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1. Call To Order
2. Roll Call
3. Approval Of Agenda
4. Review Of Minutes
Documents:
JULY 7, 2021 MINUTES.PDF
5. Communications And Recognitions
5.A. From The Public:
Public comment pertaining to general land use issues not on this agenda.
5.B. From The Commission Or Staff:
Information about assorted business not already on this agenda.
6. Public Hearing
6.A. Request For Preliminary Approval Of A Major Plat To Subdivide The Development Site Into Nine Lots
For Single-Family, Detached Homes (PF21-003)
Documents:
6A REPORT AND ATTACHMENTS.PDF
6A BENCH HANDOUT.PDF
6.B. Consider A Request By Genisys Credit Union For A Conditional Use To Allow A Drive-Through For A
Proposed New Bank Branch At 2501 Fairview Avenue (PF21-009)
Documents:
6B REPORT AND ATTACHMENTS.PDF
6.C. Consider Approval Of Zoning Map And Zoning Code Text Amendments To Align With The City's
2040 Comprehensive Plan
Documents:
6C REPORT AND ATTACHMENTS.PDF
6C BENCH HANDOUT.PDF

6.C. Consider Approval Of Zoning Map And Zoning Code Text Amendments To Align With The City's
2040 Comprehensive Plan
Documents:
6C REPORT AND ATTACHMENTS.PDF
6C BENCH HANDOUT.PDF
7. Adjourn

Planning Commission Regular Meeting
City Council Chambers, 2660 Civic Center Drive
Draft Minutes – Wednesday, July 7, 2021 – 6:30 p.m.
1
2

1.

Call to Order
Chair Kimble called to order the regular meeting of the Planning Commission meeting at
approximately 6:30 p.m. and reviewed the role and purpose of the Planning Commission.

2.

Roll Call
At the request of Chair Kimble, City Planner Thomas Paschke called the Roll.
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Members Present:

Chair Kimble; Vice Chair Michell Pribyl, and Commissioners
Michelle Kruzel, Tammy McGehee, Karen Schaffhausen, Erik
Bjorum and Emily Leutgeb.

12

Members Absent:

None.
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14

Staff Present:

City Planner Thomas Paschke, Senior Planner Brian Lloyd,
Community Development Director Janice Gundlach and
Department Assistant Stacy Johnson.
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3.

Approve Agenda
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4.

Review of Minutes
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a. June 2, 2021 Planning Commission Regular Meeting
MOTION
Member Schaffhausen moved, seconded by Member McGehee, to approve the
June 2, 2021 meeting minutes.
Ayes: 7
Nays: 0
Motion carried.
b. June 10, 2021 Planning Commission Regular Meeting
MOTION
Member McGehee moved, seconded by Member Schaffhausen, to approve the
June 10, 2021 meeting minutes.
Ayes: 7
Nays: 0
Motion carried.
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5.
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a. From the Public: Public comment pertaining to general land use issues not on this
agenda, including the 2040 Comprehensive Plan Update.
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None.
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b. From the Commission or Staff: Information about assorted business not already on
this agenda, including a brief update on the 2040 Comprehensive Plan Update
process.
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Communications and Recognitions:

None.
6.

Other Business
a. Review Recommended Zoning Map Changes Related to Compliance with the
City’s 2040 Comprehensive Plan
Community Development Director Gundlach reported the Planning Commission has
been working with the City’s planning consultant, HKGi, since January regarding
required and optional updates to the City’s Zoning Code.
Mr. Jeff Miller, HKGi, reviewed the updates and indicated staff recommends the
Commission discuss the recommended Zoning Map changes in preparation for the
August 4, 2021 public hearing.
Member McGehee indicated she had a question about the number of MDR’s on the
site-specific rezoning map. She wondered, given all of the discussion that there has
been, the different kind of housing the Commission discussed and the fact that with
recent changes they are quite close to fifty-fifty owner versus rental, if these
particular properties could be LDR2 or some other form that would allow for either
smaller homes, smaller lots or some of the variance talked about. She did not see
these particular sites, particularly the one that is near the park and Sunrise and a
housing development with all single-family smaller homes. It seems like the fortyfive foot appears to be a little bit strong given the area. Also, the one on Cleveland
Avenue and County Road B, there are already a lot of townhomes there and there is a
condo unit there which is only two to three stories tall and that is also an area that the
residents had wanted park space.
Chair Kimble asked for a review of the history from staff.
Ms. Gundlach indicated all of the properties on the site-specific map were very
specifically proposed to be rezoned based on that Comprehensive Plan outreach
process. She did not know what the fifty percent is that was referenced because she
did not believe the housing was split fifty-fifty, she thought it was more sixty-thirty in
terms of the multi-family versus single family, but she guessed it depended on what
housing Commissioner McGehee was considering.
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Commissioner McGehee explained she was considering the addition of the two
housing units that are going up behind Byerly’s plus a third one going up as well as
the one that is being proposed at the end of Plankton Lake. She thought the
completion of those will bring the percent to forty-nine.
Ms. Gundlach explained staff did an extensive evaluation of the City’s split
percentage wise, based on housing type when staff presented an item to the EDA
because the City was getting even more interest from more apartment housing. There
was a discussion with the EDA about possibly putting a pause on some of the public
finance assistance associated with those projects. She indicated she did not remember
offhand what some of those numbers were.
Member McGee indicated she was concerned about the areas she mentioned were
small and she did not think there needed to be apartment buildings in those locations.
Mr. Lloyd explained regarding the Cleveland and County Road B location, there has
been a couple of iterations of proposals for something in the high density category
that was not approved but there was a broad recognition at that time that the single
family zoning or low density guidance of the Comprehensive Plan was really kind of
inappropriate there because it is tucked into a little corner surrounded by high density
and medium density development so the intention had been for quite some time
leading up to the Comprehensive Plan update and adopted in 2020, that it would
become a medium density property and the process would play out to have the open
house meetings about it and the public hearings to evaluate the medium density
guidance. He felt like something similar had happened with that medium density
parcel on Oak Crest, north of the Rosedale area. He indicated this rezoning effort is
really about actualizing those changes in the Comprehensive Plan and that sort of
adjustment process to reconsider what the zoning is on any of these properties really
begins that process again and from his experience in recent months and years with the
Comprehensive Plan and Met Council, the City does not have a lot of headroom
between the capacity that is demonstrated in their land use map and the average
community net density. They would not be able to reguide and rezone properties for
less density than they have them to any great extent without running into problems
with that base metric that the City is obligated to meet. Any change in the guidance
to down zone some of these properties might likely have some consequences that they
might have to resolve elsewhere by increasing density. He thought it was fair and
important right now to say these are the zoning changes that have been directed by
the Comprehensive Plan update and even though the City can always consider further
changes those changes are not without consequences.
Member McGehee appreciated staff’s comments but knew these changes can be made
and she thought that the Comprehensive Plan process at least from the public side was
questionable. She thought it was a perfectly fair assessment and as the City has gone
through this process there was discussion about housing types the City does not have
and these are, in many cases, up zoning of places. She indicated the Met Council is in
favor or housing.
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Ms. Gundlach did not think the Met Council would be concerned if the City decided
to change these again, but she thought Mr. Lloyd’s comment about the total overall
density, the City may have to find other places to make up for those units that the City
would be losing by down zoning these in order to meet the commitment the City is
supposed to have region wide. She explained she did not know the full history and
where the numbers are at.
Member McGehee thought the City was ok there for these few changes which are
pretty minor.
Chair Kimble commented in response to Member McGehee that she has been
involved during the couple of years of review for the Comprehensive Plan update and
all of the discussions and review and having attended a lot of the public meetings, she
would be in support of staying on the path of approving what was put in place
through the Comp. Plan process.
Member Pribyl indicated the August 4th meeting will be a public hearing for residents
to voice their concerns and comments.
Mr. Miller thought one thing that has been accomplished is making the districts more
flexible. He explained another big change is the current community business district,
which is the largest business district. Today, that requires vertical mixed use for
housing and that is being changed to allow housing that is not in a mixed-use
building. That has the potential to be a big change.
Member Leutgeb explained she wanted to highlight the BRT Overlay District
comment on the interactive map on the website. She noted there were many
comments about increasing bicycle safety as well as pedestrian safety. She indicated
for a point of clarification; she was a little unclear whether the BRT Overlay District
only applied to the higher density properties in that district. Her concern would be
that the City would have a piecemealed sidewalk or bicycle lane option that would
come to an abrupt end when it comes to a lower density property.
Mr. Miller thought the intent for the bike and pedestrian connections are on the sites
and not on the public right of way. It is really about the connections on the site from
the buildings to the public sidewalk or trail.
Ms. Gundlach explained how in the past the City has made the gap areas a priority by
going after grant funding to secure funding to close the connections and made sure
those areas have been incorporated into the City’s plans to build trails and sidewalks
to make sure those gaps are closed. On the BRT Overlay District the City staff has
been very deliberate on requiring the actual development sites to think about what
those plans need to be and some of that thought could be connections that go off site
but the responsibility the developer has would for sure be on their site but there may
be participation for other things offsite depending on what the City’s plan show or
what the missing gap is. She would hope that the City has demonstrated and ability
to work on those issues.
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Member Schaffhausen added thinking about some of the projects that are coming up
in Roseville and to the point mentioned that the City is working hard, if thinking
about developments when being developed the City is making sure that connections
are being made even before the development comes in. She thought the City was
being very proactive in thinking how the connections will work.
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Ms. Gundlach explained the City only has so much ability on the County and State
Aid roads to be able to do things, other than to advocate that future plans try to
accommodate better connections.
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7.

Adjourn
MOTION
Member Kruzel, seconded by Member Pribyl, to adjourn the meeting at 7:16
p.m.
Ayes: 7
Nays: 0
Motion carried.

REQUEST FOR PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION
Date:
Item No.
Department Approval
Item Description:

August 4, 2021
6a
Agenda Section
Public Hearings

Request for preliminary approval of a Major Plat to subdivide the development site into
nine lots for single-family, detached homes (PF21-003)

1

Application Information
Applicant:

Integrity Land Development, Inc.

Location:

2224 Eustis Street;

2395 County Road B

Property Owner:

Emma Kydd;

Integrity Land Development, Inc.

Community Engagement: Virtual and in-person open house meetings on 3/10/2021
Application Submittal:

Initial receipt 3/7/2021; Considered complete 5/19/2021
Revision received 6/30/2021: Considered complete 7/9/2021

City Action Deadline:

9/16/2021, per Minn. Stat. 462.358 subd. 3b

General Site Information
Land Use Context
Existing Land Use

Guiding

Zoning

Site

One-family residential, detached

MR

MDR

North

One-family residential, detached

LR

West

One-family residential, detached

LR

East

One-family residential, detached

LR

LDR-1
LDR-1
LDR-2
LDR-1

South

Midland Hills golf course

GC

PR

Notable Natural Features: the site contains steep grades, many mature
trees, and a substantial wetland
Application History:

6/2/2021 – Planning Commission public
hearing and denial recommendation
6/21/2021 – City Council tabled review
until 8/23/2021 and referred request back to
the Planning Commission

Level of City Discretion in Decision-Making: quasi-judicial.

PF21-003_RPCA_20210804
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Proposal Summary

2

The applicant proposes to subdivide two residential parcels generally located in the northeast corner of
County Road B and Eustis Street resulting in the Midland Legacy Estate 3rd Addition plat for
development of nine single-family, detached homes with an outlot for future platting of up to three
additional lots for single-family detached homes and park dedication of approximately 0.9 acres. The
developer proposes to realign the intersection of County Road B and Eustis Street into a conventional
“T” shape and build a private cul-de-sac street serving Lot 1, Lot 9 and the future lots to be platted in the
outlot, as well as providing access to a shared driveway serving Lots 2-4, departing from the eastern end
of the cul-de-sac. Illustrations and other information about the proposed development are included with
this RPCA in Attachment C.
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The current proposal is a revision to the plat reviewed by the Planning Commission on June 2. After
holding the public hearing on the initial 11-lot proposal, the Planning Commission unanimously
recommended its denial based on the findings below.


15

o The applicant shall revise the tree preservation plan to indicate adequate protections for
the specified trees in the land identified for park dedication.

16
17

o The applicant shall revise the plat to ensure that Lot 2 meets the minimum width
requirements at the front and rear building lines.

18
19

o The applicant shall revise the plat such that the centerline measurement of the length of
the shared driveway does not exceed 150 feet and the shared driveway does not serve
more than three lots for single-family, detached homes.

20
21
22

o The applicant shall continue to address with Fire Department staff any issues regarding
the driveway width, turn-around facility, and water supply at the end of the shared
driveway.

23
24
25

o The applicant shall revise the plat to achieve greater compliance with the lot shape
provisions of City Code §1103.05, especially as it pertains to Lots 7 – 9.

26
27
28



Testimony by the developer, and his representative, suggests he is unwilling to resolve
outstanding compliance issues related to the private driveway and emergency access.



The proposed development would cause the removal of too many trees and the developer’s
testimony about tree protection is inconsistent with his submitted plan.



The realignment of County Road B and Eustis Street, and elimination of the existing turnaround,
has the potential to create unnecessary traffic in nearby neighborhoods.



Development discussions of the subject property have been ongoing for nearly 20 months with
no clear resolution to-date.



The storm water management plans appear insufficient to mitigate the negative impacts of runoff
containing household herbicides, pesticides, and fertilizers into the nearby wetland.
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The list of Staff-recommended conditions related to needed plat revisions is too vast, such that
full compliance cannot be envisioned. This list includes:

Soon after the public hearing, the applicant submitted a revised concept as an earnest response to the
Planning Commission’s concerns. During the City Council’s consideration of the initial proposal,
therefore, action was tabled to allow the applicant time to prepare the full complement of detailed plans
necessary for consideration of the revised preliminary plat and for the Planning Commission to hold a
public hearing on the revised proposal before the Council takes action on August 23. Minutes of the
PF21-003_RPCA_20210804
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June 2 Planning Commission and the June 21 City Council meetings are included with this RPCA in
Attachment D. The analysis provided in this report outlines how the revised plat proposal addresses the
denial findings outlined above.

52

When exercising the “quasi-judicial” authority on subdivision requests the role of the City is to
determine the facts associated with a particular proposal and apply those facts to the legal standards
contained in the ordinance and relevant state law. In general, if the facts indicate the application meets
the relevant legal standards and will not compromise the public health, safety, and general welfare, then
the applicant is likely entitled to the approval. The City is, however, able to add conditions to a
subdivision approval to promote the public health, safety, and general welfare, and to provide for the
orderly, economic, and safe development of land, and to promote housing affordability for all levels.

53

Preliminary Plat

54

Roseville’s Development Review Committee (DRC) met with the applicant to advise them on how to
better comply with the zoning and subdivision code provisions regarding regular lot shapes and street
locations in response to several of the findings underpinning the Planning Commission’s denial
recommendation. The DRC has also met independently to review the current proposal, which generally
conforms to the spirit and intent of the City Code provisions about lot shapes and street location.
Comments and feedback based on the DRC’s review of the revised application are included in the
analysis below, and the full comments offered in memos prepared by DRC members are included with
this RPCA in Attachment E.
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Proposed Lots
Lots zoned LDR-1 have two different sets of size requirements, depending on whether they are corner or
interior lots, and the proposed lots meet or exceed the relevant standards. The revised proposal under
consideration has also been substantially improved from the initial proposal with respect to the preferred
“simple, regular shapes” described in §1103.05 (Lot Standards). All proposed lots are either simple
rectangles or pie-shaped lots as are typically found around the circular ends of cul-de-sac streets.
Planning Division staff believes the adjustment of lot sizes and shapes in the revised proposal addresses
the Planning Commission’s relevant findings of the recommendation to deny the applicant’s initial
proposal.
Setbacks and Impervious Coverage
Although building setbacks are not specifically reviewed and approved as part of a plat application, the
building footprints represented in the preliminary development plans appear to conform to the minimum
property line setbacks of the LDR-1 district as well as the 50-foot wetland setback specified in Chapter
1017 (Shoreland, Wetland, and Storm Water Management) of the City Code.
Likewise, the impervious coverage limits established in the zoning code are not strictly regulated in the
plat review process. The impervious surfaces represented in plat application materials are intended to
show a maximum development condition for the purpose of being able to design a storm water
management plan that meets the applicable requirements. Nevertheless, all lots appear to have
impervious coverage below the 25% limit established in §1017.26.B.1.
Shared Driveway, Private Street, and Public Pathways
Consistent with Ordinance 1591 passed by the City Council in October 2020, the proposed private street
is at least 110 feet from any existing residential parcels adjacent to the northern and eastern sides of the
plat. The proposed private street would directly serve Lot 1 and Lot 9 as well as the lots that may be
platted in the future within the outlot to the north, and it serves as the connection to a proposed shared
driveway providing access to Lots 2-4. Although the ordinance prohibits building a new street within
110 feet of the side or rear yards of existing residential parcels, neither this ordinance nor any other part
PF21-003_RPCA_20210804
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of the zoning or subdivision codes provides specific guidance for differentiating between a street and a
shared driveway. However, Chapter 1102 of the subdivision code provides certain authority to the
Public Works Director for acceptance of improvements completed as a part of a subdivision. After the
passage of Ordinance 1591, therefore, City Public Works staff drafted a policy to identify when a
proposed vehicular access becomes too large to be called a “shared driveway” and should be considered
a street. Importantly, this policy established 150 feet as an acceptable maximum length and a limit of
serving no more than three lots for single-family, detached homes. The proposed shared driveway
conforms to these parameters at approximately 145 feet in length and serving three of the lots for singlefamily, detached homes. Because the revised proposal for a shared driveway conforms to the length and
service parameters of staff’s policy, it represents an affirmative response to the Planning Commission’s
previous denial recommendation and staff supports approval of this aspect of the proposed preliminary
plat.
The City Engineer’s memo indicates the following:


Pathway improvements, as shown on the proposed plans, on the west and south side of the
development should be required to make connections to the existing pathway on County Road B.



