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Thomas Paschke 

From: Jim & Nancy Doherty [doherty@usfamily.net]
Sent: Wednesday, June 03, 2009 10:50 AM
To: Thomas Paschke
Subject: Re: Submissions
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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:: 651-488-7072 
 
Daytime Phone Number:: 651-249-6469 
 
Email Address:: sroste1@fairview.org 
 
Please Share Your Comment, Question or Concern: Dear Members of the Planning Commission:  
My name is Scott Roste and I am the current president of the Midland Grove Condo Association.  I 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 I 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 

thomas.paschke
Highlight

thomas.paschke
Highlight

thomas.paschke
Highlight

thomas.paschke
Highlight



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.  I 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.  I 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:: 651-636-4281 
 
Daytime Phone Number::  
 
Email Address:: ambursch@usfamily.net 
 
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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