Mr. Paschke noted that some impacts and concerns, such as the driveway access, may
not be fully realized until the project is in place, at which time they may need to be more
effectively addressed.

Mr. Trudgeon concurred, noting that the proposed visual impacts with the driveway access and
notch may be able to be addressed through signing, lights, or other warning options. Mr.
Trudgeon advised that the developer had heard the concerns loud and clear, and would attempt to
resolve the situation, and if not, a condition would be recommended by staff prior to final
approval.

[8.1]

Klausing moved, Johnson seconded, approval [N.B. The motion was to “support” the
rezoning; therefore, the rezoning was not approved.] of REZONING parcels at 1126
Sandhurst Drive and 2167 Lexington Avenue to Planned Unit Development (PUD) from R-1 and
B-3 respectively, as detailed in Sections 4-5 of the project report dated May 11, 2009.

Councilmember Ihlan spoke in opposition to the motion; opining that, from her perspective, the
applicant had not fully addressed the size of the parking lot and impervious lot coverage, with
her calculations indicating 64%, which was a significant amount. Councilmember Ihlan further
noted that the storm water management plan yet to be finalized, and suggested further analysis of
the number of parking spaces needed for a dental office. Councilmember Ihlan advised that, until
those issues are resolved, she could not vote on the General Concept.

Roll Call

Ayes: Roe; Johnson; Ihlan; Pust; and Klausing.
Nays: Ihlan.

Motion carried.

8.2]

Klausing moved, Roe seconded, approval of the GENERAL CONCEPT PUD for Wellington
Management to allow proposed redevelopment of 1126 Sandhurst Drive and 2167 Lexington
Avenue; based on the comments and findings of Section 5 - 6, and the conditions of Section 7 of
the project report dated May 11, 2009.
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Discussion included calculation of the parking spaces; noting that part of the impervious surface
discussion was driven by City Code; the applicant's enlarging the parking lot islands to provide
more green space; the applicant's allotment at a minimal level over City Code (4 spaces); need to
avoid cars from the office building parking on residential streets; and typical process for
development of a storm water management plan after the concept plan and before final approval.

Councilmember Pust suggested that, as a policy discussion, further discussion be held in the
future as to the standards for parking stalls, which had been developed in the 1970s, and may
need further review and potential revision in today's reality and with other methods of
transportation available.

Councilmember Ihlan suggested that, as a policy matter, the City Council consider issues, such
as storm water management, at the concept level approval.

Councilmember Johnson advised that he conducted his own on-site review of site lines and
driveway access related to the sidewalk and his safety concerns for pedestrians and bicycles, and
strongly suggested formal signage for the site prior to final approval.

Councilmember Roe addressed lot coverage, in his review of aerials of the site and the existing
bank use, and opined that the proposed coverage would be similar overall. Councilmember Roe
concurred with the safety concerns on site and pedestrians and bicycles using the sidewalk.

Roll Call

Ayes: Roe; Johnson; Pust; and Klausing.
Nays: Ihlan.

Motion carried.
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Attachment D

LEGAL DESCRIPTICN:
Lot 1, Bigek 2, and Lot 15, Block 2, Broadview Addition, Remsay Caunty, Minnesote.

Lot 2, Biock 2, Broadvisw Addtion, Remsey Counly, Minnesote.

CERTIFICATION:
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Pta), 78)T), Tic), 8 9, 10 and 17b of Table A thesof, Furstant lo tha Accuracy Standards as adopied by AL TA and NSPS and in offect on the dala of this
certification, undersigned further certifias tha! in my professional oplrion, as a Land Surveyor licensed in the State of Minmosota, tha Relative Postional
Accuracy of this su.rva%doss not sacead that which is specifisd therein.

=
4 =
-ff//;.n fﬁ/ﬁ_—h i P few]
Kénnath L Whiteharm Date
tinnesota License No. 14677

NOTES:
1. This survay of Let 1 and Lot 15, Block 2, relps on i i folund in the i for title proparnd ay Land Titts, inc. as agend for Chicago
Tirla Compary, G No. 276624 5u dated July 31, 2006
2 This survey of Lol 2. Block 2, ret'es on i fon found in the i for titha preparmd by Commercal Pannars Title, LLC as sgot for First
Amarican Tihe Company, Ct No. 29532 Firs! Suppi , dated 30, 2638
3. Ihe fogations of undemgmund uiiklies are based on evailable mags, records, arkd flald locolions. Tha locations may not be exact

IS

Ali distancas are In foet.

=™

The basis of beorings 15 essumed.

o

The araa of ihe proparty desciibed above s 28,877 squarm foct or (L6629 scras.

=

There e 14 parking spacas including 1 hendicap spaca.

£

Tha property Kos in an atea not mapped in a figed harard 2o peeording 1o he Fedoral Emargency Managomant Agancy Flood lasurance Rale Mag
Community Pans! No. 270533

SCHEDULE B - SECTION TWO EXCEPTIONS:
Crsn No, 275624 Supplementsi, dated July 31, 2006
Hem 1 Defects, liens, encumbrancss, adverse clilims or other matlers subsegquent connat ba ploffod.

Htem 2 Di carlicts, and obsarved on the site are as shown on the suwvey,
flem 3 Facils or coims wsitia by inspoction gre as shown on the survey.

flam 4 Fasemenls, fens, or encumbrances not of public recond cannol be plotod,

flem 5 Lien ar ights of tien nol of public record cannef be plottad,

Ham & Taxas or assessriants cannot ba pioited,

ltern ! Taxes paysbia cannat be plotisd.

ftem 8 Lavie special assessrnts cannct be plotled.

ftern @ Unrecordad leases cannol ba plottad,

Hom 10 Right of Tenatis undor unrecordad leases cannot be plotied.

Fom Tt Cannot be piotied.

SCHEDULE B - SECTION TWOQ EXCEPTIONS:
File No. 20532 Firs? Suppiemental, datad Naverober 30, 2008
fem 1 Owner's Policy and mongags encumbranco cannol ba plotted.

Mtem 2 Defocts, igns, spoumbrances, odvarse claims or other matlars subssouen! connst ba piotted.
ftem 3 Rights or claims naf of public facord cannol b plotfod,

fom 4 Encroachmants, overlops, disputes, o matisrs visibia by inspection ar Bs shown on (ha suney.
flom & Eassmenis or claims not of public record cannof be ploffod.

Hom G Lient or rights of en not of public record cannot be plofted.

Hom 7 Texos or spacisl a55058Mmenis carmot be plofted,

Hom 8 Generat or spacie! fgsas Bnd assessments cannot b piotted.

ftam 8 To bo romeved.

tiem 10 To tin removed.

Ham 11 Mortgages, Decumant No. 3526554, cannot be ploited.

fem 12 Construction indemnities cannol bo plattod

BENCHMARK;

Top aut of hydrant (TNH) located 52 foat wostory of the canterina of Lornglon Ave North ond 24 feat northerly of thi contarting of Sandhurst Drive,

ALTA/ACSM
LAND TITLE SURVEY

2167 LEXINGTON AVENUE NORTH
ROSEVILLE. MINNESOTA

‘L 'Enqineers + Surveyors
l I Landscape Architects

Hansan Tharp Pellingn Qlson Ine.
o t 7510 Morkat Piace Drive

Egen Prolrs, Wi 5534 3aas
' (932} B29-070D FAX {952} BIU—7008

ety Wattinglon

P

i
13
i

i
H



Attachment D

Page 2 of 12



Plotied: 08 /26 / 2009 3:22 PM  WA20080826 1 \dwgiChvil

72

sz

':\ n; apn

TeH  +ers47.85
AVEMENT
“EAN SLOPE e

-~
\Amf[}‘i»?é
crsrsn [ -
WAHTAIN EXIS 2
PESARAS ACROSS DRIVEWAY
) > FEE e MATEH EXISTING -
= " I3 —
e
(-]
. B
———————— £
&
&
: 3
! . ;
. ¢ e Rl x?‘ ‘&l § 5
i N ] L
' A = oo -
¥Lan ; . \ —d
L {151 - ¢ s
| # b
- | 4 gy
' g 7
* Be
B ZE
heZy
N
a3
.

W
El
MATCH EXISTING

£ 1% .
= §TORY BLOLR/E13000 . - o=

5

oy JE

EATCRIGEUE

Y DEDICATED)

R Y

v

10" CURB
TRANSITICN

RIBBON CURB

e
A
5t

48.5

NORTH
a 20
SCALE IN
CIViL LEGEND

VIEW A

NORTH

SCALE iN FEET

GRADING, DRAINAGE & ERQSION CONTROL. NOTES

The contractor shall refer to the architectural plans for exoct locatiens and
dimensians of bulidings, vestibules, stoped paving, exll porches, tamps, bruck docks,
entry locations and locatiens of downspouls.

2. A disturbed unpoved areas ore to receive misimum of 4 Inches af top sod and
s0d or aced. Thass crecs shall be watered by the contractor untit the sod or seed
iz growing in o healthy manner

3. The controclor gholl take olf precoulions necessary to awoid property damege Lo

adjocent propertins during the censtruction phase of thia praject. The contraetor

40 will bo held responsicle for any damages Lo odjocent properlies occurring during
the canalruction phose of This projec,

4. The contractor will be responsisls for providing ond mainteiaing traffic conlrot
devices such 03 barricades, warning signs, ditectiona! signs, flagmen ond lighla to
coniral the mowement of traffic whers necessary. Placemenl of thase devices shal

FEET be appraved hy the engineer prior lo pincsmenl. Troffie conirel devices shall
conform to the cppropriate Minnesato deportment of Transportalion stendards.

5. In occerdance with generally n:cepled conalruction praclices, Lhe Gontractor will be
solely and ¥ on the b site, incliding safety
of off persons ond preperty durmg lh= performance of the werk. This reguirerneni

SAMITARY WANMOLE
TIGRM WANMCLE
Gl Basn
CRVERT
HYDRT
CATEVALYE
PCST MDICATOR VALYE
UCHT POLE

ELNCHMARK
5 b
AATER MANMOLE
TEVEFPHCHE WK
UTUTY MANHOLE
FLECTRIC MAMMOLE
WATIR EERWCE
SANTARY SERVICE
HANDICAP PARIGHG
DRICTRM OF FLOW

will cpply contlucuely and not bs Gmlted to normol working hours.,

8. The duly of the enginter or the developer to conduct construction resiew of ths
tontraclors performance fs not intended %o include review of the adequaty of the
contraclors salely measures in, or aear the conslruction site

?. Before beginning ¢onstruction the contractor ehal instoll o Temporary Rock Entrance
pod ol of points of vehicle exil from the project slte. Soid Reck Entronce pad
shall be meinlained by the contractor for the duration of ihe project See detaiis
shown on Shest €3-2 of the project plons.

8. Erosion and Sedimentotion conlrol measures shall be estoblished around the entire
sile perimeter and in accordance with NRDES permit requirements, Beat Monogement

{em= ? x+n§@.§

9. All entronces ond connections ta ¢ity strests shall be parformed per the requirements
of the city. Tha centractor shall be responsible for ell permits ond nalifications o8
requiced by the cily.

#

10. See utifity plan ond storm sewer profies for further detall regarding the siorm sewer.

T CALL BEFORE YOU DIGt

. Gopher State One Call
- TWIN CITY AREA, 651-454-0002
—— TOLl. FREE: 1-BO0-252-|I66
——
—..._'_
T WARNING:

won e mm

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR CALLING FOR LOCATIONS OF ALL
EXISTING UTILITIES. THLY SHALL COOPERATE WITH ALL UTILITY COMPANIES IN
T MAINTAINING THEIR SERVICE AND / QR RELOCATHON OF LINES.

- — - THE CONTRACTOR SHALL CONTACT GOPHER STATE ONE CALL AT 651-453-0002

———— AT LEAST 48 HOURS IN ADVANCE FOR THE LOCATIONS OF ALL UNRERGROUND
WIRES, CABLES, CONDUITS, FIPES, MANHOLES, YALVES OR GTHER BURIED
STRUCTURES BEFORE BIGCING. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL REPAIR OR REPLACE
THE ABOVLE WHEN DAMAGED DURING CONSTRUCTION AT NO COST 1O THE
(WNER.

Praclices, Ciiy veguirements ond the detoils shown on Sheet C3=2 of the project plans.
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SCALE IN FEET

i
S5A f\r!f} 2 ;{3’

L

s e ¥

B. ANOTHER OWNER HAS ASSUMED CONTROL OVER ALL AREAS OF THE SITE THAT HAVE NOT BEEN
FINALLY STABILIZED.

C. FOR RESIDEMTIAL CONSTRUCTION OMLY, TEMPORART FROSION PROTECTION AND DOWN GRADENT

PERIMETER CONTRCGL FOR INDIVIDUAL LOTS HAS BLEN COMPLETED AND THE RESIDENCE HAS BEEN

TRANSFERRED TO THE HOMEOWNER. ADDITIONALLY, THE FERMITTEE WUST DISTRIBUTE THE MPCA'S

"HOMEOWNER FACTSHEET™ TO THE HOMEQWNER TO INFORM THE HOMEOWNER OF FME NEED FOR, AND

SENEFITS OF, FINAL STABIZATION.

ose CIVIL_LEGEND PaceoseD
[&] [ rr—— - & HARDICAP. PARKING &
: £3 UM HANIOLE ® e 2 DRLCTRM o FLOW ‘AL—-P
P
s P e PR B e a0 B ] = spor ELevaten
iy ¥ VRt =] CONTOLRS gt
Esl HDRANT + SUGTANY SEWEN  m———
i CATEVALYE L] ST0Ru SEWER —— . .
Gy B POST MEACATOR YALVE [ Ty Roseville, Minnesota
o] Lot POE [y v FORCDNAN — f \
s by & PUWLR POLE - ety CARMTRE T —
7 e
: - /( N s - WrRMT R R W o Rnﬁexvllle Crossing LLC.
- y
T s eemtran 0 Wellington Mana;,emenl Inc.
— g - E
e CATCH BA§N . warre E—t U BoAwEs ™ et——
- PROTECTION = / ¥ b = WATER MAHOLE e, 1625 Enerpy I"arl\ Drive, Suite 100
gagﬁgc%ﬁu, - i swzs e St.Payl, Minnesata 55108
7 w TELEPUOME Maspint Ph 651-292-9844 Fax 651-292:0072
& UTLITY UARROLE - — -
|~ H
=] BrCTRC wARMOLE PR FDuE UNE B T
ol
UNDERGROUND STORM g e — wATER STVCE —_— CREROUD TILE
! N N, WATER STORAGE e / B - = ANTARY SO — e UKDERGREUND GAS
‘ — i v ﬂ? ] { TAL+12,110 c.f] . / e o OVERMERD UTLITY
B !
... ] | e Ty R e STORM WATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PLAN (SWPPP})
- Z Y. | = GENERAL NOTES: pF—
~ w . LJ : 5 i Lol I THE NATURE OF THIS PROVECT WitL CONSIST OF CONSTRUCTING. A 14,200 SQFT. DENTAL B e D
- M| f;E = CLINIE, UTHATIES, AND A LNDERGROUND STORMWATER TREATMENT SYSTEM, s
H A1 13 101
3 { B ! - 2. THE INTENDED SEQUENCING OF MAJOR CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES ARE AS FOLLOWS: w— o =
| ¥ ko 1 INSTALL STABILIZED ROCK CONSTRUGTION ENTRANCE PAD. [Pofcssional Serviees: |
: i 2, INSTALLATION OF STAGE | SILT FENCE AROUND SITE
e i 3. CLEAR AND GRUB FUR UNDERGROUND STORAGE S .
el 4+ INSTALL STAGE 2 SILT FENCE AROLND ALL s‘muc‘n.nss PONDS AND WETLAND RESTORATION I_O UCKS
N ] ] { = 2, g‘_ogsmucr UNDERGROUND STORAGE SYSTEM. =
[ i ! . AR AND GRUB REMAINDER OF SITE.
~dl J o i | T STRP AND STOCKPILE TOPSOL. ASSOC ATES
AN B 8. ROUGH GRADING O
B . & Szt DEMUDLD AEAS AND STOCKRLES
ey
& - 10 INSTALL SANITARY SEWER, WATERMAIN, STORM SEWER, AND SERVICES Piannieg « il Enginesting = Larad Surcy g,
= - I SUB-CUT PARKING, INSTALL PAYEMENT SECTION. Lancseape Architesture = Covonmental
P 12. NSTALL CURB AND GUTTER. .
; B 13, PAVE SITE
"1 14. INSTALL SEED AND WULCH. 7300 Mernluck Lane « Suis 100
& 15. REMOVE ACCUMLLATED SEDIMENT FROM STORAGE SYSTEM e
| & 16, WHEH ALL CONSTRUCTION AGTIVITY IS COMPLETE AND THE SITE 1S STABILIZED, REMOVE SILT FENCE Teiminne 17hA G
e Lyl AND RESEED ANT AREAS DISTURBED BY THE REMDVAL. WS (o
i . = ) e A gom
o Ll ﬁ s sEo L CADD Qualiticatian: |
e " AREA m az DISTURBED = 0,97 gc. T ks r b okt
B PRIOR TO POST P 2y s et o 74 i, s CAEC
i3 H T v s et e
- R IFERVIGUS AREA 0.64 ac. 0.75 oc. "o e Coreant o s
) M- hay b i v ok 179 CADE ek
e inas . SOR 1YPES. SEE SOILS REPORT rd e OeeFm s s CAEE o ok
- / al o hull dst o Hat paery raning. tirrban_ sk o
f) I POST CONSTRUCTION RUMOFF COEFRCIENT CNu8§ e e
; Son 4. THE LOCATION DF AREAS NOT 70 BE DISTURBED MUST BE DENTFIED WITH FILASS, STAKES, SIGs, COBI6N-3 20w tayoul
|.E1oay Etes ETunen " - ST FENCE, ETC, BEFORE CONSTRUCTION HEGINS. SRR
g o 5. CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY - ERCSION PREVENTION PRACTICES Do 05 City Submatal
DENTAL CLINIC Y} 3 TIME AN ARCA CAN REMAIN Ree Cay Sab]
w &:‘ OPEN WHEN NOT ACTWELY Rehed Cie St
— ] TR OF 105 Eevred Builging § L
STECPER THAN 3:1 7 OAYS 03208 RovsedBuldimgblapot
ﬁ% fan) 11 DAYS Revrert Solueinial
ot ! FLATIER THAR 0 4 " DATS B Ciy Subrtal
Z (i {Z777] 0ENOTES SLOPES STEEFLR THAN 31
-, 44 s ot —_—
5 1A P . 6. ON SLOPES X1 OR CREATER MANTAIN SHEET FLOW AND MIMMIZE RILLS AND/OR GULLIES, SLOPE J—
3} LENBTHS CAN NOT BE GREATER THAN 75 FEET I
7. ALL STORM DRANS AND INLETS MUST SE PROTECTED UNTIL ALL SOURCES OF POTENTIAL DISCHARGE e
ARE STASILIZED.
& JEMPORARY SOIL STOCKPILES MUST HAVE EFFECTIVE SEDIMENT CONTREL AND Gar NOT BE PLACED
IN SURFACE WATERS QR STORM WATER CONVEYANCE STSTEMS. TEMPORARY STOCKPILES WITHGUT
SIGNIFICANT AMOUNT OF SILT, CLAY, OR ORGAMIC COMPOUNDS ARE EXEPMT [EX: CLEAN AGGREGATE
STOCK FILES, DEMOLITION CONCRETE STOCKPILES, SAND STOCKPILES].
cmomemiati
§ SEDIMENT LADEN WATER MUST BE DISCHARGED 7O A SEDIMENTATION BASIN WHENEVER POSSIBLE. |F Prolessional signatire: )
NOT POSSIBLE, IT MUST BE TREATED WITH THE APPROPRIATE BWP'S. TS pe—
0. SOLID WASTE WUUST BE DISPOSED OF PROPERLY AND MUST CONPLY WITH MPCA DISPOSAL REQUIREMENTS. e
fl. EXTERNAL WASHING OF CONSTRUCTION ¥EHICLES MUST BE LIMITED TO A DEFINED AREA OF THE SITE e Site o hamaess
1Z. HO ENGINE DEGREASING IS ALLOWED OM SITE. T
I3 THE OWNER WHO SIGNS THE NPDES PERMIT APPLICATION 15 A PERMITTEE AND IS RESPONSIBLE FOR 43912
COMPLIANCE WITH ALL TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE PERMIT. THL OPERATOR (CONTRACTOR) #HO Lremer No Date
SIGNS THE NPOES PERMIT APPUCATION IS A FERMITTEE FOR PARTS 1B, PART I.C AND PART iv. OF
THE NPDES PERMIT AND i5 JOINTLY RESPOMSIBLE WITH THE OWNER FOR COMPLIANCE WATH THOSE
PORTIONS OF THE PERMIT. (QualtyCenteol: ]
4. CHANGE OF COVERAGE-UPGN COMPLETION OF GRAQING, UTILITIES, AND STREET COMSTRUCTION THE Ewg WRP
WEW QWNER (HOME BUILDER) MUST SUBM!T A SUBDIVISIDN REGISTRATION WITHIN 7 DAYS OF ASSUMING e TR
CPERATIONAL CONTROL OF THE SITE, COMMENCING WORK ON THEIR PORTION OF THE SITZ, OR OF THE FWB/RLL OB0B09
LEGAL TRANSFER, SALE OR CLOSING ON THE PROPERTY. NOTE. THE NEW CAN IMPLEMENT THE CRIGINAL e —
SWPPP CREATED FOR THE PROJECT OR DEVELOP AND IMPLEMENT THEIR OWN SWPPP.
: 15. IERMINATION OF COVFRAGE-PERMITTEE(S) WISHING 10 TERMINATE COVERAGE MUST SUBMIT A NOTICE | Sheet tndex: Nl
% .. OF TERMINATION (NOT) 70 THE MPCA. ALL PERMITTEE(S) MUST SUBMIT A NOT WITHIN 30 DAYS AFTER A
.i? OR MORE OF THE FOLLOWING CONDATIONS HAVE BEEN MET _C0 Comentheet
A FINAL STABIUZATION, PER NPOES PERMIT PART IV.G, AND DEFINITION N APPENDIX B HAS BEEN 0 g Cvwabe
ACHIEVED ON ALL PORTIONS OF THE SITE FOR WHCH THE PERMITTEL IS RESROMSIBLE

Erenslinn Man

Saly Plas
€11 _fesding and Drainage ¥ an

Sigrrm Water Fallytieds Prexeion $in

Wty Blan

Daeails

i
1
:

Plotted: 06 /26 /2003 3:24 PM  W:200810826 1icwgCivil

s, S 16, iNSPECTIONS —_
’ £ A INTIAL INSPECTION FOLLOWING SILT FENCE INSTALLATION BY CITY REPRESENTATIVE IS REQURED
e Gy s 0, £XPOSED SOIL AREAS: CONCE EVERY 7 DAYS AND WITHIN 24 HOURS FOLLOWING A 0.5" OVER 24 -
e e o e o e o ae o en o wm i HOURS RAIN EVENT. E—
— = # C. STABILIZED AREAS: ONCE EVERY 30 DAYS
WARNING: v F D. FROZEN GROUND:  AS SOON AS RUNCFF OCCURS OR PRIOR TO RESUMING CONSTRUCTION. [T ]
- 3 Shex

THL CONTRACTOR SHALL BL RESPONSIBLE FOR CALLING FOR LOCATIONS OF ALL
EXISTING UTILITILS. THLY SHALL COCPERATE WATH ALL UTILITY COMPANILS IN
MAINTAINING THEIR SERVICE AND / OR RELOCATION OF LINES.

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL CONTACT GOPHER STATE ONE CALL AT 651-454-0002
AT LEAST 48 HOURS 1IN ADVANCE FOR THE LOCATIONS OF ALL UNDERGROUND
WHRES, CABLES, CONDUITS, PIPES, MANHOLES, VALVES OR CTHER BURIED
STRUCTURES BEFORL DIGGING. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL REPAIR OR REPLACE
THE ABOVE WHIN DAMACGED DURING CONSTRUCTION AT NG COST TO THE
(OWNER,

CALL BEFORE YOU DIGY

Gopher State One Call

TWIN CITY AREA. 651-454-0D002

I7. OWNER MUST KEEP RECORDS OF ALL PERWMITS RECRARED FOR THE PROJECT, ALL INSPECTIONS AND
MAINTENANCE, PERMANENT ORERATION AND MAINTEMANCE AGREEMENTS, AMD REQUIRED CALCULATIONS
FOR TEMPORARY AND PERWMANENT STORM WATER MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS, THESE RECORDS MUST BE
RETAINED FOR THREE YEARS.

18 SWPPP MUST BE AMENDED WHEM:

>

THERE IS A CHAMGE IN DESIGN, QPERATION, MMN'IENANCE WEATHER OR SEASONAL CONDITIONS

THAT HAS A SIGNIFICANT EFFECT ON DISCHARG

. INSPECTIONS INDICATE THAT THE SWPPP IS NDT EFFECTIVE AND DISCHARGE |5 EXCEEDING WATER
QUALITY STANDARDS.

C. THE BMP'S IN THE SWPPP ARE NOT CONTROLLING POLLUTANTS IM DISCHARGES OR IS NOT

CONSISTENT WITH THE TERMS AMD CONDITIONS OF THE :PERMIT

SILT FENCE REQUIRED MAINTENANCE:

| WHEM SEDIMENT REACHES 1/3 TRE REIGHT OF SILT FEWCE IT WUST BE REMOVED WITHIN 24 HOURS.
2. REPAIR OR REPLACE DISFUNCTIONAL SILT FENCE WITHIN 24 HOLRS,

Storm Water Poilution
Prevention Plan

L Project No.: ]
08-261
| Sheet N, |
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P sz & UTILITY PLAN GENERAL NOTES el i sy S s g Ty £
- Beh o Curmigiat bom gy & Wl mespomitiiess oudms, ke Lol
+ Sper I All sonitary sewer, storm sewer and watermain ulilities shch be fumnished and : CORIRTA T DG Layou |
Ingtaded per the requirementa of the specificatlons, the Clty ond he stendard H &
ulililies specification of the City Enginsers Asseciolion of Minnesote (CEAM). 1999 i [ Subminal: |
SINED cdition. A HOPE connectlons Lo conerele manholes shall be connectsd with an e bl
DOMESTIC k-\ Tnternal rubber gasket or by using ADS waterstop gasket. Al sanilery sewer maln e
FIRE 6* Di Lo line shatl be SOR 35 Al senflery sewer servicas sholl be SOR 26, e
WATER SERVICE, :
MAINTAIN 7.5 ) 2. See Sheel GB-1 ond Lhe contract specificotions for specific utlity details and uliity Reeviued Buiidire 8 Layout

Renised! Sulniniel

Revied Enry Submnial

sarvice dalails.

3. All ulility pipe bedding shalt be compacled sond or fine granulsr meterial per the
fequirements of the City. All compaction shall be pertormed per the requirements
of the CEAM Specification.

RENTAL CLINIC

FFE = 949.0

STU8 WATER LINE 5' FROM
BULDING, SEE MECHANICAL
PLANS FOR CONTINUATION
OF WATER SERWVICE 1N
BLELDNG

4. Ak connections to exisling uthilies shall be performed per the reguirsments of the
City. The City Deparlment of Enginesring end Building Inspections Department and
the construclion enqgineer must be notified o1 least 48 hours prir i any werk
wilhin the public right of way. or werk impacling public uliities.

5. Al sonltory sewsr and water gersvices shall terminale at the property ne unless
otherwiss noted.

6. The conlroctor zhall notify GOPHER STATE ONE CALL at §51-454—0002 ot least
4B hours prior to performing any excavation of underground: werk,

N [ Piafessional Snature:

7. The contrecter shall feld adjst watermain to aveid confiicls with sonitory sewer. B 1 himetey ceriy Bust I plan, gockication o rezor was
storm sewer, and services oa reguired. Insulotion of woter and sanitary sewer lines . prepsead by e b unites sny dimer perubsior and 1t
shell be provided where 7.5 feet mirimum deplh can nol be oitained. : lam a by Licarsed Professlonal Engler undr the bwg.

o 1 St1e Of Mhmnesots,

]

Ali sireel repairs and patching shall be performed per the requirements of the Clly.
Al traffic controt sholl be provided hy the conlractor ond shali be estebfished par :
the requirements of the Minnesota Manual of Uniform Traffic Conirof Devices (MUTCD) : Vi Benrley T
end the Clty. This sholl include all signoge, barricades, flashers and floggers as :

a3
nesded. All public streets shall be open 1o Hofic o1 of tmes. No road clesures T 5o
shall be permilted without the expressed gutherity of of the City. )
9. Al new watermain musl have a minimum of 7.5 feel of caver, | Gualuy Coniral: |
1D Adjusi ail existing structures. both public and private to the proposed grodes where N FWE WRP
disturbed and comply with alf requirements of the wlility owners. Siructures being Froeet Do Traw o7
reset lo poved areas musl meet owners requirements lar lraffic fooding. EWBRLL 08/05/09
Il Proposed Pipe Hoterigts: j e g
Walermain DIF Clasa 52 Ho leas thon 2.5° deep :
Woter Service COPPER TYPE K. Service to property line. Shoet Ingli I
Sanitary Sewsr PG SOR 35 No more than 20' deep, Lihest indix,
Sanilary Sewer PYC SDR26 20° - 25" deep Lot St
Sonltary Sewer PVC &" Service to properiy line. Fanssig: Comest ms Par.
Storm Sewer RCP CLASS & 12" 1o IBY dicmeiar. ™
Draintie POLYETHYLENE Back of eurd

Swflar
ooy, ared Drabizge e

Sapers Water Polivtion Pheenciet Plin
CALL BEFORE YDU DIG!

Gopher State One Call

TWIN CiTy AREA: 65|-454-0002
TOLL FREE: 1-B800-252-1166

! [ Sheet Trle |
WARNING: ' Urility Plan

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR CALLING FOR LOCATIONS OF ALL
EXISTING UTILITIES. THEY SHALL COOPERATE WITH ALE UTILITY COMPANIES IN
MAINTAINING THEIR SERVICE AND / OR RELQCATION OF LINES.

q | Pioject No.: 1
THE COMTRACTOR SHALL CONTALT GOPHER STATE ONL CALL AT 651-454-0002
AT LEAST 48 HOURS IN ADVANCE FOR THE LOCATIONS OF ALL UNDERGROUND 08-261
WIRES, CABLES, CONDIUITS, FIPES, MANHOLES, VALVES OR QTHER BURIED e -
STRUCTURES REFORE DIGGING, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL REFAIR OR REPLACE f LSt g

THE ABOVE WHEN DAMAGED DURING CONSTRUCTION AT NO COST TO THE

CWNIR. : page 5 0€ﬁ'1
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J=— 1.57" TO BACK OF CURB LINE

i NEENAH CASTING R—3250-)
f EQUAL [WITH [L/DR GRATE).
|

/b

TOP OF GRATE —
ELFV. w SEE
PLAR. -3 ADJUSTING RINGS
W/MORTAR JOINTS — PLASTER
DE, STRIKE INSIDE CLEAN

| pe-- 27° PRECAST SECTION.
= (WHIN NICESSARY, 8" SOLID CONC.
BLOCK SHALL 8E USED. PLASTER

B .
g 3 EGROUT OUTSIDE WITH 1/2" WORTAR)

§° PRECAST- 8"

POURED

@ PROVIE 2° MM,
P Sl Mot now

DAIYEWAT ANGLE MOT LESS
THAN &0 T KTERSECTG

& CONCRETE PAVEMINT SHAIL BE B THICX PLACED O 07 TMICK CLASS 3
OR CLASS 7 COMFACTID BASE.

& OARINCUS PAVEMENT SHALL BF X THIO! PLASED ON 4" THIX CLASS 5
DR CLASS 7 COMPACTED Base.

HYDRANT, CLOW WEDALLION

CONCRETE THRUST BLIKCK
AND BASE

374" TE RODS (GALVANIZED)
(MEGALLGS ALSO ALLOWED, SEE 5PECS.)

INITAE 4" MCTAL FEMCE POET AT
AL CLRI MIX LOCATIOND
EXPLEE & OF POST AJCVE GROUND)

EXTEND CURD XX TR
/mv-nm

P VR

Paidt s

£
STREET

!

|

1

|

E VATERMADY
QUCATIN WARIES)
CRPIRATIN STOR
PRECATT AOBILE BLOCK

HSTALL TG WUT v 2 ERID
COPPER LIIC AT CND OF SERVICE

NITES:
L SF SPEEY IR SIZE b TYFL OF WATERIALS.
B WAINTAIM 1B° VEINTICAL & 24 HIRIIINTM.
SEPERATION DETWEEN 3CWER 4. WATER

l EMCENVTI-E  ENGINEERNG  DEFARTMINT

RE
SANITARY SEWER CONNECTION
TYPE A

PLATE
L8

8=10" FABRIC FLAP, EXTEND!NG
PREVE

IMCERWASHING

HOTES: | 172" WASHED ROCK
CONTRACTOR SHALL COMSTRUCT SkT B0x TO FIT 4 éﬁ: X 1" widE
AROUND THE INLET STRUC

s b TIPGA AL JORTS TURE WITH 67 MINMUM
Fy CLEARENCE 7O EDGES OF STRUCTLRE. SILT BOX
o RCP. BAMRE 10 BE PLACED ON AN EVEN SURFACE 6" BELOW
STRUCTURE GPENING. TOP 0F SiLT BOK TO
| L coMC. EXTEND IB* LIMIMRL ABOVE EKISTING GRADE.
PRECAST {7 MASOHRY
SErRON | o USED OWLY WHERE
il = ‘ INLET PROTECTION SILT
1] SOE DSIDE ELEAN.
FasiEva s BOX FOR BEEHIVE

CASTING DETAIL

ENGNEERING  DEPARTWENT

| RE
I
MANHOLE: TYPE B THRU G

PLATE

- /2" MnDOT 2331 41 WEAR COURSE TYPE A
1-1/2" WnDOT 2331 31 BASE COURSE TYPE B

6" MnDOT 3138 CLASS S~100% CRUSHED

12" SUBGRADE PREPARATION

BITUM!NOUS PAVING DETAIL

DETAIL NOTES:

1, THE CITY OF ROSEVILLE REQUIRES THAT CITY STANDARD PLATES ONLY
NEED TO BE USED ON PUBLIC IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS ONLY.