The proposed private road, Legacy Path, is 26’ curb to curb. Parking would be allowed on one
side of the roadway.
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Anticipating that the existing conditions of County Road B and the additional traffic associated with the
proposed development may be a concern of nearby homeowners, the City Engineer has also provided an
analysis of the street and anticipated traffic, which is included as part of Attachment E.
The Fire Department has reviewed the revised plan. The primary concerns regarding the previous plat
related to access and a turn-around for the homes served by the private driveway. Fire staff finds access
to lots served by the private driveway to be acceptable based on the following:


112
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The homes provided on Lots 3 and 4 may need to be equipped with a fire sprinkler system to
ensure compliance with the Fire Code.

Storm Water Management
The grading and storm water management plan illustrated in Attachment C is a required component of a
plat application, but it is not intended to be approved with the plat as the final storm water management
plan. Instead, the storm water management plan reviewed with a plat proposal is intended to
demonstrate that the standard City Code requirements can be met as the proposed project is
implemented. The City Engineer’s memo indicates the following:

119



Storm sewer within the site would be private.

120



Rice Creek Watershed District and NPDES permits will be required.

121



The draft plans submitted to the city do not yet fully meet City storm water standards.
Engineering staff continue to work with the applicant to ensure rate and water quality standards
are met. The developer will need to submit additional information for staff review.
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Tree Preservation
The tree preservation and replacement requirements in §1011.04 of the City Code provide a way to
quantify the amount of tree material being removed for a given project and to calculate the resulting tree
replacement obligation. The applicant has provided these calculations, and they are included in
Attachment C. At the time this RPCA was prepared, Roseville’s consulting forester continues to review
the tree preservation plan but the preliminary calculation based on the proposed development would
elicit the obligation to plant 182 replacement trees or pay a fee of up to $61,900 (i.e., 10% of Ramsey
County’s assessed value of the land of 2395 County Road B) in lieu of replacement plantings. This
PF21-003_RPCA_20210804
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replacement total is a significant reduction from the calculation based on the initial proposal. Although
Planning Division staff and the consulting forester are continuing to validate the data, the current plan
reflects an updated inventory of trees and a larger number of trees being preserved in response to the
Planning Commission’s findings for denial of the initial proposal. The reduced replacement obligation is
also partly a result of a larger number of the trees being located in the proposed park lot; many of these
trees could be removed in order to grade the lot to be suitable for public park use, but the applicant
would not be responsible for such removals. Satisfaction of the tree replacement obligation could entail
a combination of replacement trees and “cash-in-lieu” payments of $500 per tree should the developer
be unable to replace the number of trees specified in the replacement calculation.
Park Dedication
This subdivision proposal elicits the park dedication requirement. Since the subject property includes
two existing residential parcels, City staff has determined that the proposed nine-lot plat represents a net
increase of seven developable lots. As such, the City could accept a dedication of up to approximately
six-tenths of an acre of park land (based on the requirement to dedicate up to 10% of the land of the
6.35-acre development site) or a dedication of cash in lieu of land, or an equivalent combination of land
and cash. The Parks and Recreation Commission (PRC) reviewed the proposal at its meeting of May 4,
2021, and recommended a dedication of park land to satisfy the park dedication requirement with the
following comments:


The developer submitted a letter regarding the condition in which the park parcel will be turned
over to the City, and it is extremely important that the developer follow through with each of the
terms that he listed in this document.



The developer stated that “We are saving all the beautiful large Oak trees on the east side of the
existing driveway to keep the park beautiful and relaxing with shade.” It does not appear that the
tree preservation plan accounts for preservation of these trees. These trees were emphasized by
the developer in his meeting with the PRC and important to the possible future park, and they
must be vigorously protected, particularly while construction is in progress. We would want to
see these trees identified for protection on the tree preservation plan (as others are) and a full
protection plan for these trees, which our staff could review and provide input on.
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As noted above, the revised tree preservation plan now clearly shows protective fencing around these
trees to prevent removal and accidental damage during construction consistent with the PRC concerns
and in response to the Planning Commission’s findings for denial of the initial proposal. Moreover,
because the proposed revisions to correct issues related to lot shape and the shared driveway reduces the
number of residential lots in the area north of the proposed park lot, the applicant has been in discussion
with Parks and Recreation Department staff about increasing the park lot by selling to the City
approximately one-quarter acre of additional land on the north side of the park lot for a total park area of
about 0.875 acres. This proposal is reflected in the site plan labeled as “Preferred Plan” in Attachment C.
If the City Council declines to purchase the additional park land, the park lot would be the required 0.6
acres and the additional land would simply be redistributed to the abutting residential lots. Parks and
Recreation Department staff believe the revised proposal is consistent with the PRC’s recommendation
and support the purchase of the additional land. An excerpt of the May 4 PRC minutes and staff’s
comments on the current proposal is included with this RPCA as part of Attachment E.
PUBLIC COMMENT
As required for plats creating more than three lots, the applicant conducted a pre-application community
engagement effort with a series of virtual and in-person open house meetings on March 10, 2021. The
applicant has submitted a summary of the discussions that occurred during the meetings, which is
included with this RPCA as part of Attachment D. A public hearing for the initial preliminary plat
PF21-003_RPCA_20210804
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proposal was held by the Planning Commission on June 2, 2021. Members of the public who
participated in the public hearing mostly spoke in opposition to the proposal, citing similar concerns to
those raised during and after the pre-application open houses. Minutes of the public hearing, several
emails from the public received since the June 2 public hearing, and minutes of the June 21 City Council
meeting are included as part of Attachment D.
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RECOMMENDED ACTION
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By motion, recommend approval of the proposed Midland Legacy Estate 3rd Addition Preliminary
Plat, based on the content of this RPCA, public input, and Planning Commission deliberation, with the
following conditions:
1. Pursuant to the memo from Public Works staff in Attachment E of this RPCA, the applicant
shall:
a. Install pathway improvements as shown on the proposed plans, on the west and south side of
the development, to make connections to the existing pathway on County Road B.

192

b. Submit additional storm water management information to meet pertinent requirements for
staff review.

193

c. Enter into a Public Improvement Contract regarding the construction of public infrastructure.

194

2. The applicant shall establish a homeowner’s association for the maintenance of the private street,
shared driveway, and storm water management BMPs.

191
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3. In accordance with the recommendation of the Parks and Recreation Commission, the applicant
shall dedicate 0.616 acres of park land, which dedication will obviate further park dedication at
such time as the outlot may be further platted into additional residential lots. The applicant shall
also continue negotiations with the City regarding the proposed transfer of the additional quarteracre of land to increase the area of the park lot to approximately 0.875 acres as shown in the
applicant’s preferred site plan.
4. The applicant shall continue to address with Fire Department staff any issues regarding the
characteristics of the shared driveway, water supply at the end of the shared driveway, and/or
installation of sprinklers within one or more of the homes to satisfy applicable fire code
requirements.
ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS
A. Pass a motion to table the request for future action. Tabling beyond September 1, 2021, will
require an extension of the action deadlines mandated in Minnesota Statute to avoid statutory
approval. Staff suggests a table action, at this point, isn’t appropriate given the Council’s
direction from June 21, 2021.
B. Pass a motion to recommend denial of the proposed Preliminary Plat. Recommendations of
denial should be supported by specific findings of fact based on the Planning Commission’s
review of the application, applicable zoning or subdivision regulations, and the public record.
Attachments:

A: Area map
B: Aerial photo

Prepared by:

Senior Planner Bryan Lloyd
651-792-7073
bryan.lloyd@cityofroseville.com

C: Proposed plans
D: Open house feedback and public comment
E: Comments from DRC
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PID#082923340056
MARY L BROWN
2185 ST CROIX ST

PID#082923340055
CALVIN & ANN ROSS
2189 ST CROIX ST
PID#082923340046
DAVID & MARY LOU WILEY
2195 ST CROIX ST

PID#082923340045
STEPHEN J MARTINEAU
JEANNE K SIMMONS
2211 ST CROIX ST

PID#082923340044
DAVID & RACHAEL OSTROM
2223 ST CROIX ST

PID#082923340049
JOHN & MARGARET
MCNEELY
2377 COUNTY ROAD B W

CONTACT:
HEIFORT HILLS
DEVELOPMENT, LLC
ATTN: TODD GANZ
PHONE: 612-369-2747
tdganz@gmail.com

LOT 1

COUNTY/CITY:

OUTLOT B

LOT 3

LOT 2

VACATIO
N
HIGHWAY

PID#82923340042
0ANET GRAW OLSBY
2234 EUSTIS ST

LOT 5

BLOCK 1

PROPOSE
D

LOT 9

LOT 6

LOT 7

LOT 8

PID#172923120003
MIDLAND HILLS COUNTRY CLUB
2001 FULHAM ST

COUNTY ROAD B W

PARK

NORTH
0

30

60

REVISIONS:
DATE
4-8-19
5-6-21
6-29-21

REVISION
PRELIMINARY PLAT
PRELIMINARY PLAT
REVISED LOTS

CERTIFICATION:
I hereby certify that this plan was prepared by
me, or under my direct supervision, and that I am
a duly Licensed Land Surveyor under the laws of
the state of Minnesota.

Daniel L. Thurmes Registration Number: 25718

2-27-20
Date:__________________

PROJECT LOCATION:

EUSTIS STREET

EUSTIS STREET
PID#082923330001
MATTHEW C NEWBERG
2211 EUSTIS ST

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:
The following Legal Description is as shown on Legacy Title
as agent for Stewart Title Guaranty Company Title
Commitment No. MN07623, dated February 4th, 2020.
The West 396 feet of Lot 3 and 4, Block 3, Todd's
Outlots, Ramsey County, Minnesota.
Certificate of Title No. 35461

PROPOSED HIGHWAY VACATION

The following surveying related items appear on the Legacy
Title as agent for Stewart Title Guaranty Company Title
Commitment No. MN07623, dated February 4th, 2020.

The following Legal Description is for the vacation of the
former MNDOT right if way Parcel 303E that was deeded to the
City of Roseville.

11.

Subject to the following easement: a right to put in and maintain
permanently four poles upon the east 237 feet of the dividing line
between lots 2 and 3 in Block 3, Todds Outlots, said poles being
for the purpose of conveying electric light wires, provided that the
east one of said poles shall not be less the 75 feet west of the
west line of St. Croix Street. SEE DOCUMENT NUMBER 229904.

12.

Quit Claim Deed in favor of the City of Roseville for highway
purposes, filed November 19,2019 as Document No. 2652928.

13.

Subject to 10' Widening Easement per Document No. 2815258.

14.

Rights of the public and others entitled to the use of that portion
of the Land lying within the bounds of County Road B West

Subject to restrictions contained in Document Number
108034 & Easement for sewer per Doc. No. 424167

That part of Tract A described below:
Tract A.
The west 396 feet of Lot 4, Block 3, Todd's
Outlots, according to the plat thereof on file and of record
in the office of the County Recorder in and for Ramsey
County, Minnesota; the title thereto being registered;
which lies westerly of a line run parallel with and distant 80
feet westerly of the east line of said Lot 4 and southerly of
Line 1 described below:
Line 1.
Beginning at a point on the above mentioned 80
foot parallel line, distant 75 feet north of the south line of
said Lot 4; thence northwesterly to a point on the west line
of said Lot 4, distant 120 feet north of the southwest corner
thereof and there terminating.

Suite #200
1970 Northwestern Ave.
Stillwater, MN 55082
Phone 651.275.8969
dan@cssurvey
.net

PID#082923330004
INTEGRITY LAND
DEVELOPMENT INC
2433 COUNTY ROAD B W

PID#082923330003
HEDWIG ALFSON
2191 EUSTIS ST

EXISTING EASEMENT NOTES:

AND
(PER CERTIFICATE OF TITLE NO. 577408)
The South 11 feet of the West 287 feet of the North
128.8 feet of the South 193.2 feet and the West 300 feet
of the South 64.4 feet, front and rear of Lot 2, Block 3,
Todd's Outlots.

PID#082923330002
NOELLE RAE ELVEHJEM
2201 EUSTIS ST

DEVELOPMENT DATA:
TOTAL AREA OF PARCEL AS SHOWN = 276,770 SQ.FT./6.35 AC.
PROPOSED LOTS = 9
LOT 1, BLOCK 1 = 15,886 SQ.FT.
LOT 2, BLOCK 1 = 15,502 SQ.FT.
LOT 3, BLOCK 1 = 21,762 SQ.FT.
NOTE: THE
LOT 4, BLOCK 1 = 18,829 SQ.FT.
PROPOSED DRIVEWAY
LOT 5, BLOCK 1 = 21,227 SQ.FT.
EASEMENT WILL HAVE
LOT 6, BLOCK 1 = 14,331 SQ.FT.
TO BE BY A SEPARATE
LOT 7, BLOCK 1 = 12,273 SQ.FT.
DOCUMENT NUMBER
LOT 8, BLOCK 1 = 32,036 SQ.FT.
AS IT CAN'T BE
LOT 9, BLOCK 1 = 32,247 SQ.FT.
DEDICATED ON THE
PROPOSED OUTLOT A = 33,312 SQ.FT. PLAT
PROPOSED OUTLOT B = 11,132 SQ. FT.
PROPOSED PARK= 38,122 SQ.FT.
PROPOSED R/W = 10,109 SQ.FT.

LEGEND
FOUND MONUMENT 1/2" IP
MARKED RLS 15480
SET 1/2" IRON PIPE
MARKED RLS NO. 25718
CABLE TV PEDESTAL
AIR CONDITIONER
ELECTRIC MANHOLE
ELECTRIC METER
ELECTRIC PEDESTAL
ELECTRIC TRANSFORMER
LIGHT POLE
GUY WIRE
POWER POLE
GAS MANHOLE
GAS METER
TELEPHONE MANHOLE
TELEPHONE PEDESTAL
SANITARY CLEANOUT
SANITARY MANHOLE
CATCH BASIN
STORM DRAIN

WATER VALVE
BOLLARD
FLAG POLE
MAIL BOX
TRAFFIC SIGN
UNKNOWN MANHOLE
SOIL BORING
SPOT ELEVATION
TRAFFIC SIGNAL
CONIFEROUS TREE
DECIDUOUS TREE
FLARED END SECTION
STORM MANHOLE
FIRE DEPT. CONNECTION
HYDRANT

UNDERGROUND ELECTRIC
UNDERGROUND CABLE TV
UNDERGROUND FIBER OPTIC
UNDERGROUND TELEPHONE
OVERHEAD UTILITY
UNDERGROUND GAS
SANITARY SEWER
STORM SEWER
WATERMAIN
FENCE
CURB [TYPICAL]
CONTOURS
BUILDING LINE
BITUMINOUS SURFACE

FILE NAME
PROJECT NO.

SURVTG04
TG2004

CURB STOP
WATER WELL
WATER MANHOLE
WATER METER
POST INDICATOR VALVE

CONCRETE SURFACE

PRELIMINARY

PLAT

S2
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To: City of Roseville
From: Integrity Land Development, Inc. – Todd Ganz, President

Summary of Public/Community Discussions
Meeting at Midland Hills Country Club & at 6 PM to 6:50 PM Zoom meeting.
There have been no emails or phone call discussions from the community.
The questions & discussions from the 2 meetings in the Midland Hills Country Club and the Zoom
meeting where all the same.
The most common question was, how much more traffic will be going to the north Eustis St? We
answered the most for next 3 years and after 3 years will become normal for the neighborhood.
How long will it take to straighten County Road B & Eustis and finish the street & grading in the project?
We answered that it would probably be about 60 days with weather permitting.
Are you going to widen Eustis St., so we can park on Eustis and still drive through easily? We answered
that the city instructed us to add a 10-foot easement to the east side of Eustis St. so the 8 foot wide
asphalt park path will be constructed in the 10 foot easement
Will there be more traffic on Eustis St? We answered, that it would be more traffic for the new 10 lots to
drive to their home which are connected to Eustis St, and more traffic for about 3 years as the all the
homes are constructed.
Is the park path on the east side of Eustis St. going to be part of the driving area? We answered that it is
a walking asphalt path off the street.
How long will it take to get the development and all the houses built? We answered approximately 3
years.
Will there be fences/screening built on the east property line or more trees be planted? We answered
that the future owner can build a fence if they choose to. We may require that 6 to 8 pine trees be
planted on the east lot line. We are working to save as many of the existing trees as we can. We are not
removing all the trees on this property.
Is the shared driveway on lots 3, 4, 5 go threw the southeast park? We answered no it has a 40’
turnaround on Lot 5, so if FedEx delivers, or the fire department comes in there is room for them to turn
around.
Will the County Road B & Eustis St be straightened and put into a standard 90 degree corner? We
answered yes it will be straightened and made a 90 degree turn at the beginning of this project.
When will the new 3 new models on the west side of Eustis start in Midland Legacy 2 nd Addition? We
answered that they will be starting construction in May 2021 and then we showed them photos of what
the future new houses will look like in this project, with prices of $650,000 to $1,100,000.
Why is the main waterline being looped from Eustis St east & south to County Road B? We answered, so
the water flows and stays fresh for all the people in the neighborhood.

Page 1 of 37

RPCA Attachment D

When is the outlot with 3 lots being developed? We told them once the estate finishes the Probate
Court it will be ready to plat. Approximately 3 to 4 months after we plat this project.
What kind of street lighting will be installed? We answered that it would be a low height LED street light
that only lights downward to the road and does not send light to the windows of the new houses or the
neighbors houses.
What kind of yard lighting will be allowed? We answered that new house exterior lighting will be
required to downward lighting. No lighting will be allowed that sends lighting to a neighbors house.
How will the surface water storm pond that exists be protected or survive? We answered that the RCWD
and the State of MN representative that met us at the site, recommended that we put in little storm
ponds that catch the water run off to get the silt, but keep the height of the perimeter low so that the
water can get to existing storm pond so it will stay wet. If we hold too much water the existing wet
storm pond will deteriorate.
Will the zoning of this property change? We answered, no we are using the existing zoning of this
neighborhood, which is LDR-1 and allows us to get 3 lots per acre.
Will there be a looped path that goes north, northeast off the existing Eustis cul-de-sac paralleling the
highway sound wall, over to the Saint Croix Street cul-de-sac? We answered that it was told to us from
the city that there is an existing public path (easement) in there, but we do not know when the city will
be finishing it.
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Bryan Lloyd
From:
Sent:
To:

CenturyLink Customer
Monday, May 24, 2021 2:03 PM
Thomas Paschke; Bryan Lloyd; Dan Roe; Wayne Groff; Jason Etten; rwillmus; Julie
Strahan
June 2, 2021 Planning Commission Meting

Subject:

Caution: This email originated outside our organization; please use caution.

To: Roseville Planning Commission and Roseville City Council

I attended the virtual open house for 2395 County Road B West for the redesign of the Midland Legacy Estate
development. This is a second proposed plan by Integrity Land Development for this piece of property. It is essentially
the same plan except instead of 16 single family houses along a driveway behind the homes on St. Croix Street there are
6 larger lots and homes off of the approximately 450 foot long driveway. Two of those homes (Lots 1 and 2) have the
proposed private road and the proposed driveway as boundaries of their lots.
The developer is not calling it a road, but a driveway in front of the proposed homes and behind the backyards of
homes on St. Croix Street. Most delivery trucks (UPS, Amazon, USPS, and other like companies) park their vehicles in the
road and walk packages up to houses on driveways and sidewalks. This long driveway will be used as a road for
deliveries. The delivery drivers will not want to walk up that long driveway to make deliveries. Also, it looks like from
the new design that the T shaped turnaround at the south end of the driveway butts up against the back of a lot on St.
Croix. What is the setback for that T‐turnaround?
Will the houses on the driveway have to put their garbage, yard waste, and recycling containers on the private road
or will the garbage and recycling trucks be permitted to use the driveway. I think the City Council needs to define what a
road is and what a driveway is. I have seen 2 houses using the same driveway, but never 6 houses.
If this plan is approved, the people living on St. Croix will have to put up with traffic from garbage haulers, delivery
trucks, recycling trucks, and visitors on both sides of their property. It will increase the amount of noise they hear and
they will also have headlights shinning into their backyards and homes. I am sure it would also lower their property
values. Even if they can’t access the driveway behind their homes, they will basically be living on a thru‐lot.
I also notice from Integrity’s second proposal that all but one lot will have wetland setback land in their back yards.
In particular Lots 5, 6, 11, and 12 have wetland setback as the majority part of their back yards and Lots 2, 3, and 4 have
the wetlands and wetland setback as part of the size of their lots. I would like to know who monitors what those
potential home owners do in their back yards. Who monitors that lawn chemicals aren’t running off into the wetlands
and that there is no encroachment of the wetland setback by the potential home owners?
I urge the Planning Commission not to recommend this proposed second redesign of Midland Legacy Estate to the
City Council until the City Council has a definition of a driveway. Hopefully the City Council will decide that more than 2
houses using a driveway is not a driveway, but a road and that they will not make the houses on St. Croix Street thru‐
lots.
Sincerely,
Nancy Nelson

Fulham Street
Roseville
1
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affront to our general welfare and quality of life. Please reject
this new proposal!
Thank you,
Steve and Jeanne Martineau

Unless restricted by law, all correspondence to and from Roseville City government
offices, including information submitted through electronic forms such as this one,
may be public data subject to the Minnesota Data Practices Act and/or may be
disclosed to third parties.
Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.

2
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headlights will shine directly into the back of our home. This,
coupled with traffic noise, will seriously impact our quality of
life, as well as that of our neighbors, on a daily basis.
The clear solution is to build the road on the west side of the
homes, so that Midland Legacy backyards abut to St. Croix
backyards. Isn’t that the way most Roseville neighborhoods are
designed? Why should ours be excluded from this common
consideration?
Of course, we stand with our neighbors in asking for the city to
intervene and develop a multi-acre park on that property. But
as it seems the city is not inclined to pursue that option, then
we ask you to please preserve our neighborhood and our
quality of life by denying the plan or insisting that it be revised
to place the road within the property and not along our
backyard.
Thank you for your time,
Mary Lou and Dave Wiley

Unless restricted by law, all correspondence to and from Roseville City government
offices, including information submitted through electronic forms such as this one,
may be public data subject to the Minnesota Data Practices Act and/or may be
disclosed to third parties.
Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.
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1
2
3
4
5

c. Request for Preliminary Approval of a Major Plat to Subdivide the
Development Site into 11 Lots for Single-Family, Detached Homes at 2395
County Road B and 2224 Eustis Street (PF21-003)
Chair Kimble opened the public hearing for PF21-003 at approximately 7:19 p.m. and
reported on the purpose and process of a public hearing.

6
7
8

Senior Planner Lloyd summarized the request as detailed in the staff report dated June
2, 2021.

9
10
11

Member Schaffhausen noted even though there is an area of wetland it appears to be
the owners’ property, she wondered if that was correct.

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

Mr. Lloyd explained that was correct, up to a point. There are provisions intended to
protect wetlands. Even though the wetland is a part of the private property, there are
restrictions on what is allowed, in terms of use or development of that property.
There are provisions in the shoreland and wetland section of the Zoning Code as well.
The wetland does not occupy that much of the existing parcel or any of the proposed
lots so the lot sizes in the staff report are really just the lot sizes and are not affected
at all by the presence of that wetland.

20
21
22
23
24
25
26

Member Schaffhausen indicated the long road that is considered the driveway, that
was shown in the original proposal, was supposed to be worked on to negate that so
people would not have a driveway right behind them. She asked if they were looking
at the potential of actually having to have a road in some way, shape or form behind
the residents, which is counter to what she thought was already discussed in the City
Council meeting.

27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38

Mr. Lloyd explained this is a matter of semantics to some extent. It is worth pointing
out that the existing residential driveway is, at least, partially in the same location.
There is nothing about the City Council’s Ordinance from last fall that was meant to
prohibit a residential driveway from being in a location that the current one is or even
one that is proposed. Because there is nothing in the Zoning Code or in the recently
adopted Ordinance about where streets can be located as well as there being nothing
in the Subdivision Code that identifies for them when is something a street and when
is it not, that is why over the winter, primarily, staff from various departments
formulated a definition for themselves. Staff’s policy on this is that a shared
driveway is an acceptable thing if it is not more than one fifty feet in length and does
not serve more than three lots for single family detached homes.

39
40
41

Member Leutgeb wondered regarding realignment of Eustace and County Road B, if
that is already in City plans or was that only wrapped up in that proposal.

42
43
44
45
46
47
48

Mr. Lloyd did not believe that would have been a project taken on by the City in a
Capital Improvement Plan or something like that. Because the roadway does not
need to be aligned in that fashion, the City can consider the proposal that this
applicant has made to realign them in a way that conforms in all ways to any public
street. That provides some additional area for the applicant to develop into these lots
and frankly the park land and facilitates a development here.

49
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50
51

Member McGehee asked what triggers the Planning Staff in bringing these items to
the Commission and then what triggers the sixty and one hundred and twenty days.

52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63

Mr. Lloyd explained the submittal of a complete application for something like this
plat proposal is a thing that initiates the statutory timeline of one hundred twenty days
to review, an action timeline in the case of a subdivision like this. It is the thing that
obligates staff to be working toward a resolution to that application approval or denial
of it in the end. He noted this applicant has been working with the City Staff for
some time now, not only on the previous application in 2020 but also on refinements
and iterations of this one. Staff has provided quite a bit of feedback along the way. If
staff had more discretion about when or what to bring forward to the Planning
Commission, staff may well have had the leverage or authority to require some of
these changes that staff is suggesting before coming to a public hearing, but staff is
obligated to respond to the application that is submitted.

64
65
66

Member McGehee asked why is it that impervious coverage is not a part of the plat
review.

67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75

Mr. Lloyd explained the plat itself is only about the property boundaries, easements
and rights-of -way. Certainly the impervious coverage, the intended development
pattern is all important information for the review of this. The building pads are not
platted and are not on the legal document that was filed with Ramsey County to
establish property boundaries. This is unlike a planned unit development where it is
an all-encompassing development review and setback, and impervious surfaces could
be regulated. This is a plat that is being designed to conform to the existing zoning
standards.

76
77
78

Member McGehee asked at what point and is there such as thing as a site review
anymore in this process.

79
80
81
82
83

Mr. Lloyd explained that has been happening with the Engineering and Public Works
Departments, reviewing the storm water management plans, the street design. It is
also happening with the Community Development staff when it comes to the setbacks
and impervious coverage.

84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91

Member McGehee indicated the Planning Commission is getting things before
permits are signed off on, before the tree preservation specialists come, etc., and
sometimes that is not even complete when it moves forward to the City Council. She
wondered at what point, is it that the City is working on this, when in fact the City
does not have much of this information. She asked if staff had any further
information about the wetland, which seems to have been subject to reduction and
filling and so on.

92
93
94
95
96
97
98

Mr. Lloyd indicated it is outside of his expertise to know much about wetlands, but he
was under the impression from his colleagues in the Public Works and Engineering
Department that the wetlands boundary represented on this plan, he believed, is
identical to the wetland boundary that has been accepted an approved by the
Watershed District. Any proposed filling or adjustments to the wetland boundaries
would be done in accordance with the legal procedures that relate to those. In spite of
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99
100
101

what the historical circumstances of this wetland might be, the wetlands today is
delineated on these plans and is what is regulated by the wetland protection
regulations.

102
103
104
105
106
107
108
109
110
111
112

Mr. Lloyd explained the Planning Commission and City Council do not have a role in
formally reviewing the engineering plans, the development plans of each parcel. The
role of the Planning Commission and City Council with a preliminary plat application
is to review the boundaries to ensure that the project is continuing along lines that are
consistent with code requirements, but it is up to staff to ensure that the tree
preservation details are correct and tree preservation plans are being properly
implemented to ensure that storm water management plans and erosion control and
everything else is properly done and executed. It is not that a formal review is not
being done, it is just that it is not the role of the Planning Commission and City
Council to do that formal review.

113
114
115
116
117
118
119
120
121
122
123
124
125
126
127
128

Member McGehee explained the Planning Commission had a fairly clear idea that
they did not think it was appropriate, along with staff, to have an extensive shared
driveway and staff has come up with some solution in the absence of a more clear
definition by the City Council but it seems that staff has spent a tremendous amount
of time with this particular developer and it does not seem to her that many of the
suggestions and problems that were identified initially have really been taken into
account by this developer. It seems that staff has worked really hard, and the
developer seems to persist in wanting to put more on this land than it really can hold.
If the developer were to put the road down further so that there was back yard to back
yard there, there would not be this problem, but the developer also would not be able
to squeeze as many lots in there. She wondered at what point, does staff indicate
tabling this or have the developer start over and deny this because so far she did not
see any indication that this developer has taken into account the several things’ staff
identified such as the road, the cul-de-sac, road length, irregular lot sizes that poke
into the existing wetlands. She asked for some background on this.

129
130
131
132
133
134
135
136
137
138
139
140
141
142
143
144
145
146

Mr. Lloyd explained in fairness to the applicant, he is clearly designing a shared
driveway, accessing the eastern side of the site and there is nothing codified that says
what is a street and what is a driveway. This applicant knows what staff’s
recommendation is and what staff’s policy is on this. Staff kept the applicant
apprised of the process of arriving at those metrics, but this is a staff effort to
understand what the difference is between a street and a driveway and that has not yet
been tested by the Planning Commission or City Council. Similarly, there is the
provision about similar regular lot shapes that are appropriate and suitable for
residential development that is amorphous provision in the Subdivision Code that
does not have a lot of tests. Staff can say that this does not meet the spirit of those
requirements, but it is not for staff to approve or deny anything. Staff is obligated to
facilitate the review and resolution of a land use application, such as been submitted,
and staff cannot tell the applicant to change these things, or it will not more forward.
This is the proposal that this applicant is bringing forward and this is the one the City
has to respond to and in the process probably arrive at some institutional certainty
about what is the limit of a shared driveway, what are acceptably irregular lot shapes,
and the provision also acknowledges that if you are not starting with a clean,
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regularly shaped parcel of land, it is very difficult to get regular, simple, lot shapes
out of it.

149
150
151
152
153

Member Pribyl asked if the Commission tables this and the applicant addresses staff’s
concerns and it comes back with another laundry list of items that need to be
addressed, how would the Commission move this forward. She wondered what the
process is.

154
155
156
157
158
159
160
161

Mr. Lloyd explained the process and indicated if the Commission sees that progress
has been made towards something that looks like it could be approved, perhaps at that
time a recommendation to approve it with some conditions could be appropriate or it
could be tabled again identify new issues the Commission would like to see changed
or if the proposal comes back and does not look anymore promising, it can be denied.
He noted the Commission does not need to table this, it could be moved forward to
the City Council for either approval or denial as well.

162
163
164

Mr. Todd Ganz, Integrity Land, addressed the Commission on recommended
changes.

165
166

Public Comment

167
168
169
170
171
172
173
174
175
176
177
178
179
180
181
182
183
184
185
186
187
188
189
190
191
192
193
194
195

Mr. Cal Ross, 2118 St. Croix Street, indicated he has listened with absolute
fascination over the gymnastics that have been done verbally requesting a rezoning,
which the neighbors were told by the developer back than that this was the most
efficient way and if he had to come back and had to go with single family the
development would have more than that and he guessed the developer did not lie.
What he is seeing is some of the most incredible language he has ever seen. Words
like problematic, requires more detail, conceptually acceptable, a lot of discretion.
He indicated he still does not know what happened with requesting the rezoning that
now it is not applicable and now the developer is going to go with eleven lots with
future detached property and then future lots even after that. When this was started, it
went to the Parks Commission, Planning Commission and to the City Council and he
thought he could speak for everyone in his neighborhood that not a single person is in
favor of this project. The City Code was sited for starters, under the Title 10, which
talked about developing in a neighborhood and what to anticipate from it. Title 10
states they are supposed to protect the public health, safety, peace, comfort and
convenience, prosperity, and general welfare. It also states they are supposed to
protect and enhance the character, stability, and vitality of the residential
neighborhoods, as well as the commercial. They are also supposed to promote
orderly development and redevelopment and assist implementation of the
Comprehensive Plan. The Comprehensive Plan talks about how the City looks to
develop and protect all of the property and natural resources the City has. What he
has seen in here so far is the verbal gymnastics that is being spoken. There are not
longer roads but driveways, private drives. All of the residents on St. Croix still have
a road on the back of their lots. No matter what it is called, it is still a road. What he
just gleaned, information he did not have, is when the developer stated they are going
to leave four feet for a water drain on the east side of that driveway, which means all
of that surface and everything else is going to drain toward existing lots. There is no
drainage plan in place for that. He stated as he goes down the list of the things that
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202

were talked about, first and foremost, this is a delineated wetland. He cannot figure
out why no one in the Planning Department has required that an environmental
impact study be done. He wondered how the wetland is going to be affected. He
noted that is the only wetland on this end of Roseville. This is not something that was
put in for water storage, this wetland has been there for a long time. He explained
another thing he would like to address is the diminishing of property values and the
safety. He urged the Commission to vote this project down.

203
204
205
206
207
208
209
210
211
212
213
214
215
216
217
218
219
220

Mr. Tom Dunwell, 2253 St. Croix Street, stated looking at the big picture, he did not
see the developer mentioning anything about satisfying the neighbors who have to
live with this aftermath, and this is a disaster of a plan. He wondered about the
private driveway on the east side of the lot which is serving four or five houses and
how is it being maintained He wondered if it is paved and has curb and gutter. The
same thing goes for the wetland. The primary goal is to preserve the wetland and
major trees on that property. He did not see how the property can be graded for
houses and not knock them all down. The developer talks about preserving trees
along the east side of the private road which are not worth savings. There are a lot of
huge, beautiful trees on the property, and they are not going to be saved. He
indicated tree preservation is important to them and should be important to everyone.
He also wondered if this would have a homeowner’s association and is it a
requirement. He asked if the property along Eustis the owners of the wetland. He
also asked who will maintain all of the wetland and how will they prevent all of the
runoff from the yards going into the wetlands. He stated there are too many houses
with screwing property lines. He recommended the Commission deny this plan and
be done with it. This property can be developed with three to five lots, maximum.

221
222
223
224
225
226
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229
230
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234
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238
239
240
241

Ms. Nancy Nelson, 2151 Fulham Street, explained she is a block away from this
property. She was looking at one of the pictures staff put up showing a rendering
where some of the houses will be and her map from the open house shows a fifty-foot
encroachment in which some of the homes look like they will be encroaching on that.
She assumed there has to be some sort of border from the setback to the actual
building for wetlands. She assumed there is a border between the wetlands and where
a building can be actually built. This is an association of all the houses and most
associations hire companies to spray their lawns with chemicals and cut the grass and
she did not see any plans for the runoff not going into the wetlands and killing what
wildlife there is there. She wondered if the City has to change Eustis Street to be
straight rather than the little curve it has right now, how much money will it cost the
City to straighten out that road so there is a perpendicular corner between Eustis and
County Road B and there are still semi-trucks coming down County Road B and she
did not know if they could turn around in that area. She thought in order to settle this
and other issues the Planning Commission needs to go to the City Council and have
them do a definition of what is a driveway, a road, and a private road so that there is a
clear definition that the City Staff can go by to make the recommendations or denials
of different things. She thought there needed to be a definition to start with. There
are a lot of things unknown with this development and the first step is to get some
definitions made and go from there.

242
243
244

Mr. Tim Lundin, 2151 Fairways Lane, stated he has a corner lot, so he sees all of the
traffic that comes down. He thought Ms. Nelson covered a lot of his concerns and
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everyone is concerned about preserving this area as a natural area. This is a unique
pocket of wildlife with deer and turkey and coyotes and a lot of other mammals. One
of his biggest concerns is with multiple semi-trucks coming down the road or cars
that are lost and not being able to turn around. He wondered how a turn around could
be removed and he thought there needed to be some clarification in the plan after the
turn around is taken out.

251
252
253

Chair Kimble noted in the staff report there is a homeowners association requirement
for this development.