2. LOUCKS ASSCCIATES BAS SHOWN A MIXTURE OF 5OME CITY STANDARD
DETAN PLATES AND PLATES BY O7THERS.

Distonce 8¢ L variable

3'r

87|

™

——— ATTACH SIGN TO POST
WITH APPROPRIATE
PARKING BY STANLESS STEEL BOLTS,
CISABLED \ WASHERS & NUTS, (TYP. AT E/Z
PERMIT P~ TOP & BOTTOM OF SIGN)
ONLY ~
=
. S~
2 i
ES

13

NOTES: | PROVIDE (1) SIGN
PER

STALL.

2. SIGN MUST MEET
LOCAL STANDARDS

HANDICAP PARKING

siope
per

HOTE.

N;TEI 3 Rock size should be I°
PLACE # 4 BAR AS SHOWN WHERE
CURE CROSSES UTILITY TRENCHES
WITH t—1/2" COVER

B612 CONCRETE CURB

inte the slone.

SIGN DETAIL

AND GUTTER DETAIL

i RSEVHEE evavmrne coparmuov: [T T e RBSEVHEAEE onmmnc oeparmeent | FUTE LATE: ENGINEERING  DEPARTMENT | PATE } RESENVHAE EHGHERNG OEPARTMENT  |FUAT
CRAM: N
e TYPE "A" CATCH BASIN - COMMERCIAL DRIVEWAY ] AN S\ SATE VALVE “TT-J] WATER SERVICE CONNECTION
Car d Bocktil
STers WOODEH (ATH SHALL BE HALED 2* % < HORIZONTAL WEWBERS mpacted Bocktit
[ SECURELY TO THE PQST MEWBER TOP AND 20004 Concrste
Ti SicuRe FILTER FARRIC BOTI0W. FASTENED To EACH pest LoD FACTOR 2.3
S T -7 DAMETER LSING 7-200 COMMON I o b .
f TN ik Compocted Bockfii A s LR o v s 05
WAL 5 MONOFHL AMENT GEGTEXTILE > i ertte bocks: "
] & PIE L wodh Pok e e (ST FENCE) FABRIC, AS § “““',‘."‘-‘-:-:- | Homaie Someter vin
3 4 DT & TPAENSION CHART R dlvey Wity Grasulor Barrow Compectea Backti
¥ l /_ e 51454 wos
,. RED¥IRCT SLAT 8 Coursa Fiter Aggregate
: FOR STREET LDATDG Bof1 | 0T spee ST vea
. e ¥
——’ﬂ_\ — P -LOVER SUAB R-1733 OR A=1733-1 e penetys it B Donatre ot S B
5 /_ 7 O 2 HTED B P PIPE FOUNDATION & BEDDING ¢ GODD SOILS | PP tand shoped from enquier
I LS T-1'" g ma!
‘ ] :
'y N 2 = 3 ABRSTING H Gompactad Cornpacled Bockinl
; | RINGS W/MORTAR R A : Backfl LOAD FACTOR 1.5
] | oumec o B oo Ta PREV!NT .'.'ff."3"';"'."’.'.'CJ" B onates autside CLASS C—1
oursg UmBERWASHNG ¥ Goure Fiter ¢ ens snaped trom fom

Aggr. MnDot l

unditturbes soi
Spec. 314SH Med.

i” to 2° Washed rock

to 2

in sire
such es MalQOT CA-| or CA—2 course oggregate.

A geotexlite fabric may be used under the rock
to pravenl migrotion of the underlying soil

ROCK ENTRANCE PAD DETAIL

Compacted Backfdr
Foundation
Course Fliter Aggregale

WnDGT Spec. 3146H Mos.

- 0D FACTOR 1.5
CLASS C-2
Hand shoped from angular

bedding matarial

BEDDING METHODS
FOR RCP OR DIP PIPE DETAIL

"B D=»M=.'. ouls-de
diometer af

PIPE FOUNDATION & BEDDING N POOR S0LS

BEDDING METHODS
FOR PVC PIPE DETAIL

Denates uutxufa
diameter of pi

I SLT POSTS AND EXCAVATE A 2.
4"x4" TRENCH UPSLOPE ALONG
THE LINE ©F PQSTS.

STAPLE WIRE FENCING TO
THE POSTS. (M HIGH FLOW
AREAS ORLY)

Hard surface
pubtic road

3. ATTACH THE FILTER FABRIC 4
TO THE WIRE FENCE AND THE SO,
EXTEND 1T INTQ THE TRENCH

CONSTRUCTION OF A SILT FENCE
SILT FENCE MAINTENANMCE PROGRAM

INSPECTION ~ SILT FENCES SHALL BE INSPECTED IMMEDIATELY AFTER EACH RAINFALE
AND AT LEAST DAILY DURING PROLONGED RAMFALL. ANY RECQUARED REPAIRS SHALL
BE MADE IMMETIATELY.

2. REPLACEMENT — FABRIC SHALL BE REFLAGED PROMPTLY WHEN IT DECOMPOSES OR BECOMES
MEFFECTIVE BEFORE THE BARRIER 1S NO LONGER NECESSARY.

3 SEDIMENT REMOVAL — SEMMENT DEPOSITS SHOWAD BE REMOVED AFTER EACH STORM EVEMT.
THEY MUST BL REMOYED WHEN DEPQSITS REACH APPROXIMATELY ONE=HALF THE HESGHT OF

T SILT FENCE DETAIL

Roseville
Crossing

Roseville, Minnesota

Roseville Crossing LLC,
C/O Wellinglon Management, Inc.

a
1625 Enugi') Park Drive, Suile 100

Minnesola 55108
Ph.A51-292-9844 Fax.651-292-0072

Frimstegaa

Protessional Sepvices:

Flamsieng, = Covif bogemessing + Land Surveying
Vands ape Archifecture » Eevisementa)
.
7R o §, Lane - Sube W6
Adinnwapilie, Minnesia 5516
Telepfung: (7h41424 55005
Fax. [P0AETR5HT

i Lt hSASSOR Lifert CORT
2004

B [TAGD Gushiic ation: |

AL e repact by et 0 T etk
4 s o o Ciidtded rarvces

i o e A
B o Imormadun o nefererce crfy Al seraored o -
. Gk, T GADS Bt b s

COE261 D1 WG Layoutt

N | Subimtial.

R Oy Subinsd

Rused City Sybwratsl

DL Krvivd Buitting & bavoul
W Revtsl Submial

| Professional Sipnatute:
U heretry cenly tat b plin, epechinatian o noon was.
MELaTRA by T o onoer My et pervision prg fhat
(s i WbnnsasPrseEsnal Englees ot o o
o the Slals o/ Mimeszua.

Fro Bearley - FL
a2
Ticere Na Datr

N | Coality Control: 1
Lwg WRP
T Tt Treanew
EWB/RLL 065109
N | Shert index; -
. cmqm

T

B [ Sheet Title |
Utility Details
B [Project No |
: 06-261
| Shace Nev. 3
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IHSPECTICN FORT WITH SCREWAH GAP
FLOGR BOK FRAME

AHD LID WITH 5.5, Caf

SCREW LI CLOSURE

CLABS "C" CONGRETE

PAVEMENT

& {102 mi) PVC RISER

AAGHTO MZE CLASS 2
MON-WAVEN GEGTEXTILE

PSPECTION PORT TO BE
ATTACHED THROUGH
HNOTK-CAIT LOCATEG AT
CENTER OF CHAMRER

1?!

AASHIC M2BE CLASS 2
MOM-NOVEM GEQTEXTILE

DP BTN
g

16 il
(457 me) (2438 o)
[ Kol

SC-TAD CHAMBER

5C.740 CHAMBER

CHAMBERS SHALL MEET AETNF 241608

“STANDARD SPECHF ICATON FOR

FOLYPROFYLENE (PP} CORRUGAYED WALL
STORMWATER COLLECTICH CHAMBERS"

34" - 2° (15 mm - 51 mmj CLEAM, ANGULAR BTONE

AASHTO 11288 CLASS 2
NONAVOVEN GEQTEXTILE

HOILS ENGINEER 15 RESPONSIBLE FOR
ENSURING THE REQUIRED BEARING
CAPACTIY OF SUBGRADE SOILS

GRANLLAR WELL GRADED SCILAGGREGATE
MIXTURES, <35% FINES, COMPACT IN 6° LIFTS
TO 95% PROCTOR DENSITY. SEE THE TABLE

OF ACCEPTABLF FILL MATERIALS

CONSIDERATHON FOR IMPACT AND MUTIPLE VEHICLE PRESENCES.

* SEE STORMTECH DESIGH MANUAL SECTION 4.0

€ W{////I/W%WWI/ e bebsiiss -
STANDADY S0 /40 CRDSE 56 va;gw—//////%/’
@ @ e

See Dotail A
48'6 0.0
/55\\ 1471 Flate Steed
B
i
J/i¥i N
L}
=
| )
\ )
D
N
i 1A

#5 Smooth Bar

@ 4" O.C. fach Way
43 1/2* ©-13 UND

Hex Head Stainless
sieel Bolts with
Nuts and Washers,

174" Steel Plate

DETAIL A-A
NOTES:
1. Grates to b made in {2} PIECES.
2. All metal shail be hordipped-galvanized.

St e Regquares i

P Graie Fet Demin,

- ToF=ara o -

DEFTH OF STONE
1 (T2 e el*

THIS CROSS SECTION DETARS THE REQUIREMENTS NECESSARY TO SATISFY THE LOAD FACTORS SPECEFED IN THE AASHTO
LRFD 2RIDGE DESIGN SPECIFICATIONS SECTION 12.12 FGR EARTH AND LIVE LOADS USING STORMTECH CHAMEERS WITH

RIANHGLE WITH
DOVERFLUW WEIR

ELCENTRIC
HEADER

| s
T

B {240 ] PLACE MINIMUR 12,5 {38 m) OF

5Ty MAK AASHTC N288 CLASS 1 WOVEN:

e GEQTEXTILE OVER BEDDING

STONE FCR SCOUR PROTECTKIN
AT ALL CHAMBER INCET BDWS

SC-740 END GAPS

w7 Vvl 7
- ot I

W Hoke 10 ok
— 94 el R el

w185

Typical Ouilet Control Structure - Top Grate

wermes k \
Mescwglithi aHy Pow el Concrele N

T Shanchire g Lot reuied
o bcib ket ond outhe piycs,

Vories _
1

24436" slab opening for Naensh
RIOETY or preapproved wqual

Dirmention frem back of curt
to centet of pipd.
A Dia MA ~ 97

i froen Back al Curt

Dia. Wi ~ 3° nering Back of Curb
Dia. MH = 97 tarind Back of Curp

5
g
& Dia, MH — 157 behind Back of Curb

Mirimem of 2 and masimum of &
concrele adjustment fings with full
bad af mortor betesen doch concraie

T fing w/Moorm0.2'; et
oHset=0.25'(3).

I {T 7 & pracaat rwinforced concrela slch.

-1y

Varley

Top af borrel section under lop Sicb
fp e Wit top vage teaind with

e 2 o of Remoad”er s
Kt _jointa In manhole to
"0 ring rubher gaykats
™=~ Precan cancrate esction
Doghowtes khalt be grouted an both
the o ang ntide,

P~ liashola giepn. Mewnch R1BE1 or
agual, 18° ae, Auminum slepe

apy
e 1P Tae for woinie conrection

Na bick HUCTuTes One Qhowed,

}——Mininurm Skob thicknens, ' for struselure|
14" In gupth. Increase thickness 1° for

#ach 47 of depth grester than 147,

and reinforce with &6 10710 mesh.

Eroyt bamtam of UH to 1/2 yismeter
of pipe and Fops 27 lowand mwert

ases

Hy Pouredt Concrere

Pond - Outlet Centrol Structure

STANDAR 4]
TrPE i CATCHBASIN MANHOLE

@ @ U

STORMTECH
ISQLATAR ROYY

™
SC-740 CHAMBERS

125" (3.8 m BN,

T

Protessional Sipnature:

4 [ Sheet Index:

Project No.:

_ Aktachrr et

Roseville
Crossing

Roseville, Minnesata

i — |

Roseville Crossing LLC.
C/O Wellington Management, Inc.

1625 Energy Park Drive, Suile 100
St.Paut, Minnesota 55108
51-292-9844 Fax.651-292-0072

Froiessional Serviees:
Loucks

ASSOCIATES

Pianniey, » Civil Engicesrieg = 1 and Surveying,
bt ape: Architetare + Enveipomental

a2
72K Heslack 1w« Suse 300
sinneapaiis, Minsesoin 56460
Telephnne: [7631424.550%
Fav [763M 245822
s kouc s A e £om
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Attachment D

Luminaire Schedule Calculation Summary
Symbol Oty Label Arrangement Lumens LLF Description MH | Label CalcType Units Avg Max Min Avg/Min | Max/Min
[} 3 1Me SINGLE 3200 0.720 | LMc-42F g ALL CALCS Illuminance Fe 0.49 4.2 0.0 N.A. N.A. (T _
-EEE] 1 A SINGLE 42600 0.720 | MSV-x-PA0-V5P-F 251 PARKING Illuminance Fe 2.30 1.2 0.9 2.56 4.67 . SERES
[ Az BACK-BACK 12660 0.720 | MsV-x-P40-V5P-F 257 T - ;
A, o, e S w10 s it & ses, st vt

* (FTUDS ALITL U #1770 KT T B 0 20, SN WEAK K Y Mt ¥,
F it ove i

PaLRepd Wtz bt oval
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L A QYA NGHVIR PR St R TSI ) A e el ] . s
P SO ATTAD. REL. TR G4TIT K FATAP Sk, € ST e m an wn @y LU &k
7 AT TR e X AP KOG S FATIS A, Fwe dEbw M 0260 151k
. e N
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v U b i e, A R
b parnenancy

+ Durdde Lkt TEC pormesst colbiesd Fowel 24l Pacl St kstwss B2 £ 0

to b bo b0 bo b0 Be bo bo do be bo Yo be bo bo do ¥o do de be be bo o Lo bo e bo Be be bo bo o b b b bu be Yo b

.6 %.e %o 5o be b b0 t.0 m;';';mg.‘: © @& e
A ot s e sy o mee ey () (@, WD
OFDERING WiF CRMATION
.0 %o be Te b b b B0 : OKIERAR EROHE
!.N - A - KT - W - F - O - D - F
T b o Yo %o % b Yn we s : .
E T BV R T BT T D N
.r b b Bz be b bg t.a
e %0 % b % b b 3.0
b0 %o Yo o ho ba Yo b0
boo b be b ho b bo Yo
e b b b be Yo b 5.0 EMG s
T vetent poe
.o b0 b b b Yo e %0
@
%0 B0 b be b bo b .o RAV%N CROGRIND INEORMATION
S e i o
b0 be b b0 b0 Lo bo %.0 i e
R A g T T A ety e
e R
%o bt b b0 bao b b b ?ﬁﬁ%xn&%ﬁiﬁﬁm:;
- e B
50 bs b bo Yo bo be b e e —
' w T ——— i T—”’M‘“’*‘ s
e b bo b b ho b b0
e b0 b b to b b T:n
4.0 bo bo b be b b b % H&?g;ﬁ;ayﬁi;.:;; o i o s s e nae
. £ e . T
bo b0 %o bao be b b -~ b ey e e T e
z : T B - St ST T AT ey B e e e e
5 Lwad I p o : T—— o e b £k o
bo b0 Bo be bo bo bo bo ba T4 b to %0 b2 b bo bo ba LI a3 Ly et S
ey B AR petcy o s ene st stz s
[ ) A A o D4 oA
.o b0 be %o b0 Bo b Be bo b1 b % b1 bz bz bz b2 bz bz b2 b2 b.0f %0 B bt %o boo ui..%‘.'.:"n:‘."m““" :....m..... ..“..-z-m...,..., -y
: _ _ e o EECE Lo o ot e
b.o %o bo %o bo %o Yo te bo be Bo v B B2 b a1 b b1 b b ba el b fibo b B B b st ' E‘;“';."""‘Z:“.ﬂ.;"‘..:‘:..“
- Btossiain, e SRR
b0 bo bo %o te b bo boe b bo bo b Be be b b b b b b ba Al bveof b b0 W0 be bo b B
s Yo bwo Yo ho Bo bo b b to %o bo be bo be ho ba b ba b b boofl boe lbo %o %o b b H
DENTAL CLINIC : o
t.e Bo b b b bo Be b boe bo B be b boo haoe Be ba bo b b bo b0 o bo Yo b bo FE eV ——
— ) For T4 IOTICEER 6 G 02 et bl s
t.e %o b be bo bo b bo b bo b bo B b Yo B b B b b b b b ‘tiimc b.o o b b b b s i e e bt
H=8
t.e b0 %o %e be Bo vo bo vo bo bo bo B bBo ba He o ko bo boe b bo ba 5 ™Yl b o beo 3o b bo
9.0 B be B be He bHo b Be %o be bo He bo Bo bo Bo Do doe BHe b be ba Yz Hiz t.0 ‘un“;f:o b.e bo b.s b
e be to Yo beo b bo b be %o be bo to bo b b bo Yo boe be be He b 't37‘5 bof b0 §be be Be bo b
%o bo do %o ba bve bo do bo b be be bo Bo vo ho bo B0 be be b e bva[H7|Ys b 'uu'fﬁo te b bo Yoo
HMC
b.a %0 %o %o bao be boo b Yo be be b Bo bo bo bo o bo bo b B b ba ‘E\{\E“‘§i=s 5.0 bo b b b
N
to %6 to bo bao %o bo b b0 S0 ba b to bo bo bo bo bo bo bo be bo bo Yz | He bo bo o o bo bo bo Hlo bo b %0 %o b

3, THES LIGATIRG CESIE 16 WheED On LiniTzh TATORATIoN SWEPLIED oY griTay TO GUBMCLL LISOING | STIE TELATLG FROVIDUD REALGH ME SEFRCOUCED

Jismuizarion aTn.  FIELD BEVINTIRNG MY SICHIFICANTL FRECICTED FERFORMANCE. FRICR T0 INSTALLATION, CRITICAT SITT TNFCRMATICN [POLE

. ONTTNTATION: WOSNTING EEIGHT, FTe | Sh0TLD. Go. COPmOTATLD WITH 146 LOMIACION AMLIO §ELC1EITR RESPONSLaLL TUR THE SRGIECT

L 3. LUMIURIAR OATA [§ TESTED 70 TNDGSTRY SIWA)\ UMCER LABGRATORY CONDITICWS. GPERATING VDLTAGE AND O KARUFACTURING TCLEWANCES OF 1ap, |
BALLASY, AND LUMINAIRY AFTECT TIELD BLSULTS.

%¢ %o boe bo b be boe be bo he ba be Bo bo bo b0 bo ve bBo bo tao bo %o bolb: to be Yo Lo bo Yo bo be b

FE_CUNER AY/OR TIL GSNWER'S REFRESENTATIVE.
2/9/2009

ta %o b Do bo Dbo be Yo %o bo _bo bo _he

gubbell Lighting, I
701 MILLEWNIUM BLVD
CREENVILLE, SC
29807

Page 8 of 12




Plolted: 06 /28 / 2009 10:32 AW W:A200B10825 1\dwyg i arch

LANDSCAPE INSTALLATION: I P T

COORDINATE THE PHASES OF CONSTRUCTION AND PLANTING
INSTALLATION WITH OTHER CONTRACTORS WORKING O SITE.

NO PLANTING WILL BE IMSTALLED UNTIL COMPLETE GRADING AND
CONSTRUCTION HAS BEEN COMPLETELD N THE IMMELMATE AREA,

WHERE SODVSFED ABUTS PAVED SURFACES, FINISHFD CRANE OF
SOD/SEED SHALL BE HELD 1* BELOW SURFACE ELEVATION OF TRAIL,
SLAB. CURB.ETC.

SEEL ALL AREAS DISTURBED DUE TO GRAIDING OTHER THAN THOSE
AREAS NOTER TO RECEIVE SO0, SFFD SHALL BE INSTALLED AND
MULCHED AS PLR MNDOT SPECS.

500D ALL DESIGNATED AREAS DISTURBED DUE TUX GRADING, S0D
SHALL BE LAID PARALLEL TO THE CONTOURS AND SHALL HAVE
STAGCGERED JOINTS. ON SLOPES STEEPER THAN 311 OR IN DRAINACGE
SVWALES, THE 30D SHALL BF STAKFD 10 THE GROUND.

ALL PLANT MATERIAL SHALL COMPLY WITH THE LATEST EDITION OF
THF AMERICAN STANDARD FOR SNURSFRY STOCK, AMERICAN
ASSOCIATION OF NURSERYMEN. UNLESS NOTED QTHERWISE
DECIDUCOUS SHRUBS SHALL HAVE AT LEAST % CANES AT THE

SPFCIFIEQ SHRUB HFIGHT. ORNAMENTAL TREES SHALL HAVF NO WV
CROTCHES AND SHALL BEGIN BRANCHING MO LOWER THAN 3 AROVE
ROOT BALL. STREET AND BOULEVARD TRLES SHALL BEGIN BRANCHING
NO LOWFR THAN 6" ABOVE FINISHFD GRADE

ANY CONIFEROLUIS TREE PREVIOUSLY PRUNED FOR CHEISTMAS TREE SALES
SHALL NOT BE USFD, ALL COMIFEROUS TREFS SHAIL RF FLH L FORM
NATURAL TO THE SPECIES. WITHOUT PRUNING.,

PLAN TAKES PRECEDFNCE (VER P ANT SCHEDULE IF DISCREPANCIFS
IN QUANTITIES EXIST, SPECIFICATIONS TAKE PRECEDENCE QVER
NOTES.

ALL PROPOSED PLANTS SHAL| BE LOCATED AND STAKED AS SHOWN
ONPLAN. LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT MUST APPROVE ALL STAKING (F FLANT
MATERIAL FRIOR TOI ANY AND Al L DKGGING.

NO PLANT MATERIAL SUBSTITUTHINS WILL BE ACCEPTED LINLESS AFPROVAL
15 REQUESTED OF THE LANDSCAPF ARCHITFCT BY THE LANDSCAPE
CONTRACTOR PRIGR TO THE SUBMISSION OF A BID ANLYOR QUOTATION.

ADJUSTMENTS IN LOCATION GF PROPOSED PLANT MATLRIALS MAY BE
NEEDED IN FIELD. SHOULD AN ADIUSTMENT BE ADVISEC), THE
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT MUST BE NOTIFIED.

ALL PLANT MATERIALS SHALL HE FERTILIZEDY LIMON INSTALLATION
WITH DRIED BONE MEAL. OTHER APPROVED FERTILIZIR MIXED tV
WITH THL PLANTING SOIL PER THE MANUTACTURER'S INSTRUCTIONS
OR MAY BE TREATED FOR SUMMER AND FALL INSTALLATION WITH AN
APPLICATION OF GRANULAR 0-20-20 OF 12 OF PER 2.5 CALIPER

PER TREE AND & OZ PER SHRUB WITH AN ADDITIONAL APPLICATION
OF 10-10-10 THE FOLLCWING SPRING IN THE TREE SALICER,

ALL FLANTING ARTAS RICEIVING GROUND COVER, PTRINNIALS,
ANNUALS, AND/OR VINES SHALL RECEIVE A MiNIMUM OF 8° DEPTH OF
PLANTING SON, UOMSISTING OF AT LEAST 45 PARTS TOPSQIL, 45
PARTS PEAT OR MANURE AND 16 PARTS SAND

ALL PLANTS TO BE INSTALLED AS PFR PIANTING DITAILS,

WRAPPING MATERIAL SHALL BE CORRUGATED PVC PIPING ¥ GREATER
IN CALIPER THAN THE TREE BEING PROTICTID OR QUALITY, HTAVY,
'WATERPROOF CREPE PAPER MANUFACTURED FOR THIS PURPOSE, WRAP
ALL DECIDUOUS TREES PLANTED IN THE FALL PRIOR TO 1241 AND
REMOVE ALL WRAPFING AFTIR 5-1

BLACK POLY EDGER TO BE USED TO CONTARN SHRUBS, PERENNIALS
AND ANNUALS WHERE BED MEETS SODSEED UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE.

ALL SHRUB BED) MASSINGS TO RECEVE 2* DEEP SHREDDF D HARDWOGD
MULCH AND FIBER MAT WEED BARRIER,

ALL TREES TO RFCFIVE 4* DEEP SHREDDED HARDWOOD MULCH
WITH MO MULCH IN DIRECT CONTACT WITH TREE TRUNK.

ALL ANNUAL AND PERENNIAL PLANTING REDS TO RECEIVE 3" DEFP
SHREDDED HARDWOOD MULCH WITH NO WEED BARRIER,

SPREAD GRANULAR PRE EMERGENT HIERBICIDE {PREEN OR EQLIALI
PER MANUFACTURES RECOMMENDATIONS UNDER ALL MULCHED AREAS.,

MAINTENANCE STRIPS TO HAVT EDGER AND MULCH A8
SPECIFIED,TNDICATED ON DRAWING OR IN SPECIFICATION.

VIRHY EXISTINGPROPOSED IRRICATION SYSTEM LAYOUT ANY
CONFIRM COMPLETE EIMITS OF IRRIGATION PRIOR TO SUPPLYING
SHOP DRAWINGS,

LANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIELE FOR PROVIDING AN
1RRIGATION LAYOUT PLAN AND SPECIFICATION AS A PART OF THE
SCOPE OF WORK WHEN RIDDING. THISE SHALL BE APPROVLD BY THL
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT PRIGR T(» ORDER AND/OR INSTALEATION, T
SHALL BE THE LANDSCAPT CONTRACTORS RESFONSIBILITY 7O INSURT
THAT ALL SODDEDXSEEDLO AND PLANTLD AREAS ARE IRRIGATLD
PROPERLY, INCLLUDNNG THOSE AREAS CHRECTLY ARQIUND AND
ABUTTING BUILDING FOUNDATION,

THE LANIDISCAPE CONTRACTOR SHALL PROYIDE THE OMWNER WITH A
WATLRING/LAWN IRRIGATION SCHEDULL APPROPRIATE TO THF PROICCT
SITE CONDITIONS AND TO PLANT MATERIAL GROWT H REQLHREMENTS,

iF THE LANDSCAPL CONTRACTOR 1S CONCERNID OR PERCEIVES ANY
DEFICIENCIES IN THE PLANT SELECTIONS, SOIL CONDITIONS OR ANY
OTHER SITE CONDITION WHICH MICHT NEGATIVELY AFFECT PLANT
ESTABLISHMENT, SURVIVAL OR GUARANTFE, HF MUST BRING THLST
DEFICIENCIES TO THE ATTENTION OF THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT
PRIOR TO FROCUREMENT AND/OR INSTAILATION

CONTRACTOR SHALL SUBMIT A WRITTEN REQUEST FOR THE (OAVWNER
ACCIPTANCE INSPECTION OF ALl LANDSCAPE AND SITF
IMPROVEMENTS,

CONTRACTOR |5 RESPONSIBLE FOR ON-GOING MAINTENANCE OF Al
NEWLY INSTALLED MATERIALS UNTIL TIME OF CWNER ACCEPTANCE,
ANY ACTS OF VANDALISM OR DAMAGE WHICH MAY OCCUR PRIOR TO
OWNER ACCFPTANCE SHALL BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE
CONTRACTUR, CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE THE OAVWNER WITH A
MAINTENANCE PROGRAM INCLUDING. BUT NOT NECESSARILY LIMITED
TQL PRUNING, FERTILIZATION AND OISCASEPLST CONTROL,

CONTRACTOR SHALL GUARANTEE NEW PLANT MATERIAL THROUGH ONE
CALENDAR YLAR FROM THE DATE OF OWNLR ACCEPTANCE,

WARRANTY ONF FULL GROWING SFASUNI FOR LANDSCAPE MATIRIAI S
SHALL BEGIN ON THE DATE OF ACCEFTANCE BY THE LANDSCAPE
ARCHITECT AFTER THE COMPLETION OF PLANTING (OF ALL LANDSCAPE
MATERIALS. NO PARTIAL ACCEPTANCE WL BE CONSIDIRLD.

REPRODUCIBLE A3-BUILT DRAWINGISI COF ALL LANLISCAPE
INSTALLATION AND 5ITE IMPROVEMENTS UPOIN COMPLETION OF
CONSTRUCTION INSTALLATION ANLD PRIOR T( PROJECT ACCEPTANCE,

UNLESS NOTED GTHERWISE THE APPROPRIATE DATES FOR SPRING
PLANT MATERIAL INSTALLATION AND SEED¥SOD PLACEAENT IS FROM
THE FIME GROUND HAS THAWED TO JUNE 15

EALL SONDING 15 GENERALLY ACCEPTABLE FROA AUGUST 13 -
NOVEMBER 1, FALL SEEDING FROM AUGUST 15 - SEPTEMBER 15;
DORMANT SEEDING (N THE FALL SHALL NOT OCCUR PRIOR T
NOVEMEER 1, PLANTING OUTSIDE THESE DATES 1S NOT RECOMMENDED.
ANY ADJUSTMENT MUST BE APPROVED IN WRITING BY THE LANDSCAPE
ARCHITECT,

GENERAL NOTES I R

CONTRACTOR SHALL VISIT SITE PRIOR TO SUBKMTTING BID. HE
SHALE INSPECT SITE AND BECOME FAMILIAR WITH EXISTING
CONDITIONS RELATING TO THE NATURE AND SCOPE OF WIORK.

VERIFY LAYGUT AND ANY DIMENSIGNS SHOWN AND RRING TC THE
CONIFEROUS PLANTING MAY OCCUR FROM AUGUST 13 - OCTOBER 1 AND SIGHNS SHO o

FAIL DECIDUOUS PLANTING FROM THE FIRST FROST UNTIL NOVEMEBFR
15. PLANTING OUTSIDE THESE DATES 15 NOT RECOMMENDED, ANY
ADJUSTMENT MUST BE APPROVED IN WRITING BY THE LANDSCAPE
ARCHITICT.