254
255
256
257
258
259
260
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262
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264
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266
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Mr. Lloyd explained there is not anything in City Code that spells out what a street is,
what is a driveway, where is the transition from one to the other which is why staff
has created sort of a policy on that with a finite length and a number of lots being
served. It is for the Planning Commission and City Council to make some
recommendations and decisions that might be in line with staff’s policy or might be
different in some way, more restrictive or less restrictive, that is something that still
needs to play out whether that is something that goes through a Code amendment
process to define that or simply done in practice just by the decisions that are made.
With respect to the streets, the developer would be doing the reconstruction,
removing the existing street segments, grading things appropriately, installing new
street segments according to the City’s specifications for these public streets. He
indicated he did not know the answer or the resolution to the question of where
people will turn around. He knew that was one of the considerations in this whole
project and one the Public Works and Engineering staff is more intune with than he
was. With respect to the wetland setback, some of the shapes on the site plan, parts of
those polygons that represent home development are actual building footprints and
some of them are patio areas. Both of those kinds of improvements have different
setback requirements. Structures themselves, do need to be fifty feet from the
delineated boundary of the wetland. Paved surfaces, like patio, can be as close as
thirty feet from the delineated boundary of the wetland. There are some parts of those
represented building areas, represented improvement areas that are not actually
structures but surfaces like patios that can be within fifty feet of that wetland
boundary.

278
279
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284

Mr. Ganz reviewed how the association will be managed. He noted they have
designed are little catch ponds that are on the west side of lots two, three, four, five
and six that has been shown to the Rice Creek Watershed District. These will catch
the flow coming off of the lots and will be part of the maintenance done by the
association. He indicated there is no ground water in the area, all of the water that is
in the wetland is coming from the street and from the ground when it rains.

285
286
287

Chair Kimble asked if this project is at the scale to require and Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS).

288
289
290
291
292
293

Mr. Lloyd explained that was correct, an EIS is not simply careful analysis of what
impacts might be to natural features like a wetland. Careful attention is being paid by
multiple jurisdictions and levels of Government to those impacts. The EIS is a very
particular review that is reserved for the most intensive projects and this project
would be far below the thresholds for anything like that.
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Mr. Tom Collins, Design Engineer for the project, indicated regarding the private
driveway length, if in fact the Council is going to put a maximum length on a private
driveway, he would request that it be considered to be lengthened from the 150 feet.
The minimum front yard width of a lot is 85 feet. Two times 85 feet is 170 feet so
there is not way three lots would be allowed to use a shared driveway. The Code
requires a turn-around on a cul-de-sac whenever the length of a street is 200 feet so he
would request, if in fact, there is going to be a maximum length that it be revised to
200 feet versus 150 feet, which would allow at least for the three driveways that the
staff has reported to be allowed for a shared driveway.

304
305
306

Mr. Paul Nockleby asked for an explanation how a 1937 photograph of this area
comports with the State. This is a stormwater, not a natural watershed.

307
308
309
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Mr. Lloyd explained if he understood Mr. Ganz comments correctly, his statement is
that there is not any ground water creating any wetland at other times of year than
when rainwater might flow from the surrounding land to this low area of elevation.
He indicated he did not know anything about the climate of weather in 1937, prior to
those photographs but it seems entirely likely under that scenario that there may have
been a lot of snow that winter, depending on what time of year the photographs were
taken, and or rain in the weeks or months leading up to the time that the photographs
were taken that could well have led to the accumulation of the wetland that is visible
there.

317
318
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Mr. Nockleby indicated 1936 and 1937 were some of the driest years ever in
American history, resulting in the Grapes of Wrath story that John Steinbeck wrote.
This was a very dry year without any rain to speak of in the Midwest, just a dustbowl.
If there is a photograph from July 1, 1937 that shows wetland, that is very likely not
stormwater. He indicated he was going to dispute the assertions by nonprofessionals
and anyone who has not studied the climate science from that period who will assert
that this is not a natural groundwater area. Mr. Ganz is trying to build homes that will
impact everyone in the area, and he is telling the Commission that it is something it is
not. He asked the Commission to deny this.

327
328

Chair Kimble closed the public hearing at 9:00 p.m.

329
330

Commission Deliberation

331
332
333
334
335
336
337
338
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340
341
342

Member McGehee indicated given the hour she would like to make a motion because
she reviewed all of the materials and options before the meeting and listened rather
carefully and she thought she would agree with some of the initial questions raised by
Member Pribyl and also she was unimpressed with the ease at which the developer
believes that he can make the corrections and adjustments and as an environmentalist
and someone that knows a great deal about tree and tree preservation, she was
unimpressed with his address on that particular topic and she also felt very strongly
about the fact that he never addressed the question raised by another individual about
runoff of fertilizers and pesticides from lawns into the wetland. She thought that City
Staff has spent a tremendous amount of time and she thought the outstanding issues,
including turnarounds including parks with now streets through them to accommodate
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emergency vehicles are just too many things to keep kicking the can down the road.
She would move to deny based on the list provided by staff of outstanding things and
add to that the issue of the turnaround, the road through the park, the protection of the
trees, runoff of pesticides into the wetland, the odd shaped lots, etc.

347
348
349
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364

MOTION
Member McGehee moved, seconded by Leutgeb, to deny the preliminary plat
based on the following findings:
 The list of Staff-recommended conditions related to needed plat revisions
is too vast, such that full compliance cannot be envisioned.
 Testimony by the developer, and his representative, suggests he is
unwilling to resolve outstanding compliance issues related to the private
driveway and emergency access.
 The proposal would cause the removal of too many trees.
 The realignment of County Road B and Eustis, and elimination of the
existing turnaround, has the potential to create unnecessary traffic in
nearby neighborhoods.
 Development discussions of the subject property have been ongoing for
nearly 20 months with no clear resolution to-date.
 The stormwater plans appear insufficient to mitigate the negative
impacts of runoff containing household herbicides, pesticides, and
fertilizers into the nearby wetland.

365
366
367
368

Mr. Lloyd noted there is not a road proposed through the park parcel. The existing
driveway runs in that location but there is no proposal to continue a driveway or any
kind of road through the park parcel.

369
370
371
372

Member McGehee explained she referred to Mr. Ganz’ remark for emergency
vehicles and that he would put some special materials in there so the vehicles could
drive through there.

373
374
375

Mr. Ganz explained the fertilizer and runoff goes into a catch pond; it does not go
directly into the storm pond that is there.

376
377
378
379

Member McGehee indicated the water that runs through rocks is not going to filter
out pesticides and fertilizers and the way Mr. Ganz described the catch basin, it is not
an infiltration basin, it is a silt basin and those are two very different things.

380
381
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383
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386

Mr. Ganz explained it is a silt basin with a silt fabric inside the rock and then
currently what is there right now is sending all of the garbage off the street directly
out into the wetland. The way he is designing it changes how the water is going to go
into that wetland. He noted he has been asked to make this better, so the wetland
survives, looks better and lasts another hundred years. He indicated that is the way
the watershed has asked him to do this, and he was not trying to do it in a bad way.

387
388
389
390
391

Member McGehee agreed to disagree with Mr. Ganz because the silt basin is not
going to do that. She understood how the road runoff works in the City of Roseville
and she also understood the distance of that wetland from the road and the infiltration
possibilities on the way there and she thought there were ways to improve it, but she
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thought the plan Mr. Ganz’ has added fertilizer and pesticides in an area where it does
not exist now and does not have easy access to that wetland and whether there is a silt
screen or not, it is not going to change whether those pesticides and chemicals get
into the wetland.

396
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404

Mr. Ganz indicated he did sixteen soil borings out there and two of them were up
against the wetland and they went down fifteen feet and there is no water in the
ground out there and because of the soil that is there they cannot do an infiltration
there right now. The only way they can do an infiltration in that area, because of the
soil that is there is if you dig down ten feet, fill it with rocks and put sand on top of it
with grass on top of that so water can flow through the grass, down through the rocks
and down through the ground. The soil that is there is not an infiltration, it is a point
zero two type of infiltration soil.

405
406
407

Chair Kimble appreciated Mr. Ganz’ comments but would like to go just to
discussion by the Planning Commission going forward.

408
409
410
411
412
413
414
415

Member Pribyl indicated one of her biggest concerns is if this is tabled it will end up
in a slightly different place in another month and partly based on some of the big
concerns, including the biggest one for her is defining this road versus shared
driveway that seems to be a pretty wide difference of opinion on what that is and she
was not sure how the current staff position, definition would be enforced or
enforceable going through the Planning Commission and City Council moving
forward.
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417
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Mr. Lloyd indicated there are a couple of avenues for an answer, one is if the
Commission recommends approval of the subdivision proposal, such as this, with a
condition and then the City Council takes action on that. Ultimately the City Council
is the arbitrator in the end. He noted personally he did not feel like there is difficulty
in enforcing any standard.

422
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Member Kruzel thought there seemed to be multiple issues with this plat, one being
the driveway road, the wetlands seem to be very controversial and wondered if there
was a way to get an in depth, independent study done on what would happen and
what is going on with that and she also thought the Commission needed to listen to
the neighbors.

428
429
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432

Chair Kimble indicated whether the wetland is created naturally or stormwater, it is
governed the same by the City and the Watershed. She explained she was not
negating the concerns about the wetland but there are definitions and controls and not
staff just deciding on its own whether it is.

433
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Member Bjorum indicated regarding the motion, he knew there has been some history
with this area and a little bit of back and forth and that this is the second time around.
He was willing to say there is a benefit of the doubt and willing to push the
recommendations that staff has put forth and beholden the developer to the required
setbacks, lot requests, this street length. He thought the wetland was a big deal and
what is being proposed now is pretty over developed for an area this large with the
geographical issues it has. He thought with regulating some of these areas and
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adjusting the street to meet the requirements that the City has set forth, he thought
there was the ability to achieve some developments here without destroying the
neighboring properties. He was sure if he were willing to fully deny this right off the
bat and would like to give some of the benefit of the doubt to the developer who
seems to have some thought put into how this wetland is handled and has done some
research. He would agree with Commission McGehee that pesticides and things like
that is going to be caught all together in a silt basin, but he appreciated that there is
some research put into that by the developer. He was willing to give the benefit of
the doubt and push back for the developer to fix this stuff and come back. He noted
the 150-foot road for him is not a driveway and frustrates him when he sees that on
there. If the developer is willing to go back and review the requirements the City has
set forth and the City establishes the driveway standard going forward and the
developer can meet that then he would be willing to review this again.

454
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Chair Kimble indicated she would support the motion of denial. The fact that this is
not an enormous piece of land and the fact that discussions have gone on for twenty
months without a resolution is concerning to her. There are plenty of issues that staff
has identified that she thought are issues that could have been resolved before now
and are not. She did think there is a way to deal with runoff, there are all kinds of
mechanisms and controls and is not the first time there has been development next to
a wetland and there are ways to deal with that. The other thing of transparency that
she would like to say is there are always two sides to this. As a neighbor, she could
understand the concerns an if she lived there it would be really hard but on the flip
side, somebody owns this land, it is zoned and is developable and they have a right to
develop it. At some point, she thought there is going to come before everyone a
proposal that makes sense that might not be three single family homes. She did not
think this particular preliminary plat is one that she can support.

468
469
470
471
472

Ayes: 7
Nays: 0
Motion carried.
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Address 2

Field not completed.

City

Roseville

State

MN

Zip Code

55113

Home or Cell Phone
Number
Email Address
Select how would you
prefer to be contacted

Email

Please share your
comment, question or
concern (no character
limit)

Hello, Monday you will be voting on the redevelopment of 2395
City Rd B W ; my neighbor on Monday. This has been a long
process over a year and a half of negotiation. We have come
along way but I need to state my concerns that are not being
answered. Why is so much earth and destruction of nature
being allowed. The street is being rerouted, the dead end turn
around removed and the destruction of nature that keeps the
pollution and noisy from 35W, Hwy 36 and Hwy 280 just
beyond the fence tolerable. The addition of 11 homes plus 3
future additions and the still on hold 8 town house across the
street on Eustis all by the same developer on a dead end street
will destroy a wonderful neighborhood. There is wetland on this
property and water shed runs north to highway 36. All this
construction is sure to throw this off. What is to prevent these
home owners of using lawn chemicals that run off into this
wetland? I am concerned that too many homes are being
crammed in to make more profit only for the developer. This
last rendition of the land use seems to meet the city building
ordinances but not the safety. We only have one way in and
out of this heavily populated neighborhood since the closing off
of Hwy 280. A hill that you would need a hummer to get over
does not make me feel very safe as an alternate escape route.
We do have considerable amount of oil being stored just
across the freeway. Nothing in this world seems far fetched
anymore in that disaster can happen anywhere, anytime. We
seemed to be compared to other streets and neighborhoods
but none are super sizes cul de sac like ours. I guess I really
oppose the straightening of “b” and removing the turnaround, I
see the constant use it gets from lost people, semis and school
buses. I guess they will just have to get deeper into the dead
end to correct themselves. I would like to see a maximum of 8
houses on this land , not the 11 +3. I’m tired of this negotiation
and I do see that the land needs some development but this is

2
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disruptive ito our lives for the next 3 years per Todd Ganz
estimate and I mourn the lost of the wildlife and natural setting.
We need fewer homes to preserve this treasure in our
community. Let’s put community before developers profit,
please. Please vote no and offer limits that work for all.
Thank you for your consideration.
Margaret and John McNeely
2377 Cty Rd BW

Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.

3
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

noreply@civicplus.com
*RVCouncil; Dawn O"Connor; Pat Trudgeon
Online Form Submittal: Contact City Council
Monday, June 21, 2021 12:44:55 PM

Caution: This email originated outside our organization; please use
caution.

Contact City Council
Please complete this online form and submit.

Subject

Development at 2395 County Road B

Contact Information

Name:

Stephen Martineau

Address:

2211 Saint Croix Street

City:

ROSEVILLE

State:

MN

Zip:

55113

This form goes to the Mayor, all Councilmembers and certain City Staff. Due to
the volume of emails submitted, a personal reply is not always possible.

How would you prefer
to be contacted?
Remember to fill in the
corresponding contact
information.

Email

Email Address:
Phone Number:
Please Share Your
Comment, Question or
Concern

Dear Roseville City Council:
We have been Roseville residents for over 32 years and object to
Integrity Land Development's revised plan as an obnoxious
attempt to redefine the previous and rejected full private driveway
plan with an unrealistic modified private driveway protruding from
a new cul-de-sac.
As mentioned last year, I am not against reasonable
development but this revised plan is still opening our backyards
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to visits from all sorts of vehicle traffic (not just cars!) directly
behind the houses on St. Croix Street and is an affront to our
general welfare and quality of life.
I am hopeful the Council can see through this awful second
attempt to maximize and benefit the property development plan.
It is not any better than the previous proposal. It is not good for
the neighborhood and not good for the City of Roseville per the
Comprehensive Plan.
Please VOTE NO to reject this new and unacceptable
development proposal.
Thank you,
Steve and Jeanne Martineau
2211 Saint Croix Street

Unless restricted by law, all correspondence to and from Roseville City
government offices, including information submitted through electronic forms such
as this one, may be public data subject to the Minnesota Data Practices Act
and/or may be disclosed to third parties.
Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.

Page 29 of 37

RPCA Attachment D

Page 30 of 37

RPCA Attachment D

Page 31 of 37

RPCA Attachment D

Page 32 of 37

RPCA Attachment D

Page 33 of 37

RPCA Attachment D

Page 34 of 37

RPCA Attachment D

Page 35 of 37

RPCA Attachment D

Page 36 of 37

RPCA Attachment D

Page 37 of 37

RPCA Attachment E

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM
Date:

July 26, 2021

To:

Bryan Lloyd, Senior Planner

From:

Matthew Johnson, Assistant Director of Parks and Recreation

RE:

Midland Legacy Estate, 2395 Co. Rd B

The Parks & Recreation Department reviewed the plans for the project noted above and offer
the following comments with regard to the project’s impact on City services and/or
infrastructure:
1. The Parks and Recreation Commission (PRC) reviewed this proposed project regarding
park dedication on May 4, 2021. Their recommendation was to accept land. Meeting
minutes are attached. Although the proposed plan differs slightly from what the PRC saw
in May, the current, updated proposal appears to align with their recommendation.
2. Attached is a letter that the developer submitted regarding the condition in which the
park parcel will be turned over to the city. It is extremely important that the developer
follow through with each of the terms that he listed in this document.
3. It appears that the developer has updated his tree preservation plan to show protection
of some significant trees on the proposed dedicated land. It will be important that these
trees be protected during construction and that the planning and execution be approved
by the Parks and Recreation Department.
4. The developer has proposed the sale of an additional .259 acres of land to the city. If a
fair price can be reached, this appears to be in alignment with the neighborhood
feedback and the Parks and Recreation System Master Plan. Further discussion of the
topic will occur at the August 5 Parks and Recreation Commission meeting.
Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback and on this project at this time. As the project
advances, Parks & Recreation Department staff will continue to review any forthcoming plans
and provide additional reviews and feedback as necessary. Please contact me should there be
questions or concerns regarding any of the information contained herein.
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ROSEVILLE PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION
MEETING MINUTES FOR
MAY 4, 2021 6:30 p.m.
PRESENT:
ABSENT:
STAFF:

Arneson, Baggenstoss, Boulton, Brown, Dahlstrom, Heikkila, Hoag, Kim,
Lenhart, Ybarra
Carlson
Brokke, Christensen, Johnson

1) INTRODUCTIONS
Chair Hoag introduced the virtual Zoom format for the meeting due to the COVID-19 pandemic.
State Law allows for an exception to in-person public meetings during pandemics to ensure the
safety of commissioners, staff and the public. The public was still encouraged to participate in the
meeting using the Zoom platform.
2) ROLL CALL/PUBLIC COMMENT
Roll Call Commissioners: Arneson, Baggenstoss, Boulton, Brown, Dahlstrom, Heikkila,
Kim, Lenhart, Ybarra and Hoag.
Chair Hoag called for public comment by members of the audience. No audience in
attendance.
3) APPROVAL OF MINUTES – APRIL 6, 2021 MEETING
Commissioner Heikkila moved to approve the minutes. Vice-Chair Dahlstrom seconds.
Roll Call
Ayes: Arneson, Baggenstoss, Boulton, Brown, Dahlstrom, Heikkila, Hoag, Lenhart and
Ybarra.
Nays: None.
Abstain: None.
4) PARK DEDICATION REVIEW AND RECOMMENDATION – MIDLAND LEGACY
ESTATES – 2395 COUNTY ROAD B WEST
Staff provided an overview of the updated proposal for the Midland Legacy Estates location at 2395
County Road B West which included information on the Park Dedication process, history, purpose
and options.
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The Commission reviewed location maps of the parcel and the proposed site plan for the
development which would include a proposed sidewalk along Eustis. This parcel is located in
constellation J. There has been a long standing and strong desire for additional park and recreation
opportunities in this area of the city.
The project qualifies for Park Dedication. The proposal summary for Midland Legacy Estates
includes:
• Total Acreage = 6.1
• 11 new lots (10 new)
• Cash Amount: $42,500 ($4,250 per unit X 10)
• Land Amount: .61 Acres
Staff noted that a similar plat proposal on this same property was reviewed by the Parks and
Recreation Commission in May and June of last year. For that proposal, the Commission made a
recommendation to accept useable parkland somewhere along County Rd B, and specified an area
on the south and southwest side of the development as a preferred location. That overall proposal
ultimately was not approved by the City Council. On this new proposal, the developer focused on the
Commissions previous parkland dedication recommendation for useable parkland on the south side
of the parcel. The developer has stated that the proposed land dedication will be turned over to the
city as useable parkland that is 95% flat and seeded. Additionally, the developer has committed to
protecting the three large existing oak trees on the east side of the current driveway which would
allow for existing tree cover to the new park space.
Chair Hoag reminded everyone that the role of the Commission is not to scrutinize the development
but to recommend land or cash to the City Council to satisfy Park Dedication.
The Commission discussed the development location in order to orientate themselves with the exact
location of the parcel. They also discussed what a .61 size park could potentially look like.
Commissioner Baggenstoss asked if there will be trail connections as part of this development. Staff
responded that pathways would be outside the scope of Park Dedication. However, it is staffs
understanding that the developer has the intention to create pathways as part of the Pathway Master
Plan along the south and west side of the parcel.
The Commission looked at pictures and discussed the large oak and maple trees that the developer
has proposed to save as part of the parkland.
Commissioner Baggenstoss thanked the developer for bringing back a creative proposal that
addressed the Commissions requests that were made in the previous park dedication
recommendation.
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Commissioner Baggenstoss proposed to recommend the developer’s parkland proposal of
useable parkland (.616 acres) located on the south side of the parcel, which is 95% flat
and seeded with protection of the three large existing oak trees to the City Council.
Commissioner Brown seconded.
Roll Call
Ayes: Arneson, Baggenstoss, Boulton, Brown, Dahlstrom, Heikkila, Hoag, Lenhart and
Ybarra.
Nays: None.
Abstain: None.
5) STAFF REPORT
a) NEW OR RELEVANT COMMUNICATIONS AND UPDATE ITEMS
• Operational Update
o Recent Events
 Roseville’s Skating Show took place with COVID-19 protocols on April 23 and
24
 Kite Day brought 125 residents to Central Park at the Victoria Ballfields on April
24 (10:00 a.m. – 12:00 p.m.)
• Free event
• Sponsored by Roseville Parks and Recreation, Do Good Roseville and
Kiwanis Malt Shop at the MN State Fair
 Earth Day at the Harriet Alexander Nature Center on April 24
o Volunteers
 April 6 – Reservoir Woods Park clean up (BSA Troop 297, 18 Scouts and 12
parents)
 April 17 – Rain Garden clean-up at Lexington Park (approximately 13 volunteers,
3 new to Natural Resources)
 April 22 – Frog and Toad Zoom Training (12 volunteers attended, 2 new
volunteers will do monitoring)
 April 24 – Kite Day
 April 24 – Earth Day (approximately 20 volunteers)
 April 24 – Ice Show (Parent Volunteers)
 April 24 – Youth Baseball had 100 people out at their field Clean-up
 April 24 – Reservoir Woods Clean-up (3 volunteers)
 April 24 – Volunteer-led garlic mustard pull (8 volunteers)
 April 27 – Volunteer-led garlic mustard pull at Reservoir Woods Park
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INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM
Date:

May 24, 2021

To:

Bryan Lloyd, Senior Planner

From:

Jesse Freihammer, City Engineer ‐ Roseville Public Works

RE:

2395 (Midland Legacy Estates) Development Review

The Public Works Department reviewed the proposed plans for the project noted above and offer
the following comments with regard to the project’s impact on City services and/or
infrastructure:
1. Site Plan
o The proposed private driveway serving lots 2‐6, totals five lots on a shared private
drive. If Lot 2 is directed out to the private cul‐de‐sac (road) four lots would still
be on the shared private drive. Per Public Works guidelines for roadway and
driveway standards either layout would require a private roadway be built instead
of a shared driveway.
 Public Works Guidelines allow a private driveway when serving three or
less detached residential units with a maximum shared access centerline
length of 150 feet from the connection to a public or private street
 This proposed plan has at least four lots served from the private drive
and exceeds the 150 foot maximum length. Therefore the proposed
private drive would have to be constructed as a private roadway with a
minimum width of 24 feet (with no on street parking). However, this
would be in violation of zoning regulations prohibiting through streets
given the single family homes on the east side of the proposed
driveway/roadway.
o Per City Code, all lots within 300 feet of a wetland are considered shoreland and
can have a maximum impervious surface of 25% of the total lot area.
o The vacation of a portion of excess County Road B will be required to
accommodate the new lots and the realignment of County Road B & Eustis Street.
o Pathway improvements, as shown on the proposed plans, on the west and south
side of the development should be required to make connections to the existing
pathway on County Road B. A future pathway connection from the end of Eustis
Street to St Croix Street just south of TH 36/I35W is in the pathway master plan.
This will be required to be constructed as part of the development.
o See attached Traffic Impact Memo dated May 20, 2021 documenting traffic
impacts.
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o A public improvement plan will be required for the following
 New sanitary sewer
 New watermain
 New storm sewer which serves public roadways.
 New pathway improvements
 Realigned roadway improvements for County Road B & Eustis.
o Overall public improvement plans would need to be approved by the City Engineer
prior to permit issuance.
2. Roadway Improvements
o The proposed vacation and realignment will require County Road B and Eustis
Street to be reconstructed. These will remain public roads.
o The proposed private road, Legacy path, is 26’ curb to curb. Parking would be
allowed on one side of the roadway.
3. Utilities
o Water
 Watermain will need to be extended from County Road B and looped to
Eustis street to serve most of the lots
 The watermain should be designed to be public improvements
o Sanitary
 Some lots will require sanitary sewer to be extended from County Road B
and from Eustis Street. Adequate capacity is available.
 The sanitary sewer should be designed to be public improvements.
o Storm Sewer
 The development has to meet city and watershed district stormwater
standards. These standards include water quality, rate, and volume
requirements that will ensure the property will protect downstream
surface waters and not add to any local drainage and flooding
issues. Stormwater from the site will ultimately outlet from the existing
wetland that is onsite. The development must provide initial treatment of
stormwater prior to discharging into the wetland. The draft plans
submitted to the city do not take into account our Stormwater Standards.
Engineering staff consider the submittal incomplete given the amount of
missing information, and cannot provide a thorough review to ensure rate
and water quality standards are met. The developer will need to submit
additional information prior to staff review.
 The storm sewer improvements within the site would be private.
 Rice Creek Watershed District Permit Required
 NPDES Permit Required
4. Wetlands
o The wetland that is onsite is regulated by the Rice Creek Watershed District as
they are the Local Government Unit (LGU) responsible for implementing the
Wetland Conservation Act (WCA). Any modifications to the wetland (boundary
change, permanent or temporary impacts, etc.) will first need to be approved by
the district. Structure and other impervious surface setbacks from the wetland
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are regulated by the city. The city will review the plans to ensure the development
is meeting these requirements. At this juncture, Engineering Staff can’t review
the plans as submitted due to the amount of missing stormwater and wetland
information.
5. General
o County Road B between Eustis Street and Cleveland Avenue is scheduled for
reconstruction by the City of Roseville in 2024. Prior to construction the City will
work with the neighborhood to address design features of the roadway. At
minimum the new roadway will address the poor pavement condition, drainage
and reconstruction of the existing pathway.
Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on this project at this time. As the project
advances, Public Works staff will continue to review any forthcoming plans and provide
additional reviews and feedback as necessary. Please contact me should there be questions or
concerns regarding any of the information contained herein.
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INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM
Date:

May 20, 2021

To:

Janice Gundlach, Community Development Director

From:

Jesse Freihammer, Asst. Public Works Director/City Engineer

RE:

Traffic Impacts, Midland Legacy Estate, County Road B & Eustis

Project Description
The development on the northeast corner of County Road B and Eustis is on an existing 5.03 acre
parcel. The parcel currently only has a single family home located on it. The parcel also has a
wetland that is approximately one acre in size. The proposed development is 11 single family
townhomes on the parcel. This memo will document the historic, existing and proposed traffic
related to the development.
Analysis
Historically, County Road B was open to traffic from TH 280 to Cleveland Avenue. The County
Road B Road access to TH 280 was closed in 2007 resulting in all traffic in the neighborhood using
only Cleveland Avenue to access the neighborhood. County Road B was turned back from Ramsey
County and became a city street in 2014. Prior to the road closure at TH 280, traffic counts were
2,650 ADT (2005). After the road closure traffic on County Road B was 1,300 ADT (2009).
Current traffic counts on County Road B is 950 ADT as of 2017. Since this is an isolated
neighborhood with only one outlet the count is made very near Cleveland Avenue and should
reflect all traffic leaving the neighborhood. Traffic will tend to decrease farther west on County
Road B as there limited destinations for neighborhood vehicle traffic to drive to.
Traffic for single family homes is typically estimated at 9.57 trips per day per unit. Traffic for low
rise townhomes is typically estimated at 7.32 trips per day per unit. Based on these standards,
the new development is estimated to have a net increase of 95 trips per day on County Road B.
This is an increase of about 10.0% over existing traffic but is still 60% less than when County Road
B was open to TH 280.
County Road B Traffic, West of Cleveland Avenue

Year
2005
2009
2017 (Current)
Proposed Development
(19 Townhomes)

Existing Parcel Proposed
Traffic (ADT)
Trips

10

105

Total County Road B
Average Daily Traffic
2650
1300
950
1045

%
%
Increase Increase
from
from
Current
2005

10.0%

-60.6%
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County Road B can handle this level of traffic. This proposed level of traffic is less than many other
residential roads that serve as collector streets. The following are a list of residential streets that
function similar to County Road B, west of Cleveland Avenue, with higher volumes of traffic.
Traffic Volumes on Residential Collector Streets, 2017 ADT's
ADT
End
Start
Street Name
Dale St
County Rd C S Owasso
2900
Josephine
Hamline
Victoria
2200
Victoria
Larpentuer Roselawn
2100
Roselawn
Hamline
Lexington
2050
Lydia
Snelling
Hamline
1900
County Rd C2
Hamline
Lexington
1400
Minnesota
Western
Rice
1350
County Rd C2
Lexington Victoria
1300
Roselawn
Dale
S McCarrpms
1150
Proposed County B
Cul-de-sac Cleveland
1045

Summary
The proposed development will increase existing traffic in the neighborhood slightly. County
Road B can handle the increase in traffic on the road way. The increased traffic levels are less
than historic peak traffic in the neighborhood and will be less than many similar residential
collector streets in Roseville.
The current pavement of County Road B was designed to handle County traffic loads and
volumes. The pavement condition is in need of repair, due to the age of the roadway. The City’s
capital improvement plan includes the entire segment of County Road B, west of Cleveland
Avenue. The current plan is for a reconstruction project schedule in 2024 which will address the
poor pavement condition of the roadway. Any reconstruction or reconditioning project will be
able to handle the current and projected traffic from this development. The reconstruction
project will potentially allow roadway design improvements to improve drainage, traffic calming
measures and other safety improvements, such as upgrades to the pedestrian/bicycle trail to be
implemented. Public outreach for this project will be a very important role when planning for this
project begins in the future.
Please contact me should there be questions or concerns regarding any of the information
contained herein.

Page 10 of 10

Item 6A-- Bench Handout
Bryan Lloyd
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Friday, July 30, 2021 2:40 PM
Thomas Paschke; Bryan Lloyd; Dan Roe; Wayne Groff; Jason Etten; rwillmus; Julie
Strahan
Aug. 4 Planning Commission Meeting re: 2395 County Road B Plan by Integrity
Development

Caution: This email originated outside our organization; please use caution.

At the last Council Meeting regarding the land at 2395 County Rd B, the Integrity Land Development, Inc. said they
would reduce the amount of houses on that land from 12 lots to 5 or 6 lots. It was a last minute attempt to get the
Council to extend the time they needed to come up with another plan. Integrity now wants to build 9 houses on this
piece of property. I request that the Council and Planning Commission deny Integrity’s latest proposed plan for the
following reasons:
1. Lot 8 shows the 50 ft. wetland setback cutting across the patio of the house located on that property and the wetland
is up against the corner of its house and garage. This house has no backyard except for the wetland setback. Also the
back of the house on Lot 9 shows the wetland setback is right up against the back of the house.
2. Lots 2, 3 and 4 show a shared driveway that cuts through Lots 2 and 3 on the way to Lot 4. This driveway cuts Lots 2
and 3 and breaks up those lots into 2 sections. If there are going to be odd pie‐shaped lots why couldn’t they come
directly off the cul‐de‐sac. Also any traffic coming into Lots 2, 3 and 4 would have their headlights pointed at the back of
the houses on St. Croix Street. They would also get the noise from all delivery trucks. I assume the residents from Lots
2, 3 and 4 will have to take their garbage, recycling, and yard waste bins down to the cul‐de‐sac and also have their
mailboxes on the cul‐de‐sac.
3. The developer on his preferred plan has said he would sell a piece of property to make the park slightly larger, but
doesn’t say how much he wants the City of Roseville to pay for that land.
4. Page 2 of the Planning Commission’s Report states numerous compliance conditions regarding: protection of trees
(developers plan would remove too many trees and is inconsistent with its submitted plan); minimum lot width and
shape haven’t been met; realignment of County Road B and Eustis Street would create unnecessary traffic in nearby
streets; and storm water management plans are insufficient to mitigate impacts of runoff of herbicides, pesticides and
fertilizers from the houses. We especially need to keep the turnaround at County Rd B and Eustis Street for semi‐trucks,
emergency vehicles, and school buses to turn around.
The Planning Commission and City Staff have worked with this developer for nearly 20 months and they haven’t been
successful getting a plan that meets the City’s requirements. It is time for the Planning Commission and City Council to
deny the new Preferred Plan and Alternative Plan of Integrity Land Development, Inc. until such time as the developer
can come up with a Plan that meets the City’s requirements and will be an asset to the community

Nancy and Jim Nelson
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Online Form Submittal: Contact Planning Commission
noreply@civicplus.com <noreply@civicplus.com>
Mon 8/2/2021 5:33 PM
To: *RVPlanningCommission <*RVPlanningCommission@metro-inet.us>

Caution: This email originated outside our organization; please use caution.

Contact Planning Commission
Please complete this online form and submit.
Subject:

Midland Legacy Estate

Contact Information
Name:

Mary Lou and Dave Wiley

Address:

2195 St. Croix

City:

Roseville

State:

MN

Zip:

55113

How would you prefer to be
contacted? Remember to fill
in the corresponding contact
information.

Email

Phone Number:
Email Address:
Please Share Your
Comment, Question or
Concern

Dear Roseville Planning Commission,
We are writing in response to the re-revised plan for Midland
Legacy Estate. While we appreciate that the new plan calls for
fewer houses, the shared driveway will still direct vehicle
headlights into the back of our home. Our backyard will still
face oncoming traffic, which will seriously impact our quality of
life, as well as that of our neighbors, on a daily basis.
The best solution is to build the shared driveway on the west
side of the homes, so traffic noise and lights impact the homes
the driveway serves, not those it does not.
If that is impossible to consider, at the very least, is there any
way a fence that blocks light and noise can be added to the
plan? This fence should be on Midland Legacy Estate property,
belong to them, and maintenance should be their responsibility.

https://outlook.office365.com/mail/inbox/id/AAQkADc0NTRlOGEzLWY1NzktNGYzZi04NmFjLTg0NTZjMzRiY2Y2OAAQAK57x4ylFvhBuNTzC5tqNCA…
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Thank you for your consideration,
Dave and Mary Lou Wiley

Unless restricted by law, all correspondence to and from Roseville City government
offices, including information submitted through electronic forms such as this one,
may be public data subject to the Minnesota Data Practices Act and/or may be
disclosed to third parties.
Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.
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Online Form Submittal: Contact Planning Commission
noreply@civicplus.com <noreply@civicplus.com>
Tue 8/3/2021 4:15 PM
To: *RVPlanningCommission <*RVPlanningCommission@metro-inet.us>

Caution: This email originated outside our organization; please use caution.

Contact Planning Commission
Please complete this online form and submit.
Subject:

Development at 2395 County Road B

Contact Information
Name:

Stephen Martineau

Address:

2211 SAINT CROIX ST

City:

ROSEVILLE

State:

MN

Zip:

55113

How would you prefer to be
contacted? Remember to fill
in the corresponding contact
information.

Email

Phone Number:

Field not completed.

Email Address:
Please Share Your
Comment, Question or
Concern

AUG-03-2021
Dear Roseville Planning Committee members:
I live at 2211 Saint Croix Street and I had previously wrote in
June 2021 to request a rejection of the plan to sub-divide the
block with a private driveway extending from a cull-de-sac road
extending from Eustis Street towards Saint Croix Street. That
plan was a recommendation for denial based on merits not
meeting multiple findings by the planning department.
The recently revised plat from the Integrity Land Development
was described to be worked out with extensive time and
resources granted to the developer by Roseville Development
Review Committee City (DRC) to help make the plan better
conform to City Code. City resources to help the developer who
should have dome the homework and put forth a solid plan to

https://outlook.office365.com/mail/inbox/id/AAQkADc0NTRlOGEzLWY1NzktNGYzZi04NmFjLTg0NTZjMzRiY2Y2OAAQAJU%2BjOxHUedBtitZyiX6yIY…
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begin with and not gain benefit of City resources.