MAY COMPROMISE THE DESIGN AND/OR INTENT OF THE PROJECT'S
LAYOUT

ASSURE COMPLIANCE WITH ALL APPLICARLE CODES AND RECULATICNS

GOVERNING THE WORK OR MATEREA ]
PROTECT ALL EXISTING QAKS ON SITE SCHEDULED TC) REMAIN, [F ! FRIALS SUPPLID

LANDSCAPE PLAN

ATTENTION OF THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT ANY DISCREPANCIES WHICH

SANDHURST

PROTFCT EXISTING
TREES

EXISTING TREES
TO REMAIN

DRIV
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EXISTING OAKS ARE DAMAGED IN ANY MANNER, AROMT OR BELOW CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT ALL EXISTING ROADS, CURBSIGUTTERS,
CROUNI N THE ROOT SYSTER, AN ASPHALTIC TREE PRUNING PAINT TRAILS, TREES LAWNS AND SITE ELEMENTS DURNIC PLANTIIG. 121 /7
SHOULD BE APPLIED IMMEDIATELY AFTER WOUINBING, OAKS ARE NOT TO OPLRATIONS, ANY DAMAGE TC SAMI SHALL BE REPAIRLD AT NO COST -
BE PRUNFD, REMOVED OR TRANSPLANTIE RETWEEN APRIL 13 AND JUI Y 1 TO THE CWNER, ES
NOTIFY LANDSCARE ARCHITECT IF THESE DATES ARE UNAVGIDARLE ) + 5
CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY AUGMMINT AND LOCATION OF ALL
LANDSCAPT, CONTRACTOR SHALL ESTABLISH TO HIS SATISTACTION UNDERGROLNG AND ABOVE CRADE UTIITIES ,&CD PR%VI%{ T * 1Y :
THAT SOIL AND CEMPACTION CONDITIONS ARE ADEQUATE TO ALLOW NECESSARY PROTECTION FOR SAME BEFORE CONSTRLCTION | MATERTAL 5 3 Reseville, Minnesota
FOR PROPER DRAINAGE AT AND ARGUNG TUE BUILDING SITE, INSTALLATICN BT GINS (MINIUIN 10- - 0 CLEARANCE) = . I
ALL UNDERGROUND UTILITIES SHALL BE LMD SO THAT TRENCHES DO :J
NOT CUT THROUGH ROOT $YSTIMS OF ANY £XISTING TRITS 10 LA Roseville Crossmg LLC,
REMAIN,
LANDSCAPE REQUIREMENTS. I i o \ASS C/C Wellington Managernenl, Inc.
1 TREE PER 50 FEET OF PARKING LOT FRONTAGE. EXISTING CONTOURS. TRAILS, VEGETATION, CURB/GUTTER AND DTHER WOOD FENCE e 1625 Encr yka Drive, Suite 100
TREES REQUIRED = 7 EXISTING ELEMENTS BASED LIPON INFORMATION SLIPPLIED TO 1 Ly St.Pau Ff Minnesota 55108
1 TREE PER I5 PARKING SPACES LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT RY OTHERS. CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY ANY BC ‘j Ph.051-292.-9844 Fax.651-292.0072
TREES REQUIRED = 2 AND ALL DISCREPANCIES FRIDR TO CONSTRUCTION AND NOTIFY ry poeeig
TOTAL TREFS REQUIRED = & LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT OF SAME EJ =
(25% MUST BE CONIFEROUS) THE ALIGNMENT AND GRADES OF THE PROPOSED WALKS, TRAILS B “Qi
TREES PROVIDED = 6 AND/OR ROADWAYS ARE SUBJECT TC3 FIELO ADIUSTMENT REQUIRED TO BB -
EXISTING TREES TO REMAIN = 3 CONFORM TO LOCALIZED TOPOGRAPHIC CONDITIONS AND TO / f <3
MINIMIZE TREE REMOVAL AND GRADING, ANY CHANGE BN ALIGNMENT -
MUST BE APPROVED BY LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT. AP
20
LC
LANDSCAPE DETAIL 7
LOOSEN ROGTS OF ALL
CONTAINERIZED PLANTS.
REFER TG PLAN SCARIFY BOTTOM AND SIDES OF T
18" MIN. HOLE PRIOR TO PLANTING O
SHRUBS TO BE PLACED S0 THAT t 7
TOP OF CONTAINER SITS FLUSH h é
WITH PROPOSED GRADE. A
g - - N
\\‘\ v T MULC? ¥ QEE" SELSPIC SHREDDED HARDWOOD MULCH IS IMlanning = Crl Enginesting « Land Sumvey o
SN LANISCAPE FABRIC - SEE SPEC. INALL PLANTING BEDSS 4 = " ndi sy Acchieetune,  Enviceman]
S d
BN EDGING MATERIAL - SEE SPEC. THE CONIRACTOR 15 RESPONSIRLE FOR 'S 3 ) L]
EDGE VARIES - REFER TO PLAN AN AL TRELS I PLLME : P 7200 Hentko k Lave - S 300
PERIID. STAKING IS SUGGESTED, BUT
NOT REQUIRED. ANY STAKING MLIST - L] O Lax CRIM24-5820
CONFORM WITH PRACTICES AS DITINED >"< Py N wewevs 1 eur ks Aasog Lty £ om
PLANTING SOIL - SEE SPEC IN AN A GUIDELINES FOR STANDARD \ = Q2
h : PRACIICES =9 = LCADD Qualication:
PRUNE DAMAGED AND CROSSING ﬁ /< AR Mot ez by e ——
BUILDING WALL {FYP) BRANCHES AFTER PLANTING I5 COMPITTT = l ) ,',,_m,"u,hcmh“"r e el
CUT BACK WIRE BASKEL e - Sral B i o0 :‘:"‘i‘.”‘*"”"““’,&&
e areieion S Sy s o s wear i sl
’ RIMOVE ALL FLAGGING AND LABELING + wmm:mmgnn:::g o
SHRUB PLANTING DETAIL FROM TREE. T s
WAL I \NL?\LFIR\ 'IR[‘[];HDR(?JIJCSJ Iy nURIf{"‘KHiL %’! mhumnn:mmmmmm
= Pl NG ERATIONS. PEACE BAC 1 Cvbr, el the o ] mlm
u I 8127 LIF1S AND SATURATE SOR WITH KL o o b L s s,
WATER. (3O MOT COMPACT MORE THAN LE1-05261 DWG/ Layout!
NECTSSARY TO AMAINTAIN 'L UMB. kS TR
- ubnutia
VARIES . 1652 POLYPROFYLENE OR £
N " ;| ) Coy Submitad
SEE PLAN MULCH - SEE $PEES, POLYETHYLENE STRAF - Cvuloe
3' DEPTH TREE WRAP 10 HKS1 BRANCH k] [
\5{% \{iy EDGER - SEE SPECS. SAFETY FLAGGING - ONE PER WIRE _ é
ST EDGE VARIES - SEE PLAN FEGvE ERRL BVEN WITH Ot JUsT P Revved Coy o)
4 I~
ot ] MUIq“C"\:“\:VDIHIP RN(} MULCH IN >_<
T CONTA ITiH TRUINK - SEE SPECS
7, ,ﬁ, N i —
V. o
\(\ W}" 12 DEPTH (MIN LOAM WD SIARE (OPTIONALL P4
/\Qyﬁw& o PLANTING SOIL - SEE SPECS. EOYCT VARIES . SEL FLAN
M}ZL[?__AZLA'; LOOSEN ROOTS OF SCARITY BOTTOM AND SIDES OF
il i PLANT MATERIAL PRIOR HOUE PRIOR TG PLANTING e
v ' TO PLANTING SET PLANT DN UNDISTURBED NATIVE SOIL -
CONTRACTOR 15 RESPONSIBLE FOR
TESTING PERCCHATION RATES PRIOR TC)
FLANTING. NOTIFY LANOSCAPE ARCHITECT Pror o 1|
IMMEDJATELY [F POOR DRAINAGE EXISTS [ Professional Stgnature:
1 i Bl et in e reporl was
’ 2 ‘ PERENNIAL PLANTING - Conoeras vy o SN o et Sapenen and o
Tam ik L1 )
| L1 ‘ SCALE 347 = 14 A 40 8 b s ticope potecter
' ‘ DECIZUOUS TREE PLANTING DETAIL =
. Fa? Kargas - ASLA
2B0IT
TREE FROTECTIGN NOTE: . Ticcie Ne ot
INSTALE SNOWTENCE ARGUND FACH TRLF T0 B PROTECTED PRIGR T0 GRADING. FINCE SHALL 31 BLACTY AT THE DRI EDGE OR CRITICAL ROOT NORTH SCALE 1N FEET
ZDNES OF THETREES. FENCING $HALL BE ND CLOSER THAM &' TO THE TRLINK OF ANY TREE T0 85 PROTECTED. THE FERINSE NLRS HOR TREES BEING n / 7 SIS ATS I :/‘ Qually Contror |
PROTECTED SI2ALL BF DESIGNATED AT ALL TiMES DURING CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY ANEY SIGNAGT SHAGL BF INSTAIIED AT AL TRIE PROTECTION THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR ( O [_//\/ / Y jL\ (/l//‘ /J I 1 | -
AREAS THAT INSTRUCTS WORKERS YO STAY OUT, CONTRACTOR SHALL AMOIE) ALL AREAS WITHIN TREE PROTECTION FENCE. SO SHOLRD 3 MAINTARNING ALL THLES IN A PLUMB - : TIF TJF
PROTECTED FROM ERGSICIN AND- CHANTES N CHEMSTRY FROM CONCRE 18 OR HOXIC MATERIALS SUCH AS $LELS AND PAIN S, POSITIN THROUGH THE WARRANTY = E=r
O — G —— dsonmnonceivey - FLANT SCHEDULE,
AIN M SIFE AT BLL TINES. |7 4N EWOUNDELD DLRIN NSTR N THE CONTR MUST - - Tron xod Br T e Dt
IMAEDIATELY APPLY PAINT TO THEWOUNS IN ORDER T0) PREVERT 0k WILT, AEL DAMAGE 101 TREES T0) 8 PRUTECTED SHAL BE BROL GHT 760 TIE CONFORMWIT PRACTICES AS DEFINED | SYM | OTY | COMMONNAME | SCERTIFIC NAME | _SZE | CONT [ COMMENTS ]
ATIINTION G THE WA ER AND LAXDSCAPE ARCHITEC, el o SUIDLLINES | OR STAT ; | ;
" FRACTICES rre—— Shewt index:
| PRUNE ANY DAMAGED RRANCHES DECIDUOUS TREES col
AFTER PLANTING IS COMPLETE. BO 7 | BICOLOROAX [ Guercus bicolor [ 25"CAL | B&B ] SNGLESTEM o
! / EXISTING TRLE 100 KEMAIN Eklg‘l\i\_’[%?él FLAGCING ANTY LABELING . 5L 2§ SENTRY LNDEN [ Titia “McSenlry ! 25"CAL [ B33 | SINCLE §TEM ( e s
WATER TREE THOROUCHLY DURING i 3
| I PLANTING DPERATIONS, PLACE Backrnt | ORMAMENTAL TREES ] gm»ﬂglw g;.'\f“ :In —
IN £-127 HIFTS AND SATURATE SOE WITH PS5 | PINK SPIRES CRABAPPLE | Msius'x Pink Spires’ [ 15°CAL | B&B | SINGLE STEM A
WATER. N NOT COMPACT MORE THAN ; n T Lty Plam
| | DGRIP EIGE OF TREE NECESSARY 10 MAINTAIN PLUMB. ; ! G oy Ul
16*2" POLYPROPYLENT OR EVERGREEN TREES _ | b o
| ] POLVETHYLENE STRAP AP | TTTTT AUSTRIAN PINE | Finus nigre ] FHGT | B&B | FULLFORM |
- |
SAFETY FLAGCGING - ONE FEE WIRE T
I MULCH - 4" DILP « PLR SPECS. MUICH MUST DECIDUOUS SHAUBS - T
NCYT BE 18 CONTACT WITH TRUNK, AS [ ab | ANTHONY WATERER SPIREA [_Spirea x oumalda Anthorry Waterer [ 24"HGT | POT | PLANTSQC T . 1
" = : - : et il
| T ;Dwg)%%scw.}x&léomleothpEm WOUD STAKE (OPTIONALL B8 T 34 | BUTIERFLYBUSH | Diendia Butlerdly [ 24"HGT | POT | PLANT4' OC. !
H S Btk SR e s s R 1
Wi A 133 LY
FLACED 5 ON CENTER AND PLACED CONIPEROUS SHRUBS ‘ — - LANDSCAPE
. %EIgTJ\SR{&F‘R;!ng‘:S()'I[WION AND SCARIFY BOTFOM AND SIDES OF Al 23 ANDORRA COMPACT JUNIPER Jmipenss horizontalis Flumosa Ci 2¢° SPRD | POT PLANT &' Q.C. -
5 HOLE PRIGK 0 PLANTING ES | 2 | ELEGANS SPRUCE Picen sbies Elegans’ S5 HGT | _POT_| PLANTSOC, PLAN
ROOTBALL $ET ON MOUNDED SUBGRADE [N 16 MOTHER LODE JUNIPER Juniperus horixontalis Wother Lode' 2¢" SPRD | POT PLANTE'OC .
. lfail
R 3 " EXISTING GRADE CONTRACTOR 15 RESPONSHBI T FOR Y 21| TAUNTONYEW Texus x metia Taunlon’ 24" SPRD | POT | PLANTS'OC
TLSTING PLACOLATION RATLS PRIOR TO ! (Mot No !
PLARTING. NOTIFY LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT i
INMEEMATELY IF POGR DRAINAGE CXISTS [T FERENNIALS 08261
BS <0 BLACK EYED SUSAN Rudbeckia fulgida 'Goldstunn' 1GAL FOT PLANT2' Q.C
P
’ . [Ei] 36__| DARING DECEPTION DAYLILY Hemerocaliis ¥ Danng Decephion’ 1GAL FOT | PLANTZ2 QC. [ sheet No: ]
3 TREE PROTECTION ' l CONIFERCUS TREE PLANTING DETAIL XG | 20 | WARLFOERGIER GRABS Calamagrostis ncutifors Xarl Foarsier TGAL | POT | FLANTZ O G
l L1-1 ‘ SCALE: 172 = iy - I | l SCME HM =1 LC 43 LITTILE MAGHNUS CONEFLOWER Echinacea purpurea ‘Uitlle Magrus' 1 GAL POT PLANT2' O C
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Roseville Crossing

Attachment D

ID |Task Name Start Finish [October [November [ December [February
9/27 | 10/4 | 10/11 | 1018 [ 10/25 | 111 | 1y8 [ 1115 [ 1122 [ 1129 | 12/6 | 1213 | 12/20 [ 12/27 | 13 | wm10 | 117 [ w24 [ 131 | 277 | 214 | 221
1 Construction Thu 10/15/09 Mon 2/8/10
2 Site Work Thu 10/15/09 Wed 12/30/09
3 Mobilization Thu 10/15/09  Wed 10/21/09
4 Site Clearing & Prep Thu 10/22/09 Wed 11/4/09
5 Utilities Thu 11/5/09  Wed 11/11/09
6 Final Grading Thu 11/12/09 Wed 11/18/09
7 Curb & Gutter Thu 11/19/09  Wed 11/25/09
8 Asphalt Thu 11/26/09 Wed 12/2/09
9 Sidewalks and Entry Thu 11/26/09 Wed 12/9/09
10 Irrigation Thu 12/10/09 Wed 12/16/09
11 Sod & Plantings Thu 12/17/09 Wed 12/30/09
12
13 Building Exterior Thu 11/12/09 Fri 1/29/10
14 Footings & Foundation Thu 11/12/09  Wed 11/25/09
15 Building envelope Thu 11/26/09  Wed 12/23/09 }_
16 Structural Steel Thu 11/26/09 Wed 12/23/09
17 RTU Curbs Thu 12/24/09  Thu 12/24/09
18 Roofing Thu 12/24/09 Wed 1/6/10
19 RTU Setting Thu 1/7/10 Fri 1/8/10
20 Ext. windows & doors Thu 12/24/09 Fri 12/25/09
21 Siding Mon 12/28/09 Fri 1/1/10
22 Painting Mon 1/4/10 Fri 1/15/10
23 Cultured stone Mon 1/18/10 Fri 1/29/10
24
25 Building Interior Thu 11/26/09 Mon 2/8/10
26 Plumbing Below Grade Thu 11/26/09 Wed 12/2/09
27 Electrical Below Grade Thu 11/26/09 Wed 12/2/09
28 Slab on grade Thu 12/3/09 Wed 12/9/09
29 Framinig interior walls Thu 12/10/09 Wed 12/16/09
30 Plumbing Rough Thu 12/17/09  Wed 12/30/09 ['
31 Electrical Rough Thu 12/17/09 Wed 12/30/09 [
32 HVAC Rough Thu 12/17/09  Wed 12/30/09 [
33 Gas Piping Thu 12/17/09  Mon 12/21/09
34 Sprinkler Rough Thu 12/17/09  Wed 12/30/09 %
35 Low Voltage Rough Mon 12/14/09 Fri 12/18/09
36 Insulation Thu 12/17/09  Mon 12/21/09
37 Sheetrock Tue 12/22/09  Mon 12/28/09
38 Taping Tue 12/29/09 Mon 1/4/10
39 HM doors & windows Tue 1/5/10 Thu 1/7/10
40 Painting &VWC Fri 1/8/10 Thu 1/14/10
41 Ceiling Grid Fri 1/15/10 Wed 1/20/10 j_
42 Carpet Tue 2/2/10 Mon 2/8/10 ;l
43 Tile Fri 1/15/10 Thu 1/21/10
44 Plumbing finishes Thu 1/21/10  Wed 1/27/10 :|,
45 Electrical Finishes Thu 1/21/10 Wed 2/3/10 ‘
46 HVAC Finishes Thu 1/21/10 Wed 1/27/10
47 Sprinkler Finishes Thu 1/21/10 Wed 1/27/10
18 Ceiling pads Thu 1/28/10 Mon 2/1/10 j
49
50 Punchlist Thu 1/28/10 Mon 2/8/10 f%‘
gggrs%gg:soegllle Crossing Schedule Task |:| Progress | Summary ﬁ External Tasks |:| Split @ Page 12 Of 12
Split Milestone ’ Project Summary ﬁ External MileTask ’
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Attachment E

Our proposed plan includes removing the existing 2,973SF TCF Bank building and 1,025Sf drive-
thru canopy in order to complete redevelopment of the site as a new approximately 11,899SF single
story, commercial building. The adjacent residence at 1126 Sandhurst is being acquired as well to
support the approved PUD plans.

The location of the building is primarily driven by the surrounding residential community. We are
keen to support a complete suburban community. In order to do this, the building rests farthest from the
neighboring houses on Sandhurst, at the SE lot line. This was requested by the neighbors attending the
Community Open House.

We presented our initial Site Plan for consideration on March 23, 2009, completed a Work
Session with Council Members on April 20, 2009, and received City Council Approval on May 11, 2009 of
the General Concept PUD. As a result of our discussions with Council Members and to summarize the
revisions since our May 11" approval, we submit the final PUD Site Plan and Submittals.

In order to provide better visibility to cars leaving the parking lot at Lexington Avenue, we slid a
segment of the building's east wall two feet to the west and the building’s west wall one foot west. The
building setback on the eastern wall increased from four feet to six feet, providing additional visibility to
pedestrians and drivers. We also added a painted stripe and "Stop" and "Watch for Pedestrians" signs at
the parking lot access on Lexington Avenue.

Parking remains behind the building, at the north end of the parcel. Our intent is to promote safe
and pleasant conditions for all in the neighborhood, including: motorists, bicyclists, pedestrians, and
residents.

We have been asked to provide further details on the size of the parking lot. Based on the survey
prepared by HTPO, dated January 12, 2009, the specific area of the existing TCF bank property is 28,877
SF. This area reflects a paved parking of 19,415 SF which equals 67% of the TCF site. Our proposed
development improves this commercial parcel to reflect an area of paved parking of 18,846 SF which
equals 44% of the proposed site. We are pleased that our proposed project reduces the area dedicated
to parking at the TCF site location. It is noted that we are acquiring a neighboring residence, which in
combination, would reduce the total pervious area. We are mitigating this fact by providing an
underground water management design that meets current requirements.

The proposed parking lot dimensions are based on two primary reasons:

1. Reduce street parking along Sandhurst as requested by neighborhood residents.
2. Maintain competitive leasing standards. Office leasing markets remain tight and parking to

building ratios often reflect 5 spaces per 1000 SF. Our proposed project has a parking ratio
of 4 spaces per 1000 SF. Reducing parking further at the subject site places the
development at a substantial disadvantage. A parking ratio lower than 4 spaces per 1000 SF
is considered non-competitive for new construction.



Attachment F

ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING TITLE 10 OF THE CITY CODE, CHANGING THE
ZONING MAP DESIGNATION OF CERTAIN REAL PROPERTY AT
1126 SANDHURST DRIVE AND 2167 LEXINGTON AVENUE TO PLANNED UNIT
DEVELOPMENT FROM SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE DISTRICT AND GENERAL
BUSINESS DISTRICT, RESPECTIVELY.

The City Council of the City of Roseville does ordain:

Section 1. Real Property Rezoned. Pursuant to Section 1016 (Zoning Amendments) of
the City Zoning Code of the City of Roseville, and after the City Council consideration of
Planning File 09-003, the following property: located at 1126 Sandhurst Drive and legally
described as:

Broadview Addition Lot 2 Block 2

is hereby rezoned from Single Family Residence (R-1) District to Planned Unit Development
(PUD) District.

Section 2. Real Property Rezoned. Pursuant to Section 1016 (Zoning Amendments) of
the City Zoning Code of the City of Roseville, and after the City Council consideration of
Planning File 09-003, the following property, located at 2167 Lexington Avenue and legally
described as:

Broadview Addition Lot 1 and Lot 15 Block 2

is hereby rezoned from General Business (B-3) District to Planned Unit Development (PUD)
District.

Section 3. Effective Date. This ordinance amendment to the City Code and Zoning Map
shall take effect upon:

1. The passage and publication of this ordinance.

Passed this 13" day of July, 2009. By Mayor Craig D. Klausing



Attachment G

CITY of ROSEVILLE
PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT #
JULY 13, 2009 (PF09-003)

INITIAL DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT AND PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT
ZONING DISTRICT STANDARDS, approved by the Roseville City Council on July 13, 2009,
and entered into between the City of Roseville, a Minnesota municipal corporation (herein
referred to as “CITY”), and Roseville Crossing LLC 1625 Energy Park Drive, Suite 100, St.
Paul, Minnesota, 55108 (herein referred to as “DEVELOPER”).

1.0

2.0

3.0

Effective Date of Agreement

This Development Agreement shall be effective upon completion of the following: 1)
passage of Ordinance # (Rezoning of property to Planned Unit Development); 2)
approval of final Planned Unit Development plans; 3) publication of the ordinance in the
CITY’s official newspaper; 4) execution of this agreement by the CITY and the
DEVELOPER; and 5) recording of this agreement with Ramsey County.

Request for Planned Unit Development Approval

The DEVELOPER has asked the CITY to approve a Planned Unit Development (PUD)
(PF09-003) that creates a multi-tenant office development on the Subject Property
described as:

1126 Sandhurst Drive (PIN: 10-29-23-44-0072) City of Roseville, Ramsey County,
Minnesota; which is legally described as: Broadview Addition Lot 2 Block 2

and

2167 Lexington Avenue (PIN: 10-29-23-44-0071) City of Roseville, Ramsey County,
Minnesota; which is legally described as: Broadview Addition Lot 1 and Lot 15 Block 2

Rezoning

3.1  The CITY conducted hearings and meetings to consider various aspects of the
PUD, including rezoning of the Subject Property to PUD; dates of hearings and
meetings include March 4, 2009 (Planning Commission — public hearing on
Rezoning and General Concept plan), March 23, 2009 (City Council — initial
discussion of General Concept), April 20, 2009 (City Council — work session with
the DEVELOPER to work out development details), May 11, 2009 (City Council
— hearing and approval of General Concept plan), and July 13, 2009 (City Council
— hearing and action on rezoning, Final Development Plan, and PUD Agreement).

3.2  The CITY agrees to rezone the Subject Property to PUD, subject to the
DEVELOPER’s compliance with the approved plans, and the terms and
conditions of this Development Agreement. Where this PUD is silent, the general
zoning and development requirements and the standards of the least intensive
zoning district consistent with the land use designation of the Comprehensive
Plan shall govern.
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4.0

Initial Development

4.1

4.2

4.3

The CITY hereby grants approval of the final PUD plan of the DEVELOPER,
subject to the DEVELOPER’s compliance with the terms and conditions of this
Development Agreement and the conditions of the City Council approval on July
13, 2009. The CITY agrees to approve applications for building permits,
provided: the plans meet all requirements for issuance of building permits, the
plans are consistent with the plans approved at the final stage of the PUD process;
the DEVELOPER has not defaulted; and all of the standards and conditions of
this Development Agreement have been satisfied.

The DEVELOPER shall develop the Subject Property consistent with that
described or shown in the following plans as approved by the City Council on
July 13, 2009. If these plans vary from the written terms of this Development
Agreement, the written terms shall control. In the event the plans address items
not specifically addressed in this Development Agreement, the plans shall govern
with respect to those items. The plans approved by the City Council on July 13,
2009, or as amended thereafter, include:

A ALTA Survey indicating existing site conditions with all lot dimensions,
signed and dated January 12, 2009

B. Architectural site plan illustrating the building footprint, parking lot,
property lines, and setbacks, revised June 18, 2009

Grading and drainage plan, revised June 26, 2009
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan, revised June 26, 2009
Utility plan with details, revised June 26, 2009

Lighting plan indicating locations, types, and specifications of lighting for
the site, including photometric plan, dated February 9, 2009

nmmo o

G. Complete landscape plan, including materials list and planting details,
indicating the size and location of all plant materials, revised June 26,
2009 to ensure that landscaping along Sandhurst Drive does not interfere
with vehicle circulation

H. Floor plan indicating interior structure layout, revised June 5, 2009

l. Exterior elevation drawings indicating structure height, facade details, and
building materials, including the detached trash enclosure, revised June 5,
2009

J. Proposed development schedule indicating anticipated dates of beginning
demolition, grading, building construction, paving, and landscaping, dated
June 26, 2009

The DEVELOPER represents to the CITY that any site improvements pursuant to
the proposed development will comply with all City, County, Regional,
Metropolitan, State, and Federal laws and regulations, including but not limited to
the Roseville Zoning Ordinance.
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5.0

4.4

4.5

4.6

4.7

4.8

Development of the property and installation of improvements shall be in
accordance with the plans and estimated development schedule provided by the
DEVELOPER.

Failure by the DEVELOPER to commence development activity in accordance
with the final development plans or within one year following the final approval
of this PUD will necessitate the approval of an extension of the development
schedule by the City Council prior to the expiration of the one-year period. If an
extension is not applied for, the Council may instruct the Planning Commission to
initiate rezoning to the least intensive zoning district consistent with the land use
designation of the Comprehensive Plan. For purposes of this provision,
development activity shall be defined as obtaining a building permit and
beginning construction on the site.

Before the issuance of a building, grading, or excavation permit by the CITY, the
DEVELOPER shall have posted with the CITY a landscape letter of credit or
other security acceptable to the CITY in an amount equal to 150% of the
estimated cost of all site restoration and landscaping in accordance with pertinent
requirements of the City Code. The Community Development Director, following
completion of plans and after the passage of two growing seasons, shall determine
the specific amount of this letter of credit or other security.

Landscaping installed within the Sandhurst Drive right-of-way shall be provided,
installed, maintained, and replaced as necessary by the DEVELOPER to ensure
that the parking area remains screened in accordance with City Code standards.

The DEVELOPER shall clean from streets dirt and debris resulting from
construction work by the DEVELOPER or its agents or assigns. The CITY will
determine whether it is necessary to take additional measures to clean dirt and
debris from the streets; after 24 hours’ verbal notice to the DEVELOPER, the
CITY may complete or contract to complete the clean up at the DEVELOPER’s
expense.

PUD Zoning District Standards

Pursuant to the guidance of the Comprehensive Plan, the following shall serve as the
PUD zoning district requirements for the Subject Property and govern its use and
development.

5.1

5.2

For initial development, the site plan (Exhibit A) illustrating the proposed
structure, parking lot, property lines, and setbacks, revised July 9, 2009 shall
represent the PUD zoning district standards. Where these requirements are silent,
the general zoning and development requirements and the standards of the least
intensive zoning district consistent with the land use designation of the
Comprehensive Plan shall govern.

Use of the Subject Property shall be limited to the uses depicted in the approved
plans identified in this Development Agreement and the permitted and accessory
uses in the least intensive zoning district consistent with the land use designation
of the Comprehensive Plan.
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6.0

7.0

Developer’s Default

6.1

6.2

For purposes of this Development Agreement, the failure of the DEVELOPER to
perform any covenant, obligation, or agreement hereunder, and the continuance of
such failure for a period of 30 days after written notice thereof from the CITY (or
such longer period of time as may reasonably be necessary to cure any such
default, if such default is not reasonably curable within such 30 day period) shall
constitute a DEVELOPER default hereunder. Within the 30 day period after
notice is given, a request may made for a hearing (by either party) to be held
before the Roseville City Council to determine if a default has occurred. Upon the
occurrence of DEVELOPER default, the City may withhold any certificate of
occupancy for improvements proposed to be constructed.

Notwithstanding anything herein to the contrary, the DEVELOPER may convey a
parcel or parcels of land within the PUD to a third party, which conveyed parcels
shall remain subject to all of the terms of the PUD specifically relating to said
parcels. In that connection, the parties agree as follows:

A. A default by the DEVELOPER, or its successors in interest, in the
performance of the obligations hereunder, will not constitute a default
with regard to the conveyed parcel and will not entitle the CITY to
exercise any of its rights and remedies hereunder with respect to such
conveyed parcel, so long as such conveyed parcel otherwise complies with
applicable provisions of the PUD.

B. A default with regard to a conveyed parcel will not constitute a default
with regard to the parcels retained by the DEVELOPER or other conveyed
parcels, so long as such retained or other conveyed parcels otherwise
comply with applicable provisions of this Development Agreement.

Miscellaneous

7.1

7.2

7.3

7.4

7.5

This Development Agreement shall be binding upon the parties, their heirs,
successors, or assigns, as the case may be.

Breach of any material term of this Development Agreement by the
DEVELOPER shall be grounds for denial of building permits, except as
otherwise provided in Section 6 of this Development Agreement.

If any portion, section, subsection, paragraph, sentence, clause, or phrase of this
Development Agreement is for any reason held invalid as a result of a challenge
brought by the DEVELOPER, their agents, or assigns, the balance of this
Development Agreement shall nevertheless remain in full force and effect.

This Development Agreement shall run with the Subject Property and shall be
recorded in the Ramsey County Recorder’s Office by the CITY.

This Development Agreement shall be liberally construed to protect the public
interest.
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8.0

Notices

8.1

8.2

Required notices to the DEVELOPER shall be in writing and shall be either hand
delivered to the DEVELOPER, their employees, or agents, or mailed to the
DEVELOPER by certified or registered mail at the following address:

President of Roseville Crossing LLC
1625 Energy Park Drive, Suite 100
Saint Paul, Minnesota 55108

Notices to the CITY shall be in writing and shall be either hand delivered to the
Community Development Director, or mailed by certified or registered mail, in
care of the Community Development Director, at the following address:

Community Development Director
2660 Civic Center Drive
Roseville, MN 55113
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Attachment G

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have hereunto set their hands the day and year first
above written.

CITY OF ROSEVILLE

By:
Craig Klausing, Mayor

By:
William J. Malinen, City Manager

Subscribed and sworn to before me on
this day of 20009.

Notary Public

STATE OF MINNESOTA )
) ss
COUNTY OF RAMSEY )

The forgoing instrument was acknowledged before me this day of , 2009,
by Craig Klausing, Mayor, and William J. Malinen, City Manager, of the City of Roseville, a

Minnesota Municipal Corporation, on behalf of the corporation and pursuant to the authority
granted by its City Council.

ROSEVILLE CROSSING LLC

By:

Stephen B. Wellington, Jr., President

Subscribed and sworn to before me on
this day of , 2009.

Notary Public

STATE OF MINNESOTA )
) SS
COUNTY OF RAMSEY )

The forgoing instrument was acknowledged before me this day of , 2009,
by Stephen B. Wellington, Jr., President of Roseville Crossing LLC.
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION

DATE: 7/13/2009
ITEM NO: 12.d

Department Approval City Manager Approval

T Lonen

Item Description: Request by Art Mueller for a COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE MAP

AMENDMENT, REZONING, AND GENERAL CONCEPT PLANNED UNIT
DEVELOPMENT to redevelop the property at 2025 County Road B into a
senior living community (PF09-002).

1.0
11

1.2

1.3

1.4

BACKGROUND

Mr. Art Mueller (in cooperation with Mr. Andy Weyer — property owner) proposes a
three-story, 55-unit senior housing community at the corner of County Road B and
Midland Grove Road.

On March 4, 2009, the Planning Commission held the public hearing regarding the Art
Mueller request. At this meeting the Commission discussed a number of issues and
concerns regarding the proposal including, mass, height, density and placement of
structure. The Commission ultimately voted 4-3 to recommend in-favor of the
Comprehensive Land Use Map Amendment from Low Density Residential (LR) to Hidh
Density Residential (HR) and Rezoning the property (R-1 to PUD), but failed to support
the General Concept Plan.

On May 11, 2009, the Roseville City Council reviewed the proposal and continued action
on The Orchard proposal to their meeting of July 13, 2009, in order to seek comments
from the public and the Planning Commission regarding the revised General Concept
Planned Unit Development (PUD). The subject plan was modified to further address
resident concerns after the Planning Commission meeting of March 4, 2009 and the City
Council determined that the proposal had been modified enough that the Planning
Commission should review and consider the General Concept once again.

Specifically the City Council sought input from the Planning Commission on the
following items:

a. Review of the appropriate impervious coverage calculations on the site;

b. Review of the building’s relative height based on sight lines and topography of
the site;

C. Review of actual scale perspectives relative to height issues from various angles

and giving consideration to roof slopes, number of stories, etc.;

PF09-002_RCA_071309.doc
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14

2.0

3.0

d. Review whether sufficient improvements have been made with respect to distances
from adjacent properties based on setback requirements and perspectives from
adjacent properties;

e. Review of the safety of access points and traffic issues on Midland Grove Road,
not only based on number of vehicles, but more specifically density of the area
and design of the road; and connections to various and major intersections in
that area (i.e., County Road B at Midland Grove Road).

On June 3, 2009, the Roseville Planning Commission held the public hearing regarding
the modified General Concept PUD, at which meeting citizens addressed the
Commission and Commissioners sought additional information from the Planning Staff
(minutes attached). The Commission voted 5-2 to recommend approval of the revised
General Concept PUD.

REQUESTED ACTION

Art Mueller (in cooperation with Sue and Andrew Weyer - property owners) seeks
approval of a COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE MAP AMENDMENT, REZONING, AND GENERAL
CoONCEPT PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT to redevelop the property at 2025 County Road
B into a 3-story, 55-unit senior living community.

PROJECT REVIEW HISTORY

e Public Open House held: February 19, 2009

e Applications Submitted and Determined Complete: February 24, 2009

e 60-Day Review Deadline: April 25, 2009

e 60-Day Extension: June 24, 2009

e Applicant Extension to July 13, 2009

e Project Report Recommendation: July 13, 2009

e Planning Commission Action (5-2 approval recommendation): June 3, 2009
e Anticipated City Council Action: July 13, 2009

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION
The Roseville Planning Commission held the duly noticed public hearing on March 4,
2009 and made the following recommendations (see attached minutes):

a. RECOMMENDED APPROVAL (4-3) of a COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE MAP
AMENDMENT from Low DENSITY RESIDENTIAL (LR) to HIGH DENSITY
RESIDENTIAL (HR). This action does not qualify as a formal recommendation due
to a super-majority vote for Comprehensive Plan Amendments being required as
stipulated in Section 201.07 or the Roseville City Code.

b. RECOMMENDED APPROVAL (7-0) of a REZONING from SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE
DisTRICT (R-1) to PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD)

The Roseville Planning Commission held the duly noticed public hearing on June 3, 2009
and made the following recommendations (see attached minutes):

c. RECOMMENDED APPROVAL (5-2) of the GENERAL CONCEPT PLANNED UNIT
DEVELOPMENT

PF09-002_RCA_071309.doc
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4.0

5.0
5.1

5.2

5.3

5.4

5.5

5.6

SUGGESTED CITY COUNCIL ACTION

By MOTION, APPROVE the request for a COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE MAP
AMENDMENT, REZONING, and GENERAL CONCEPT PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT for
2025 County Road B, for Art Mueller, with conditions (see Section 11 for detailed
recommendation).

SITE CHARACTERISTICS/DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL

Since the March Planning Commission meeting, the applicant has met with
representatives of the Minnesota Department of Transportation (MNDOT) regarding the
ownership of the land area west of Midland Grove Road. The conclusion is that Mr.
Mueller owns the underlying land area, an approximately 70 by 238-foot parcel that will
be conveyed back to him from MNDOT. With this additional land, the Orchard parcel
size has now increased from 2.23 acres to 2.61 acres.

The site is located to the east of Cleveland Avenue, directly adjacent to County Road B,
and south of the Midland Grove Condominiums. A single-family residence and the
Ferriswood Townhome community are located to the east, and single-family homes are
located to the south, across County Road B.

The subject property has an existing Comprehensive Land Use Plan designation of Low
Density Residential; Midland Grove Condominiums has a designation of High Density
Residential; and Ferriswood Townhomes along with the adjacent single-family parcel has
a designation of Medium Density Residential.

Zoning in the area includes a mix of R3A (Multi-Family Residence District, Three to
Twenty-Four Units) at Midland Grove Condominiums, PUD (Planned Unit
Development) at Ferriswood Townhomes and the single family residence to the east, and
R-1 (Single Family Residence District) on properties south across County Road B.

Previously, the applicant submitted a proposal to construct a 4-story, 77-unit senior
housing complex on this site. After a negative recommendation at the February 4, 2009
Planning Commission meeting, the applicant withdrew the original proposal and
submitted the current proposal, which lowered the height and reduced the number of
units.

The General Concept proposal seeks to develop a 3-story, 55-unit active senior living
community with an underground parking garage. The facility would include a variety of
1, 2, and 3-bedroom units, as well as amenities such as community-, game-, craft-, and
exercise rooms, kitchen, library, private dining, office, mailroom, and sitting areas.