I am asking this committee to recommend the City Council
reject this plan as it flies in the face of much the Roseville
Comprehensive Plan cares enough to try and get our City to
focus on.
The 2040 Comp Plan has ranked survey inputs. In figure 2-1,
the #2 of the top 10 is about Parks and Open Spaces - a grade
F for the Parks Committee for missing the boat when this parcel
became available. Same list has #9 for Atmosphere and
Character - a grade D for not recognizing the direct assault on
this fine neighborhood character that I have been a part of for
over 30 years.
The 2040 Comp Plan also lists in figure 2-2 priorities that
placed Preserve Wetlands/Green Spaces at #1 and Expanding
our Park System at #4. The latter doubles down on the poor “F”
Grade I give to the Parks Commission and the City not being
prepared to respect these Comp Plan guiding principles by
being ready when a golden gem of an opportunity arose.
Again, a true shame for missing this parcel and furthering the
shame is the City bending backwards to help this developer
shoe horn as much as possible without hearing the clear
message from the neighborhood - we deserve better than what
we are getting at this end of town.
This plan is an improvement over the original submission to the
City but please consider to motion to recommend denial of the
proposed Preliminary Plat so the City Council hears the
message loud and clear.
Thank you,
Steve and Jeanne Martineau

Unless restricted by law, all correspondence to and from Roseville City government
offices, including information submitted through electronic forms such as this one,
may be public data subject to the Minnesota Data Practices Act and/or may be
disclosed to third parties.
Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.
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There is wildlife that would be displaced. It seems we only
appreciate the value of natural areas after they are gone. Why
not change that and prevent this from happening in this
instance?
I also know that the scope of your authority cannot dictate what
will become of the property. But a vote to deny tonight will be
the right step to keep a unique natural area from being ruined,
just so a developer can make money.
Thank you.
Keith Knepper

Unless restricted by law, all correspondence to and from Roseville City government
offices, including information submitted through electronic forms such as this one,
may be public data subject to the Minnesota Data Practices Act and/or may be
disclosed to third parties.
Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.
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REQUEST FOR PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION
Agenda Date: 08/04/21
Agenda Item:
6b
Prepared By

Agenda Section
Public Hearings

Department Approval

Item Description:

1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Consider a Request by Genisys Credit Union for a Conditional Use to
allow a drive-through for a proposed new bank branch at 2501 Fairview
Avenue (PF21-009)

APPLICATION INFORMATION
Applicant:
Location:
Application Submission:
City Action Deadline:
Planning File History:
Zoning:

Genisys Credit Union
2501 Fairview Avenue
07/02/21; deemed complete 07/07/21
August 31, 2021
PF20-006 – Major Plat
Regional Business-1 District

8
9
10
11
12

LEVEL OF DISCRETION IN DECISION MAKING: Action taken
on a conditional use proposal is quasi-judicial; the City’s role
is to determine the facts associated with the request, and apply
those facts to the legal standards contained in State Statute and
City Code.

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

BACKGROUND
Genisys Credit Union is purchasing the former fire station
property from the City to redevelop the site into a new bank
branch with a drive-through. Such a proposal requires an
approved conditional use for the drive through and must
comply with a number of Code requirements, including all
applicable general design standards of §1005.02.A and specific
design standards of §1005.06.

21
22
23
24
25
26

As a component of the project, the applicant requested a variance from the Frontage
Requirement standard of §1005.06.E.3, which requires: “At least 70% of the street frontage shall
be occupied by the building façade placed within 85 feet of the front property line. Only two
rows of parking and a drive lane may be placed within this setback area.” This variance will be
taken up by the Variance Board at their meeting prior to the Planning Commission meeting. The
outcome of the requested variance will be provided at the time of the staff presentation.

27
28
29
30

Planning Division staff have included a number of development documents, mostly for reference
purposes (Attachment C). The site plan is germane to the drive-through discussion as it details
access, vehicle site circulation, and drive-through stacking. This report, and the associated
documents, also assumes the requested variance was approved by the Variance Board. If this

PF21-009_RPCA_GenisysCU_CU_080421
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31
32
33

variance is not supported, the Planning Commission may need to consider tabling action on the
proposed Conditional Use if or until the applicant can provide a revised site plan based upon the
action taken by the Variance Board.

34
35
36
37
38

As a component of the proposed redevelopment and related drive-through facility, and in order
to comply with Public Works Department’s policies regarding when traffic studies are required,
a traffic study (Attachment D) was conducted to review existing operations, evaluate potential
traffic impacts of the proposed redevelopment, review site access considerations, and
recommend improvements to ensure safe and efficient operations.

39
40
41
42
43

The Planning Division emphasizes the requested conditional use (CU) is only related to the
proposed drive-through. The CU does not apply to any other aspects of the proposed
redevelopment project, which are governed by other sections of the Zoning Code. At the time of
building permit submittal, Planning Division staff reviews more detailed plans to determine full
compliance with all applicable zoning standards.

44
45
46

Zoning Code Sections §1009.02.C and §1009.02.D.12 set the criteria for reviewing general and
specific conditional use requests. The Planning Division’s review of these criteria can be found
in the below Conditional Use Analysis section.

47
48
49
50

CONDITIONAL USE ANALYSIS
REVIEW OF GENERAL CONDITIONAL USE CRITERIA: §1009.02.C of the Zoning Code establishes
general standards and criteria for all conditional uses, which the Planning Commission and City
Council must determine compliance with those stated findings.

51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59

The general code standards of §1009.02.C are as follows:
a. The proposed use is not in conflict with the Comprehensive Plan. While a drive-through
facility doesn’t appreciably advance the goals of the Comprehensive Plan aside from
facilitating continued investment in a property, Planning Division staff believes it does not
conflict with the Comprehensive Plan. More specifically, the General and Commercial Area
Goals and Policies sections of the Comprehensive Plan include a number of policies related
to reinvestment, redevelopment, quality development, and scale. The proposed drive-through
is one component of a larger investment, which would align with the related goals and
polices of the Comprehensive Plan.

60
61
62

b. The proposed use is not in conflict with a Regulating Map or other adopted plan. The subject
property is not located in an area that is controlled by a regulating plan or other adopted plan,
so this standard is not applicable.

63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70

c. The proposed use is not in conflict with any City Code requirements. Assuming the requested
variance is granted, Planning Division staff has determined the remainder of the project
addresses all applicable requirements of the City Code as they pertain to the proposed drivethrough CU. Moreover, a CU approval can be rescinded if the approved use fails to comply
with all applicable Code requirements or any conditions of the approval. As part of the
building permit review process, Planning Division staff will conduct a more comprehensive
Code compliance analysis, including zoning standards such as landscaping, trash/recycling
enclosures, vehicle parking, materials, etc.

PF21-009_RPCA_GenisysCU_CU_080421
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71
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76
77
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79
80
81
82
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84
85
86
87

d. The proposed use will not create an excessive burden on parks, streets, and other public
facilities. Staff does not anticipate the proposal to intensify any practical impacts on parks,
streets, or public infrastructure. A traffic study (Attachment D) completed for the subject
development of an approximate 3,370 sq. ft. bank with drive-through indicates an expected
traffic demand of 26 a.m. peak hour trips, 82 p.m. peak hour trips, and 374 total daily trips.
The study reviewed the intersection of County Road B2 and Fairview, which currently
operates at an acceptable overall LOS (level of service) of C or better during the a.m. and
p.m. peak hours. The study indicates no significant side-street delay or queuing issues
observed. With the addition of the bank and drive-through, the study indicates the
intersection will continue to operate at an acceptable overall LOS of C during the a.m. and
p.m. peak hours. The study also concluded there is not expected to be any queueing/stacking
issues entering/exiting the proposed development site as a result of the additional trips
to/from the proposed development. Lastly, the study reviewed the proposed drive-thru
operations and queuing for the bank, which indicates there is adequate queueing storage
within the drive-through lane and within the overall site, however, certain signing and
pavement markings should be provided to better direct motorists on site (also see Attachment
E).
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e. The proposed use will not be injurious to the surrounding neighborhood, will not negatively
impact traffic or property values, and will not otherwise harm the public health, safety, and
general welfare. Generally, the proposed drive-through and bank will not be injurious to the
surrounding neighborhood; negatively impact traffic or property values; and will not
otherwise harm the public health, safety, and general welfare. The Planning Division
anticipates the proposed redevelopment and approved drive-through for this site will slightly
increase vehicle trips on the adjacent roadways, however, not significantly, or for extended
periods of time, or in a manner that is unmanageable under the proposed site access, drivethrough, and circulation plan. Further, staff suggests redevelopment of the site will improve
overall safety in the area as the vacant building has become an eyesore and attractive
nuisance in terms of tall grass, weeds, and unauthorized persons using the building.

99
100

REVIEW OF SPECIFIC CONDITIONAL USE CRITERIA: §1009.02.D.12 of the Zoning Code establishes
additional standards and criteria that are specific to drive-through facilities:

101
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a. Drive-through lanes and service windows shall be located to the side or rear of buildings
and shall not be located between the principal structure and a public street except when the
parcel and/or structure lies adjacent to more than one public street and the placement is
approved by the Community Development Department (Ord. 1443, 6-17-2013). The basis
for this criterion is to limit vehicular impacts on adjacent roadways and more specifically the
pedestrian realm. The proposal by Genisys complies with this standard. Specifically, the
drive-through components of the project are located along the north, west, and south sides of
the building and not adjacent the public street/Fairview Avenue.

109
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b. Points of vehicular ingress and egress shall be located at least 60 feet from the street rightof-way lines of the nearest intersection. In review of this requirement, the nearest street
intersection would be Oakcrest Avenue some 400 feet north of the site access. As such, this
criterion is met.

113
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c. The applicant shall submit a circulation plan that demonstrates that the use will not interfere
with or reduce the safety of pedestrian and bicyclist movements. Site design shall
accommodate a logical and safe vehicle and pedestrian circulation pattern. Queuing lane
PF21-009_RPCA_GenisysCU_CU_080421
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space shall be provided, sufficient to accommodate demand, without interfering with primary
driving, entrance, exit, pedestrian walkways, or parking facilities on site. The circulation
plan shall be made a condition of approval and shall survive any and all users of the drivethrough and may need to be amended from time to time to ensure continued compliance with
this condition. Said amendments to the circulation plan will require an amendment to the
conditional use. The submitted vehicular and pedestrian circulation plan has been reviewed
by Planning Division and Engineering staff and deemed acceptable. Access to the site will
be provided generally from the existing access on the southern portion of the site and require
vehicles to turn right to park and/or continue on to the drive-through. Access for pedestrians
will be provided adjacent to the access lane to/from the sidewalk along Fairview Avenue and
require a painted crosswalk and stop sign for the exiting traffic. Signage and pavement
markings are required to delineate the pedestrian route across the drive-thru queue to
promote driver awareness. Lastly, the Traffic Study indicates the drive-through lane
provides adequate queuing to manage demand.
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d. Speaker box sounds from the drive-through lane shall not be loud enough to constitute a
nuisance on an abutting residentially zoned property or property in residential use.
notwithstanding this requirement, such speaker boxes shall not be located less than 100 feet
from an existing residentially zoned property or property in residential use. The nearest
residential home lies approximately 400 feet from where the speakers at the drive-through
canopy are proposed to be located. Additionally, the general area around the development
site includes lots of vehicular background noise generated from County Road B2, Fairview
Avenue, and Highway 36. Sound from the speaker box is not expected to be audible at any
residentially used property.

139
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e. Drive-through canopies and other structures, where present, shall be constructed from the
same materials as the primary building and with a similar level of architectural quality and
detailing. The proposed drive-through canopy is proposed to be located at the rear of the
building and includes a mix of the same materials as the principal structure (Attachment C)
and has been integrated into the design of the building to address vertical and horizontal
articulation, which is a requirement in the Zoning Code.
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f. A 10-foot buffer area with screen planting and/or an opaque wall or fence between 6 and 8
feet in height shall be required between the drive-through lane and any property line
adjoining a public street or residentially zoned property or property in residential use and
approved by the Community Development Department (Ord. 1443, 6-17-2013). Because the
drive through lanes are located along the sides and rear of the site and not adjacent Fairview
Avenue or any residential uses, the requirement to provide screen fencing or special
landscaping does not apply.
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PLANNING DIVISION RECOMMENDATION
The Planning Division recommends approval of the CU to allow Genisys Credit Union a drivethrough at 2501 Fairview Avenue, based on the submitted site and development plans, subject to
the following conditions:
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a. The site, building, landscaping, and drive-through lane shall be constructed substantially
consistent with the plans submitted July 2, 2021 and provided as a component of the report
packet.
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b. Signage and pavement markings to delineate the pedestrian route across the drive-thru queue
to promote driver awareness shall be provided to City staff for review and approval at the
time of building permit.

162
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SUGGESTED PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION
By motion, recommend approval of a CONDITIONAL USE for 2501 Fairview Avenue, allowing
a drive-through on the subject property based on the comments, findings, and two conditions
stated in this report.
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ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS
a. Pass a motion to table the item for future action. An action to table must be tied to the need
for clarity, analysis, and/or information necessary to make a recommendation on the request.

169
170

b. Pass a motion recommending denial of the proposal. A motion to deny must include findings
of fact germane to the request.
Report prepared by: Thomas Paschke, City Planner, 651-792-7074 | thomas.paschke@cityofroseville.com
Attachments:

A. Location Map
C. Narrative/plans
E. Interoffice memorandum

B. Aerial photo
D. Traffic study

PF21-009_RPCA_GenisysCU_CU_080421
Page 5 of 5

2557

2550

2551

2544

2545

2500

2566

2565

2558

2557

2552

2551

2550

2544

2545

2544

2564
2558

1756

1762

1770

1776

1782

1790

OAKCRE
1810

1920

2558

1796

1860 - 2525

1900

2565

1802

OAKCR EST AVE

2562

BEACON ST

FAIRV IEW AVE N

2575

WHEEL ER AVE

Attachment A: Planning File 21-009

2480

2501
2495

1935
2481 - 2487

CO U

Prepared by:
Community Development Department
Printed: July 21, 2021

NTY

RO

Site Location

AD

B2

2465

Data Sources
* Ramsey County GIS Base Map (6/30/2021)
For further information regarding the contents of this map contact:
City of Roseville, Community Development Department,
2660 Civic Center Drive, Roseville MN

W

FAIRVIE W AVE N

1901

1925

17651767

1777

2440

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,
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.

0

100

200 Feet

L

1796

1802

1810

1860 - 2525

VE N

Attachment B: Planning File 21-009

2501
2495

2481 - 2487
Location Map

Prepared by:
Community Development Department
Printed: July 21, 2021

Data Sources
* Ramsey County GIS Base Map (6/30/2021)
* Aerial Data: Surdex (4/2020)
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
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.

0

50

100
Feet

L

Attachment C

“Your well-built project begins and endures on Firm Ground”
Genisys Credit Union Roseville: Written Narrative
Legal Description: That part of the South two hundred feet (S.200 feet) of the North two hundred
sixty-six feet (N. 266 feet) of the East four hundred ten feet (E 410 feet) of the Southeast Quarter of the
Northwest Quarter ( SE ¼ of NW ¼), Section 9, Township 29, Range 23, lying west of a line lying 49.5
fee West of, and parallel with the East line of said Northwest Quarter Ramsey County, Minnesota
Parcel Identification Number: 092923240002
Please see below responses to the items required to be addressed in our written narrative in the
consideration of a conditional use permit being granted at 2501 Fairview Avenue.
(1) The proposed use is not in conflict with the Comprehensive Plan
We believe that this proposed use is consistent with the applicable policies of the comprehensive plan.
A credit union at this location will provide a commercial and diversified use that will be an amenity to
its members due to its central location near Rosedale Shopping Center. While the proposed building
may not be as high intensity of use as shopping centers or high density residential, we believe that it fits
the site appropriately and will garner an attractive and bustling street presence along Fairview Avenue.
It should also be noted that this site is on the very northern edge of the Core Mixed Use designated area
on the land use map and thus has the greatest distance to nearby highways of any lot in the zone, which
makes the scale of the building on this lot appropriate as per guidelines. We thus believe that a building
of this use and intensity will work towards the goals of the comprehensive plan of providing a highusage, diversified presence along the Fairview corridor.
(2) The proposed use is not in conflict with any Regulating Maps or other adopted plans
Our site is not currently located within the boundaries of any of the Regulating Maps regarding mixed
use districts along Fairview Avenue. Our proposed use is also compliant with the comprehensive plan,
which designates this site as core mixed use, allowing for bank institution uses.

Firm Ground Architects & Engineers Inc.
275 Market Street, Suite 368
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55405

612.819.1835
info@firmgroundae.com
www.firmgroundae.com | Follow us on
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(3) The proposed use is not in conflict with any City Code requirements
The proposed use will not be in conflict any City Code requirements regarding building performance,
applicable building codes, and design aesthetics. The use and site will also be compliant with
stormwater performance, parking requirements and landscaping requirements. We are conducting a
traffic study as required by this application to further indicate that traffic implications will not be in
conflict with City Code either. We have worked diligently within the complex constraints of our site to
meet all drainage and access easement requirements with Northern State Power, Verizon’s maintenance
shed, and City access to the water tower.
(4) The proposed use will not create an excessive burden on parks, streets and other public
facilities
The proposed use will not create an excessive burden on parks, streets or other public facilities. As
required per the City, we have included a pedestrian/bike path extension in the green space between our
lot line and Fairview, which will help connect pedestrian access to parks and other amenities in the city.
We have maintained access for the water tower and Verizon maintenance facility on the lot to the west,
and have coordinated with the power company to ensure that stormwater drainage can continue at its
current location. We have also included a stormwater retention system that will mitigate harmful run-off
into nearby waterways that will also ultimately protect Roseville’s green space. The traffic study
indicates that this proposed use will not be a burden on nearby streets, and the removal of the large
firetruck curb cut for the site’s former use will be a benefit to this stretch of Fairview.
(5) The proposed use will not be injurious to the surrounding neighborhood, will not negatively
impact traffic or property values, and will not otherwise harm the public health, safety, and
general welfare
For the same reasons to the answers above, this proposed use will not be injurious to the surrounding
neighborhood, will not negatively impact traffic or property values, and will not harm the public’s health
safety or welfare. A credit union will serve the community at this location and will provide a valuable
upgrade to the land over the currently defunct fire station. The bike path will help safely connect the
surrounding neighborhoods to this commercial stretch of Roseville. The attractive building design with
elegant brick and large swaths of windows facing the street will make this a welcoming and bustling
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addition to the corridor. The back of house functions including drive thru will be on the west side of the
building so that the focus will be on its street presence. As a result of these factors, the building will not
negatively impact property values or the surrounding neighborhood and won’t have any negative
impacts on health, safety or welfare.
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THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR CALLING FOR LOCATIONS OF ALL EXISTING UTILITIES. THEY SHALL
COOPERATE WITH ALL UTILITY COMPANIES IN MAINTAINING THEIR SERVICE AND/OR RELOCATION OF LINES.
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THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR CALLING FOR LOCATIONS OF ALL EXISTING UTILITIES. THEY SHALL
COOPERATE WITH ALL UTILITY COMPANIES 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 IN ADVANCE FOR
THE LOCATIONS OF ALL UNDERGROUND WIRES, CABLES, CONDUITS, PIPES, MANHOLES, VALVES OR OTHER BURIED
STRUCTURES BEFORE DIGGING. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL REPAIR OR REPLACE THE ABOVE WHEN DAMAGED DURING
CONSTRUCTION AT NO COST TO THE OWNER.
CALL BEFORE YOU DIG

GOPHER STATE ONE CALL
TWIN CITY AREA: 651-454-0002
TOLL FREE 1-800-252-1166
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SEE SHEET G-002 FOR ADDITIONAL PROJECT NOTES.
EXISTING SPOT ELEVATIONS AT MATCH POINTS ARE BASED ON
INTERPOLATED POINT TO POINT SURVEY DATA. CONTRACTOR IS
RESPONSIBLE FOR VERIFYING CONNECTION POINTS PRIOR TO
INSTALLATION OF IMPROVEMENTS. CONTRACTOR SHALL
NOTIFY ENGINEER IN WRITING IMMEDIATELY OF ANY FIELD
DISCREPANCIES. CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR MAKING
NECESSARY ADJUSTMENTS IN THE FIELD FOR
CONSTRUCTABILITY, REGULATORY COMPLIANCE (ADA),
POSITIVE DRAINAGE, AND TO ENSURE SMOOTH TRANSITIONS
TO FIELD CONDITIONS. CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR
REWORK OF A DISCREPANCY THAT IS NOT COMMUNICATED TO
THE ENGINEER IN WRITING.
CONTRACTOR MUST IMMEDIATELY NOTIFY THE OWNER AND
ENGINEER IN WRITING OF DISCREPANCIES OR CONFLICTS IN
THE CONTRACT DOCUMENTS BEFORE COMMENCING WORK. NO
FIELD CHANGES OR DEVIATIONS ARE TO BE MADE WITHOUT
PRIOR WRITTEN APPROVAL FROM THE ENGINEER. FAILURE TO
NOTIFY OWNER AND ENGINEER OF AN IDENTIFIABLE CONFLICT
BEFORE PROCEEDING WITH INSTALLATION RELIEVES OWNER
AND ENGINEER OF ANY OBLIGATION TO PAY FOR A RELATED
CHANGE ORDER.
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Memorandum
SRF No. 14347

To:

Jesse Freihammer PE
City Engineer/Assistant Public Works Director
City of Roseville

From:

Tom Sachi, PE, Associate

Date:

June 2, 2021

Subject:

Genysis Credit Union Traffic Study

Introduction
As requested, SRF has completed a traffic study for a proposed bank development located on the
west side of Fairview Avenue and south of Oakcrest Avenue in the City of Roseville (see Figure 1:
Project Location). The main objectives of the study are to review existing operations, evaluate
potential traffic impacts of the proposed development, review site access considerations, and
recommend improvements to ensure safe and efficient operations. The following information
provides the assumptions, analysis, and study recommendations offered for consideration.

Existing Conditions
The existing conditions were reviewed to establish a baseline to compare and determine any future
impacts associated with the proposed development. The evaluation of existing conditions includes
various data collection efforts and an intersection capacity analysis.
Data Collection
Weekday a.m. and p.m. peak period vehicular turning movement and pedestrian/bicyclist counts were
provided by the City of Roseville for the County Road B2 and Fairview Avenue intersection from
February 2, 2019. SRF collected supplemental driveway counts along Fairview Avenue at Wells Fargo,
the previous Dunn Bros coffee shop (now Hiway CU/Dunkin), Rosedale Commons, and Party
City/Half Price Books. These supplemental counts occurred during the week of November 4, 2019.
No new additional counts were collected as part of this project.
Observations were completed to identify roadway characteristics and operations within the study area
(i.e. roadway geometry, posted speed limits, and traffic controls). Currently, Fairview Avenue is a fivelane roadway with a two-way left-turn lane (TWLTL) and a 35-mile per hour (mph) posted speed limit.
The County Road B2/Fairview Avenue intersection is signalized, while all driveway locations operate
as side-street stop-controlled. Note that Fairview Avenue is classified as an “other arterial” in the
City’s transportation plan. Existing geometrics, traffic controls, and traffic volumes are shown in
Figure 2.
www.srfconsulting.com
3701 Wayzata Boulevard, Suite 100 | Minneapolis, MN 55416-3791 | 763.475.0010 Fax: 1.866.440.6364

An Equal Opportunity Employer
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Intersection Capacity Analysis
A capacity analysis was conducted to determine how traffic is currently operating at the study
intersections during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. All intersections were analyzed using
Synchro/SimTraffic software and the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM).
Capacity analysis results identify a Level of Service (LOS) which indicates how well an intersection is
operating. Intersections are graded from LOS A through LOS F. The LOS results are based on average
delay per vehicle results from SimTraffic, which correspond to the delay threshold values shown in
Table 1. LOS A indicates the best traffic operation and LOS F indicates an intersection where demand
exceeds capacity. Overall intersection LOS A through D is generally considered acceptable by drivers
in the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area.
Table 1.

Level of Service Criteria for Signalized and Unsignalized Intersections

LOS Designation

Signalized Intersection
Average Delay/Vehicle (seconds)

Unsignalized Intersection
Average Delay/Vehicle (seconds)

A

≤ 10

≤ 10

B

> 10 - 20

> 10 - 15

C

> 20 - 35

> 15 - 25

D

> 35 - 55

> 25 - 35

E

> 55 - 80

> 35 - 50

F

> 80

> 50

For side-street stop controlled intersections, special emphasis is given to providing an estimate for the
level of service of the side-street approach. Traffic operations at an unsignalized intersection with sidestreet stop control can be described in two ways. First, consideration is given to the overall intersection
level of service. This takes into account the total number of vehicles entering the intersection and the
capability of the intersection to support these volumes.
Second, it is important to consider the delay on the minor approach. Since the mainline does not have
to stop, the majority of delay is attributed to the side-street approaches. It is typical of intersections
with higher mainline traffic volumes to experience high levels of delay (poor levels of service) on the
side-street approaches, but acceptable overall intersection levels of service during peak hour
conditions.
Results of the existing capacity analysis shown in Table 2 indicate that the study intersection operates
at an acceptable LOS C or better during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours with the existing traffic control
and geometric layout. The southbound queue at the County Road B2 and Fairview Avenue
intersection extends beyond the current north BP driveway approximately five (5) percent of the p.m.
peak hour. No other significant side-street delays or queuing issues were observed in the field or the
traffic simulation at the study intersection.
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Existing Peak Hour Capacity Analysis

Fairview Avenue Intersection

A.M. Peak Hour

P.M. Peak Hour

LOS

Delay

LOS

Delay

(1)

A/A

5 sec.

A/C

17 sec.

Rosedale Commons South Access (1)

A/A

3 sec.

A/A

9 sec.

Dunn Bros North Access (1)

A/A

4 sec.

A/A

9 sec.

Dunn Bros South Access (1)

A/A

3 sec.

A/A

9 sec.

BP/Wells Fargo Access (1)

A/A

4 sec.

A/A

10 sec.

B

14 sec.

C

23 sec.

Rosedale Commons North Access

County Road B2
(1)

Indicates an unsignalized intersection with side-street stop control, where the overall LOS is shown followed by the worst approach
LOS. The delay shown represents the worst side-street approach delay.

While this analysis was completed for a typical a.m. and p.m. peak hour, it should be noted that given
the proximity of the proposed development to the Rosedale Mall, there are time periods (i.e. holiday
season, back to school, etc.) that are expected to have increased background traffic volumes. During
these periods, queueing impacts may worsen and block driveway access more frequently during certain
peak hours.

Proposed Development
The proposed development consists of a drive-in bank with three (3) drive-thru lanes, as shown in
Figure 3. The site is currently occupied by an empty fire station building that is set to be demolished.
The proposed development is expected to replace the existing building and be fully constructed by
the end of 2022. A single access to the development is proposed to be a full access at the existing
south access of the site. The fire station driveway will be removed.

Traffic Forecasts
The proposed development is expected to be constructed by the end of 2022. Therefore, traffic
forecasts were developed for year 2023 build conditions (one year after construction). To account for
general background growth in the area, an annual growth rate of one-half (0.5) percent was applied to
the existing peak hour traffic volumes to develop year 2023 background traffic forecasts. This growth
rate is consistent with historical traffic growth in the area.
Adjacent Development
Since completion of the existing turning movement counts, there was a redevelopment of the previous
Dunn Bros coffee shop site just north of the BP Gasoline Station to a Hiway Federal Credit Union
with three (3) drive thru lanes and a 1,500 square foot Dunkin coffee shop. The redevelopment
recently opened in April 2021.
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SRF previously completed the traffic impact study for the adjacent development in January 2020,
which detailed the expected trip generation of the site. Note, the Dunkin coffee shop replaced an
existing Dunn Bros coffee shop, which are expected to have similar trip generation rates. Therefore,
only new trips for the adjacent bank are added to the roadway network. As noted in the previous
study, it is expected that there will be 26 a.m. peak hour, 82 p.m. peak hour, and 374 daily trips,
associated with the adjacent land use. Trips for the proposed land use were distributed to the adjacent
roadway network based on the directional distribution shown in Figure 4. The directional distribution
was developed based on a review of existing travel patterns and engineering judgment.
Proposed Development
Trip generation estimates for the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours and a daily basis were developed
using the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition for the proposed bank land use. A summary of the
trip generation estimates are shown in Table 3.
Table 3.

Proposed Development Trip Generation Estimate

Land Use Type (ITE Code)
Drive-in Bank (912)

Drive-in
Lanes/Size
3 Lanes

A.M. Peak Hour

P.M. Peak Hour

In

Out

In

Out

16

10

40

42

Daily Trips
374

Once completed, the total site trip generation is expected to be 26 a.m. peak hour, 82 p.m. peak hour,
and 374 daily trips. Once again, trips for the proposed land use were distributed to the adjacent
roadway network based on the directional distribution shown in Figure 4. The resultant year 2023
traffic volumes, which accounts for general background growth, adjacent development, and site
generated trips, are shown in Figure 5.

Year 2023 Build Condition
Intersection Capacity Analysis
To determine if the existing roadway network can accommodate the year 2023 build traffic forecasts,
a detailed intersection capacity analysis was completed for each of the proposed development access
options. The study intersections were once again analyzed using Synchro/SimTraffic and the HCM.
Results of the year 2023 build intersection capacity analysis, shown in Table 4, indicates that the study
intersection and proposed access location are expected to operate at an acceptable overall LOS C or
better during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours with the existing geometric layout and traffic control,
regardless of the access option. Furthermore, no significant side-street delay or queuing issues are
expected at the study intersections.
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Year 2023 Build Intersection Capacity Analysis

Fairview Avenue Intersection
Proposed Genysis CU Access (1)

A.M. Peak Hour

P.M. Peak Hour

LOS (Delay)

LOS (Delay)

A/A (3 sec.)

A/B (10 sec.)

Rosedale Commons North Access

(1)

A/A (5 sec.)

A/C (24 sec.)

Rosedale Commons South Access

(1)

A/A (3 sec.)

A/A (9 sec.)

Hiway Access

A/A (4 sec.)

A/B (11 sec.)

BP/Wells Fargo Access (1)

A/A (4 sec.)

A/B (10 sec.)

County Road B2

B (15 sec.)

C (24 sec.)

(1)

(1)

Indicates an unsignalized intersection with side-street stop control, where the overall LOS is shown followed by the worst side-street
approach LOS. The delay shown represents the worst side-street approach delay.

Under future build conditions southbound queues along Fairview Avenue from County Road B2 are
expected to continue to extend beyond the north BP Gas Station access approximately five (5) percent
of the p.m. peak hour. These queues may prohibit vehicles from entering and exiting the driveway,
however, this is expected to only occur once or twice during the peak hour. Other key queueing
information includes:
•

95th percentile queues exiting the proposed access during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours are
expected to be approximately one (1) to two (2) vehicles, respectively.

•

During the a.m. peak hour and p.m. peak hours, the northbound left-turn 95th percentile queues
along Fairview Avenue to enter the site are expected to be one (1) to two (2) vehicles, respectively.
o These queues are expected to fit within the available two-way left-turn lane, however, they
may prohibit vehicles from using the two-way left-turn lane to turn southbound left into the
Rosedale Commons Shopping Center.

Given the minimal overall impact of the proposed development and access options, roadway network
improvements are not anticipated to be needed from an intersection capacity perspective as a result
of the proposed development.

Site and Access Review
A review of the proposed development site plans was completed to identify potential improvements
with regard to access, sight distance, drive-thru stacking, and circulation, which are summarized in the
following:
•

Access is proposed to be consolidated on site from two (2) access locations to one (1) main access.
This access will also serve as City access to the water tower immediately west of the development.
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•

Based on field observations, there is adequate sight distance at the proposed access location on
Fairview Avenue to clearly identify approaching vehicles. Special consideration should be made to
limit any sight distance impacts from future landscaping and signing.

•

A review of the proposed drive-thru operations and queuing was completed for the proposed
bank drive thru. Based on historical studies, banks can be expected to have an 85th percentile
queue of up to eight (8) vehicles. As planned, the proposed development can accommodate
between nine (9) to 12 vehicles within the three (3) drive thru lanes before impacting drive-lane
operations. Therefore, the proposed bank drive-thru design is expected to be sufficient.

•

It is proposed to have a bypass lane on the outside of the three (3) drive-thru lanes to allow for
vehicles to exit the site. It is recommended to install signing and pavement markings on-site to
indicate to motorists which direction to head to utilize the drive-thru lanes as shown below in
Figure 6. Additionally, signing should be installed to indicate to motorists that only authorized
vehicles are allowed to enter the site to the west.

Summary and Conclusions
Based on the analysis, the following conclusions and recommendations are offered for consideration:
1. The study intersection currently operates at an acceptable overall LOS C or better during the a.m.
and p.m. peak hours; no significant side-street delay or queuing issues were observed.
2. The proposed development consists of a bank with three (3) drive-thru lanes. It is expected to
replace a vacant fire station building. Access to the site is proposed at the existing southern access
of the site. The other existing access will be removed.
3. The site is expected to generate 26 a.m. peak hour, 82 p.m. peak hour, and 374 daily trips.
4. The study intersections and proposed access location are expected to operate at an acceptable
overall LOS C or better during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours under both access options.
5. There is not expected to be any queueing issues entering/exiting the proposed development site
as a result of the additional trips to/from the proposed development.
6. Given the minimal overall impact of the proposed development and access options, roadway
network improvements are not anticipated to be needed from an intersection capacity perspective
as a result of the proposed development.
7. A review of the proposed drive-thru operations and queuing completed for the bank indicates that
there is adequate queueing storage on site, however, certain signing and pavement markings should
be provided to direct motorists on site.
H:\Projects\14000\14347\TraffStudy\Reports\Report\14347_Final_RosevilleGenisysCreditUnionTS_210602.docx
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INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM
Date:

May 18, 2021

To:

Thomas Paschke, City Planner

From:

Jesse Freihammer, Asst. Public Works Director/City Engineer

RE:

2501 Fairview – Genisys Credit Union – Conditional Use Permit

The Public Works Department reviewed the proposed plans for the project noted above and offer
the following comments with regard to the project’s impact on City services and/or
infrastructure:
1. A traffic study was performed and is attached. Below is a summary of the report.
o The study intersection currently operates at an acceptable overall LOS C or better
during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours; no significant side-street delay or queuing
issues were observed.
o The proposed development consists of a bank with three (3) drive-thru lanes. It is
expected to replace a vacant fire station building. Access to the site is proposed at
the existing southern access of the site. The other existing access will be removed.
o The site is expected to generate 26 a.m. peak hour, 82 p.m. peak hour, and 374
daily trips.
o The study intersections, County Road B2 and Fairview Avenue and proposed
access location are expected to operate at an acceptable overall LOS C or better
during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours under both access options.
o There is not expected to be any queueing issues entering/exiting the proposed
development site as a result of the additional trips to/from the proposed
development.
o Given the minimal overall impact of the proposed development and access
options, roadway network improvements are not anticipated to be needed from
an intersection capacity perspective as a result of the proposed development.
o A review of the proposed drive-thru operations and queuing completed for the
bank indicates that there is adequate queueing storage on site, however, certain
signing and pavement markings should be provided to direct motorists on site
2. An 8’ bituminous pathway will be required to be installed in the Fairview right of way as
part of the project. A public improvement contract will be required to be entered into
prior to issuance of permits.
3. A County Right of Way permit will be required.
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4. Storm sewer improvements will be required that meet both the City of Roseville and Rice
Creek Watershed Requirements
5. Water and Sanitary sewer are available to the site. Permits for the connections will be
required.
6. An encroachment agreement is required for improvements made over City easements.
Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback and on this project at this time. As the project
advances, Public Works Department staff will continue to review any forthcoming plans and
provide additional reviews and feedback as necessary. Please contact me should there be
questions or concerns regarding any of the information contained herein.
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Consider approval of Zoning Map and Zoning Code text amendments to align
with the City’s 2040 Comprehensive Plan