PF09-002_RCA_071309.doc
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6.0
6.1

6.2

6.3

6.4

6.5

6.6

6.7

6.8

REVIEW OF COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

The Roseville Comprehensive Land Use Plan (the future development guide for property
in Roseville) designates the subject parcel as LR, Low Density Residential. During the
2008 Comprehensive Plan Update process there was no mention or discussion of this
property. The Planning Division considers this parcel to be a land use anomaly that is
better suited by a High Density residential Land Use designation other than Low Density.

For purposes of clarity, residential land use designations are categorized in the following
density ranges: Low Density is 0-to-4 units per acre, Medium Density is 5-to-12 units
per acre, and High Density is greater than 13 units per acre.

The applicant’s proposal seeks to change the Comprehensive Land Use designation of the
subject parcel from Low Density Residential to High Density Residential, similar to
Midland Grove Condominiums.

The Planning Division recommends that the Council’s action be concentrated first on the
Comprehensive Land Use Map Amendment request before discussing zoning and the
proposed planned unit development.

The Planning Commission has heard numerous concerns/objections due to the
anticipated/perceived increase in traffic and potential intersection conflicts. As a result
of these concerns, the Development Review Committee (DRC) has on several occasions
reviewed and considered the multi-family access and increase in traffic, concluding that
the subject parcel is best accessed from Midland Grove Road versus County Road B, due
to topographic challenges and for vehicle safety. The DRC further concluded that if the
parcel remained single-family, it could possibly be split into 4 single-family lots. The
DRC also determined that the location of the subject parcel is not a desirable location for
new single-family housing given the location relative to Cleveland Avenue, Highway 36,
and necessary access to County Road B, as well as the higher density residential
developments located to the north and east of the subject parcel.

Using the Institute of Transportation Engineers manual to analyze traffic impacts for a
senior housing facility, City Staff analyzed the impacts this project would have on the
existing transportation network and concluded there will be a minimal increase in traffic
and that it can be accommodated by the current roadway network. The existing accesses
and intersections are designed to accommodate traffic volumes far greater than currently
generated and, therefore, will not be negatively impacted by this development proposal.

The DRC, and especially the Planning Division, has considered the impacts of changing
the land use designation of the subject 2.61-acre parcel. This parcel is located adjacent to
or near three major thoroughfares (Highway 36, Cleveland Avenue, and County Road B)
for which the DRC and Planning Division have concluded that low density residential
(single family homes or town homes) is not an appropriate future use. While such a
future use would be consistent with the use across County Road B (a natural dividing line
for land use designations), it is not consistent with or complementary to the land use it
lies directly adjacent to, Midland Grove Condominiums.

Another factor taken into consideration by the Planning Division is that of fundamental
planning principles. It is clear from the Planning Division’s review of the record that

PF09-002_RCA_071309.doc
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6.9

6.10

6.11

future use of this remnant parcel did not receive proper consideration in the 1960’s, nor
in the most recent Comprehensive Plan update process. Had a planning process occurred
during the original discussions regarding development on the former farmstead, it is the
Planning Division’s opinion that the existing parcel would have been guided to either
medium or high density.

Basic planning principles would provide for increased residential density in this location
to buffer the lower densities to the east, especially when adjacent to or at the intersection
of two major roadways. The Metropolitan Council, through its System Statement, is
expecting Roseville to add 1,902 new households by 2030. With very little land
available for single-family or town home developments, multiple-family residential
developments of varying densities will need to be supported by the City to meet this
requirement. The City also recently completed an update to the Comprehensive Plan,
which supports increased density on infill lots in order to maintain the stock of non-
residential areas and to better utilize land not at its highest and best use.

While it could be debated whether medium or high density is the best designation for the
parcel, the proposal in front of the City falls into the high-density category. Since the
request is asking for a change to high density residential, staff review has been limited to
whether or not the high-density designation is appropriate and whether the change

will lead to excessive negative effects. To do any detailed analysis on the suitability of
medium density on this parcel would be difficult and too speculative without a specific
proposal. From staff review, while the proposal would change the land use and create a
more intense use than what is there today, the high density use is appropriate given the
location of the parcel, the density of the surrounding area, and limited access for the

property.

Based on our analysis above, the DRC and Planning Division recommend guiding of the
subject 2.61-acre parcel from Low Density Residential to High Density Residential.

PF09-002_RCA_071309.doc
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7.0
7.1

7.2

7.3

7.4

8.0
8.1

8.2

REVIEW OF ZONING/PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT

To gain a better understanding of historical actions, the Planning Division completed
additional archival review of the subject area. We have concluded that in 1967 the
Village Council rezoned the property to R-3A, but the minutes do not reflect a discussion
of land use or a subsequent designation. The Village Council also supported an
apartment/townhome project on the 10+ acre parcel to the north. However, that project
never came to fruition and, instead, the existing Midland Grove Condominium project
was issued permits by the Village staff.

The Planning Division has concluded the City had a “Comprehensive Development Plan”
in 1969 that identified the Midland Grove property as “Mixed Development” and
Ferriswood and the two residential parcels adjacent to County Road B as “Single
Family”.

Further research by the Planning Division concludes that the Village had three original
residential zoning districts (R-1, R-2 and R-3). However, in 1966 the Village added a
number of new districts including the R-3A residential district (3-to-24 units per
building). Our analysis of Midland Grove Condominiums concludes that the number of
units per building does not conform to the requirements of the R-3A District. Instead the
development would better be served by the R-3 designation.

Research into Ferriswood Townhomes approval concludes that the retaining wall was
installed prior to the construction of Ferris Lane. The record further concludes that the
property received approval of a special use permit for a planned unit development,
effectively rezoning the land to planned unit development, which included the home at
1995 County Road B. The Planning Division also concluded that no formal discussion or
action regarding land use guiding occurred. Unfortunately, the microfiche file does not
exist so our research is limited. Since the early 1990’s the Ferriswood property and 1995
County Road B have been guided Medium Density Residential in the City’s
Comprehensive Plan.

REVIEW OF PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT

The GENERAL CONCEPT PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT is a process by which a
development/redevelopment proposal is formally presented in a public hearing to the
Planning Commission for consideration. A PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) is a
zoning district, which may include a single or mix of uses on one or more lots or parcels,
and is intended to be used in unique situations to create more flexibility, creativity, and
efficient approach to the use of the land subject to procedures, standards, and regulations
contained in the City Code. If the City Council ultimately approves the GENERAL
CoNcePT, the applicant then prepares fully detailed development plans for final approval
by the City Council.

Concept PUD: Art Mueller seeks consideration of a General Concept PUD to pursue
finalization of a senior living community at 2025 County Road B. The 2.61-acre parcel
would consist of a 3-story, 55-unit structure primarily oriented along the north and east
sides of the parcel and the property would be rezoned from Single Family Residence
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8.3

8.4

8.5

District (R-1) to Planned Unit Development (PUD). The Planning Division utilized the
General Residence District (R-3) as a general guide for the site development.

Building Height: The proposed Orchard development will be 3-stories of senior housing
with underground parking and storage. The overall height of the building is anticipated
to be approximately 46-feet; however when measured to the midpoint of the roof truss
(the Code-required height measurement), the height will be 38 feet. The Roseville City
Code has a height limitation of three stories and a maximum of 30 feet for buildings
within the R-3 district. The Planning Division has concluded that these two requirements
are in conflict with one another and difficult to rationally apply to development
proposals. By comparison, Midland Grove Condominiums (a flat roof building) is
approximately 34 feet in height to the top of roof parapet. The Planning Division has
also reviewed multi-story senior or other housing projects dating back to 2000 and
concluded most of these buildings meet the 3-story limitation, but exceed the 30-foot
height limitation. These include Greenhouse Village, Midland Villas, Applewood Pointe,
and Sunrise Assisted Living.

Building to Lot Size: The R-3 District requires 2,000 sqg. ft. of lot area for each one-
bedroom unit and 2,800 sq. ft. of lot area for each 2 to 4 bedroom unit. A calculation of
the proposed unit mix (10 1-bedroom, 30 2-bedroom, and 15 3-bedroom units) would
require lot area totaling 146,000 sq. ft. or lot 3.35 acres in size. Similarly, the City Code
limits floor area ratio to .5 or 50% of the lot area. A calculation of floor area for the
proposed Orchard concludes 92,571 sq. ft. of floor area and a floor area ratio of .95. The
Planning Division has reviewed the similar projects approved by the City since 2000
(Green House Village, Midland Villas, Applewood Pointe, and Sunrise Assisted Living)
and determined that all have been allowed to deviate from this standard requirement as
part of a PUD. The Planning Division believes that the nature of a Planned Unit
Development, intended to be used in unique situations to create more flexibility,
creativity, and efficient approach to the use of the land, gives the ability for this project to
deviate from certain standards.

Building Design: Since the March Planning Commission’s consideration of the project
the applicant has made a number of modifications to the building footprint to address
massing and setback concerns.

a. The northeast corner of the building is now proposed at a 45-degree angle versus
the previous 90-degree. This modification softens the view by breaking up the
wall expanse and lessens the visual impact from properties to the east and
northeast.

b. The building now includes various jogs to assist in breaking-up the long expanse
for the north and south sides.

C. The southeast “L” wing of the building now jogs at an angle when it approaches
County Road B. This design element will soften the impact of the building and
give it added character, privacy, and curb appeal. The third floor now steps back
10 feet further from the property line than the lower floors. At the northwest
corner of the building, the third floor steps back a full unit.

d. The angled “L” wing also features a small end-capped roof to soften the perceived
height of the structure. The roofline has been lowered and additional design
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8.6

8.7

8.8

8.9

8.10

features have been added to give the appearance of a single family structure at the
south elevation.

e. The setbacks of the building adjacent the north and east property lines have been
increased.
f. Exterior material would be maintenance-free, likely to include asphalt shingles,

metal/aluminum soffit and fascia, vinyl or concrete (Hardiboard) siding, brick
and/or rock-face block.

Setbacks: The Orchard has a minimum 10-foot front yard setback from Midland Grove
Road, a varying corner side yard setback adjacent to County Road B of 28.4 to 39.8 feet,
a varying side yard setback from the north property line of 21 to 36.9 feet (the proposed
structure would lie approximately 180 feet from the Midland Grove Condominium
building), and a varying rear yard setback from the east property line of 30.5 to 51.7 feet.
Decks and patios would extend 6 feet closer to the north and east property lines. The
Roseville City Code (R-3 District) requires a 30-foot front-yard setback (west), a 30-foot
corner side yard setback (south), a 10-foot interior side yard setback (north), and a 30-
foot rear-yard setback (east). As shown on the Site Plan, the Orchard meets most of these
setback requirements.

Access/Traffic: The applicant proposes to access the site via Midland Grove Road (a
public road). Trip Generation engineering data (Institute of Transportation Engineers’
Trip Generation Report, 8th Edition (2008) provided by the applicant’s consultant
indicates that a 55-unit senior development could generate approximately 193 trips/day
overall or approximately 3.5 trips/day per household. Midland Grove Condominiums is
not age restricted housing, therefore it has an average daily trip generation of 6.72 per
unit (Institute of Transportation Engineers’ Trip Generation Report, 7th Edition, 2003) or
1,170 trips per day and a combined total estimated at 1,363 vehicle trips per day.

Parking: Section 1019.10(A) of the City Code sets minimum parking standards by use.
The City Code has established parking requirements for nursing homes and senior
housing at one space per four beds and one enclosed space plus 0.3 spaces of visitor
parking, respectively. The Planning Division has determined that on-site parking
required under Code shall be 55 enclosed and 16 surface spaces, or 71 total spaces.
Based on the proposal, resident and employee parking will be accommodated through
enclosed parking located under the building in approximately 83 underground stalls and
with another 19 surface parking lot spaces for visitors.

Landscaping: The applicant has indicated a strong desire to preserve as many trees as
feasibly possible, especially those near the intersection of County Road B and Midland
Grove Road and north along Midland Grove Road. The applicant will also attempt to
preserve and/or transplant some of the apple trees that dot the property. As for proposed
landscaping, the plan indicates boulevard trees, interior trees and shrubs throughout the
site. Shrubs would act as a natural screen for the main level patios and all storm water
management areas will require some from of heightened landscape.

Pathways and Sidewalks: Section 1013.07 of the City’s Code requires that new non-
motorized pathways be constructed as part of new development on properties that are
designated in the official pathway system plan. However, the plan does not indicate
sidewalk or path requirement along the north side of County Road B. The DRC is
recommending a sidewalk from the Midland Grove Condominium parcel to County Road
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B adjacent Midland Grove Road and is looking into a way in which sidewalk can be
provided from Midland Grove Road to Cleveland Avenue, where the identified crossing
lies.

Storm Water: Storm water will be collected and treated on site. The conceptual storm
water management plan indicates three infiltration areas, one at the rear of the building to
assist with drainage from adjacent properties, and the other two in the southwest corner
of the property.

Sanitary Sewer and Water: Sanitary sewer and water will be provided by a water main
and sanitary sewer connection located within County Road B.

Private Utilities: The private utilities, such as electricity, cable, telephone, and natural
gas, will be designed and coordinated through the Public Works Department to be
underground and utilize a joint trenching system, where applicable.

STAFF COMMENTS

In order for the City Council to gain a better understanding of the process of the Planning
Division in formulation a recommendation to oppose/support a given development
proposal, we begin by reviewing/analyzing the proposal against: Imagine Roseville 2025,
the current/proposed Comprehensive Land Use Plan, Metropolitan Council’s system
statement, and past policy decisions by the City.

Imagine Roseville 2025 indicates that the City should support increased residential
density to reduce housing costs; ensure life-cycle housing throughout that city to attract
and retain a diverse mix of people, family types, economic statuses, ages, and so on; and
employ flexible zoning for property redevelopment to meet broader housing goals such
as density, open space, and lot size.

The recently-completed Comprehensive Planning process did not allocate sufficient
resources to give full consideration of future land use changes for all parcels in the city;
consequently some parcels — including this one — were overlooked in favor of focusing
on areas that seemed more likely to be redeveloped in the near term. Nevertheless, basic
planning principles would provide for increased residential density to buffer the lower
densities lying east, especially when adjacent to or at the intersection of two major
roadways (Cleveland Avenue and County Road B).

The Metropolitan Council, through its System Statement, is expecting Roseville to add
1,902 new households by 2030. With very little land available for single-family or town
home developments, multiple-family residential developments of varying densities will
need to be supported by the City to meet this requirement.

The City’s recently-completed Comprehensive Plan supports increased density on infill
lots in order to maintain the stock of non-residential areas and to better utilize land not at
its highest and best use.

Since 2000, Roseville’s policy has been to approve multiple-family residential projects
through the planned unit development process, which have deviated from similar general
standards of the City Code. There have been seven such projects, each with a land use
designation of High Density Residential and lying adjacent to single-family homes. All
of these developments except Heritage Place are a minimum of three stories tall and
contain more than 25 units per acre.
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To gain a better perspective, the Planning Division has completed an analysis of the
seven previous multiple-family residential projects and determined their density,
impervious coverage, and lot-area-to-unit-type (or minimum lot size) ratios. Staff has
included calculations regarding the two adjacent developments, Ferris Wood Townhomes
and Midland Grove Condominiums. These results include (also see Attachments D1-
D6):

Sunrise Assisted Living: 79 units on 2.9 acres = 27.3 units per acre. Impervious
coverage calculated at 53,838 or 43.5% of the 123,710 sq. ft. lot size. The project
includes 79 one-bedroom units with a minimum lot size requirement of 158,000 sq. ft. of
3.63 acres (D1).

Heritage Place: 50 units on 1.95 acres = 25 units per acre. Impervious coverage
calculated at 42,356 sq. ft. or 50% of the 84,942 sq. ft. lot size. The project includes 19
one-bedroom units and 31 two-bedroom or greater units with a minimum lot size
requirement of 124,800 sq. ft. or 2.87 acres (D2).

Accessible Space: 22 units on .82 acres = 26.8 units per acre. Impervious coverage
calculated at 20,334 sq. ft. or 57% of the 35,719 sq. ft. lot size. The project includes 22
one-bedroom units with a minimum lot size requirement of 44,000 sg. ft. or 1 acre (D3).

Applewood Pointe: 96 units on 3.5 acres = 27.4 units per acre. Impervious coverage
calculated at 78,887 sq. ft. or 52% of the 150,481 sq. ft. lot size. The project includes 19
one-bedroom units and 77 two-bedroom or greater units with a minimum lot size
requirement of 253,600 sq. ft. or 5.82 acres (D4).

Greenhouse Village: 102 units on 4.5 acres = 26.6 units per acre. Impervious coverage
calculated at 104,345 sq. ft. or 54% of the 194,240 sq. ft. lot size. The project includes
22 one-bedroom units and 80 two-bedroom or greater units with a minimum lot size
requirement of 268,000 sg. ft. or 6.15 acres (D5).

McCarrons Pond: 42 units on 1.27 acres = 33 units per acre. Impervious coverage
calculated at 32,555 sq. ft. or 58% of the 55,321 sq. ft. lot size. The project includes 17
one-bedroom units and 25 two-bedroom or greater units with a minimum lot size
requirement of 104,000 sq. ft. or 2.39 acres (D6).

Applewood Pointe I1: 96 units on 3.4 acres = 28 units per acre. Impervious coverage
calculated at 75,804 sq. ft. or 51% of the 148,104 sq. ft. lot size. The project includes 8
one-bedroom units and 87 two-bedroom or greater units with a minimum lot size
requirement of 259,600 sg. ft. or 6 acres.

Ferriswood Townhomes: 47 units on 12 acres = 3.92 units per acre. Impervious
coverage calculated at 215,717 sq. ft. or 41% of the 526,659 sq. ft. lot size.

Midland Grove Condos: 174 units on 10.3 acres = 17 units per acre. Impervious
coverage calculated at 203,425 sq. ft. or 45% of the 448,370 sq. ft. lot size. The project
includes 57 one-bedroom and 117 two-bedroom or greater units with a minimum lot size
requirement of 441,600 sg. ft. or 10.1 acres.

The Orchard: 55 units on 2.23 acres = 25 units per acre or 55 units on 2.61 acres = 21
units per acre. Impervious coverage calculated at 50,002 sq. ft or 51% of the 97,515 sq.
ft. lot size or 44% of the 113,691 sq. ft. lot size. The project includes 10 one-bedroom
and 45 two-bedroom or greater units with a minimum lot size requirement of 146,000 sq.
ft. or 3.35 acres.
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Lot Size

Lot Size

Impervious

Units Units/Acre Req. Stories
(acres) Coverage
(acres)
Sunrise 79 273 29 3.63 44% 3
Heritage 50 25 1.95 2.87 50% 3 above
Place parking
Accessible 22 26.8 82 1 57% 3
Space
Applewood 9% 27.4 35 5.82 52% 3-4 above
Pointe parking
Greenhouse 102 26.6 45 6.15 54% 3 above
Village parking
McCarrons 42 33 1.27 2.39 58% 3 above
Pond parking
Applewood 9% 28 34 6 51% 3 above
Pointe I1 parking
Ferriswood 47 3.02 12 N/A 41% 1+
Townhomes
Midland 174 17 103 101 45% 3 above
Grove parking
Orchard 55 25 (21) 2.23 (2.61) 3.35 51% (44%) 3 above
parking

During the City Council meeting of May 11, the Council forwarded specific items for the
Planning Commission to consider; these include:

a. Review of the appropriate impervious coverage calculations on the site;

b. Review of the building’s relative height based on sight lines and topography of
the site;

C. Review of actual scale perspectives relative to height issues from various angles

and giving consideration to roof slopes, number of stories, etc.;

d. Review whether sufficient improvements have been made with respect to distances
from adjacent properties based on setback requirements and perspectives from
adjacent properties;

e. Review of the safety of access points and traffic issues on Midland Grove Road,
not only based on number of vehicles, but more specifically density of the area
and design of the road; and connections to various and major intersections in

that area (i.e., County Road B at Midland Grove Road).

The Roseville City Code does not include an impervious coverage requirement for any
zoning district other than R-1 and R-2 properties, so it is difficult for the Planning
Division to comment on whether the proposal includes too much impervious coverage —

especially since the Rice Creek Watershed and City Code require storm water

management be provided that address water quality and volume/rate of run-off. Itis
worth noting that most of the projects analyzed above all have a similar impervious
coverage, generally above 50%. The Planning Division has concluded that there is no
rationale for determining appropriate impervious coverage when the City does not have a

policy.

PF09-002_RCA_071309.doc
Page 11 of 17




9.10

9.11

9.12

9.13

9.14

The Orchard as proposed will be of a similar height (3-stories) to Midland Grove
Condos, however their over height is different give the flat roof and approximately 34
foot height of Midland Grove and the truss roof and 46 feet of The Orchard. There has
also been much discussion about the single family home at 1995 County Road B. When
the Planning Division considers the impacts of the Orchard to surrounding uses, this
parcel is determined to have a future land use designation of Medium Density
Residential, with a future allowance of 4 units per acre or up to three attached townhomes
meeting the dimensional requirements indicated in the Roseville City Code. Staff and the
applicant have taken the concerns of this property owner seriously, and the applicant has
made a number of modifications to the plans to minimize the perceived impact, but at the
end of the day this property is not given the same deference as if it were guided low
density. Additionally, the Planning Division has assessed building height relative to
sight lines and topography and concluded that most of the townhomes that lie within
Ferriswood will not be able to see the Orchard structure. Those that will view or have a
partial view include 2175, 2179, 2181, 2191, 2193, 2195 2201 and 2203 Ferris Lane. It
is worth noting that all of the units identified above also have a view of Midland Grove
Condominium, with the majority located closer to that building than to the proposed
Orchard building.

The Orchard is proposed at 3-stories with a truss roof that is 38.6 feet at its midpoint and
46.5 feet to the top of peak. This height (though taller) is similar to that of Midland
Grove Condominiums which stands at approximately 34 feet, but just as important, the
proposed height is consistent with the City’s policy decisions on Greenhouse Village,
Applewoood Pointe, and McCarrons Pond all with similar height, mass, and proximity to
existing single-family residential neighborhoods.

Given Roseville’s limited land availability, the stated need and desire to increase density,
past policy decisions, similarities between the Orchard and most other multiple-family
residential projects approved by the City since 2000, and the documented limited impacts
the Orchard will pose to the surrounding neighbors, Planning Division staff believes that
the project ought to be supported as submitted.

During the two Planning Commission public hearings and the City Council meeting,
adjacent residents raised concerns regarding the difficulties in accessing County Road B
from Midland Grove Road, the sight line in and around this intersection, and the volume
of traffic (both current and proposed) and conflicts/congestion it will bring. To address
this matter, the Planning Division inspected and took photos of County Road B from
Fairview Avenue to Cleveland Avenue and the two intersecting streets to gain a better
understanding of sight lines, signage, roadway markings, and volume of traffic
(Attachment F1-F11). Staff has inspected and reviewed the photos and concluded that
appropriate road markings and signs are placed to properly direct and advise drivers on
County Road B, Cleveland Avenue and Midland Grove Road, and determined that the
turn lanes along County Road B provide ample stacking for the current and anticipated
volume of traffic. Since its work began on the Orchard, the Planning Division has been
to the site at 2025 County Road B numerous times to inspect varying items, but has never
experienced any complications regarding exiting on to County Road B (see Attachment

).

The Engineering Division has reviewed the roadway design of County Road B at
Cleveland Avenue and Midland Grove Road and determined that the road is of adequate
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size and proper design to accommodate motorists traveling attentively at the posted
speed. Further, Midland Grove Road is designed appropriately to accommodate vehicles
traveling from Midland Grove Condominiums as well as those entering and exiting the
Orchard. The Engineering and Planning Divisions share the opinion that the
development of the Orchard will eliminate a slight site-line issue looking east from
Midland Grove Road as well as provide more light to the road adding safety for vehicles
traveling towards County Road B. Staff has researched and concluded that only two
accidents have been documented over the past ten years at the Midland Grove/County
Road B intersection.

The Planning Division is interested in working with the applicant’s architect on the
possible modifications to the exterior elevation of the building through the use of
building materials, colors, and architectural features.

It is worth noting that the vast majority of Roseville’s multiple-family housing was built
in the 1960’s and 1970’s, and that they lie predominately adjacent to single-family
residences, are zoned Limited Business (B-1), and that do not appear to have been held to
any of the multiple-family residential Code standards.

PROJECT RECOMMENDATION

On June 3, 2009, the Roseville Planning Commission held the duly-noticed public hear
regarding the Comprehensive Land Use Map Amendment and the Rezoning (see attached
minutes).

At the hearing a number of area residents spoke in opposition to the Comprehensive Land
Use change from Low Density Residential to High Density Residential and to the
Rezoning to Planned Unit Development. These individuals also spoke to the item being
heard before the Planning Commission, the General Concept Planned Unit Development.
Their comments and the Commissions comments are generalized below:

a. Peter Coyle, Attorney with Larkin Hoffman representing Ferriswood Townhomes
and Midland Grove Condominiums addressed the Commission expressing his
clients concerns over size, mass, density and traffic the project would have on the
area. He also cautioned the Commission over giving up their ability to control
development if the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning for/on the property are
changed.

b. Mr. Gary Stenson, 2179 Ferris Lane, provided his interpretation of illustrations
submitted and discussed in the project report, questioned the Planning Staff’s
position that the impacts, mass, scale and other attributes were similar to the
Orchard’s impact on it surroundings. Mr. Stenson also questioned the applicants
attempt to increase the lot’s size.

C. Mr. Scott Roste, President of the Midland Grove Condominium Association,
wondered whether other projects provided as a comparison in the project report
had the same level of opposition and the Orchard did. He added that the
Association was disgruntled with the inclusion of land the Association thought
was theirs. Mr. Roste asked that the Orchard be considered on its own merits as it
relates to density, size of available acreage, and location of other uses, and not
judged against the other developments presented in the project report. He
continued by stating that increased traffic was a major safety concern for the
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Association based on the curvature of the road and the realities of vehicles
traveling down the middle, their speed, lack of lighting, and pedestrians walking
along the shoulder.

Mr. Dick Taylor, 2211 Midland Grove Road #302, pointed out an address that
was misidentified and indicate that he felt the building was much taller that its
representation in the documents and than any surrounding buildings. He also was
stated a concern over the added traffic.

Ms. Joyce Thielen, 2210 Midland Grove Road #203 discussed the drainage issues
incurred at Midland Grove and her concern over the projects impact on their
property and felt the the Orchard would only serve to further compound the issues
in the area.

Mr. Steve Enzler, 1995 County Road B, stated that he felt the design and footprint
of the proposed Orchard was a massive building that had not materially changed
from the previous iteration. He added that while the developer has broken-up the
exterior elevations, there was still a mass of building adjacent his single family
home. Mr. Enzler expressed concern over the accuracy of the applicants
illustrations. He continued by agreeing with the already stated traffic concerns
and questioned why the project is being proposed and why it was so large.

Mr. Merlyn Scroggins, 2237 Cleveland Avenue, indicated the he believed in the
City and that there would always be negative comments on any give project
before the City for approval. He added the Orchard was good for Roseville, was a
quality development, and a type of necessary housing in the community. He
stated that both Midland Grove and Ferriswood were developed out of certain
needs and necessities, which changed the character of the City/neighborhood
when the were developed. Having lived in the area for 40 years it was his opinion
that traffic was not an issue even though is has been increasing.

Mr. Vijay Pottgrugod, 2250 Midland Grove Road #105, stated his opinion that the
apparent rational for supporting the project was added tax base. He added he felt
that if the development was constructed as presented the condos he lives in would
become less valuable as well as other properties in the surrounding area, and
stated his concern over the financial viability of the project.

Mr. Andy Weyer, 2025 County Road B, property owner and applicant, stated that
his family owner the land on which Midland Grove was built and that it once was
the family farm and orchard. He indicated that the City was continuing to change
as it did when his father had to sell the 10 acres for Midland Grove to pay road
assessments. Mr. Weyer added that his family fully supported the project and
disputed the information presented by other area residents.

Ms. Jackie Eastman, 2250 Midland Grove Road #107, opposed the project
because of the loss or trees and green space in the area. She added that traffic is a
concern and that the Roseville Police Department has issued numerous speeding
tickets along County Road B in the general vicinity.

Commissioner Best thanked the staff for the added information and details in the
report and its assistance with addressing this difficult proposal, specifically the
comparables and relative impact on adjacent properties. Commissioner Best
added stated he felt the items the Council sought review, comment, and
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recommendation upon, had been addressed to his satisfaction, and questioned
why this project should not be considered differently than from the other similar
projects. He added that the Planning Staff provided due diligence in their review
and while initially opposed to the project he appreciated the way in which the
revised plan addressed various concerns and spoke in support of the project as
presented.

Chair Doherty noted that he had not been a big supporter of the other iterations of
the project, but complemented that Planning Staff and applicant/developer for
their efforts in making significant revisions. Chair Doherty noted that the mass
and scale had been too large, but the developer scaled back the project in response
to previous concerns expressed by the Commission and echoed Commissioner
Best’s comments and spoke in support of the revised project.

Commissioner Gottfried spoke in opposition of the revised proposal and his
continued concerns with the project, specifically its height, mass and scale. He
gave the developer credit for making numerous modifications to address previous
concerns, but indicated the project would need to loose another floor, reduce the
height, and that he would only be comfortable with medium density on the site.

Commissioner Wozniak noted that he did not support the previous iterations and
he does not support the revised proposal. He stated that he was impressed with
the modifications the developer and his consultants made to the project, however
the building was still too big. He expressed concern over traffic and the
intersection of Midland Grove Road and County Road B. Commissioner
Wozniak stated he felt there was not enough changes between the plans, there
were still too many units for the acreage involved, expressed his preference in Mr.
Mueller stepping-up and taking responsibility for the past errors that have been
brought forward by residents in his projects.

Commissioner Gisselquist noted that this was the first official time he was seeing
the project, noting that he had been following the past discussions as a resident
living on the other side of the Fairview Community Center. He stated that on one
hand it would be sad to see the orchard and open space removed, but sympathized
with the property owner and developer’s position and the need for directed
development on the property. Commissioner Gisselquist indicated that the
comparison table provided by the Planning Division in the report put things into
perspective and stated that the developer had taken favorable steps to bring
density down and that he would be supporting the project.

Commissioner Cook stated that he saw no major issues with the proposal and that
this type of housing is needed in the community. He indicated he liked the looks
of the project and he would be supporting the proposal as presented.

Vice Chair Boerigter recognized all the comments, support and objections
received during the public hearing portion of the item. He continued by
indicating the Roseville has limited opportunities for such developments and
given the mandated of the Metropolitan Council and the guidance of the
Comprehensive Plan, from this perspective this was a worthy project and
indicated his support for the project as presented. Vice Chair Boerigter stated that
the project did have some impact on the Enzler and Stenson properties, however
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the Orchard was not significantly out of line with the Midland Grove
development, nor did its height pose a great impact to Midland Grove or
Ferriswood Townhomes. He added that the applicant has made great strides in
the building’s design elements and structure, with improvements to the aesthetics
and a reduction in the scale and mass of the project and stated his decision-
making perspective is one of the greater Roseville Community. He continued by
stating that the General Concept Plan was good and provided a positive influence
on the area and Roseville society, whether or not it increased the City’s tax base.
Vice Chair Boerigter added the past development projects by Mr. Mueller and the
financing of the project were “red herrings” not germane to the land use approval.

10.3  On March 4, 2009, the Roseville Planning Commission voted 4-3 to support the
Comprehensive Land Use Amendment. However, under Section 201.07 of the City
Code, this is not a recommendation in the affirmative. The Code requires a 5/7 vote of
the Commission to actually qualify as a recommendation. In the absence of such a
recommendation the Council is not prevented from acting on the request.

10.4  On March 4, 2009, the Planning Commission also voted 7-0 to rezone the property from
Single Family Residence to Planned Unit Development.

10.5 On June 3, 2009 the Roseville Planning Commission voted 5-2 to recommend approval
of the General Concept PUD as presented in the project report dated June 3, 20009,
subject to the following conditions:

a.

The applicant/architect shall work with staff on the exterior elevation of the
proposed building;

Parking shall meet the standard requirement of the City Code;

The final landscape plan shall include additional screening along the east, south
and north sides of the building. This screening may include a decorative fence
and/or berm as well as landscaping;

The final grading and drainage plan shall meet the requirements of the Rice
Creek Watershed and the City of Roseville;

The Roseville Fire Marshall shall approve all fire hydrant locations;

The final site plan shall be modified to include a sidewalk along the east side of
Midland Grove Road from County Road B to the Southern property line of
Midland Grove Condominiums;

The final site plan shall also be modified to include a sidewalk within the County
B right-of-way from Midland Grove Road to Cleveland Avenue;

The building be LEED certified or equivalent (the Planning Division does not
recommend that any project be required to be LEED certified due to the
tremendous cost and time necessary. However we do support and recommend
that projects be encouraged to follow LEED principles and implement ““green”
technologies).

11.0 SUGGESTED CITY COUNCIL ACTION:
The Planning Division recommends that the Roseville City Council take the
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following action regarding Art Mueller’s request to redevelop 2025 County Road B
with a 55-unit active senior living community:

11.1 Adopt a Resolution approving a COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE MAP AMENDMENT of
2025 County Road B from Low Density Residential (LR) to High Density Residential
(HR). The land use map designation change will not become final until the City receives
support from the Metropolitan Council.

11.2 By motion, support the requested REZONING of 2025 County Road B from Single
Family Residential (R-1) to Planned Unit Development (PUD). The PUD Agreement, if
approved in the FINAL phase of the PUD review process, will become the development
contract on which the REZONING is based.

11.3 By motion, approval of the GENERAL CONCEPT PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT as
prepared for the May 11, 2009 City Council meeting, subject to the conditions of Section
9 of this report. Final approval by the City Council will be considered after all conditions
and required documents and permits have been submitted for final approval. Final
approvals are considered a separate application process.

Prepared by:  City Planner, Thomas Paschke
Attachments: A: Area map G: Open house summary

B: Aerial photo H: Email responses/letter

C: Comp Plan designations map I:  Planning Commission minutes (2 sets)
D: Development photos (1-6) J. Project Plans (10)

E: Roadway photos (1-11) K: Draft resolution

F

Project narrative

PF09-002_RCA_071309.doc
Page 17 of 17



12.d Attachment A

Attachment A: Location Map for Planning File 09-002
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12.d Attachment B

Attachment B: Aerial Map of Planning File 09-002

Location Map

Disclaimer
Data Sources This map is neither a legally recorded map nor a survey and is not intended to be used as one. This map is a compilation of records,
* Ramsey County GIS Base Map (2/4/2009) information and data located in various city, county, state and federal offices and other sources regarding the area shown, and is to A
* 0 . P be used for reference purposes only. The City does not warrant that the Geographic Information System (GIS) Data used to prepare
. Aerial Dat.a. Plctometry (4/2_008) . this map are error free, and the City does not represent that the GIS Data can be used for navigational, tracking or any other purpose 0 50 100
Prepared by: For further information regarding the contents of this map contact: requiring exacting measurement of distance or direction or precision in the depiction of geographic features. If errors or discrepancies EBEee——F——Fcet
A City of Roseville, Community Development Department, are found please contact 651-792-7085. The preceding disclaimer is provided pursuant to Minnesota Statutes §466.03, Subd. 21 (2000),
Community Development Department Site Location 26‘()5,0 Civic Center Drive R(t)};eville MFI)\I P and the user of this map acknowledges that the City shall not be liable for any damages, and expressly waives all claims, and agrees to N

defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the City from any and all claims brought by User, its employees or agents, or third parties which
arise out of the user's access or use of data provided.

Printed: February 24, 2009
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Comprehensive Plan: Future Land Use Map

Attachment C
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Sunrise Assisted Living Attachment D1

Location Map

Disclaimer
Data Sources This map is neither a legally recorded map nor a survey and is not intended to be used as one. This map is a compilation of records,
* Ramsey County GIS Base Map (5/14/2009) information and data located in various city, county, state and federal offices and other sources regarding the area shown, and is to A
* 0 . P be used for reference purposes only. The City does not warrant that the Geographic Information System (GIS) Data used to prepare
. Aerial Dat.a. Plctometry (4/2_008) . this map are error free, and the City does not represent that the GIS Data can be used for navigational, tracking or any other purpose 0 50 100
Prepared by: For further information regarding the contents of this map contact: requiring exacting measurement of distance or direction or precision in the depiction of geographic features. If errors or discrepancies E=—F——=3Feet
A City of Roseville, Community Development Department, are found please contact 651-792-7085. The preceding disclaimer is provided pursuant to Minnesota Statutes §466.03, Subd. 21 (2000),
Community Development Department Site Location 26‘()5,0 Civic Center Drive R(t)};eville MFI)\I P and the user of this map acknowledges that the City shall not be liable for any damages, and expressly waives all claims, and agrees to N

defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the City from any and all claims brought by User, its employees or agents, or third parties which
arise out of the user's access or use of data provided.

Printed: May 26, 2009
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Heritage Place Attachment D2

[
Location Map
Disclaimer
Data Sources This map is neither a legally recorded map nor a survey and is not intended to be used as one. This map is a compilation of records,
* Ramsey County GIS Base Map (5/14/2009) information and data located in various city, county, state and federal offices and other sources regarding the area shown, and is to A
* 0 . P be used for reference purposes only. The City does not warrant that the Geographic Information System (GIS) Data used to prepare
. Aerial Dat.a. Plctometry (4/2_008) . this map are error free, and the City does not represent that the GIS Data can be used for navigational, tracking or any other purpose 0 50 100
Prepared by: For further information regarding the contents of this map contact: requiring exacting measurement of distance or direction or precision in the depiction of geographic features. If errors or discrepancies E=—F——=3Feet
A City of Roseville, Community Development Department, are found please contact 651-792-7085. The preceding disclaimer is provided pursuant to Minnesota Statutes §466.03, Subd. 21 (2000),
Community Development Department Site Location 26‘()5,0 Civic Center Drive R(t)};eville MFI)\I P and the user of this map acknowledges that the City shall not be liable for any damages, and expressly waives all claims, and agrees to N

defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the City from any and all claims brought by User, its employees or agents, or third parties which
arise out of the user's access or use of data provided.

Printed: May 22, 2009
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Roselawn Village Apartments / Accessible Space Attachment D3

L]
Location Map
Disclaimer
Data Sources This map is neither a legally recorded map nor a survey and is not intended to be used as one. This map is a compilation of records,
* Ramsey County GIS Base Map (5/14/2009) information and data located in various city, county, state and federal offices and other sources regarding the area shown, and is to A
* 0 . P be used for reference purposes only. The City does not warrant that the Geographic Information System (GIS) Data used to prepare
. Aerial Dat.a. Plctometry (4/2_008) . this map are error free, and the City does not represent that the GIS Data can be used for navigational, tracking or any other purpose 0 50 100
Prepared by: For further information regarding the contents of this map contact: requiring exacting measurement of distance or direction or precision in the depiction of geographic features. If errors or discrepancies E=—F——=3Feet
A City of Roseville, Community Development Department, are found please contact 651-792-7085. The preceding disclaimer is provided pursuant to Minnesota Statutes §466.03, Subd. 21 (2000),
Community Development Department Site Location 26‘()5,0 Civic Center Drive R(t)};eville MFI)\I P and the user of this map acknowledges that the City shall not be liable for any damages, and expressly waives all claims, and agrees to N

defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the City from any and all claims brought by User, its employees or agents, or third parties which
arise out of the user's access or use of data provided.

Printed: May 22, 2009
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Applewood Pointe Attachment D4

L
Location Map
Disclaimer
Data Sources This map is neither a legally recorded map nor a survey and is not intended to be used as one. This map is a compilation of records,
* Ramsey County GIS Base Map (5/14/2009) information and data located in various city, county, state and federal offices and other sources regarding the area shown, and is to A
* 0 . P be used for reference purposes only. The City does not warrant that the Geographic Information System (GIS) Data used to prepare
. Aerial Dat.a. Plctometry (4/2_008) . this map are error free, and the City does not represent that the GIS Data can be used for navigational, tracking or any other purpose 0 50 100
Prepared by: For further information regarding the contents of this map contact: requiring exacting measurement of distance or direction or precision in the depiction of geographic features. If errors or discrepancies E=—F——=3Feet
A City of Roseville, Community Development Department, are found please contact 651-792-7085. The preceding disclaimer is provided pursuant to Minnesota Statutes §466.03, Subd. 21 (2000),
Community Development Department Site Location 26‘()5,0 Civic Center Drive R(t)};eville MFI)\I P and the user of this map acknowledges that the City shall not be liable for any damages, and expressly waives all claims, and agrees to N

defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the City from any and all claims brought by User, its employees or agents, or third parties which
arise out of the user's access or use of data provided.

Printed: May 22, 2009
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Greenhouse Village Attachment D5

Location Map m

Prepared by:
Community Development Department
Printed: May 22, 2009

Site Location

Data Sources
* Ramsey County GIS Base Map (5/14/2009)
* Aerial Data: Pictometry (4/2008)

For further information regarding the contents of this map contact:

City of Roseville, Community Development Department,
2660 Civic Center Drive, Roseville MN

Disclaimer

This map is neither a legally recorded map nor a survey and is not intended to be used as one. This map is a compilation of records,
information and data located in various city, county, state and federal offices and other sources regarding the area shown, and is to /
be used for reference purposes only. The City does not warrant that the Geographic Information System (GIS) Data used to prepare

this map are error free, and the City does not represent that the GIS Data can be used for navigational, tracking or any other purpose 0 50 100
requiring exacting measurement of distance or direction or precision in the depiction of geographic features. If errors or discrepancies E—F——"Feet
are found please contact 651-792-7085. The preceding disclaimer is provided pursuant to Minnesota Statutes §466.03, Subd. 21 (2000), N

and the user of this map acknowledges that the City shall not be liable for any damages, and expressly waives all claims, and agrees to
defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the City from any and all claims brought by User, its employees or agents, or third parties which
arise out of the user's access or use of data provided.
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McCarron's Pond Attachment D6

|
Location Map
'
1
Disclaimer
Data Sources This map is neither a legally recorded map nor a survey and is not intended to be used as one. This map is a compilation of records,
* Ramsey County GIS Base Map (5/14/2009) information and data located in various city, county, state and federal offices and other sources regarding the area shown, and is to A
* 0 . P be used for reference purposes only. The City does not warrant that the Geographic Information System (GIS) Data used to prepare
. Aerial Dat.a. Plctometry (4/2_008) . this map are error free, and the City does not represent that the GIS Data can be used for navigational, tracking or any other purpose 0 50 100
Prepared by: For further information regarding the contents of this map contact: requiring exacting measurement of distance or direction or precision in the depiction of geographic features. If errors or discrepancies E=—F——=3Feet
A City of Roseville, Community Development Department, are found please contact 651-792-7085. The preceding disclaimer is provided pursuant to Minnesota Statutes §466.03, Subd. 21 (2000),
Commumty Development Depanme nt Slt L tl n ty L N ty . P! P and the user of this map acknowledges that the City shall not be liable for any damages, and expressly waives all claims, and agrees to N
Printed: May 22, 2009 e Locatio 2660 Civic Center Drive, Roseville MN defend, indemnify, and hold harmiess the City from any and all claims brought by User, ts employees or agents, or third parties which
. ’

arise out of the user's access or use of data provided.
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COUNTY ROAD B - CLEVELAND TO FERRIS LANE

DISCLAIMER: This map is neither a legally recorded map nor a survey and is not intended to be used as one. This map is a compilation of records, information and
data located in various city, county, state and federal offices and other sources regarding the area shown, and is to be used for reference purposes only.
SOURCES: City of Roseville and Ramsey County, The Lawrence Group;May 15, 2009 for City of Roseville data and Ramsey County property records data, May 2009 for commercial and residential data, April 2008 for
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Attachment F

STATION NINETEEN |
ARCHITECTS, INC.
2001 UNIVERSITY AVE. S.E. SUITE 100

MINNEAPOLIS, MINNESOTA 55414 (el
612.623.1800 FAX 612.623.0012

“The Orchard’ Active Senior Living Development
2025 County Road B West
Roseville, MIN

REVISED PROJECT NARRATIVE

April 29, 2009

Developer: Art Mueller
2201 Acorn Road
Roseville, MN 55113
(651) 697-1405

Architect: Station 19 Architects, Inc.
2001 University Avenue SE, Suite 100
Mpls, MN 55414
(612) 623-1800
Contacts: Richard Brownlee, Architect
Tim Johnson, Project Manager

Civil Engineer: ProSource Technologies
9219 East River Road NW
Coon Rapids, MN 55433
(763) 786-1445
Contact: Brian Krystofiak, PE

REQUESTED ACTIONS

The requested actions for “The Orchard’ Active Senior Living Project are as follows:
0 Comprehensive Plan Amendment (LR to HR)

0 Rezoning Approval (R1 to PUD)

0 General Concept PUD Approval
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Overview:

Art Mueller, a longtime Roseville resident and developer has proposed to purchase and develop the Weyer
property at 2025 West County Road B into an ‘Active Senior Living Community’. This proposal was brought
forward March 4, 2009 before the Roseville Planning Commission for consideration. The Commission, after
consideration and debate respectfully approving the Comprehensive Plan Amendment and Rezoning request to
allow for high density use. However, after much deliberation, voting to deny the General Concept PUD. As
with the previous proposal, the discussion / debate focused on items such as density, scale, and design
appearance. With respect and sensitivity to the neighborhood and the design process, we have again revised our
plan to address the neighborhood concerns, after discussion of the pending project with the Roseville Planning
Division.

The latest proposal features 55 (1, 2, & 3 bedroom) units with a variety of spacious floor plans, maintenance-free
quality exterior architectural materials, landscaping, an outdoor water feature, and underground parking. The
concept features & community room, game room, craft and exercise rooms, a kitchen, library, private dining, a
guest room, an office, mailroom, as well as many sitting areas. The project is designed for underground owner
parking spaces, and at-grade visitor parking spaces.

Siting and Design revisions of the building proposal include:
*  Abetter defined covered entryway feature, greeting guests as they enter the building.

* Parking and access have been revised slightly and feature more parking close to the drop-off area, with a
continued water feature as the centerpiece.

* Retention Pond has been slightly modified in shape, but is still the same size and in the same location.
* The second garage access point has been eliminated at the Southeast end of the building.

*  The northeast corner of the building has been adjusted and is now proposed at 45 degrees instead of a
straight 90 degree flat wall. This feature will soften and break up the wall expanse, and lessen the visual
impact from all properties on the east and the northeast sides of the property.

*  The proposal now features various building jogs, which help to break up the perceived long expanse of
the building from all sides. This feature was a suggestion through discussion with the Architect and
Developer, as well as design suggestions from neighbors and Council Members.

* The southeast L-Wing of the building now jogs at an angle as it approaches County Road B. This will
also help to soften the impact from the adjacent road and give the building some additional character,
privacy, and curb appeal. The 3" floor steps back 10 feet further from the property line than the lower
floors. At the NW corner the 3™ floor steps back one unit.

* The angled L-Wing feature along County Road B, will feature a small end cap roof to soften the
perceived height of the structure. The roof line has been lowered and some additional design features
added to give the appearance of a single-family structure at the south elevation.

* Both the north and east sides of the building have increased setbacks from the prior proposals. The north
setback varies between 21 feet and 36.9 feet, while the east setback varies between 30.5 feet and 51.7
feet in distance,

* The exterior building materials are still proposed to be low maintenance, with some additional accent
features added to give the exterior more flair, and to better reflect a residential design-build type product.



Distance from adjacent properties:

The Proposed building will be approximately 97 feet from the SF home on the east (Enzler property), and
approximately 124 feet from the townhome on the northeast corner (Stenson property). The closest point of the
proposed building from Midland Grove Condomintums to the north is over 200 feet away. The building setback,
neight revisions, and design changes that we’ve made soften the visual impact of the project from both roads as
well as from the adjacent homes that are in proximity to the project.

Housing Opportunity;

This development will be a useful addition for the City in retaining Roseville’s senior community and adding
additional quality housing stock. This will allow for many Roseville residents who may want to downsize into
maintenance-free living, the aption to stay in the community. We believe the location serves a good demographic
as well as a wide geographic area. While housing starts are slowing, we are confident this quality active senior
living concept featuring many amenities, will be affordable, and marketable. The City will benefit with an
estimared $11 million taxable project compared to an existing single-family home with a taxable value of
$300,000. This location is well suited for a high-density project, and no subsidy is being asked of the
City/taxpayers.

Note: Census information indicates that Edina, St. Anthony and Roseville have the highest percentage of seniors
in the Twin Cities metro area, with over 21 % of the 34,000 Roseville City residents over 65 years of age.

‘The Orchard’ density is less than five senior housing proposals approved in Roseville.

Development densities for other senior housing projects in Roseville are as
follows:

* Rose Pointe 6-story (148 units on 5 acres) = 29.5 units/acre
* Applewood Pointe II 4-story (94 units on 3.4 Acres) = 27.9 units/acre
*  Applewood Pointe I 4-story (95 units on 3.6 Acres) = 26.4 units/acre

* Greenhouse Village 3-story (102 units on 4 Acres) = 25.5 units/acre

*  Good Samaritan Society (50 units on 2 Acres) = 25 units/acre

*  The Orchard 3-story (55 units on 2.23 Acres) = 24.5 units/acre
*  Midland Grove 3-story (174 units on 9.25 Acres) = 18.8 units/acre

The proposed Roseville Community benefits of this project are:

1) Increased taxable vaiue of approximately $11 million.
2)  Quality life cycle housing opportunities for the active senior living community.

3)  Highest and best use of this underutilized in-fill site; is an efficient user of the City's infrastructure; and
will have a minimal impact on City systems.,

4)  Will allow for greater opporiunities for families to live in Roseville by freeing up larger homes that
empty nesters and seniors may not want to maintain anymore.

3)  Helps meet the goals of the City that promote sustainable land use, and the goals that support well
planned and designed development featuring high quality design and low maintenance architectural
materials in promoting livable and aftractive communiiies.

6) Meets many goals and objectives of the current Roseville Comprehensive Plan and the revised
Roseville Comprehensive Plan, specifically Chapter 4; Land Use, and Chapter 6; Housing and
Neighborhoods.,
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Neighborhood Open House; February 19,2009 @ 6:00-7:00pm
The Skating Center; Fireside Room
The Orchard Senior Active Living Development

Open House / Meeting Notes (2-19-09):

Representatives from Station 19 Architects (Tim Johnson and Richard Brownlee) and Art
Mueller were present, The approximate attendance was 20 neighbors from the Midland
Grove and the Ferriswood neighborhoods.

Staff from Station 19 Architects and Art Mueller were available and answered questions
regarding the revised project, but initially focused on letting people know the basics of
the revised proposal. The 4" floor has been eliminated to allow 3-stories, the unit count
has been reduced from 77 to 55 units, and the building ends on the south and west sides
have shifted in to meet the required multi-family setbacks.

Easel boards were used to show site plans, elevations, aerial representations; and
residents were engaged as they entered the room. The open house dialogue was very
civil and respectful. Informal discussion focused on various aspects of the project, and
ranged from traffic impacts, revised unit count, height reduction, density and revised
building setbacks.

Informal discussion with various neighbors indicated concerns about:
-Treating the east side of the building with special features to mitigate visual impacts
-Colors and materials

-Blending in more with adjacent residential

-Request for additional signage to reduce speeds

-Traffic increase along Midland Grove Rd

-Request for landscaping to increase screening on NE and East sides
-Transplant evergreens

-Discussion about keeping 2™ drive on Midland Grove Road
-Discussion about access to site from County Rd B

-Fire/Safety aspects of building; clearance on north side of bldg
-Balcony usage

Neighbor Steve Enzler and another adjacent neighbor remain concerned about the impact
to their properties. Enzler focused on what the development will look like from his
kitchen pantry, which faces toward the west. The 1-story height reduction and the 97-
foot distance were discussed and whether or not this mitigated his concerns about
sunlight, building mass, etc.

Discussion about traffic impacts were discussed by several parties, and the Architects
conveyed that the additional development would generate 1 car every 4-5 minutes during
peak usage. Some residents still indicated their concern for traffic and high speeds at the
intersections.
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Density was discussed and it was conveyed to some residents that the revised Orchard
density at 24.5 units/acre was actually less than four recent senior developments which
were all between 25-28 units/acre. Further discussion was minimal. Height reduction
was also addressed and further discussion about overall building height took place. The
height of the Midland Grove building and it’s relationship to the proposed site was
discussed; over 200 feet from building to building; Existing trees and landscape to
remain along property line.

There was also discussion on the demographic data concerning marketability of the
project. It was conveyed that Roseville along with Edina and St. Anthony had the highest
% of seniors in the metro area. Twenty-one + % of Roseville’s population is over 65
years old.

Several residents indicated at the end of the open house that they’d be supportive of
additional stories if it meant more greenspace for the overall development.

The Open House ended at about 7:15 pm.

Submitted by:
Tim Johnson
Station 19 Architects, Inc.
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MAY 16, 2009

TO: ROSEVILLE CITY COUNCIL AND PLANNING COMMISSION
FROM BOB OLSEN, (2170 FERRIS LANE)

I HAD THE GPPORTUNITY TO ATTEND THE MAY 11™ CITY COUNCIL MEETING AND LISTEN
TO THE DISCUSSION OF THE MERITS AND DEMERITS OF THE PROPOSED REZONING AND
CONSTRUCTICN OF THE ORCHARD PROJECT BY ART MUELLER AND ASSOCIATES. THANK
YOU FOR THE VERY COQURTEOQOUS TREATMENT OF THE ISSUES AND THE INDIVIDUALS
WHO MADE PRESENTATIONS ABOUT THIS PROJECT AND THE OPENNESS AND WILLING-
NESS TO HEAR THE VARIOUS SPEAKERS.

MY WIFE AND [ BUILT OUR FIRST ROSEVILLE HOUSE IN 1960 AND THE CURRENT
RESIDENCE AT 2170 FERRIS LANE IN 1988. THIS IS A BEAUTIFUL COMMUNITY AND
REFLECTS THE GREEN AREAS AND UNIT SPACING THAT ART INSISTED ON FOR THAT
DEVELOPMENT. ROSEVILLE HAS ALWAYS BEEN A GREAT PLACE TO LIVE AND QUR
INTERESTS ARE THAT IT CONTINUES TO BE A GREAT PLACE TO LIVE.

THE ISSUES ABOUT POTENTIAL TRAFFIC PROBLEMS, DRAINAGE ISSUES AND THE
QUESTIONS ABOUT THE OVERALL FIT OF THAT PROJECT AT THAT LOCATION WERE
DISCUSSED AT LENGTH AND I HAVE LITTLE NEW TO ADD TO THAT.

THE CONCERN THAT [ HAVE GOES BACK TO MY PRE-RETIREMENT YEARS WHEN AS A
PRACTICING CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANT, WE PREPARED MANY CASH FLOW AND
FINANCING PROJECTIONS. WHENEVER THERE WAS A CHANGE IN THE PARAMETERS OF
ONE OF THOSE PROJECTS, ALL KINDS OF NEW PROBLEMS AROSE. THIS MAY APPLY TO
THIS PROJECT WHEN IT WAS DOWNSIZED FROM THE ORIGINAL 78 UNITS TO THE PRESENT
535 UNITS. AT THE $150,000 LEVEL THAT ART INDICATED WOULD BE CHARGED TO THE
RESIDENTS MOVING INTO THE PROJECT, $11,700,000 WOULD BE THE HIGH SIDE MONEY
GENERATION WHICH SHOULD HAVE BEEN IN THE QORIGINAL PROJECTION. THAT
CHANGES TO §8,250,000 WITH THE REVISED 55 UNITS PROPOSED BY THE LAST SET OF
PAPERS. A SECOND ISSUE WOULD BE THE FIXED OPERATING COSTS AND EXPENSES
WOULD NOW HAVE FEWER UNITS AND THE PROPOSED MONTHLY RENTALS MIGHT HAVE
TO BE REVISED UPWARD. DOES THIS HAVE AN EFFECT ON THE FLOW OF NEW
RESIDENTS? FRANKLY, I DO NOT KNOW. IF THE NEW NUMBERS ARE NOT WORKABLE,
DOES THIS LEAVE THE PROPERTY AS A POTENTIAL PROBLEM FOR FUTURE GENERATIONS
OF THE ELECTED REPRESENTATIVES OF ROSEVILLE AS AN ECONOMICS DRIVEN FAILURE?

ON THE SURFACE, IT WOULD SEEM TO ME THE DISCOMFORT OF THAT TYPE OF BUILDING
BEING CONSTRUCTED ON THAT SITE MIGHT INDICATE THE DEVELOPERS WOULD BE
WELL ADVISED TO GO BACK TO THE ORIGINAL 78 UNITS AT A DIFFERENT SITE.

I WILL SEND THIS NOTE TO THE CITY MANAGER AND REQUEST THAT COPIES BE
DISTRIBUTED TO THE MEMBERS OF THE COUNCIL AND THE PLANNING COMMISSION,
THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME.
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June 2, 2009

Mr. Thomas Paschke

Roseville City Planner

City of Roseville

2660 Civic Center Drive

Roseville, MN 55113-5446

Email: thomas.paschke@ci.roseville.mn.us

Re: 2025 County Road B Orchard project revision #3
Dear Mr. Paschke,

This serves as a letter voicing our continued concerns regarding the proposed land use amendment and
revised general concept planned unit development of a 35-unit, 3-story Active Senior Living Community
Building at 2025 Count Road B. Qur concems and opposition continue to fall into three areas:

1. The Proposed Land Use Amendment

While the Planning Department has instructed the Planning Commission to ignore this aspect of the
upcoming meeting, the record needs to be corrected both in the minutes and in forwarding any new
proposal to the City Council. Specifically, the Roseville Planning Commission, per City Cede Section
201.07 has recommended to the City Council to TURN DOWN the Comprehensive Plan change
requested by the Planning Department and Mr. Mueller as the vote does not meet the required 5/7s
threshold. The Planning Commission vote was 4 to 3. A copy of the code is highlighted here:

201.07: PROCEDURE FOR ADOPTION OF CITY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN:

The Planning Commission may, at any time, recommend to the City Council, the adoption of the City
Comprehensive Plan, any section of it or any substantial amendment thereof. Before making such
recommendation to the City Council, the Planning Commission shall hold at least one public hearing, as
provided for in Chapter 108 of this Code. The recommendation by the Planning Commission to the City
Council shall be by a resolution of the Commission, approved by the affirmative votes of not less than
5/7ths of its total membership.

We agree with the Planning Commission’s vote that a 2-step increase in the Comprehensive Plan
requested by a Developer is inappropriate for this parcel. Financial gain at the expense of its neighbors
lacks good planning principals and does not adequately address other possible, better use.

Where are the parks “planned” for our area of Roseville?
Was medium density considered for this parcel?
Who contacted the Roseville Histerical Society about the heritage aspect of this property?

As currently configured our area of Rosevilie is a model blend of medium density, high density and
single residence. Any substantial change proposed by a developer, in place of proper planning, should
only be done if there is overwhelming consensus that the project as proposed has merit to all interested
parties.

The medium density designation of our property at 1995 West County Road B in the Comprehensive
Plan is ill placed and is being used by the Planning Department to help justify this project. Through
research, the only reason for this designation was to facilitate Mr. Muelier’s acquisition of land to build
the Ferriswood Association in the 1980s. While the Planning Department has informed us that they
would not suppert our initial inquiries to return our property to low density because of planning
principals (busy street etc.} subsequent inquiries by us to qualified developers suggest our lot could not
economically be used to house a medium density project. So the neighboring “reality”” is single
resident, not medium density.



2, The proposed project

o This project remains massive for the site and could impact our air, light and view. This 45-
foot plus high structure has not changed materially in height or setback from our house from the
proposal voted down by our Planming Commission 6 to 1. Comparisons to other senior building
emphasize our peint. In virtually ALL examples presented by your Department, the bordering
land is either parking lot, road, or commercial. When single residences are present there is
substantial distance between the larger development and the single residence structure. Why are
you recommending departure here?

e The proposed senior living business model is more of a senior “country club” than true
senior living. We do not see the value of having a senior citizen plop down $150,000 to 200,000
for the “right” to rent a condominium. As we understand it, the person receives their
“membership™ payment back when they wish to move. BUT they receive no return on their funds
AND any appreciation/interest goes to the developer. Does this kind of senior living really meet
the long-term senior living needs of Roseville? We believe a better project for Roseville would
be senior subsidized living sponsored by & credible agency (like Presbyterian Homes) that is
smaller in scope ...2 story 30 units...

o There is little to no useable green space in this plan. When looking at the surface coverage
calculations one wonders if the parking lots are included? Run off and other environmental
concerns have only been minimally addressed. Why is the City approving such a dramatic change
without more research and appropriate environmental signoff? We are especially concerned about
ground water runoff.

3. The Developer

- As we understand it, this Developer’s LLC consists of two members; Mr. Mueller and his son, who is in
the insurance business. Mr. Mueller acknowledges he is in his 80s. We believe the ¢ity should be
reasonably concerned that what they think will be here, will not be what is on this land in the next 5 to 10
years.

+ As developer of Fernswood, Mr. Mueller left a boundary mess that our famiiy is still struggling to clean
up. One of the units behind our home was built violating setback rules. Survey errors have our pre-existing
sidewalk on both our and Ferriswood property. Mr. Mueller, via the association, built a retaining wall that
is currently in dispute as to who is responsible for it. 1t was built by him as part of the Ferriswood
development on city property, our property and the Ferriswood property. It does not match the as-built
provided to us by the city. Currently, no one is accepting ownership and responsibility for the wall. The city
believes one thing, the Ferriswood Association assumes another, and we have a third opinion. The point of
this is that most of this problem was caused by construction directed by Mr. Mueller,

What will the city do when Mr. Mueller once again begs forgiveness versus asking permission on code
violations? What will the city do when the business proposal doesn’t work because seniors aren’t willing
to put $100°s of thousands of dollars down for no return, the project fails and remains partially finished?

Summary

We believe the city needs to address senior needs in our community. We also believe either a medium
density designation or a reasonable R-3 structure that does not hide behind a PUD c¢ould work next door.
We simply believe this project is too massive and inappropriate for this location,

Requesting a two-step jump in the Comprehensive Plan then requesting a PUD so an R-7 structure can be
placed on this low-density parcel does not pass a reasonableness test.

Sincerely,

Steve and Kathy Enzler

Via email
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Thomas Paschke

From: Jim & Nancy Doherty_

Sent: Wednesday, June 03, 2009 10:50 AM
To: Thomas Paschke

Subject: Re: Submissions

Thomas, here they are.

Jim

No. 1

From: <support@civicplus.com>

To: <planning.commission@ci.roseville.mn.us>

Sent: Monday, June 01, 2009 2:11 PM

Subject: Online Form Submittal: Contact Planning Commission

The following form was submitted via your website: Contact Planning Commission
Name:: Scott Roste

Address:: 2220 Midland Grove Rd. #211

City:: Roseville

State: : MN

Zip:: 55113

Home Phone Number::_

Daytime Phone Number:: (|| | D

Email Address::_

Please Share Your Comment, Question or Concern: Dear Members of the Planning Commission:

My name is Scott Roste and | am the current president of the Midland Grove Condo Association. | am
contacting you in regard to Planning File 09-002, the request by developer Art Mueller to construct "The
Orchard", a complex at 2025 County Road B consisting of 55 units. The Orchard site lies directly south of
Midland Grove Condominiums and many of our residents object to the project and | am contacting you as their
representative.

As you are aware, in order for Mr. Mueller to move forward, he is seeking 3 accommodations from the City of
Roseville. (1) He needs the Roseville Comprehensive Land Use Plan to be modified to change the site from a
low density residential classification to a high density residential classification. (2) He needs the site to then be
rezoned from single family residence status to a PUD (Planned Unit Development) status because his current
proposal does not meet certain city code requirements. (3) Finally, he wants his specific 3-story, 55 unit
proposal to be approved for development.

Back in February, Mr. Mueller originally proposed a 4-story, 77 unit complex to the Roseville Planning
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Commission. Due to the opposition from residents at Midland Grove, neighboring Ferriswood residents and the
neighbor to the East, Steve Enzler, Mr. Mueller withdrew his proposal. He then attended the March Planning
Commission meeting and proposed a 3-story, 55 unit complex. Again, neighbors from Midland Grove,
Ferriswood and Steve Enzler opposed the project due to concerns about the size and scale of the project, the
volume of additional traffic, the impairment of sightlines and other issues. Due to these concerns, the Planning
Commission denied approval for the Orchard project. Despite this denial, Mr. Mueller brought his proposal to
the May Roseville City Council meeting. At this meeting, a petition of 107 Midland Grove residents was
presented opposing the project, residents of Ferriswood were also in opposition to the project as was the
neighbor to the east, Steve Enzler. Based on these concerns, the City Council remanded the Orchard proposal
back to the Planning Commission for further investigation.

Because the Orchard project has been remanded back to the Planning Commission, please allow me to repeat
the concerns of our residents for your review.

(1) The first issue is the size of the proposed site. As noted in the original proposal, the site at 2025 County
Road B consists of 2.23 useable acres. You may notice in the more recent packet that Mr. Mueller states that
the site also includes an additional parcel of land to the west of Midland Grove Road granted to him by
MNDOT which raises the acreage up to 2.61 acres. Please do not be misled by this information. Ownership of
the land to the west of Midland Grove Road is not clear at this time and this land may be owned by Midland
Grove Condominiums. If the land was owned or operated by MNDOT during this time, then ownership cannot
merely be handed back to Mr. Mueller. Residents of Midland Grove have been tending to that parcel of
property for over 20 years and we dispute MNDOT's ability to hand the land over to Mr. Mueller.

PLEASE NOTE, that regardless of the ownership of this parcel, it is meaningless as to the scope and size of the
Orchard project because nothing will be built on this strip of land. The entirety of the Orchard project will be
built on the main site which is merely 2.23 useable acres. Therefore this additional parcel should have no
bearing on how the project is reviewed. If the Planning Commission or the City Council are going to include
this parcel in the density and city code calculations of the site, then Midland Grove hereby requests the city to
review the true ownership of this parcel and make a determination on whether this land belongs to Midland
Grove.

(2) The second issue is the density of the proposed project. The Orchard projects to have a density level of over
24 units per acre. While this may seem compatible with other senior housing projects in Roseville, all but one
of those other senior housing projects have at least 3.4 acres of land to soften the impact to surrounding
neighbors. The Orchard site is so small, that the building will abut its neighbors to the east and west and
significantly impair their sightlines. This density level does not fit into the overall neighborhood. Despite
having 174 units, Midland Grove has a density level of 18.8 units/acre because it is located on almost 10 acres
in a park-like setting. The neighboring townhomes of Ferriswood have a much lower density level. Thus
cramming a high density project into this small piece of land just isn't appropriate for the surrounding area.

PLEASE NOTE: Most residents of Midland Grove agree that the property site is not conducive to single family
homes, however switching from low density to high density is inappropriate. Many Midland Grove residents
would likely support some type of medium density project at that location (4-12 units per acre would equal 9-27
units). However the Orchard project is more than double that amount. We recognize that Mr. Mueller has
made some cosmetic adjustments to his project since the March Planning Commission meeting, but these
changes are merely cosmetic and do not affect the issues raised by our residents.

(3) The third issue is the scale of the project related to the small size of the proposed site. The Orchard project
is seeking a PUD exemption because it will not meet certain city code requirements. Specifically, the Orchard
project will not meet city code height limitations, lot space per unit requirements or floor area ratio
requirements. In the March packed, the Orchard project was seeking 29% variance on the city code height
requirement, a 50% variance for lot space per unit requirements and a 90% variance for floor area ratio
requirements. Adding these variances together results in a project that is out of scope for the size of the
property site and is a signal to the Planning Commission and the City Council that the site is more appropriate
for medium density use.
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For example, city code requires 2,000 square feet (sf) of lot space for each 1-bedroom unit and 2,800 sf for 2, 3
or 4-bedroom units. As currently proposed, the Orchard would require 146,000 sf in lot space (3.35 acres). Yet
the site in question only has 97,000 sf (2.23 acres). Thus Mr. Mueller needs a variance of 50%. Another
example is that city code requires a floor area ratio of .5 or 50% in order to preserve sufficient green space.

This would limit the size of the project to half of the existing 97,000 sf and contain the project at 48,500 sf. Yet
the Orchard proposes a structure of 92,500 sf. This represents a floor area ratio of .95 or 95% and would be a
90% variance from city code. These significant disparities show that the project is overbuilding the site in
question and thus a PUD should not be granted for this project.

PLEASE NOTE: Our residents recognize that a PUD is appropriate when minor variances to city code
requirements are needed, but that is not the situation here. In this case, the PUD would essentially be gutting
the city code requirements which are supposed to be designed to keep high density projects from overbuilding
and preserve green space in Roseville. For this reason, our residents are opposed to the Orchard project.

(4) Another issue is water drainage. As a point of reference, Mr. Mueller was also the developer for the
Midland Grove Condominiums which were built in 1969. Over the past 40 years, several water drainage
problems have persisted at our complex resulting in water seeping into the foundation and the underground
garages. Just last year, our complex approved a $600,000 special assessment to be paid by our residents to dig
up and redesign water drainage along all of our buildings. | do not know if these problems could have been
prevented during the design of the complex in the 1960's, but it concerns me that the Orchard proposal lies on
land that is lower than the land to the East and North. Therefore the site will be subject to significant water
runoff. Mr. Mueller's project will have over 50% surface are coverage, meaning over half the lot will be
covered by either the building structure or impervious parking lot surfacing. Where will this water go?

Just to the east, County Road B dips down into a valley in front of the Fairview Community Center and this
location has been the site of flash flooding in the past. By allowing a high density project on a small property
site adjacent to County Road B, our residents are concerned that this problem will be exacerbated. Another
reason to limit the property site to something smaller in scope and scale.

(5) The next concern is related to traffic. Midland Grove is a short, curved road which essentially dead ends at
our complex. The road entrance is within 100 feet of the Cleveland and County Road B intersection which is a
high traffic intersection. To leave Midland Grove Road, a driver must negotiate traffic turning from Cleveland
as well as high-speed traffic coming from the east on County Road B. Because County Road B dips to the east
(as mentioned above), cars are sometimes not visible until the last moment. The Orchard project would add a
driveway from Midland Grove Road to the Orchard site. This would increase traffic significantly and many of
our residents are concerned about accidents and safety. There is also no sidewalk from the Midland Grove
complex out to the street, meaning all walkers (including many of our senior residents) must walk in the street
during both summer and winter months. Adding traffic from a high density site to this situation is not
conducive for maintaining safety. Again, a medium density or smaller project would alleviate these concerns.

(6) The final topic is financing. 1 don't know if the Planning Commission or the City Council typically discuss
developer financing in these proposals, but it should be a topic of concern in this instance. Mr. Mueller has
identified the project as an active senior living complex which will be a hybrid between ownership and renting.
In theory, residents will pay a large down payment of cash ($150,000 or more) to move in to a unit. However
they won't own the unit. The residents will still pay a monthly association fee to liver there (similar to rent) and
then when the resident wants to move out or dies, their large down payment will be refunded to them (without
any accumulated interest, I assume this goes to the developer/land owner). While this protects the resident from
losing value on their condo asset, it also prevents the resident from gaining any appreciation in value from the
condo asset. This raises several issues for the Commission and the Council to consider.

Are there really enough potential residents who will want to buy in to this situation? In this economy, how

many seniors will legitimately be able to move in with this down payment requirement? The last thing the city
and the neighborhood want is a building site which is either vacant or sitting half-empty due to a lack of
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demand for its units. And what are the consequences of a proposal whereby the residents won't actually own
their units. Will they upgrade their units and maintain good property values if they have no incentive to
appreciate their units in value? And what consequence will this design have to the city? If there is no actual
sale of units, will the city lose out on potential tax revenues? Finally, who will manage this project going
forward? With all due respect to Mr. Mueller, I believe he is listed at age 84 and will not realistically be able to
manage this project for many years, however it is unclear who will manage this project going forward. He has
mentioned his son, yet he has not spoken at any of the presentations.

To conclude, 107 residents from Midland Grove have signed a petition opposing the Orchard project and at this
time, we see no reason to change our current stance. Due to the concerns and issues above, we ask and expect
the Planning Commission to deny approval for this project and to wait until a more appropriate plan of use for
the property site is presented. Thank you for your time and effort in this manner, please contact me with any
questions.

-Scott Roste

Additional Information:

Form submitted on: 6/1/2009 2:11:37 PM

Submitted from IP Address:_

Form Address: http://www.ci.roseville.mn.us/forms.aspx?FID=136

No. 2

The following form was submitted via your website: Contact Planning Commission
Name:: Ann M. Bursch

Address:: 2220 Midland Grove Rd. #201

City:: Roseville

State: : MN

Zip:: 55113

Home Phone Number::_

Daytime Phone Number::

Email Address:_

Please Share Your Comment, Question or Concern:

To:  Members of Roseville City Planning Commission

From: Ann Bursch Resident and Treasurer of the Board at Midland Grove Association
Re: Proposed Orchard Project at 2025 County Road B.
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There is a sign advertising Applewood Pointe Cooperative at Langton Lake that has been placed on Cleveland
Ave. N. near County Road D along with boarded up homes for some time. This area is surrounded by more
commercial properties than the proposed ‘Orchard Site” Plans for the Second Applewood Pointe Cooperative
in Roseville located at Langton Lake began in 2007 — they have not begun to build as of 5/25/09 — their
information states they hope to begin breaking ground in late 2009. We do not want a similar sign and a
boarded up home on the corner of Midland Grove Road and County Road B!

Following are excerpts from an editorial in the March 26, 2009 Minneapolis Star Tribune, an April 2009 ARRP
Newsletter and an article in the May 18,2009 Star Tribune.

Editorial: Ghost Developments Thursday, March 26. Star Tribune.

“A ground breaking story by the Star Tribune’s Chris Serres on Sunday March 22 revealed that the landscape of
Minnesota is littered with the consequences of reckless lending. ....... Developments that city leaders hoped
would become thriving new neighborhoods are now messes of weeds, buckled roads, construction debris and
towering piles of dirt. Serres’ story should sound the alarm for growing communities in Minnesota and across
the nation . City officials regularly evaluate proposals for new housing developments and decide whether to
approve them. ......... illustrates the need for more local scrutiny of developers’ financing arrangements. Its
and unfortunate but important lesson for years ahead and a task that both regulators and organizations such as
the League of Minnesota Cities should assist cities in performing to require that developers put cash in an
account as a guarantee that projects get done. Those are worthwhile steps to consider. The League of
Minnesota Cities is also considering new educational programs to help city officials evaluate developers’
finances, or to help cities find experts to do so. The league’s initiative is welcome and the programs it is
considering are badly needed. They merit swift implementation.”

ARRP Bulletin April. 2009 “Age Restricted Housing Becomes Ageless. The market for age-restricted housing
has gone bust as the economic downturn prompts many boomers, unable to sell their homes, to age in place
instead. .. ... many developers have asked to lift the age restrictions — typically requiring residents to be 55 —
plus. ...... Local officials have often granted the requests rather than have near-vacant complexes. ...........
It’s an ‘issue that’s going on across the country,” says Jennifer Raitt, chairwoman of the housing and
community development division of the American Planning Association.”

Star Tribune — Monday, May 18 2009.

“Recession delays, derails area redevelopment projects.” To summarize this article .

- Arden Hills withdrew its offer to purchase a 774 acre tract formerly occupied by the Twin Cities Army

Ammunition Plant after Ryan Companies ended its agreement to develop the site.

- Late in 2008 developers pulled out of the 100 acre NW Quadrant Project in New Brighton

- In Minnetonka financing difficulties led Glen Lake developers to scrap a plan to build 40 high end condos.

- In downtown St. Paul, an ambitions redevelopment project at the riverfront jails site has been withdrawn.”
These are a few of the examples of projects that have been approved and are at a standstill during these

difficult times.

You have heard the arguments that Mr. Mueller’s plans for an Active Senior Living Complex is too dense for
the small parcel — very little green space, safety concerns etc.

I would like to make a correction to Station Nineteen Architects, Inc Narrative 4/29/09 page 3 Development
densities for other senior housing projects in Roseville are as follows:
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Rose Pointe is on 10 acres not 5 acres as stated in the narrative. There is a total of 190 units on that 10 acres
making that 19 unit per acre. Also Midland Grove is not a senior housing project!

Yes, Roseville may have one of the highest Senior population in the Twin City Area but is that in part because
we already have many active Senior Living complexes which are having difficulty selling or renting, because
seniors can not afford to make the move and are ‘staying in place’ with help in their own home?

I am asking you to consider carefully this proposal — is this something you would want in your residential
neighborhood?

Additional Information:

Form submitted on: 6/1/2009 11:41:50 AM

Submitted from IP Address:_

Form Address: http://www.cityofroseville.com/forms.aspx?FID=136

----- Original Message -----

From: Thomas Paschke

To: James Doherty

Sent: Wednesday, June 03, 2009 10:39 AM
Subject: Submissions

Jim;

In some cases we do and in other cases we do not. If possible forward so that copies can be
made and available at the meeting. THANKS

THOMAS PASCHKE
CITY PLANNER
City of Roseville
2660 Civic Center Drive, MN 55113
Direct # 651-792-7074

Confidentiality Statement: The documents accompanying this transmission contain confidential information that is legally privileged.
This information is intended only for the use of the individuals or entities listed above. If you are not the intended recipient, you are
hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution, or action taken in reliance on the contents of these documents is strictly
prohibited. If you have received this information in error, please notify the sender immediately and arrange for the return or destruction
of these documents.

Confidentiality Statement: The documents accompanying this transmission contain confidential information that is legally privileged. This information is
intended only for the use of the individuals or entities listed above. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying,
distribution, or action taken in reliance on the contents of these documents is strictly prohibited. If you have received this information in error, please notify the
sender immediately and arrange for the return or destruction of these documents.
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From: Gerirude Coad Fleetimm
Sent:  Wednesday, July 08, 2009 11:18 AM
To: *RVCouncil
Subject: Fw: Orchard

I'am reuesting a three-dimensional mockup of the proposed ORCHARD BUILDING be made in scale to show the
effect that it will have on Midland Grove Condominiums, Ferriswood and the single family homes on County Road
B and adjoining areas. | can understand why Art Mueler did not include this information. But our planning division
of the city of Roseville should have seen the need for it.

This will seriously affect the health of our two maple rees that are at our pojroperty line and the lack of sunlight
wilt kill the blooming plants in our flower garden which is just north of our property line.

We had another meeting yesterday at Midland Condos and people are very unhappy with the threat of the
Orchard or whatever he decided to build closing us off from view. Om addtion to the problems with their inability
to have their own entrance and exit roads. The rest of the homeowners in the area have been good
taxpaying citizens. Why are we getting dumped on in this manner?

Gertrude Coad

SRR, R

Subject: Orchard

Gertrude;

I received your voice mail as well as email request regarding additional information
regarding the Orchard.

Your first request was for clarification on the building setback from the property line
adjacent to Midland Grove Condos - the building has a varying setback of 21 feet to 36.9
feet adjacent the north property line and will lie approximately 180 feet from the
Midland Grove building.

The second question was interest in knowing whether a three dimensional drawing has
been created for the proposal - the answer is NO the applicants nor the City has created
such an illustration,

Should your have further questions or comments, please feel free to call or email me.

THOMAS PASCHKIE
CITY PLANNER
City of Roseville
2660 Civic Center Drive, MN 55113
Direct # 651-792-7074
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EXTRACT OF THE JUNE 3, 2009 DRAFT
ROSEVILLE PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES

PLANNING FILE 09-002

Review of the revised request by Art Mueller for approval of a GENERAL
CONCEPT PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT to redevelop the property
at 2025 County Road B into a senior living community (PF 09-002)

Vice Chair Boerigter opened the Public Hearing for Planning File 09-002 at 7:54
p.m.

City Planner Thomas Paschke noted the correct Item Description provided in the
Request for Planning Commission action dated June 3, 2009, rather than the
inaccurate description on the meeting agenda; and in following the specific
charge to the Planning Commission from the May 11, 2009 City Council
meeting, as detailed in Section 7.8 of the staff report. Mr. Paschke noted that all
other related actions had previously been acted upon by the Planning
Commission and forwarded to the City Council.

For the record, Mr. Paschke noted receipt of a letter dated June 2, 2009 from
Steve and Kathy Enzler; and three (3) e-mails received by Chair Doherty and
or staff, and with copies provided to Commissioners and copies made available
to the public in the back of the Council Chambers. Vice Chair Boerigter noted
receipt of those items into the record, attached hereto and made a part thereof.

Mr. Paschke reviewed staff’s analysis of the revised GENERAL CONCEPT
PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) by Art Mueller (in cooperation with
Sue and Andrew Weyer — property owners) to redevelop the property at 2025
County Road B into a 3-story, 55-unit senior living community.

Mr. Paschke noted that the staff report, in Section 7.7, provided comparison data
of seven (7) previously multiple-family residential projects and their
characteristics to provide perspective for this requested project. Mr. Paschke
noted that, on two (2) previous occasions, staff had gone on record as having no
issues or concerns with the proposed volume of traffic with the addition of this
project; as well as functioning of specific intersections and their design to
accommodate this type of development. Mr. Paschke noted that Midland Grove
Road was a public street and that it was sufficient to handle additional traffic
volume. Mr. Paschke advised that staff’s recommendation, as well as that of the
Design Review Committee remained intact with the modified design for this
project. Mr. Paschke noted that the applicant had mitigated many issues,
concerns and impacts addressed by previous public comment; and recognized
that some remained opposed to the project itself. Mr. Paschke advised that staff,
whose recommendations were based on established policies for guidance, opined
that this project with its modifications and adjacent high- and medium-density
residential uses was a good fit for the neighborhood and that staff continued to
support the project.

Staff recommended approval of the request as presented; based on the comments
and findings of Section 4 and the conditions of Section 5 of the project report
dated June 03, 20009.
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Applicant Representatives, Darrel LeBarron and Tim Johnson with Station
19 Architects, made a presentation titled “The Orchard ‘Active’ Senior
Living,” with the presentation attached hereto and made a part thereof.

Mr. LeBarron, a resident at 2101 W County Road B in Roseville, as President
and Chief Planner for Station 19 Architects; provided a detailed synopsis of the
Orchard owner/developer and design teams and their respective expertise.

Mr. LeBarron reviewed previous projects completed by some or all of the
members of the owner/developer team; addressed the age and maintenance
conditions of Midland Grove and Ferriswood; clarified zoning and land use
misprints; and make up of the subject property. Mr. LeBarron reviewed the
original 77-unit building and minimal setbacks compared to the current, revised
55-unit building, at 71% of the original with increased setbacks. Mr. LeBarron
defined building elevations and details; computer-generated sight lines; and
detailed site and design revisions in response to previous public comment, and
recommendations of the Planning Commission and City Council, and assisted by
City staff. Mr. LeBarron advised that the applicant was open to further revisions,
based on factual and constructive criticisms as the project developed, and in
keeping with the project’s design quality concepts and goals.

Chair Doherty complimented the applicant on their improved facade articulation
to break up the building mass.

Commissioner Wozniak opined that the project had come a long way since initial
presentation; and expressed his surprise at how residential it looked compared to
those original sketches; however, he opined that it was still a big building.

Mr. LeBarron advised that the smallest project he’d ever developed had been at
fifty (50) units, and that 50 units was the bottom of the economic feasibility
break, noting that this was at the small end of multiple housing spectrums.

Commissioner Gottfried sought clarification of the threshold allowing the project
to remain economically feasible.

Mr. LeBarron advised that the original proposal with 77 units had provided a
better safety margin, and that this was now at 10%, providing for a small cushion
from economic risk.

Public Comment
Mr. Paschke requested that the Planning Commission focus public comment
specifically on the request before them, as per City Council directive.

Vice Chair Boerigter asked the public to keep their comments focused on the
General Concept Plan as opposed to issues for rezoning or Comprehensive Plan
Amendment, noting that this specific request would be going before the City
Council in the near future; and advising that any other discussion would be
considered out of order.

Peter Coyle, land use attorney from Larkin, Hoffman, et al, 7800 Xerxes,
Bloomington, MN (Ferriswood Development and Midland Grove
Condominiums)

Mr. Coyle cautioned that, if the City approved the Comprehensive Plan and
Rezoning as previously recommended by the Planning Commission on a divided
vote, they would be giving up their ability to control development on the
property. Mr. Coyle opined that the building, as revised, remained too tall, too



big, and too much mass for the site, as had been borne out in discussion of this
site, referencing similar concerns voiced by the City Council in their discussions
of the Comprehensive Plan Amendment and their concerns with the high density
of the proposal. Mr. Coyle opined that the PUD exceeded zoning outside the
project, and that it remained clear from City Council discussions, that they were
uncomfortable with the size of the building, and that the building was essentially
the same, with the wings altered for the site and simply shifted around on the

property.

Mr. Coyle restated previously-raised objections; and noted remaining concerns of
several Planning Commissioners related to the size and mass of the building and
its close proximity to Ferriswood with the large east wall expanse. Mr. Coyle
requested additional design changes that would be compatible with medium
density use.

Gary Stenson, 2179 Ferris Lane

Mr. Stenson requested that staff display various Attachments provided by staff
for comparison purposes; and proceeded to provide his interpretation of those
comparables on a case by case basis with their respective locations, adjacent
roadways, properties and uses, in addition to their lack of impact to single-family
homes. Mr. Stenson questioned the applicant’s attempts to increase the lot size
based on Mr. Mueller’s Quit Claim Deed, opining that it was not relevant based
on property ownership.

In response to Vice Chair Boerigter’s request, Mr. Stenson identified the location
of his property in relationship to The Orchard; recognizing that the property
would not remain single-family designation, and opining that he was not opposed
to medium density, but could not support high density.

Scott Roste, President of Midland Grove Condominium Association, 2220
Midland Grove Road #211, representing members interested in this project
Mr. Roste opined that the other projects completed by and the expertise of the
applicants were irrelevant; and that the specifics of this project were the only
consideration that she be considered at tonight’s meeting but, as a matter of
interest, questioned if previous projects had the same level of opposition as this
project. Mr. Roste further opined that the volume and strength of that opposition
should be what the Planning Commissioners and City Councilmembers took
away from the discussion, and reminded Commissioners that they were in receipt
of a previously-filed petition with 107 names; and that the petitioners remained
opposed, even with the minor cosmetic revisions now before the Commission.
Mr. Roste speaking on behalf of the petitioners, advised that they remained
disgruntled that land to the west of Midland Grove Road was apparently being
included for calculation purposes, while the actual ownership of the property
remained unclear, and that over the last twenty (20) years, Midland Grove
residents had performed maintenance of the disputed area; and asked that the
Planning Commission and City Council clearly understand that issue and to
ignore that parcel entirely in calculations. Mr. Roste, in addressing the other
multi-family project comparables used, asked that the Orchard Project be
considered on its own merits as it relates to density, size of available acreage for
the project; and abutment to other properties, mostly single-family housing
throughout the entire area. Mr. Roste noted that Midland Grove was built on 9-10
acres with large amounts of green space isolating the property; however, that the
proposed Orchard project abutted the property line and building mass dominated



space. Mr. Roste referenced Section 6.4 of the staff report related to the
applicant’s inability to meet City Code requirements, thus the need for the PUD
(i.e., floor area ratio calculations) and the need for a variance.

City Planner Thomas Paschke clarified that this project does not and has not
requested a “variance”; that the PUD process allows for a development that
deviates from Code standards and is completely different that a variance.

Vice Chair Boerigter concurred, noting that the deviation referenced in the chart
in the staff report compared deviations from underlying code requirements.

Mr. Roste further addressed the Midland Grove project developed by Mr.
Mueller forty (40) years ago, and the persistent water drainage issues experienced
in the underground parking garages, and due to the scope of the work, requiring
ongoing deferral, and now causing those residents to face a total assessment of
$600,000 for major excavation required to alleviate the problem. Mr. Roste
guestioned how many of these water drainage problems could have been avoided
when the units were originally constructed; and questioned if similar problems
would be created when the Orchard project was constructed, and whether it
would further impact Midland Grove drainage issues.

Mr. Roste further addressed traffic in the vicinity; with the staff report estimated
an additional 193 trips/day. Mr. Roste advised that this was a major safety
concern for Midland Grove residents, based on the curvature of the road and
realities of vehicles driving down the middle of the road, their speed, lack of
lighting, and pedestrian traffic sharing the road as well. Mr. Roste addressed the
proposed location of the Orchard access, its impacts on the road and views from
the intersection of County Road B and Cleveland Avenue. Mr. Roste opined that
this would only further acerbate high speed traffic from 1-35W after closure of
Highway 280.

Mr. Roste concluded by addressing concerns of the proposed financing for the
project, ownership/rental of units, association fees; and what guarantees residents
had of future management, use and management, respectfully asking that the
project be denied.

Dick Taylor, 2210 Midland Grove, #302

Mr. Taylor pointed out, on Attachment A (location map) from the staff report,
misidentification of Building Numbers 2200 (should be 2210), and 2210 (should
be 2200); and noted that the proposed building was on much higher elevation
than surrounding buildings and that topography should be taken into
consideration, as well as the flat roof of Midland Grove opposed to the proposed
Orchard pitched roof; and questioned the actual number of stories referenced in
Section 5.6 of the staff report, due to the ground level entry of the garage. Mr.
Taylor opined that this also didn’t change the building dimensions, but that the
topography be taken into consideration accordingly.

Mr. Taylor advised that, related to traffic concerns, referenced Sections 6.6 and
6.7 of the staff report, and proposed allocation of right-of-way; however, he
suggested that the City of Roseville should retain the right-of-way for future
modification or reconfiguration of Midland Grove Road to improve safety issues.

Joyce Thielen, 2210 Midland Grove Road, Unit #203
Ms. Thielen opined that water drainage would be an issue on the proposed
Orchard project; and noted the major engineering improvements currently being



faced by residents at Midland Grove Condominiums. Ms. Thielen referenced her
conversations with the State of MN regarding drainage issues; and opined that
the proposed project would only serve to further compound drainage issues in the
area; and that the ultimate outcome for Roseville may be the collapse of the
Midland Grove units, loss of tax base by the City of Roseville, and potential
litigation issues.

Steve Enzler, representing family, 1995 W County Road B

Mr. Enzler requested that his letter of June 2, 2009 be included in the record,;
with Vice Chair Boerigter advising that staff had done so, and the written
comments were part of the record, attached hereto and made a part thereof.

Mr. Enzler assured Commissioners that his comment was not simply based on
“not in my backyard” mentality; and opined that his comments about the
developer and concerns with him had nothing to do with the age of previous
projects; but with the reality of the discoveries found on his property over the last
two (2) years due to inaccurate measurements, City Codes, and boundary issues.

Mr. Enzler opined that the design and footprint of the proposed massive building
had not materially changed, while the developer had broken up the exterior
elevations; and that the building mass was immediately adjacent to his single-
family home. Mr. Enzler advised that he had attempted to reconcile himself to
the building’s placement, and reviewed various photos from the Developer’s
presentation, based on his visual interpretations and perspectives. Mr. Enzler
opined that Mr. Mueller was a great guy; but he expressed his concern about
accurate measurements for this project, noting the two (2) examples currently
existing on his property. Mr. Enzler addressed potential development on his
property, based on its topography, and opined that it would remain a single-
family lot, and asked the Commission consider that in their deliberations.

Mr. Enzler addressed similar traffic concerns already expressed, and opined that,
while not supported by hard data, the reality was that due to the speed and
amount of traffic, seniors would be put in harm’s way.

Mr. Enzler questioned why this project was being proposed, and why was it so
large; and opined that it was basically due to financial considerations, both for
the developers, and the City’s tax base. Mr. Enzler further opined that it was
wrong that there was a chance that changes to the City’s Comprehensive Plan
would transfer value from his home to the developer; and asked that the
Commission consider approval only based on at a maximum medium density, not
high density, and not PUD.

Merlyn Scroggins, 2237 N Cleveland Avenue N

Mr. Scroggins advised that he believed in the City; and opined that there would
always be a number of negative comments on any project before the City. Mr.
Scroggins opined that this was a good thing for Roseville; the quality of the
proposed housing was exactly right for him to consider at this stage of his life;
and that overall, property development in Roseville, is good for the entire City,
that it shouldn’t be disruptive to people, and he further opined that this project
wouldn’t be. Mr. Scroggins reviewed development in the area over the last forty
(40) years, and his observations during that time as Ferriswood and Midland
Grove developments came to fruition, changing the original character of the
neighborhood. Mr. Scroggins compared those developments to the original
nature of the neighborhood, and understood the inherent desire for people to



retain low density and preserve natural habitat areas. Mr. Scroggins opined that
people don’t attend meetings to voice their support of things that are worthwhile,
and only attend to object to projects. Mr. Scroggins further opined that this was
not a bad development, was well-done, and well-created. Mr. Scroggins opined,
from his observation of the traffic hub, he didn’t see this project as being much of
a contributor, since the problem already existed. Mr. Scroggins opined that, while
he didn’t have any statistical data to share, he believed the project was good and
he would look forward to moving in there.

Vijay Pottgrugod, 2250 Midland Grove Road, #105

Mr. Pottgrugod opined that that the apparent rationale for the project seems to be
to increase the City’s tax base; however, Mr. Pottgrugod suggested that the 174
units in the Midland Grove project would become less valuable, in addition to the
twenty (20) units of Ferriswood, and the single-family homes along County Road
B and along Cleveland and Fairview Avenues. Mr. Pottgrugod further opined
that the City may actually end up losing revenue over the long term, experiencing
a net loss, especially if this proposed project proved not to be financially viable.

Andy Weyer, 2025 W County Road B, Property Owner and Applicant

Mr. Weyer noted the many revisions to the proposed project over a year of
development; and opined that the presentation addressed and was tailored to
accommaodate previous public comments, in addition to those of the City Council
and Planning Commission. Mr. Weyer provided a historical perspective form his
family’s point of view, and the previous development of Midland Grove and
Ferriswood, with Mr. Mueller serving as developer on those projects as well. Mr.
Weyer opined, from his discussions with Orchard project engineers and
architects, that drainage issues could be solved, with all property owners working
together. Mr. Weyer further opined that an inordinate amount of time had been
spent on developing this project to-date, and asked that this area, inadvertently
skipped during the recent Comprehensive Plan review, be slated for directed
development. Mr. Weyer opined that this had not been an easy project for him,
even though he believed in the project, but facing the need to give up the family
orchard. Mr. Weyer advised that the family supported this project as presented;
and suggested that the Commission ask the project team to return to dispute
misinformation presented during public comment tonight; and looked forward to
the Commission’s strong vote of support for this project.

Jackie Eastman, 2250 Midland Grove, #107

Ms. Eastman spoke in opposition to the project, as she’d previously indicated in
signing the petition. Ms. Eastman opined that she liked the green space and trees.
Ms. Eastman addressed the number of tickets given out by the City’s Police
Department for speeding on Cleveland off Highway 36 now that County Road B
was a dead end, and opined that the roadway served as an extension of the
freeway, since it provided a more visible route. Ms. Eastman asked that the City
Council investigate the need for this type of senior housing, since many of the
existing senior housing facilities had vacancies.

Vice Chair Boerigter invited Mr. LeBarron to respond to and/or address any
factual inaccuracies presented; however, Mr. LeBarron declined.

Vice Chair Boerigter closed the Public Hearing for Planning File 09-002 at 9:48
p.m.



Commissioner Best thanked staff for providing additional information in the staff
report and its assistance in addressing this difficult proposal, specifically the
comparables and relative impact to adjoining properties. Commissioner Best
opined that those items that the Commission had been asked by the City Council
to look at, as detailed in Section 7.8 of the staff report, had been addressed; that
sufficient revisions had been made by the developer/applicant; and that this
project seemed comparable to previous projects as noted. Commissioner Best
questioned why this project should be considered differently from those other
projects; opined that staff had provided due diligence in their review; and while
he was initially opposed to the project, it appreciated the way it had been revised
to address various concerns; and spoke in support of the project as presented.

City Planner Paschke reminded Commissioners that they were being asked to
consider a General Concept plan to be forwarded as recommended to shape the
project; and that the finer details of the Plan would develop as the project
proceeded, with further modifications to address certain impacts. Mr. Paschke
asked that the Commission articulate for specific comments to further shape the
project.

Commissioner Wozniak asked what role the City had in assuring that the project
is built as portrayed.

Mr. Paschke noted that this project, based on current City Code and the PUD
process itself, provided a much higher scrutiny than during development of
Ferriswood and/or Midland Grove Condominiums. Mr. Paschke advised that
final plan design documents, as a PUD Agreement, are part of a contractual
obligation between the development and City, and would remain as presented
unless further PUD Amendments were sought.

Vice Chair Boerigter noted that during the construction process, the location of
the building and field conditions would be monitored by Building Officials in
accordance with current City Code.

Mr. Paschke concurred; and further noted that neither Ferriswood nor Midland
Grove had to proceed through the stringent stormwater management process that
this project would endure; with this project required to achieve a higher standard
and responsibility for drainage produced on its site, and flow from Mr. Enzler’s
property, in providing a stormwater management plan that would meet the City’s
and Rice Creek Watershed District requirements.

Commissioner Doherty noted that he had not been a big supporter of this project
in the past; but complimented staff and the developer for making the significant
revisions from what the Commission had reviewed at previous meetings.
Commissioner Doherty noted that the scale had been too large, and that the
developer had scaled back the project; and had been responsive to concerns
previously expressed by the Commission, the City Council, and the public.
Commissioner Doherty echoed Commissioner Best’s comments, and spoke in
support of the revised proposal.

Commissioner Gottfried spoke specifically about his ongoing concerns with the
project: that it was too large and that the height shouldn’t be more than two (2) or
three (3) stories total; and retain a forty foot (40”) setback. Commissioner
Gottfried noted the need to address the economic viability of the site and
developer’s rationale for fifty-five (55) units; however, he opined that the project



would have to be reduced to fewer than forty (40) units at a maximum to get the
project scope down to an appropriate size for this site. Commissioner Gottfried
gave credit to the developer and staff for revisions to-date; however, opined that
another floor needed to come off, to reduce the height; and that he would only be
comfortable with the low range of the high density designation.

Commissioner Wozniak noted that he didn’t support the project when previously
presented, and that he would not support it today. Commissioner Wozniak opined
that he remained impressed with the changes made to-date by the design team;
however, that the building was still too big; and expressed concern about traffic
circulation on County Road B and Highway 280, and that any increased traffic on
County Road B at this intersection raised safety concerns for him. Commissioner
Wozniak expressed appreciation for staff’s table of comparisons, however,
opined that he saw enough differences between this and others presented; and
was not convinced that this project fit favorably in that table. Commissioner
Wozniak opined that there were too many units per acre, given the true acreage
involved. Commissioner Wozniak further opined that Mr. Mueller had a
development history in the community, and questioned if it was all favorable.
Commissioner Wozniak expressed his preference that Mr. Mueller step up and
take responsibility for past errors and attempt to make amends.

Commissioner Gisselquist noted that this was his first time officially seeing this
proposal as a Commissioner; however noted that he had been following past
discussions as a resident living on the other side of the Fairview Community
Center. Commissioner Gisselquist opined that it would be sad to see the green
space removed; however, he sympathized with Mr. Mueller’s position and the
need for directed development of the property. Commissioner Gisselquist advised
that the comparison table provided by staff put things in perspective with those
other projects; and while hating to see the green space go away, opined that it
was not for him to dictate what others did with their private property; and that the
developer had taken favorable steps to bring the density down; and that he would
support the project.

Commissioner Cook opined that he saw no major conflicts with traffic
movements; that this type of senior housing was a need in the community; that it
looked like a good project as revised; and that he would support the project.

Vice Chair Boerigter recognized the comments and objections made by those
making public comments; however, he noted his decision-making perspective in
considering the greater Roseville Community. Vice Chair Boerigter opined that,
from this perspective, this was a worthy project, and he spoke in support of it, if
the developers deemed that they could make the project work financially. Vice
Chair Boerigter opined that the developer had made great strides in the building’s
design elements and structure, with improved aesthetics; and further opined that,
based on size and scope of the project, it was not out of line with other projects in
Roseville. Vice Chair Boerigter recognized that the project had impacts on the
Stenson and Enzler properties, but that there was a greater good for Roseville. In
light of the mandate by the Metropolitan Council to provide higher density
housing, Vice Chair Boerigter noted that, given the City’s limited opportunities
to do so, the required units could only be achieved through smart and careful
development. Vice Chair Boerigter opined that, when looking at the Midland
Grove development, this project was not significantly out of line, nor did its
height indicate a great impact on Midland Grove, only Mr. Stenson and Mr.



Enzler, and questioned if the Commission or City Council should determine
projects based on impacts to 1 or 2 properties. Vice Chair Boerigter concurred
with Commissioner Cook that staff had performed careful analysis of traffic
issues. Vice Chair Boerigter addressed the past development projects of Mr.
Mueller, and opined that they were “red herrings” and not relevant to the issues
at hand before this Commission. Vice Chair Boerigter opined that this Concept
Plan was good and provided a positive influence on the area and Roseville
society, whether or not it increased the City’s tax base; and clarified that the
Commission was not looking at the project from that perspective; but personally
opined that this project would not negatively impact the assessed values of
surrounding properties.

MOTION

Member Boerigter moved, seconded by Member Doherty to RECOMMEND
TO THE CITY COUNCIL APPROVAL of the GENERAL CONCEPT
PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT and the request of Art Mueller to
redevelop 2025 County Road B with a 55-unit active senior living
community; as prepared for the June 3, 2009 Planning Commission meeting,
subject to the conditions of Section 8 of the staff report dated June 3, 2009;
noting that final approval by the City Council will be considered after all
conditions and required documents and permits have been submitted for
final approval, and considered as a separate application process.

MOTION

Member Gottfried moved, seconded by Member Wozniak to
RECOMMEND TO THE CITY COUNCIL that the project be LEED
Certified, as presented at this meeting.

Roll Call Vote (Amendment)

Ayes: 2 (Wozniak; Gottfried)

Nays: 4 (Best; Cook; Doherty; Boerigter; Gisselquist)
Motion failed.

MOTION

Member Wozniak moved, seconded by Member Gottfried to
RECOMMEND TO THE CITY COUNCIL friendly amendment of the
original motion that the building be LEED certified or the equivalent
thereof; with the makers of the original motion, Members Boerigter and
Doherty, accepting the amendment.

Roll Call Vote (Original motion as amended)

Ayes: 5 (Best; Cook; Doherty; Boerigter; Gisselquist)
Nays: 2 (Gottfried; Wozniak)

Motion carried.

Vice Chair Boerigter advised that the Case was scheduled to be heard at the City
Council meeting of June 29, 2009.
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March Planning CommissionMeeting Minutes

PLANNING FILE 09-002

REVISED Request by Art Mueller for approval of a COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE
PLAN AMENDMENT to change the land use designation of 2025 County Road B
from Low Density Residential to High Density Residential; REZONING of the
property from Single-Family Residence to Planned Unit Development (PUD) with an
underlying/base zoning of General Residence District; and a GENERAL CONCEPT
PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) to allow the construction of a 55-unit, 3-
story Active Senior Living Community

Chair Bakeman opened the Public Hearing for Planning File 09-002 (9:25 p.m.)

City Planner Thomas Paschke reviewed staff's analysis of the request of Art Mueller, in
cooperation with Sue and Andrew Weyer, property owners, to redevelop the property at
2025 County Road B into a three (3) story, fifty-five (55) unit senior living community.

Mr. Paschke advised that, in general, the design was similar to that previocusly presented,
but with a reduction in the number of stories to three (3) and reduction in the number of
units at fifty-five (55).

Mr. Paschke requested that the Commission clearly address whether they supported
guiding the subject parcel to a designation other than Low Density in order to establish a
foundation for further review of the current proposal.

Staff recommended the following actions related to the request of Art Mueller to
redevelop 2025 County Road B with a 55-unit, 3-story Active Senior Living Community:

9.1 RECOMMEND APPROVAL of the COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE MAP
AMENDMENT of 2025 County Road B from Low Density Residential (LR} to High
Density Residential (HR)

9.2 RECOMEMND APRPOVAL of the REZONING of 2025 County Road B from Single
Family Residential (R-1) to Planned Unit Development (PUD), with an underlying
zoning of General Residence District (R-3).

9.3 RECOMMEND APPROVAL of the GENERAL CONCEPT PLANNED UNIT
DEVELOPMENT, as prepared for the March 4, 2009 Planning Commission meeting;
subject to the conditions detailed in Section 9 of the staff report; with final approval by
the City Councit considered after all conditions and required documents and permits
have been submitted for final approval; with those final approvals considered as a
separate application process.

Chair Bakeman lead a discussion for clarification on land use designation categories for
density: Low Density at 0 to 4 units/acre; Medium Density at 5 — 12 units/acre; and High
Density greater than 13 unitsfacre.

Staff noted that this proposed use was consistent with 6 — 7 other senior or multi-family
type residential projects approved by the City over the last ten (10) years in similarly
related surrounding neighborhoods.

Applicant, Art Mueller, 2201 Acorn Road

At the request of Chair Bakeman, Mr. Mueller addressed the differences between the
previous and current proposal, based on public testimony and Planning Commission
concerns. Mr. Mueller noted reductions in square footage, the number of units, additional
underground parking space; and his support of the seven (7) staff-recommended
conditions as detailed in the staff report dated March 4, 2009.

Tim Johnson, Station 19 Architects

On behalf of Mr. Mueller, Mr. Johnson provided revisions to the architectural nature of the
building and relative location and setbacks to Midland Grove Road; reduction in the
overall footprint;, and relocation of the driveway and minimal reduced pavement area, in
addition to meeting setback requirements.

Mr. Johnson asked that the Planning Commission consider land use designation higher
than Low Density; opining that this parcel was not, but should have been, considered in
the overall Comprehensive Plan Update, recently completed and currently before the
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Metropolitan Commission for review; and based on the adjacent Ferriswood and Midland
Grove PUD Projects.

Chair Bakeman, at 9:45 p.m., opened the meeting for public comment; respectfuliy
requesting that speakers limit their comments to the specific issue before the
Commission.

Public Comment

As part of the written record, Mr. Paschke provided copies of additional e-mails
received after distribution of the Agenda Packet materials, attached hereto and
made a part thereof.

Peter Coyle, iand use attorney from Larkin, Hoffman, et al, 7800 Xerxes,
Bloomington, MN

Mr. Coyle, speaking for a large group of residents at Ferriswood and Midland Grove, in
addition to Mr. Steve Enzler, advised that, while the group was supportive of a relatively
dense use of this property, they were not supportive of this high of a density guiding its
development. Mr. Coyle opined that the proposed use was not an appropriate transition
or appropriate use of residential streets; and that the proposed use was too much for the
available land and site. Mr. Coyle presented, for the record, a new petition from the group
of property owners he represents:

NEW PETITION
“Because of the safety issues due to traffic congestion, diminished aesthetics,
removal of trees and a possible decrease in our property value, the following
residents o the Midland Grove Condo Association are signing this petition to
oppose any change of zoning ordinances to accommodate the building of any new
multiple housing proposal at 2025 County Road B, Roseville, MN, by Art
Mueller;” attached hereto and made a part thereof.

Mr. Coyle expounded on rationale for the petition including failure to consider this parcel
in the recently amended Comprehensive Plan; need to make this use comparable to
other and similar uses in the area that would be respectful and compatible with those
existing uses; and opined that the proposal needed substantially more work before it was
acceptable in this established neighborhood. Mr. Coyle advised that those he
represented were not opposed to development of the property; however, that they were
asking for reasonable density compatible with surrounding sites and projects.

Scott Roste, President of Midland Grove Condominium Association, 2220 Midland
Grove Road #211, representing members interested in this project

Mr. Roste further addressed the 107 petitioner signatures collected and their
representation at tonight's meeting; and noted that this petition was different than that
presented at the previous meeting; and opined that residents would be in favor of
development of the property, but at a Low to Medium Density designation.

Chair Bakeman read the petition into the record.

Marie Woehlke, 2181 Ferris Lane, Ferriswood Condominium Association

Ms. Woehlke, having purchased her property two (2) years ago, expressed her distress
about a potential rental property adjacent to her property; opining that owner-occupied
buildings were better maintained and more attractive. Ms. Woehlke opined that the
building was still too tall; was too close to her and Mr. Enzler's properties; and too close
to the lot line, creating issues of potential noise and lack of privacy, and blocking sunlight.

Ann Bursh, 2220 Midland Grove, #201

Ms. Bursch advised that she had performed a personal survey over the past week of the
number of existing senior living units in the Roseville area; and expressed concern,
based on her findings related to existing vacancies, with the senior housing market
becoming saturated. Ms. Bursh asked that Commissioners consider the current economic
situation and potential sales of senior citizen's homes in that market, in addition to their
reduced sales price; address density and traffic concerns as previously expressed; and
noted ongoing concerns with too much building on too small of a site and reduced green
space.
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Ronald G. Rumpsa, 2201 Ferris Lane (Ferriswood Apartments)

Mr. Rumpsa concurred with the comments of Mr. Coyle, opining that density was the
major issue of concern; and opined that this proposed use was such a dramatic
deviation, and that it was inconsistent with the adjacent properties. Mr. Rumpsa asked
that residents’ quality of life be enriched, not reduced. Mr. Rumpsa further addressed
existing traffic volumes on County Road B between Fairview and Cleveland Avenues,
and impacts with additional units in that area.

Allene Wiley, 2220 Midland Grove Road, #206

Ms. Wiley concurred with Mr. Rumpsa’s traffic concerns; and further addressed the
proposed exit road from the development site onto Midland Grove Road, and negative
impacts to access ability, in addition to emergency vehicle considerations.

Russ Sherer, 2203 Ferris Lane

Mr. Sherer expressed concern related to egress from Ferriswood, when heading east of
Highway 36 and exiting on Cleveland and the need to cross over three (3) lanes of traffic
to make a left hand turn onto County Road B.

Dorothy Kunze, 2220 Midland Grove Road, #205

Ms. Kunze provided comment, opining that tax revenue should not be the only
consideration for the City, but also that of aesthetics; and opined that this was too large of
a building on too small of a plot of land, and that this was not what the Roseville residents
have known for a considerable amount of time.

Eileen Stack, RN, 2220 Ferris Lane

Ms. Stack, as a Faith Community Nurse at the Church of Corpus Christi, noted that she
had clients in many area homes; and that based on the current economy, they were
continuing to live in their homes, rather than move, due to their inability to sell their
homes; and opined that this should be of major concern to the City.

Bob Stoika, 2220 Midland Grove Road, #106

Mr. Stoika concurred with concerns expressed about whether this proposal would fit in
with the neighborhood; opining that Midland Grove was a park-like setting: and that this
project would not fit in.

Vijaya (SP) Pothapragada, 2250 Midland Grove Road, #105

Mr. Pothapragada addressed Section 6.1 of the staff report, detailing traffic and daily trips
based on the proposed number of units; and asked that other complications be
considered (i.e., employee and staff parking needs; visitor parking; deliveries to the site;
and emergency ambulance services) and those additional traffic impacts to the
neighborhood.

Fred Christianson, 2220 Midland Grove

Mr. Christianson, as a former Planner in the United States and Canada, applauded the
efforts of those speakers and their eloquence. Mr. Christianson asked that the
Commission remember that their decisions were long-term; and concurred with the
comments of Attorney Peter Coyle.

Steve Enzler, representing family, 1995 W County Road B

Mr. Enzler read an e-mail from Frank Walton of the Roseville Historical Society, related to
the historical nature of his family property, identified on the Heritage Trail, #47, and the
lack of notice of the Historical Society of any proposed activities on this site; and future
notice in accordance. Mr. Walton's comments addressed concerns with mass and the
need to honor the green space indicative of this property.

Mr. Enzier's personal comments included opining that the current proposal may more
accurately reflect future use of the property; that it was apparently not the intent of the
Comprehensive Plan to eliminate his single-family residential property. Mr. Enzler opined
that Mr. Mueller was attempting to undermine code limits by use of the PUD application;
and further opined that the building still remained massive in relationship to his property
and home; and that his property would experience dramatic and negative impacts to
sunlight, air and view; and opined that it seemed to be a reasonable claim that this could
damage the value of their home in addition to their quality of life.
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Mr. Enzler noted previous lot line delineation errors; and expressed his willingness to
work with Mr. Mueller in seeking resolution.

Andy Weyer, 2025 W County Road B

Mr. Weyer presented his historical perspective of the property, and rationale for it's
inclusion on the Heritage Trail based on the original home’s construction; and offered that
the home could easily be relocated for greater use. Mr. Weyer opined that the property
itself was not of historical import; and the home itself was originally moved from its former
location to facilitate construction of Midland Grove, which property was originally owned
by his ancestors, and allowing for growth and progress. Mr. Weyer opined that things
change; and there was value in moving forward for the community, as well as with what
remained of his family homestead.

Allene Wiley

Ms. Wiley opined that Mr. Weyer had his own private road, mailbox and address and
would experience minimal impacts to his private property; however, she noted that while
he would make considerable money on the sale of this remaining portion of his family's
farmstead, it didn't mean that Midland Grove Road needed to be further impacted. Ms.
Wiley opined that it may be more advantageous to Mr. Weyer financially if the property
were sold for single-family housing and provide an asset to the neighborhood rather than
a detriment.

Art Mueller, Developer

Mr. Mueller responded to public comments; and provided his historical perspective of and
his personal development of Midland Grove and Ferriswood, in addition to this proposal;
noting the positive benefit of the previous projects to the City. Mr. Mueller questioned if
there were others supporting the project, but not appearing to speak in that support: and
noted his experience in receiving positive support for the proposed project and the need
for this senior housing opticn.

Chair Bakeman closed the Public Hearing at 10:40 p.m.

MOTION (9.1)

Member Bakeman moved, seconded by Member Boerigter to RECOMMEND
APPROVAL of the COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE MAP AMENDMENT of 2025
County Road B West from Low Density Residential to High Density Residential.

Discussion included clarification that the density designation would stay with the property
even if this proposal was not approved, while further clarifying the process through items
to be solidified (i.e., PUD Agreement; submission of plans and documents; recording of
rezoning of the property with Ramsey County; Comprehensive Plan amendment through
the Metropolitan Council; related issues to support this project); and the need for another
PUD for any other project on this parcel; and State statute requirements for
Comprehensive Plan and Zoning consistencies.

Commissioner Doherty spoke in opposition to the proposal, even with reduced story and
units; based on moving from Low Density to High Density rather than Medium Density
designation.

Commissioner Wozniak concurred with Commissioner Doherty, opining that the proposed
use was too dense and too high in a single-family residential area. Commissioner
Wozniak advised that he could support Medium Density designation; and still had
concerns with traffic and too many units for this size of property, given neighbors and the
other surrounding uses.

Commissioner Gottfried concurred with Commissioners Doherty and Wozniak,
expressing concerns with transitioning into the neighborhood; and supporting Medium
rather than High Density designation.

Mr. Paschke encouraged Commissioners to look at the Comprehensive Plan as a guide,
and the density designations as addressed in Section 5.6 of the staff report.

Commissioner Best noted that Midland Grove to the north was High Density; and opined
that if the site were developed based on those guidelines per acre, this would still be High
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Density; and further opined that it would be appropriate and that he would support that
designation.

Commissioner Martinson concurred with Commissioner Best to a certain extent, opining
that if High Density was applicable to Midland Grove, it might also be reasonable on this
site; and noted that the developer had made scale revisions that were an overall
improvement from the original proposal. Commissioner Martinson observed that
realistically, the City of Roseville experienced traffic problems throughout the City, in
addition to the region. Commissioner Martinson expressed that she had remaining
reservations about this proposed project and land use designation; and opined that she
would be more inclined to support a Medium Use designation.

Commissioner Boerigter opined that, given the density of the adjacent multi-family
properties, this site seemed appropriate for High Density designation; and in comparison
to other part of the City transitioning from Low to High Density, this was not an
uncommon situation. Commissioner Boerigter further opined that, in looking at the overall
picture, the property wouldn’t probably develop into single-family homes, but seemed
more applicable for High Density designation. Commissioner Boerigter recognized public
comments and concerns; however, was still of the opinion that this parcel serves as a
transition for the neighborhood and properties across the street, to be consistent, he was
still concerned that this project remained of too large a scale to this site.

Chair Bakeman opined that High Density designation was appropriate, due to the
proximity of Midland Grove at close to 19 units/acre; and the ability to limit the maximum
units per acre with the PUD; and that 12 units per acre was not dense enough with
Midiand Grove's proximity directly adjacent. Chair Bakeman further opined that with the
standard street width of 32', she was not concerned about traffic volume. Chair Bakeman
opined that she was inclined to support High Density designation, and capping that
density through PUD controls.

Commissioners Best and Martinson concurred.

Commissioner Martinson opined that it made logical sense to change the zoning, with
Midland Grove immediately adjacent; however, she expressed wariness as to whether
the PUD was a sound way to limit density.

Ayes: 4 (Boerigter; Best; Martinson; Bakeman)
Nays: 3 (Doherty; Wozniak; Gottfried)
Motion carried.

MOTION (9.2}
Member Bakeman moved, seconded by Member Best to RECOMENMND APRPOVAL
of the REZONING of 2025 County Road B from Single Family Residential {R-1) to
Planned Unit Development (PUD), with an underlying zoning of General Residence
District (R-3).

Ayes: 7
Nays: 0
Motion carried.

NMOTION (9.3)

Member Bakeman moved, seconded by Member Gottfried to RECOMMEND
APPROVAL of the GENERAL CONCEPT PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT, as
prepared for the March 4, 2009 Planning Commission meeting; subject to the
conditions of Section 9 of the staff report dated March 4, 2009; with final approval
by the City Council considered after all conditions and required documents and
permits have been submitted for final approval; with those final approvals
considered as a separate application process.

Commissioner Boerigter questioned the actual concern in making this rezoning change;
noting that it shouldn’t be traffic; the building footprint had been reduced; and noted that
the current proposal was close to setback requirements and had limited deviations from
square footage requirements. Commissioner Boerigter noted that the building mass could
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remain even if the developer chose to reduce number units and make them bigger within
the same footprint.

Chair Bakeman expressed concern with the size of the building; and suggested that with
a separate limitation on the building size or mass, it may help neighbors' concerns and
keep the building to a reasonable size.

Commissioner Gottfried opined that he was not as concerned about traffic capacity as
with the scale of the building: its size, mass and height creating the overall scale.
Commissioner Gottfried opined that the proposed building seemed overkill in providing
continuity of the neighborhood.

Mr. Paschke addressed density versus mass issues; perceptions of a truss roof system
rather than a flat roof system; location of two (2) major thoroughfares on either side of the
property; previous consideration of a townhome project in 1895, and consideration of
Medium Density of the parcel at that time; and transitions into other single-family uses.
Mr. Paschke indicated that, if building scale was still an issue, there were exterior facade
designs that could visually reduce the perceived building scale and other available
mitigation measures.

Chair Bakeman and Commissioner Wozniak opined that, if the building didn't have the
north-south piece or wall, it may fit better, rather than the footprint filling the entire parcel,
and providing for more green space.

Commissioner Best opined that the private market and economy would dictate the
density to some measure; and noted the ongoing work of staff and the applicant on
reducing the footprint and increasing the green space.

Commissioner Doherty suggested conditions that would provide an average, not-to-
exceed square footage per unit; that would ultimately reduce the number of units and the
building footprint.

Commissioner Boerigter suggested that, rather than Commissioners attempting to
redesign the project, that the vote be called, leaving the decision up to Mr. Mueller and
his architects.

Commissioner Gottfried concurred; opining that this seemed to be good logic, and that
none of the Commissioners were engineers, nor did they have a vested interest in this

property.

Ayes: 1 (Boerigter)

Nays: 6 (Best; Wozniak; Martinson; Gottfried; Doherty; Bakeman)
Motion failed.

Chair Bakeman noted that the case was tentatively scheduled to be heard by the City
Council at their March 23, 2009 meeting.
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Attachment K

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 City Council of the City of
Roseville, County of Ramsey, Minnesota, was held on the 13" day of July 2009, at 6:00 p.m.

The following members were present:
and none was absent.

Council Member introduced the following resolution and moved its adoption:

RESOLUTION NO.
A RESOLUTION APPROVING A COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE MAP
DESIGNATION AMENDMENT FROM LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL (LR) TO HIGH
DENSITY RESIDENTIAL (HR) 2025 COUNTY ROAD B (PF-09-002)

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission, at a public hearing held on March 4, 2009,
pertaining to the request they received from Art Mueller for a Comprehensive Land Use Plan
Amendment on property addressed as 2025 County Road B (and associated parcels); and

WHEREAS, the proposed Comprehensive Land Use Plan Amendment requires a map
designation change from “LR” (Low Density Residential) to “HR” (High Density Residential);
and

WHEREAS, said properties are legally described as:

REQUIRES LEGAL DESCRIPTION ATTACHMENT

WHEREAS, after required public hearings, the Roseville Planning Commission voted to
support (4-3) the requested Comprehensive Land Use Map Amendment; and

WHEREAS, the Roseville City Council at their meeting of July 13, 2009, was presented
the project report from the Planning Division regarding the subject request; and

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the City Council hereby approve the
amendment to the Comprehensive Land Use Map Amendment from “LR” (Low Density
Residential) to “HR” (Medium Density Residential) for property and associated parcels
addressed at 2025 County Road B, subject to the following conditions:

a. The review and comments of the Metropolitan Council.
b. Passage and publication of an ordinance properly and consistently rezoning of the
subject parcels.

The motion for the adoption of the foregoing resolution was duly seconded by Council
Member and upon vote being taken thereon, the following voted in favor:
and none voted against;

WHEREUPON said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted.
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Resolution — The Orchard — PF09-002

STATE OF MINNESOTA )
) SS
COUNTY OF RAMSEY )

I, the undersigned, being the duly qualified City Manager of the City of Roseville,
County of Ramsey, State of Minnesota, do hereby certify that | have carefully compared the
attached and foregoing extract of minutes of a regular meeting of said City Council held on the
13™ day of July 2009 with the original thereof on file in my office.

WITNESS MY HAND officially as such Manager this 13" day of July 2009.

William J. Malinen, City Manager

Page 2 of 2



REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION

Date: 07-13-2009
Item No.: 13.a
Department Approval City Manager Approval

T Lonen

Item Description: Discussion regarding Hazardous Building Law

BACKGROUND

At the June 29, 2009 City Council, Councilmember Ihlan requested that information regarding the State
of Minnesota’s Hazardous Building Law be brought forward to the City Council for discussion. Staff
has attached a memo regarding the law prepared by Jay Squires, City Attorney, dated April 3, 2009 and
has attached information from the League of Minnesota Cities regarding hazardous buildings.

PoLicy OBJECTIVE

The City goals within the Comprehensive Plan are to protect and improve property values (Goal 3, 4,
and 5; page 6 and, Section 3) and to adhere to performance standards which protect the integrity of
neighborhoods (Policy 6, page 8, Section 3).

FINANCIAL IMPACTS

Under the Hazardous Building Law, cities would declare a building hazardous and order the building to
be repaired or torn down. The costs for the work are ultimately are collected from the affected property
owners. However, initially, the City would be required to carry the costs.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

This item is being brought for discussion purposes at this time.
REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION

Will be based on discussion.

Prepared by: Patrick Trudgeon, Community Development Director (651) 792-7071

Attachments: A: Letter dated April 3, 2009 from Jay Squires
B: Information from the League of Minnesota Cities regarding the Hazardous Building Law

Page 1 of 1



Attachment A

Jay T. Squires
Direct Fax: (612) 225-6834
jts@ratwiklaw.com

April 3, 2009

Mr. Bill Malinen Mr. Pat Trudgeon

City Manager Community Development Director
City of Roseville City of Roseville

2660 Civic Center Drive 2660 Civic Center Drive
Roseville, MN 55113-1899 Roseville, MN 55113-1899

RE: Condemnation of Buildings
Our File No. 4002(1)-0001

Dear Bill and Pat:

I understand the Council on March 30 discussed dilapidated structures in Twin Lake.
The Council requested general information on options available to the City to deal with the
same.

Option One is to deal with the building as a nuisance under Chapter 407 of City Code.
Under this chapter, buildings that are in poor condition can be addressed through the nuisance
process. While this process is more common for residential properties, it has been utilized for
commercial properties, ie the former Anderson Steakhouse next to Fuddrucker’s at Snelling
and County Road C.

Option Two is to deal with the property under the Hazardous Building Law, Minn. Stat.
§§ 463.15-.23. Under this law, the City may seek court permission to raze a structure if the
structure meets the definition of “hazardous building,” which is defined as:

Any building or property, which because of inadequate
maintenance, dilapidation, physical damage, unsatisfactory



Mr. Bill Malinen
Mr. Pat Trudgeon
April 3, 2009
Page 2

conditions, or abandonment, constitutes a fire hazard or a hazard to
public safety or health.

Minn. Stat. § 462.15.

The Hazardous Building Law process is a judicial process involving the district court.
Ultimately, if the court approves the removal or abatement of the hazardous building, the costs
of removal may be assessed against the property (along with attorneys’ fees).

Option Three would involve an outright condemnation of the property. Given the likely
nature of such an action in Twin Lakes, an outright condemnation would presumably require
the City to demonstrate that the conditions of “blight” existed, or that the building was
“structurally substandard” as these terms are defined in Minn. Stat. § 117.025.

I hope this at least preliminarily addresses the questions raised by the Council. Let us
know if you need further information.

Regards,

Jay T. Squires

JTS/sem

RRM: #129812



Minn. Stat. § 145A.01-.12.

Minn. Stat. § 145A.04, subd.
8(a); Minn. Stat. § 145A.02.

Minn. Stat. § 145A.05, subds. 1,

Minn. Stat. § 145A.05, subd. 9

Minn. Stat. § 145A.10, subd. 9

Minn. Stat. §§ 463.15-.261.

Minn. R. 1300.0180; Minn. R.
1311.0206

Minn. Stat. § 463.26

City of Minneapolis v. Meldahl,
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Attachment B

Under the “Local Public Health Act,” a board of health may take actions to
remove and abate these public health nuisances. The governing board of a
city or county may establish a board of health. However, most cities do not
have their own board of health. Therefore, dealing with garbage houses is
often up to the county board of health and not the city.

One of the board’s duties is to deal with threats to public health. If there is a
threat to the public health, such as a public health nuisance (e.g., any activity
or failure to act that adversely affects the public health), a source of filth, or
a cause of sickness found on any property, the board of health (or its agent)
must order the owner or occupant of the property to remove or abate the
threat. Generally, if the owner, occupant, or agent does not comply with the
requirements of the notice, then the board of health (or its agent) must
remove or abate the nuisance, source of filth, or cause of sickness described
in the notice.

A. Local ordinances

Both the county and the city have some authority to adopt ordinances related
to public health. The county board may adopt ordinances for all or part of its
jurisdiction to regulate actual or potential threats to the public health,
including ordinances to define public health nuisances and provide for their
prevention or abatement. However, these ordinances cannot be preempted
by, be in conflict with, or be less restrictive than standards set out in state
laws or rules. The city council may also adopt ordinances relating to the
public health authorized by law or by an agreement with the commissioner
of health. The ordinances cannot conflict with or be less restrictive than
ordinances adopted by the county board or state law.

If there is a community health board in place of a board of health, it may
recommend local ordinances pertaining to community health services to the
city council or county board within its jurisdiction.

Vill.Hazardous buildings

Minnesota law provides authority and a process to deal with hazardous
buildings. This process allows the city to order a property owner to repair or
remove a hazardous condition, or in extreme cases, to raze the building. If
the owner does not do the work, the city may do so and charge the costs
against the property as a special assessment. The law requires that the court
oversee or be involved during most of the process. As such, it is very
important to work with the city attorney. The city attorney will be needed to
draft documents, file court papers, appear in court, and provide specific
legal advice throughout the process.

Where applicable, the Minnesota State Building Code requires that all
unsafe buildings and structures must be repaired, rehabilitated, demolished,
or removed according to the statutory hazardous building provisions.

Hazardous building laws are supplementary to other statutory and charter
provisions. This means cities may enact and enforce ordinances on the same

LEAGUE OF MINNESOTA CITIES
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607 N.W.2d 168, 171
(Minn.App.2000).

Minn. Stat. § 463.15, subds. 2,3

Ukkonen v. City of Minneapolis,

160 N.W.2d 249, 250 (1968).

DANGEROUS PROPERTIES

subject. Any ordinance that is passed must allow for due process and cannot
contradict state law. The city should seek advice from the city attorney if it
wishes to adopt this type of ordinance.

A. Characteristics of a hazardous building

State law defines a hazardous building or hazardous property as “any
building or property which because of inadequate maintenance, dilapidation,
physical damage, unsanitary condition, or abandonment constitutes a fire
hazard or a hazard to public safety or health.” A building is defined as “any
structure or part of a structure.” For purposes of this memo, the phrase
hazardous building will be used to include hazardous property and
structures.

Determining whether a building is hazardous depends on the particular facts
of each situation. For example, in one opinion where the Minnesota supreme
court upheld a city’s order to raze a hazardous building, the court described
the building in question as having the following conditions:

e  Unoccupied.

e Badly deteriorated sections of concrete block foundation.
e Decayed and rotted wooden foundation sills.

e Broken, deteriorating, and falling siding.

e Rotted and collapsing roof cornice.

e Large holes in asphalt roof covering.

e Evidence of roof leaks.

e Large holes in the plaster finish of walls and ceilings.

e Many broken window lights.

e Damaged or destroyed window sashes.

e Dry water traps in wash basin and water closet resulting in open sewers.

e Paper, lumber, wood lath, plaster, and debris littering interior of
building.

These are not the only conditions that would cause a building to be
considered “hazardous.” Rather, these are examples of the types of things
that might be present in a hazardous building. While this example shows
that there were many problems with this building, there is no formula to
determine how many problems make a building hazardous. Again, that
depends on the particular situation.

B. Identifying a hazardous building

If the city believes there is a building that may be hazardous, it is a good
idea for the city to gather and document information about the building. An

15



See Section Il Entering private
property.

LMC information memo,
Meetings of City Councils.

Rostamkhani v. City of St. Paul,

645 N.W.2d 479 (Minn. Ct. App.

2002).
Minn. Stat. § 463.15

Rostamkhani v. City of St. Paul,
645 N.W.2d 479, 484-85 (Minn.

Ct. App. 2002); CUP Foods, Inc.

v. City of Minneapolis, 633
N.W.2d 557, 562
(Minn.App.2001); Tessmer v.
City of St. Paul, No. A07-2349,
2008 WL 5215938 (Minn. Ct.
App. Dec. 16, 2008)
(unpublished opinion)

LMCIT risk management
information memo, Exercising
Discretion: Keeping Records to
Support Immunity.

See Section III Due process.

Minn. Stat. § 463.151

Minn. Stat. § 463.15, subd. 4

Minn. Stat. § 463.151; Minn.
Stat. § 463.21; Minn. Stat. §§

16

inspection of the property may provide information that may help the
council determine if the building is hazardous. While inspecting the
property, it is helpful to take detailed notes and photographs of what was
observed. Because there are constitutional limitations on entering private
property, the city should consider how it will lawfully enter the property to
make the inspection.

Before the council orders a hazardous condition to be repaired or removed,
the council must first make a determination that the building is hazardous.
This must be done during an open city council meeting. At the meeting, it is
advisable that the city council consider all the relevant evidence it has, such
as any inspection notes or reports, photographs of the property, code
violations, and any other information related to the property, including any
information provided by the property owner or occupant. It is also advisable
to keep in mind the statutory definition and consider how the evidence
relates to this definition.

The decision to repair or remove a hazardous condition, or to raze a
building, must not be arbitrary or capricious. A decision is arbitrary or
capricious if it is unreasoned and does not consider the facts and
circumstances of the situation. Said another way, the city’s decision must be
reasoned and supported by substantial evidence. It is a good idea for the
council to keep a detailed record of the discussion, the evidence considered,
and the ultimate decision that was reached based on the evidence
considered. This record will help the city defend its decision if it is later
challenged in court.

Although the law does not explicitly require the property owner to be
notified of the council consideration of the property, it is advisable to take
steps to ensure the property owner’s due process rights are respected. One
way to do this may be to notify the property owner that the issue will be
discussed and to allow the owner a chance to speak with the council and
provide any evidence or information that he or she may have. Notice to
tenants as well as lien-holders may also be advisable. Notice may also lead
to self-remedy of the hazardous conditions.

C. Removal or repair by consent

One method of dealing with a hazardous condition or building is to
approach the property owner to ask him or her to voluntarily repair or
remove the hazardous condition or to raze the hazardous building. If the
owner will not or cannot voluntarily repair or remove the hazardous
condition, the city may obtain written consent of all owners of record,
occupying tenants, and all lien-holders of record that allows the city to make
the repair or remove the hazardous condition. The “owner,” “owner of
record,” and “lien-holder of record” are persons that have a right or interest
in the property and have recorded their interest with the county recorder or
registrar of titles in the county where the property is located.

If the city does the work, the costs that the city incurs in repairing or

LEAGUE OF MINNESOTA CITIES



429.061-.081.

See Section V D 4 Recovering
costs.

LMC information memo, Special
Assessment Guide.

See Section VIII D Removal or
repair by order.

Village of Zumbrota v. Johnson,
161 N.W.2d 626 (Minn. 1968).

City of Wells v. Swehla, No. C3-
00-319, 2000 WL 1577087
(Minn. Ct. App. Oct. 17, 2000)
(unpublished decision); /n the
Matter of a Hazardous Building
Located at 303-5th Ave. NE, in
the City of Cambridge, No. C3-
99-1382, 2000 WL 136017
(Minn. Ct. App. Feb. 8, 2000)
(unpublished decision).

Minn. Stat. § 463.16; Minn. Stat.
§463.17, subd. 1.

Model Resolution Ordering the
Repair or Removal of Hazardous
Conditions; Model Resolution
Ordering the Razing of a
Hazardous Building.

Minn. Stat. § 463.18

In the Matter of a Hazardous
Building Located at 303-5th Ave.
NE, in the City of Cambridge,
No. C3-99-1382, 2000 WL
136017 (Minn. Ct. App. Feb. 8,

DANGEROUS PROPERTIES

removing the hazardous condition are charged against the property as a lien
against the real estate. This lien is levied and collected as a special
assessment. The city council may provide that the assessment may be paid
in five or fewer equal annual installments with interest at 8 percent per year.
As an alternative to the lien, the city can recover the costs by obtaining a
court judgment against the owner of the real estate.

If the property owner voluntarily remedies the problem, or if the city obtains
consent and remedies the problem, the city may be able to avoid the lengthy
process used when there is no consent. However, neither of these options is
required by law. The city may choose not to use these options, but rather
proceed straight to removal or repair by order. Similarly, if the city’s
attempts to use these two methods fail, the city may proceed by ordering the
repair or removal.

D. Removal or repair by order

The Minnesota supreme court has said that a city should use its authority
under the hazardous building process prudently in order to avoid
unnecessary infringement on the property owner’s rights. The city must be
especially cautious when ordering a hazardous building to be razed.
Minnesota courts have further stated that, although the statute gives the city
the discretion to decide whether a building should be removed or repaired,
destruction of a hazardous building should not be authorized unless it can be
shown that the hazardous conditions cannot be removed or repaired.
Therefore, the property owner should be given reasonable amount of time to
repair or remove the hazardous conditions; failure to make repairs or remove
hazardous conditions may be grounds to allow the city to demolish the
building.

1.  The order to remove or repair

If the council determines that a building is hazardous, the council may adopt
an order declaring the building to be hazardous and ordering the owner to
repair or remove the condition or raze the building. The order is usually
done by resolution. The order to repair or remove a hazardous condition or
to raze a hazardous building must be in writing and must:

e Recite the grounds or basis for the order.

e Specify the necessary repairs, if any, and provide a reasonable time to
comply with the order.

e State that a motion for summary enforcement of the order will be made
to the district court of the county in which the hazardous building or
property is situated unless corrective action is taken, or unless an answer
is filed within the time specified in section 463.18, which is 20 days.

In preparing the order, it is important that the city take care to specify the
necessary repairs. The order must be specific enough to give the property
owner notice of the alleged hazardous conditions. One way to do this is to
list the hazardous conditions individually in an explanatory manner. A

17



2000) (unpublished decision);
Village of Zumbrota v. Johnson,
161 N.W.2d 626 (Minn. 1968).

Minn. Stat. § 463.17, subd. 2

Minn. Stat. § 463.15, subd. 4

Minn. Stat. § 463.17, subd. 2

LMC information memo,
Newspaper Publication.

Minn. Stat. § 469.201-.207.

Minn. Stat. § 463.24

Minn. Stat. § 463.24; Minn. Stat.

§ 463.21

Minn. Stat. § 463.18; Minn. Stat.

§ 463.20
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general statement that the owner “must eliminate hazardous conditions” is
likely not specific enough.

The council’s order must be served upon the property owner of record, or
the owner’s agent if an agent is in charge of the building, any occupying
tenants, and all lien-holders of record. (“Owner,” “owner of record,” and
“lien-holder of record” are any people that have a right or interest in the
property and evidence of this interest is recorded in the office of the county
recorder or registrar of titles in the county where the property is situated.)
The service of the order must be done in the same manner as the service of a
summons in a civil court action. To make sure the order is properly served,
the city may hire a professional process server.

If the owner cannot be found, the order is served by posting it at the main
entrance to the building. In addition to posting, the order must be published
for four weeks in the official city newspaper; if there is no official city
newspaper, then the order is published in a legal newspaper in the county.

A city with a Targeted Neighborhood Revitalization Program may assess a
penalty of up to 1 percent of the market value of the real property for any
building in the city that the city determines to be hazardous. Because there
are statutory requirements that must be met in order to do so, the city should
work with its city attorney.

a. Removal of personal property and fixtures

If personal property or fixtures are in the building, the city may address
these items in the order. Personal property is anything that is subject to
ownership that is not classified as real property; some examples of personal
property are furniture, clothing, and televisions. A fixture is an item of
personal property that is attached to the property or building and is
considered part of the building; some examples of fixtures are built-in
appliances, water heaters, and cabinets.

If personal property or fixtures will unreasonably interfere with the work to
be done, or if the razing or removal makes removal of the property
necessary, the order may direct the removal of the personal property or
fixtures within a reasonable amount of time. If the property or fixtures are
not removed in the specified timeframe and the council enforces the order,
the council may sell any valuable personal property, fixtures, or salvage at a
public auction after three days posted notice. If the items do not have any
appreciable value, the council may have them destroyed.

2. Responding to the order

Once the order is served on the appropriate people, any one of those people
may contest the order. This is done by “answering” the order. The answer
must specifically deny the facts in the order that are disputed. The answer to
the order must be served within 20 days from the date the order was served.
The answer is served in the manner provided for the service of an answer in
a civil court action. When an answer is filed, the court will become involved
like any other law suit. This situation is called a “contested case.”

LEAGUE OF MINNESOTA CITIES
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DANGEROUS PROPERTIES

If no one answers the order, the proceedings are a “default case.” Although
there may be no answer to the order, the city must still seek a court
judgment to enforce the order.

a. Court judgment: Contested case

Where an answer to the order is filed, the proceedings are treated like any
other civil action, except this type of action has priority over all other
pending civil actions. A contested case has the attributes of a civil law suit,
such as filing documents with the court, gathering evidence, and a trial.

Because this type of case deals with a person’s interest in his or her real
property, it is a good idea for the city to file a “lis pendens” with the county
recorder at the start of the case. The lis pendens filing gives potential
purchasers notice about the hazardous building proceedings. A lis pendens
must include the names of the parties in the suit, the object of the law suit,
and a description of the real property involved. At the end of the proceeding,
it is a good idea to file a notice that the lis pendens is discharged.

After a trial, the court may or may not uphold the order issued by the city.
The court may modify the order, including adding other hazardous
conditions that need to be repaired or removed, so long as there is evidence
to support the change. When considering the city’s order, the district court
must consider the possibility of repairing the building.

If the court upholds the order, with or without modification, the court enters
judgment in favor of the city. The court also sets a time in which the
hazardous condition must be repaired or removed or the building must be
razed in compliance with the order. If the court does not uphold the order,
the court annuls the order and sets it aside. Either way, the court
administrator must mail a copy of the judgment to everyone originally
served with the order.

If the court issues an opinion that gives the property owner a specified
amount of time to fix or remove the hazardous conditions, the city generally
cannot take action in that time period unless the order so authorizes. The
city may ask the court to require the property owner to provide the city with
ongoing access to inspect the progress and work. Generally, if at the end of
the time period the owner has not fixed or removed the hazardous
conditions, the city may repair or remove the hazardous condition or raze
the hazardous building. Consult the city attorney to determine if any
additional court orders are necessary.

b. Court judgment: Default case

If no one files an answer to the city’s order, it becomes a default case. The
city still needs to ask the court to enforce the city’s order; this is done by a
motion to enforce the order. A motion is a type of court hearing where the
city asks the court to do something. At least five days before filing the
motion to enforce the order, the city must file a copy of the order and proof
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of service with the court administrator of the district court of the county
where the hazardous building is located.

At the time of filing the order and proof of service with the district court, the
city must also file a lis pendens notice with the county recorder or registrar
of titles. This is called a “lis pendens.” The notice should also include the
names of the parties and the purpose of the action. If the city abandons the
hazardous building order proceeding, it must file a notice to that effect with
the county recorder within 10 days. At the end of the proceeding, the city
should file a notice that the lis pendens is discharged.

There will be a court hearing on the motion to enforce the order. The city
will present any evidence that the court requires. The court may then affirm
or modify the order and enter judgment accordingly. The court will also set
a time after which the council may enforce the order. The court
administrator will mail a copy of the judgment to all people who were
served with the original order.

3. Doing the work

If the city is authorized by the court to remove or repair a hazardous
condition or to raze a hazardous building, the city council will need to
determine the best way to get the work done. In some circumstances, city
employees may be able to do the work. In other situations, the city council
may need to hire someone to do the work. Depending on the work to be
done, the competitive bidding laws may apply.

When doing the work to remove or repair a hazardous condition or raze a
hazardous building, there may be personal property or fixtures that need to
be removed. If the original order included a provision ordering the property
owner or tenant to remove personal property or fixtures, and the owner did
not comply with the provisions in the order, the city may remove the
property and fixtures. It is a good idea to keep an inventory of all items
removed from the property so that the city has a record if questions arise
later about what was removed. The city may also sell any salvage materials
at the public auction. The auction must be posted for three days prior to the
auction. If the items have no appreciable value, the city may destroy them.

4. Recovering costs

Throughout the hazardous building process, the city must keep an accurate
account of the expenses it incurs in carrying out and enforcing the order. At
a minimum, this account must include the following expenses:

e Filing fees.

e Service fees.

e Publication fees.
e Attorney’s fees.

e Appraisers’ fees.
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e  Witness fees, including expert witness fees.

e Traveling expenses incurred by the municipality from the time the order
was originally made.

This is not an exhaustive list of expenses, so other expenses incurred by the
city should also be included. The city must credit the account with the
amount received, if any, from the sale of the salvage, building, or structure.

The city must report any actions it has taken under the order, including a
statement of money received and expenses incurred, to the court for
approval and allowance. Upon examination, the court may correct the
expenses and determine the amount the city is entitled to receive. The court
may also determine the reasonableness of the expenses. Then the court
allows the expense account. Even where a court has significantly modified
the original city order, the city may be awarded expenses.

If the amount received from the sale of salvage or property does not equal or
exceed the amount of expenses allowed by the court, the court’s judgment
will certify the deficiency to the city clerk for collection. The owner or
another interested party must pay the deficiency amount by October 1. The
city cannot add on a penalty to this amount. If the payment is not made by
October 1, the clerk must certify the amount of the deficiency amount to the
county auditor to be entered on the county tax lists as a special assessment
against the property. The deficiency is collected in the same manner as other
taxes. The amount collected by the county must be paid into the city
treasury. The city council may provide that the assessment may be paid in
five or fewer equal annual installments with interest at 8 percent per year.

An alternative to using a special assessment against the property is to
recover the costs by obtaining a court judgment against the property owner.

If the amount received for the sale of the salvage or the building exceeds the
allowed expenses incurred by the city, and there are delinquent taxes against
the property, the court will direct that the excess shall be paid to the county
treasurer to be applied to the delinquent taxes. If there are no delinquent
taxes, the court will direct the surplus to be paid to the owner.

The net proceeds of any sales of property, fixtures, or salvage must be paid
to the persons designated in the judgment in proportion to their interest.
Accepting this payment waives all objections to the payment and the
proceedings. If any party to whom a payment of damages is made is not a
resident of the state, or the place of residence is not known, the party is an
infant or under a legal disability, refuses to accept payment, or if it is
doubtful to whom the payment should be made, the city may pay the amount
to the clerk of courts to be paid out under the direction of the court. Unless
there is an appeal to the payment, the deposit with the clerk is considered a
payment of the award.
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION

Date: 07/13/2009

Item No.: 13.b
Department Approval City Manager Approval
Item Description: Discussion regarding appraisals for property purchased from Roseville

Acquisitions for Twin Lakes Phase I infrastructure

BACKGROUND

At the June 29, 2009 City Council meeting, Councilmember Ihlan requested that information regarding the
purchase of portions of property located at 2690 Cleveland Ave. and 1947 County Rd. C be discussed at the July
13, 2009 City Council meeting. The property, owned by Roseville Acquisitions LLC, was needed to construct
Phase | of the Twin Lakes infrastructure project. The City Council approved the purchase of the property and
the acquisition of temporary construction and demolition easements on June 15, 2009 in the amount of
$2,107,700.00. The City closed on the property on June 30",

For the Phase | Twin Lakes infrastructure project, the City purchased portions of two properties, 2690 Cleveland
Ave. (Parcel 2) and 1947 Cleveland Ave. (Parcel 8). In March of 2009, the City received appraisals for the
needed property purchases. The portions of Parcel 2 needed for the project was appraised at $1,031,200 for the
purchase of 62,245 square feet plus nearly 44,000 square feet needed for temporary construction and demolition
easements. The portions of Parcel 8 needed for the project was appraised at $1,051,500 for the purchase of
105,725 square feet plus 50,000 square feet needed for temporary construction and demolition easements. The
appraised value of both properties needed for the Phase | Twin Lakes infrastructure project included temporary
construction and building demolition easements was $2,082,700.00.

Parcel Value of purchased | Value of Value of misc. | Value of Value of Total
land building improvements | temp. temp.
construction | demolition
easement easement
Parcel 2 $802,600 $165,000 $52,400 $7,400 $3,800 $1,031,200
Parcel 8 $1,037,500 $0 $10,200 $3,300 $500 $1,051,500
Total
$2,082,700

It should be noted that as part of the transaction, the City purchased two buildings since they were within the right-
of-way needed for the project. Parcel 2 contained the Cummings Diesel building valued at $1,113,300 for 2009 tax
purposes (the City paid $165,000 for the building as part of the recent transaction). On Parcel 8, the City needed to
purchase the Indianhead accessory building located on the northside of the property. The building was determined to
have no value as part of the appraisal and the City did not pay anything to acquire it.
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Both properties were discounted $2.50 per square foot due to the environmental issues contained on site. For Parcel
2, the purchase of the parcel was discounted $155,612 due to environmental concerns. Parcel 8 was discounted
$264,312 due to environmental concerns. Therefore, a the overall property purchase was discounted a total of
$419,924 due to existing environmental conditions.

The final agreed upon settlement for the purchase of both properties was $2,107,700 or $25,000 more than the
combined appraisals.

Staff and the City Attorney has estimated that if the City did not settle with Roseville Acquisitions and received the
property thru the eminent domain action begun in March, it would have cost the City anywhere from $50,000 up to
$142,000 plus the final settlement amount determined by the court appointed commissioners. The breakdown is as
follows:

Attorneys fees....$7,500-30,000 (assumes two day hearing and possible appeal);

Appraiser costs...$3,000-7,000(prep/testimony);

Commissioner comp./landowner appraisal...$3,000-5,000;

Interest due on award...$40,000-100,000(assumes 4% from date of taking to final resolution)

Staff has not attempted to quantify the amount of an actual award by the commissioners as it would be
speculative. However, staff’s and the City Attorney’s experience has shown that the final settlement is usually
somewhere between the City’s appraisal and the landowner’s appraisal.

Staff has included several documents related to the purchase of the properties including an executive summary of
the appraisals as well as the pertinent section regarding the environmental contamination adjustment to the price.

PoLIcYy OBJECTIVE

The purchase of the property allows for the construction of infrastructure in the Twin Lakes redevelopment area.
Twin Lakes has long been indentified in the Roseville Comprehensive Plan as in important redevelopment area
for the City.

BUDGET IMPLICATIONS

The costs for the acquisition of 2690 Cleveland Ave. and 1947 County Road C is initially funded from the

existing balances of Twin Lakes TIF District #17. As the property within Twin Lakes redevelops, property
owners will pay their prorated share of the infrastructure costs as outlined in the Twin Lakes Infrastructure

Study.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

This item is being brought for discussion purposes at this time.

REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION

None requested
Prepared by: Patrick Trudgeon, Community Development Director (651) 792-7071

Attachments: A: Executed Purchase Agreement between City and Roseville Acquisitions
B: Letters between the City of Roseville and Roseville Acquisitions regarding transaction
C: Executive Summary of Appraisal for 2690 Cleveland Ave. (Parcel 2) &
1947 County Road C (Parcel 8)
D: Page from Parcel 2 appraisal regarding environmental contamination adjustment to value
E: Page from Parcel 8 appraisal regarding environmental contamination adjustment to value
F:  Memo from City Attorney regarding issues related to the purchase
G

Staff Memo to City Council dated June 3, 2009
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Roseville Acquisitions Three, LLC
2575 Fairview Avenue North, Suite 250
Roseville, Minnesota 55113

April 24, 2009

City of Roseville

Attn: William J. Malinen, City Manager
2660 Civic Center Drive

Roseville, Minnesota 55113

Re: 2690 Cleveland Avenue N - Former Cummins Diesel Property
Offer of Just Compensation - Parcel 2
Twin Lakes Infrastructure Improvements - Phase 1
WSB Project #1814-00

Dr. Mr. Malinen:

This letter will confirm that on April 22, 2009, Roseville Acquisitions Three, LLC received from the City
of Roseville a letter dated April 8, 2009 together with an Offer to Purchase a portion of the property
located at 2690 Cleveland Avenue N (Former Cummins Diesel Property) (the "Property"), a copy of an
appraisal performed by Dahlen, Dwyer and Foley, Inc., a three page handout titled "Acquisition
Information for Property Owners," Acquisition and Appraisal Summary showing a value of $1,031,200
and a parcel sketch. We are pleased to accept your offer referenced in the April 8, 2009 letter, subject to
the followtng clarifications and/or medifications:

1.

Demolition. The City of Roseville agrees to pay all costs necessary to completely demolish and
remove all buildings located immediately adjacent to the Property to be conveyed to the City (the
"Future Right of Way") on or before June 1, 2009.

Mount Ridge Road. The City of Roseville agrees at its sole cost and expense to take all necessary
action (including, without limitation, vacation proceedings, written conveyance, termination of
rights) to, on or before June 1, 2009, (i) vacate the portion of Mount Ridge Road and any
easements located therein which abut the Property and (ii) cause ownership of one half of such
road to be vested in fee simple in the name of the adjacent property owners located to the east and
west of the road. Fee simple ownership in Mount Ridge Road will be transferred to the adjacent
property owners without any requirement of payment to the City of Roseville.

Condition of the Property. The City of Roseville agrees that it is acquiring the Future Right of
Way "as 15" and in its current condition without any representation whatsoever as to the condition
of such property or its fitness for any intended use of such property by the City of Roseville.

Government Grant Funds. In the event the Property is to be assessed or has been assessed for the
cost to construct roadways or for the cost to construct the infrastructure or remediate contaminated




soil for such roadways, and a city, state and/or federal government grant is recetved to pay for part
or all of such costs, whether the grant is received before or after construction of such roadways,
infrastructure or remediation of soil, the amount of the assessment against the Property will be
reduced by a prorata portion of any such grant or grants.

Please acknowledge your acceptance of the foregoing changes and/or modifications.

Very truly yours,

Roseville Acquisitions Three, LL.C
(A Minnesota limited liability company)

By: /?r«// / p
Its: W”'ﬂ«v’ %'/

Acknowledged, Agreed and Accepted:

The City of Roseville

By

Its:

And By:

Its:

400106.2



Roseville Acquisitions, LLC
2575 Fairview Avenue North, Suite 250
Roseville, Minnesota 55113

April 24, 2009

City of Roseville

Attn: William . Malinen, City Manager
2660 Civic Center Drive

Roseville, Minnesota 55113

Re: 1947 County Road C W - Former Indianhead Trucking Property
Offer of Just Compensation - Parcel §
Twin Lakes Infrastructure Improvements - Phase |
WSB Project #1814-00

Dr. Mr. Malinen:

This letter will confirm that on April 22, 2009, Roseville Acquisitions, LLC received from the City of
Roseville a letter dated April 8, 2009 together with an Offer to Purchase a portion of the property located at
1947 County Road C W (Former Indianhead Trucking Property) (the "Property”), a copy of an appraisal
performed by Dahlen, Dwyer and Foley, Inc., a three page handout titled "Acquisition Information for
Property Owners," Acquisition and Appraisal Summary showing a value of $1,051,500 and a parcel
sketch. We are pleased to accept your offer referenced in the April 8, 2009 letter, subject to the following
clarifications and/or modifications:

1.

(WS ]

Demolition. The City of Roseville agrees to pay all costs necessary to completely demolish and

remove the building located within the portion of the Property to be conveyed to the City (the
"Future Right of Way") on or before June 1, 2009.

Mount Ridge Road. The City of Roseville agrees at its sole cost and expense to take all necessary
action (including, without limitation, vacation proceedings, written conveyance, termination of
rights) to, on or before June 1, 2009, vacate the portion of Mount Ridge Road and any easements
located therein which abut the Property and (ii) cause ownership of one-half of such road to be
vested in fee simple in the name of the adjacent property owners located to the east and west of the
road. Fee simple ownership in Mount Ridge Road will be transferred to the adjacent property
owners without any requirement of payment to the City of Roseville.

Pond. The City of Roseville agrees to grant and convey to the owner of the Property a perpetual
casement for drainage of storm water from the portion of the Property that is designated to drain to
Langton Lake into any retention pond or ponds constructed on the property located to the east of
the Property by or at the direction of the City of Roseville. The pond easement shall be in
recordable form and shall be in a form and content acceptable to the owner of the Property and



shall be granted at the City's sole cost and expense, and without any requirement of payment to the
City of Roseville.

4. Roundabout. The City of Roseville agrees that it is open to discussions with Roseville
Acquisitions regarding the final design of any "roundabout" roadways to be constructed in the area.

5. Condition of the Property. The City of Roseville agrees that it is acquiring the Future Right of
Way "as is" and in its current condition without any representation whatsoever as 1o the condition
of such property or its fitness for any intended use of such property by the City of Roseville.

6. Government Grant Funds. In the event the Property is to be assessed or has been assessed for the
cost to construct roadways or for the cost to construct the infrastructure or remediate contaminated
soil for such roadways, and a city, state and/or federal government grant is received to pay for part
or all of such costs, whether the grant is received before or after construction of such roadways,
infrastructure or remediation of soil, the amount of the assessment against the Property will be
reduced by a prorata portion of any such grant or grants.

Please acknowledge your acceptance of the foregoing changes and/or modifications.
Very truly yours,

Roseville Acquisitions, L1.C
(A Minnesota ltimited lability company)

By: /Ii@/cfp / @7‘—-——‘@———\-—.
Its: /Mkap-:—-; Z«‘éﬁa—‘_‘

Acknowledged, Agreed and Accepted:

The City of Roseville

By:

Its:

And By:

its:

400099.2












ROSEVILLE PROPERTIES

MANAGEMENT BROKERAGE  DEVELOPMENT

May 20, 2009

Sonya Henning, P.E.

Right of Way Services Manager
WSB & ASSOCIATES

701 Xenia Avenue South, Suite 300
Minneapolis, MN 55416

Re: Agreement to Terms of Purchase — Roseville Acquisitions Properties

Sonya:

Please accept this letter as confirmation of our agreement to sell our land as described in
the Stipulation Agreement dated May 5, 2009, under the terms and considerations listed

in the Stipulation and letter from William Malinen, Roseville City Manager, dated May 1
2009, for an amount of $2,107,700.

>

This counter offer reflects the understanding reached at our City Hall meeting on May 1,
2009, and considerations offered by the City in the May 1, 2009 letter, and for our
administrative, legal and professional services costs associated with this transaction.
Please forward the appropriate purchase documents.

Very truly yours,

Daniel P. Commers, Chief Manager
ROSEVILLE ACQUISITIONS, LLC

Cc: Pat Trudgeon, City of Roseville

2575 NORTH FAIRVIEW AVE. » SUITE 2506 + ROSEVILLE, MN 55113
TEL 651-633-6312 » FAX 651-633-9221



Attachment C


kara.hoier
Text Box
Attachment C



































Parcel 2 Attachment D

Size/Utility

Adjustments for size have been made on the basis that a smaller parcel will sell
for a higher value/SF than a larger parcel and conversely a larger parcel will sell for a
lower value/SF than a smaller parcel. Adjustments for utility were made on the basis
that a parcel which is very irregular in shape or is long and narrow has below average
functional utility and less demand in the marketplace than a parcel which is more
rectangular in shape. This also takes into consideration topography and development
costs.

Zoning

Zoning considerations are weighted when making adjustments. Zoning
determines uses to which a property can be put and contributes to its value. All of
the sales with the exception of Sale #4 had similar zonings to that of the subject.
Sale #4, located in Roseville, was zoned B-1 necessitating a slight downward
adjustment.

Utilities

This adjustment considers the availability of city water, sanitary sewer, storm
sewer, gas, electricity, etc. All sales, similar to the subject, had all services and
utilities available.

Other

The adjustment for “other” is a catch-all for relevant adjustments that cannot
be categorized in the previous adjustments. The major adjustment made under this
line item reflects environmental remediation costs for the subject property of
approximately $2.50/SF based on American Engineering Testing, Inc. report dated
February 16, 2005. This clean-up would be performed in accordance with a risk-
based approach based on proposed property use in the Twin Lakes area. Clean-up for
commercial/industrial development would be less expensive than clean-up for any
type of residential development. Soil remediation would likely include excavation and
disposal of the more impacted soils at an appropriate off-site disposal facility. The
less impacted soils in the area could be re-used on the site below structure and
pavement surfaces. This assumes that the maximum site coverage allowable would
be 30% or approximately 53,350 SF for the subject property.

Dahlen, Dwyer ‘& Foley, Inc. 68



Parcel 8 Attachment E

Size/Utility

Adjustments for size have been made on the basis that a smaller parcel will sell
for a higher value/SF than a larger parcel and conversely a larger parcel will sell for a
lower value/SF than a smaller parcel. Adjustments for utility were made on the basis
that a parcel which is very irregular in shape or is long and narrow has below average
functional utility and less demand in the marketplace than a parcel which is more
rectangular in shape. This also takes into consideration topography and development
costs.

Zoning

Zoning considerations are weighted when making adjustments. Zoning
determines uses to which a property can be put and contributes to its value. All of
the sales had similar zonings to that of the subject.

Utilities

This adjustment considers the availability of city water, sanitary sewer, storm
sewer, gas, electricity, etc. All sales, similar to the subject, had all services and
utilities available.

Other

The adjustment for “other” is a catch-all for relevant adjustments that cannot
be categorized in the previous adjustments. The major adjustment made under this
line item reflects environmental remediation costs for the subject property of
approximately $2.50/SF based on American Engineering Testing, Inc. report dated
February 16, 2005. This clean-up would be performed in accordance with a risk-
based approach based on proposed property use in the Twin Lakes area. Clean-up for
commercial/industrial development would be less expensive than clean-up for any
type of residential development. Soil remediation would likely include excavation and
disposal of the more impacted soils at an appropriate off-site disposal facility. The
less impacted soils in the area could be re-used on the site below structure and
pavement surfaces. This assumes that the maximum site coverage allowable would
be 30% or approximately 127,600 SF for the subject property. Indicated remediation
costs would then be a little over $300,000.

Dahlen, Dwyer ‘® Foley, Inc. 63



Attachment F

Eric J. Quiring
gjg@ratwiklaw.com

Ratwik, Roszak & Maloney, P.A.

June 11, 2009

Mr. Bill Malinen Mr. Pat Trudgeon

City Manager Community Development Director
City of Roseville City of Roseville

2660 Civic Center Drive 2660 Civic Center Drive
Roseville, MN 55113-1899 Roseville, MN 55113-1899

RE: Non-Retainer/Twin Lakes Pkwy. and Mt. Ridge Road Condemnation
Our File No. 4002(2)-0050

Dear Mr, Malinen and Mr. Trudgeon:

This letter is in response to a number of questions that were raised by the Council
during its discussion of the proposed settlement with Roseville Acquisitions. We provide the
following information in response to those questions.

1. How does the acquisition of the Roseville Acquisitions properties on an “as is™ basis
affect the City’s interests?

Purchasing the property in “as is” condition rather than taking the property through
eminent domain resulis in no difference in the City’s interest in the property. Minnesota law
authorizes cities to take property by eminent domain. Minn. Stat. § 412.211. When taking
property for public use, the right, interest, or estate in the property proposed to be taken must
be specifically described in the proceedings. Minn. Stat. § 117,215, Cities may take an
easement in the property or fee simple absolute. Id. However, once an interest in property is
taken by eminent domain, the city possesses that exact interest in the property. When taking
property in fee simple, which allows a city to control, use, and transfer the property at will, the
previous property owner’s interests are completely extinguished. Most significantly, the
previous property owner is no longer responsible for the condition of the property.

730 Second Avenue South, Suite 300, Minneapolis, MN 55402 + p (612) 339-0060 » [ (612) 330-0038 * www.ratwiklaw.com

Paut C. Ratwik Jay T. Squires®f Eric 1. Quiring % Also pdmitted in WI
John M. Roszak Arnun R. Goering Sonya I, Guggemos #* Civil Trial Specialist
Patricia A. Maloney™ Nancy E.Blumstein* Erin E, Ische Certified by the MN
Terrence J. Foy* Joseph 1. Langel® Andeea N. Amidon State Bar Association
Stephen G. Andersen** Michael I. Waldspurger* Christian R. Shafer t Real Properly Specialist
Scott T. Anderson Margaret A, Skelton Trevor 8. Helmers Cenrtified by the MN
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Mr. Malinen and Mr. Trudgeon
June 11, 2009
Page 2

Minnesota law does not provide a condemning authority with any ongoing
environmental protections once it has acquired property. Seg Minn, Statutes Chapter 117, In
essence, if a city wants to take fee title to private property, it must take the property “as is.” As
a result, the City’s acceptance of the Roseville Acquisitions property on an “as is™ basis is no
different than if the City were to proceed through eminent domain proceedings to acquire the
property, which would also be on an “as is” basis.

The legislature has acknowledged the risk of taking property “as is” by providing cities
with authority to enter property that may need to be acquired by eminent domain for the
purposes of investigation, monitoring, testing, surveying, boring, or other similar activities
necessary or appropriate to identify the existence or threat of release of a hazardous substance,
poliutant, or contaminant, Minn. Stat. § 117.041, subd. 2. Cities are granted the authority to
investigate the condition of the property before committing to the eminent domain process to
acquire the property because once the property is taken, the city is stuck with the property
regardless of iis condition, There are no refunds. It is important to note that the City is aware
of the environmental condition of the Roseville Acquisitions property, but the condition does
not prevent the City’s proposed use of the property. In fact, the environmental condition of the
property was factored into the City’s appraisal to determine the value of the property.

While we would generally recommend securing warranties and representations
regarding the environmental condition of property to be acquired by the City through direct
purchase, those protections are not available when acquiring property through eminent domain.
Accepting the property on an “as is” basis through a direct purchase in lieu of condemnation
results in no difference in the City’s environmental protections or authority to address
environmental remediation as part of the infrastructure project.

2. Who is responsible for demolition costs?

As discussed above, a city acquiring fee title to property through eminent domain
acquires the property as it exists. That includes any buildings or other improvements located
on the property. Minnesota law does not impose the obligation on property owners to
demolish buildings or remove all improvements from their property if it is being taken by
eminent domain. The condemning authority takes the property with all improvements. If it
desires to demolish any buildings, it must do so at its own cost.

A city and private property owner can certainty agree to apportion the value of the
property and any necessary demolition costs as they sec fit. However, if the property is
acquired through eminent domain, the property owner will have no obligation to pay for any
demolition costs. Again, by agreeing to pay for the cost of building demolition, the City is no
worse off than it would be if it acquired the property through eminent domain.
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3. Can the City charge a property owner for the vacation of a right-of-way?

As a general rule, a city has no proprietary interest in a public right-of-way, bul rather
holds the right-of-way in trust for the public. See City of St. Paul v. Chicago, M. & St. F. Ry.
Co., 63 N.W. 267 (Minn. 1895). By statute, cities are authorized to vacate “any street, alley,
public grounds, public way, or any part thereof.” Minn. Stat. § 412.851. No vacation shall be
made unless it “appears in the interest of the public to do so™ after published notice and a
public hearing. Id. Pursuant to the statute, the authority of a city to vacate a street arises only
by reason of the council’s motion or a petition of a majority of the owners of land abutting the
sireet. Id.

Upon vacation, title to the property reverts to the owner of the fee underlying the street.
Steenerson v. Fontaine, 119 N.W. 400 (Minn. 1908). Because title automatically reverts, the
vacating city possesses no interest to convey. The City does not have authority to require
payment of consideration when it acts to vacate a public right-of-way. Se¢ Minn. Op. Atty.
Gen. 396g-16 (September 9, 1965). In addition, the Minnesota Attorney General has also
opined that a city cannot condition a vacation upon the payment of special assessments to be
subsequently levied. 1d. As aresult, the City cannot charge Roseville Acquisitions for the
vacation of Mount Ridge Road.

If you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact our office.

Very truly yours,

i) Doz

Eric J. Quiring

RRM: 7132028
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Community Development Department

Memo

To: Mayor, City Council

cc: Bill Malinen, City Manager

From: Patrick Trudgeon, Community Development Director
Date: June 3, 2009

Re:  Consideration of purchasing property for the Twin Lakes Infrastructure Project and
proposed settlement of eminent domain action for properties located at 2690
Cleveland Ave. and 1947 County Road C.

The purpose of the closed executive session is to discuss the purchase of portions of property
located at 2690 Cleveland Ave. and 1947 County Road C, City of Roseville for road and
construction purposes as part of the Twin Lakes Phase I Infrastructure Project. The
properties are owned by Roseville Acquisitions LLC (Roseville Properties).

On April 8, 2008, City staff sent out offer letters to property owners within the Twin Lakes
redevelopment area for the purchase of land and temporary construction easements for the
Twin Lakes Phase I infrastructure project based on City Council action taken at the March
23, 2009 City Council meeting.

The City sent two offer letters to Daniel Commers of Roseville Acquisitions, LLC. The offer
amounts, which were based on appraisals, were $1,031,200.00 for 2690 Cleveland Ave. and
$1,051,500.00 for 1947 County Road C. The grand total that was offered to Roseville
Acquisitions, LLC was $2,082,700.00.

In response to the City’s offer, Roseville Acquisitions LLC sent a letter dated April 24, 2009
to the City with their comments on the offer. City staff and Roseville Acquisitions met on
May 1* to discuss the offer and review their comments. As a result of the meeting, City
Manager Malinen sent Roseville Acquisitions, LLC a letter dated May 1, 2009 responding to
Roseville Acquisitions letter of April 24, 2009.

On May 20, 2009, the City received a letter from Roseville Acquisitions LLC stating that they
would agree to settle on the terms for purchasing the needed property with the understandings
discussed in the May 1, 2009 letter from City Manager Bill Malinen and in the settlement
amount of $2,107,700.00



The proposed settlement amount is $25,000.00 more than the appraised value. Staff has
reviewed the proposed settlement and recommends that the City Council authorize staff to
enter into a settlement agreement with Roseville Acquisitions based on the terms identified in
the May 1, 2009 letter from the City and in the amount of $2,107,700.00.

Staff feels that this action would lead to a fair settlement for the purchase of needed right-of-
way for the Phase I Twin Lakes infrastructure project and would allow the City to acquire a
significant piece of property needed for the Phase I Twin Lakes infrastructure project.

If the City Council does not find this offer acceptable, the next step would be to continue with
the eminent domain action and set a hearing with the commissioners for a final determination
on the compensation owed to the property owners. Moving to this process will raise the costs
for the City thru additional legal and professional services costs as well as paying for
commissioner and staff time. In addition, interest will be accruing on the proposed settlement
from the date of the taking (June 15™). This amount alone could quickly exceed $25,000. Of
course, if the commissioners award the property owner a higher settlement amount for the
property (which the City would be obligated to pay) the costs would increase as well.

The City Council is aware that the costs for acquisition of the property was factored into the
Twin Lakes Infrastructure study and will be paid by the developers of the property as
development occurs. In the short term, the amount paid to Roseville Acquisitions will be paid
from TIF #17 (Twin Lakes).

Staff has prepared a case for consideration at the regular meeting of June 8, 2009 for the City
Council to take official action on this matter.

In the meantime, if you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (651) 792-7071.

® Page 2



	090713Agenda.pdf
	5.a  Proclamation of National Night Out
	6.a  Approve Minutes of June 29, 2009
	7.a  Approve Payments
	7.b  Approve Business Licenses
	7.c  Set July 27, 2009 Public Hearing for EVADO, Inc. DBA ZPizza application for an OnSale Liquor License at 1607 Co Rd C W
	7.d  Approve General Purchases or Sale of Surplus Items
	7.e  Adopt a Resolution Approving Vacation of a portion of Mount Ridge right of way and Conveyance of land owned by the City for road purposes 
	9.a  Adopt an Ordinance  Amending Title 4 of the City Code Regarding Yard Requirements and Regulation of Residential Composting
	12.a  Approve Contract with LHB Cornejo Consulting for the Development of a Park and Recreation System Master Plan Update 
	12.b  Adopt a Resolution Approving Modification to the Development Program for District No 1 and establishing Tax Increment Financing District No 18  within District No 1
	12.c  Adopt an Ordinance Rezoning 1126 Sandhurst Drive and 2167 Lexington Avenue to PlUD
	12.d Adopt a Resolution Approving Request by Art Mueller for a Comprehensive Land Use Map Amendment_ a motion to  support Rezoning_ and approving the General Concept PUD
	13.a  Discuss Hazardous Building Law
	13.b  Discussion regarding appraisals for property purchased from Roseville Acquisitions for Twin Lakes Phase I infrastructure