BACKGROUND
The Planning Commission has been working with the City’s planning consultant, HKGi, since January
regarding required and optional updates to the City’s Zoning Code. The required updates aim to ensure
compliance and consistency with the City’s 2040 Comprehensive Plan. The optional updates aim to
address a variety of issues that have been identified by staff and the City Council, technical revisions,
and items that could create a more equitable, inclusive, resilient, and sustainable built environment.
The required updates are occuring first, with the optional updates scheduled later in 2021. While
required and optional updates are on a different timeline, the community engagement that has occurred
thus far in the process covered all topics.
The Planning Commission, since January, has held seven meetings to discuss the proposed Zoning
Map and Zoning Code text amendments that aim to ensure consistency with the 2040 Comprehensive
Plan. As a part of this process, six virtual zoom community engagement sessions were held to inform
the public about the project and to seek input. The City has also maintained a project website at
www.cityofroseville.com/zoningupdate, including access to online engagement tools consisting of an
Idea Board and Interactive Map. These community input tools have been accessible to the public since
February.
At this time, City staff is seeking a recommendation from the Planning Commission regarding the
Zoning Code updates that are required to ensure consistency with the City’s 2040 Comprehensive Plan
and have been discussed multiple times since January. The Zoning Map and Zoning Code text
amendments discussed herein are consistent with the prior Zoning Map amendment discussion on July
7th and the Zoning Code text amendments discussed on June 10th.
A summary of the Zoning Map amendments are as follows:
• All map changes depicted in Attachments A – D are needed to ensure consistency with the
2040 Future Land Use Map in Chapter 4 of the Comprehensive Plan.
• State Statute requires a City’s Zoning Map and Future Land Use Map to align.
• The districts proposed for renaming and/or consolidation are to ensure better alignment with
Table 4-3 (Future Land Use Framework) in the Comprehensive Plan.
• Attachment D depicts the properties that are being rezoned, which are not part of a district
renaming and/or consolidation. The decisions regarding the zoning of these parcels was made
following engagement efforts that occurred as a part of the comprehensive planning process in
Page 1 of 3

35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82

2017-2018.
A summary of the Zoning Code text amendments are as follows:
• Attachment E outlines the full text of the proposed amendments.
• Certain definitions are proposed to be added (Courtyard Cottage, Four-Family [quadruplex],
and Three-Family [triplex]) and revised to ensure clarity across referenced housing types
within the Tables of Allowed Uses (Tables 1004-2 and 1005-1).
• The Low Density Residential-1 (LDR-1) district is proposed to be renamed to Low Density
Residential (LDR).
• The Low Density Residential-2 (LDR-2) district is proposed to be renamed to Low to Medium
Density Residential (LMDR).
• The High Density Residential (HDR) 1 & 2 districts are being consolidated to a single HDR
district.
• Existing “Building Arrangement” language/standards are being moved to the beginning of the
residential district regulations, since they are recommended to be allowed in all residential
districts. These standards are integral to allowing the courtyard cottage housing type.
• The Residential Districts Table of Allowable Uses (Table 1004-2) has been revised to reflect
the new district names and the introduction of the following uses into LDR and/or LMDR:
o LDR adds duplex (two-family detached), twin home (two-family attached), and
courtyard cottage.
o LMDR adds triplex (three-family), quadruplex (four-family), and accessory dwelling
unit.
• The Dimensional Standards tables have been updated to reflect the new housing types and the
corresponding minimum and maximum density and lot area requirements, including a
reduction of the minimum lot size in the LDR district from 11,000 SF (interior lot) and 12,500
SF (corner lot) to 9,350 SF and establishment of minimum lot size requirements for two-family
and courtyard cottage housing types.
• Under the dimensional standards for MDR, a conditional use option has been added to allow a
density between 12-18 units per acre.
• Under the dimensional standards for MDR, the maximum building heights have been revised
to be consistent across all housing types permitted within the district – at 45’.
• Under the dimensional standards for MDR, lot area, width and setback standards have been
added for the courtyard cottage housing type.
• Under the dimensional standards for HDR, a conditional use for a density higher than 24 units
per acre has been added (due to elimination of the HDR-2 district).
• Under the dimensional standards for HDR, the maximum building heights have been revised
to 55’, with an option to obtain a conditional use to go taller.
• Under the dimensional standards for HDR, an upper floors stepback standard has been added
to address community concerns about tall buildings abutting LDR or LMDR districts.
• The existing Commercial and Mixed-Use Districts chapter has been renamed to Mixed-Use
Districts, with the Table of Allowable Uses (Table 1005-1) also being amended to reflect this
change and the consolidation of certain districts as follows:
o NB renamed to MU-1
o CMU-1 renamed to MU-2A
o CMU-2, 3, & 4 consolidated and renamed to MU-2B
o CB renamed to MU-3
o RB-1 & 2 consolidated and renamed to MU-4
• Regulating Maps have been added for: Rosedale Square, HarMar Mall, and Hamline Shopping
Page 2 of 3

83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90

•
•
•
•

91
92
93
94
95
96
97
98
99
100
101
102

103
104
105
106
107
108
109
110

•
•

Center.
The maximum building height for MU-3 (formerly CB) has been increased by 5’ from 40’ to
45’.
A conditional use has been added to allow for a building height taller than 65’ in the MU-4
district (formerly RB).
Under the Employment Districts Chapter, the O/BP district has been renamed to E-1 and the
O/BP-1 district has been renamed to E-2.
The existing Employment Districts Table of Allowable Uses (Table 1006-1) is also being
amended to reflect this change, as well as a technical amendment to clarify uses in the E-2
District.
The Improvement Area maximum was decreased by 10%, from 85% to 75% for the E-1
district.
A new overlay district titled Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Overlay has been added to reflect the
requirement for said district within the Comprehensive Plan. This overlay is limited to the
HDR, MU-1, MU-2A, MU-2B, MU-3 and MU-4 districts only. The district also requires a
Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities Plan for redevelopment of properties within the overlay.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends the Commission hold the public hearing, then recommend the City Council approve
the Zoning Map and Zoning Code text amendments as outlined in Attachments A thru E of the RPCA
to align with the City’s 2040 Comprehensive Plan.
Prepared by:

Janice Gundlach, Community Development Director

Attachments:

A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.

Renamed Residential Districts Map
Renamed Non-Residential Districts Map
BRT Overlay Map
Site Specific Rezonings Map
Zoning Code Text Amendments
Public Comments
Presentation Slides
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ATTACHMENT A

Renamed Districts
LMDR - Low to Medium Density Residential

Renamed/Consolidated Districts
HDR - High Density Residential
County of Ramsey, Esri, HERE, Garmin, INCREMENT P, Intermap, USGS, EPA

Renamed/Consolidated Residential Districts

Date: 6/30/2021

ATTACHMENT B

Renamed Districts
E-1 - Employment
E-2 - Employment Center
MU-1 - Neighborhood Mixed Use

MU-2A - Community Mixed Use-A
MU-3 - Corridor Mixed Use

Renamed/Consolidated Districts
MU-2B - Community Mixed Use-B
MU-4 - Core Mixed Use

County of Ramsey, Esri, HERE, Garmin, INCREMENT P, Intermap, USGS, EPA

Renamed/Consolidated Non-Residential Districts

Date: 6/30/2021

ATTACHMENT C

Rosedale
Transit
Center

County Rd B Station
(Southbound)

A Line Bus Rapid Transit Stations

County Rd B Station
(Northbound)

BRT Overlay District

Properties Affected by BRT Overlay
HDR - High Density Residential
MU-1 - Neighborhood Mixed Use
MU-2A - Community Mixed Use-A
MU-2B - Community Mixed Use-B
MU-3 - Corridor Mixed Use
MU-4 - Core Mixed Use
County of Ramsey, Esri, HERE, Garmin, INCREMENT P, USGS, EPA

New BRT Overlay District

Date: 6/30/2021

ATTACHMENT D

Recommended Zoning District Change
LDR - Low Density Residential

MU-2B - Community Mixed Use-B

MDR - Medium Density Residential

MU-3 - Corridor Mixed Use

HDR - High Density Residential

E-1 - Employment

MU-1 - Neighborhood Mixed Use

PR - Parks and Recreation
County of Ramsey, Esri, HERE, Garmin, INCREMENT P, Intermap, USGS, EPA

Site-Specific Rezoning

Date: 6/30/2021
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CHAPTER 1004 RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS
SECTION:
1004.01:

Statement of Purpose

1004.02:

Accessory Buildings

1004.03:

Residence Relocations

1004.04:

Existing Setbacks

1004.05:

Building Arrangement

1004.0506:

One- and Two-Family Design Standards

1004.0607:

Multi-Family Design Standards

1004.0708:

Table of Allowed Uses

1004.0809:

Low Density Residential (One-Family) - 1 (LDR-1) (LDR) District

1004.0910:

Low to Medium Density Residential - 2 (LDR-2) (LMDR) District

1004.1011:

Medium Density Residential (MDR) District

1004.1112:

High Density Residential (HDR) Districts (HDR-1 and HDR-2)

1004.01:

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

The residential districts are designed to protect and enhance the residential character and
livability of existing neighborhoods, and to achieve a broad and flexible range of housing choices
within the community. Each residential district is designed to be consistent with the equivalent
land-use category in the Comprehensive Plan: Low-Density Residential, Medium-Density
Residential, and High-Density Residential. The districts are also intended to meet the relevant
goals of the Comprehensive Plan regarding residential land use, housing, and neighborhoods.
1004.02:

ACCESSORY BUILDINGS

A. One- and Two-Family Dwellings: The following standards apply to accessory buildings that
serve one- and two-family dwellings.
1. Number Allowed: Each principal dwelling unit is allowed up to two detached accessory
buildings for storage meeting the standards in Table 1004-1.
2. Accessory Building Performance Standards: Accessory buildings for storage totaling
1,008 square feet may be permitted if the Community Development Department
determines that three of the following performance standards have been met:
a. Matching the roof pitch to be similar to that of the principal structure;
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b. Adding windows or architectural details to improve the appearance of rear and side
walls;
c. Using raised panels and other architectural detailing on garage doors;
d. Increasing side and/or rear yard setback(s); or
e. Installing landscaping to mask or soften the larger building.
Table 1004-1

Accessory building

Maximum combined storage
size/area

864 square feet; up to 1,008 square feet by meeting
performance standards in Section 1004.02A.2.
In any case, combined area of accessory buildings
shall not exceed 85% of the footprint of the principal

Maximum height

15 feet; 9 feet wall height a

Minimum front yard building
setback

30 feetb

Minimum rear yard building setback5 feet
Minimum side yard building setback
Interior

5 feet

Corner

10 feet d

Reverse corner

Behind established building line of principal structure

Minimum setback from any other
building or structure on the lot

5 feet

a.
Notwithstanding the allowed maximum height, the height of an accessory building
shall not exceed the height of the principal structure.
b.
Where the natural grade of a lot at the building line of a house is 8 feet or
more above the established street centerline, the Community Development Department
may permit a detached garage to be erected within any required yard to enable a
reduction of the slope of the driveway to as little as 10%, provided that at least one-half
of the wall height is below grade level.
c. Accessory buildings containing an Accessory Dwelling Unit shall have the same rear
yard setback as required in Table 1004-3 for principal buildings.
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d. The corner side yard setback requirement applies where a parcel is adjacent to a side
street or right- of-way. The required setback from an unimproved right-of-way may be
reduced to the required interior side yard setback by the Community Development
Department upon the determination by the public Works Director that the right-of-way is
likely to remain undeveloped. (Ord. 1418, 10-10-2011) (Ord. 1450, 08-12-2013) (1487,
11/20/2015) (Ord.
1530, 7-10-2017)
B. Attached and Multi-family Buildings: Attached and multi-family buildings are allowed one
storage or maintenance structure and one garden shed per complex, plus detached garage
structures as needed. Accessory buildings and sheds shall be located in rear or side yards
behind the front building line of the principal structure. Accessory buildings and sheds shall
be set back a minimum of 10 feet from rear or side lot lines and from principal buildings.
C. Color, Design, and Materials: The exterior design and materials of an accessory storage
building greater than 120 square feet in area and/or greater than 12 feet in height shall be
similar to or compatible with those of the principal structure.
D. Driveway Required: Any accessory building used for storing one or more motorized vehicles
and/or trailers shall be served by a hard-surfaced driveway to an adjacent public street, if
any of these items are removed from the accessory building more than 2 times in a 10-day
period.
E. Construction Timing: Accessory buildings shall not be constructed prior to the construction of
the principal structure on the same site.
F. Permit Required: Permits are required for all detached accessory buildings prior to
construction.
1004.03:

RESIDENCE RELOCATIONS

In order to protect the character of residential neighborhoods, relocated dwellings shall meet all
standards of the zoning district where they will be located. Relocations of dwellings require a
relocation permit.
1004.04:

EXISTING SETBACKS

If existing houses on 50% or more of the frontage of any block have a predominant front yard
setback less than the minimum required in this chapter, any new construction on that block
frontage may have a reduced front yard setback equal to the average front yard setback of the
two adjacent houses on the same side of the street.
1004.05:

BUILDING ARRANGEMENT

A. Buildings in residential districts may be organized in several ways, including the examples in
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this section:
1. Arranged along the street without a common open space. Open space is provided on
individual lots or on privately defined spaces to the rear of attached dwellings.
2. Arranged around a common courtyard that faces the street, with parking areas taking
access off a shared drive to the side and rear of the buildings.
a. The area of the courtyard is counted towards the overall density, toward lot coverage
calculations, and as part of the lot area per unit;
b. One-family detached dwellings arranged this way would be considered Courtyard
Cottage dwellings.
3. Arranged along the street with a common open space area to the rear or side of the
buildings, as is common in townhouse and multi-family developments. The open space
area(s) for resident use is counted towards the overall density, toward lot coverage
calculations, and as part of the lot area per unit.
1004.0506:

ONE AND TWO-FAMILY DESIGN STANDARDS

A. One- and Two-Family Design Standards: The standards in this section are applicable to all
one- and two-family buildings, with the exception of accessory dwelling units. The intent of
these standards is to create streets that are pleasant and inviting, and to promote building
faces which emphasize living area as the primary function of the building or function of the
residential use.
1. Garage doors shall not occupy more than 40% of the building facade (total building
front); and
2. Garage doors shall be allowed to extend forward a maximum of 5-feet from the
predominant portion of the principal use, while still required to meet the 3-=foot principal
structure front yard setback and
3. Homes with an attached garage that is set back 100 feet or more from the front property
line are exempt from meeting the requirement in “a” above, but must meet all other
requirements of Section 1004.06A05A (Ord. 1405, 2-28-2011) (Ord. 1470, 8-11-2015)
B. Requirements Apply to All New Construction: On lots with physical constraints, such as
lakefront lots, where the Community Development Department determines that compliance
with these requirements is impactful, the Community Development Department may waive
the requirements and instead require design enhancements to the garage doors to ensure
that the purpose of the requirements is achieved. Design enhancements required for garage
doors where the preceding requirements cannot be met may include such things as paint,
raised panels, decorative windows, and other similar treatments to complement the
residential portion of the facade.
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MULTI-FAMILY DESIGN STANDARDS

The standards in this Section are applicable to all structures that contain three or more units.
Their intent is to encourage multi-family building design that respects its context, incorporates
some of the features of one-family dwellings within the surrounding neighborhood, and imparts a
sense of individuality rather than uniformity.
The following standards apply to new buildings and major expansions (i.e., expansions that
constitute 50% or more of building floor area). Design standards apply only to the portion of the
building or site that is undergoing alteration.
A. Orientation of Buildings to Streets: Buildings shall be oriented so that a primary entrance
faces one of the abutting streets. In the case of corner lots, a primary entrance shall face the
street from which the building is addressed. Primary entrances shall be defined by scale and
design.
B. Street-facing Facade Design: No blank walls are permitted to face public streets, walkways,
or public open space. Street-facing facades shall incorporate offsets in the form of
projections and/or recesses in the facade plane at least every 40 feet of facade frontage.
Wall offsets shall have a minimum depth of 2 feet. Open porches and balconies are
encouraged on building fronts and may extend up to 8 feet into the required setbacks. In
addition, at least one of the following design features shall be applied on a street- facing
facade to create visual interest:
1. Dormer windows or cupolas;
2. Recessed entrances;
3. Covered porches or stoops;
4. Bay windows with a minimum 12-inch projection from the facade plane;
5. Eaves with a minimum 6 inch projection from the facade plane; or
6. Changes in materials, textures, or colors.
C. Four-sided Design: Building design shall provide consistent architectural treatment on all
building walls. All sides of a building must display compatible materials, although decorative
elements and materials may be concentrated on street-facing facades. All facades shall
contain window openings.
D. Maximum Length: Building length parallel to the primary abutting street shall not exceed 160
feet without a visual break such as a courtyard or recessed entry.
E. Landscaping of Yards: Front yards must be landscaped according to Chapter 1011, Property
Performance Standards.
F. Detached Garages: The exterior materials, design features, and roof forms of garages shall
be compatible with the principal building served.
G. Attached Garages: Garage design shall be set back and defer to the primary building face.
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Front loaded garages (toward the front street), if provided shall be set back a minimum of 5
feet from the predominant portion of the principal use. (Ord. 1405, 2-28-2011)
H. Surface Parking: Surface parking shall not be located between a principal building front and
the abutting primary street except for drive/circulation lanes and/or handicapped parking
spaces. Surface parking adjacent to the primary street shall occupy a maximum of 40% of
the primary street frontage and shall be landscaped according to Chapter 1019, Parking and
Loading Areas.
I.

All exterior wall finishes on any building must be a combination of the following materials:
face brick, natural or cultured stone, textured concrete block, stucco, wood, vinyl siding,
fiber-reinforced cement board and prefinished metal, or similar materials approved by the
Community Development Department. (Ord. 1494A, 2/22/2016)

1004.0708:

TABLE OF ALLOWED USES

(Ord. 1405, 2-28-2011)
Table 1004-2 lists all permitted and conditional uses in the residential districts.
A. Uses marked as “P” are permitted in the districts where designated.
B. Uses marked with a “C” are allowed as conditional uses in the districts where designated, in
compliance with all applicable standards.
C. Uses marked as “NP” are not permitted in the districts where designated.
D. Uses marked with a “Y” in the “Standards” column indicates that specific standards must be
complied with, whether the use is permitted or conditional. Standards for permitted uses are
included in Chapter 1011, Performance Standards; standards for conditional uses are
included in Chapter 1009, Procedures.
HDR-1
LDR-1

Table 1004-2

LMDR
LDR-2

MDR

HDR-2

P

P

NP

P

P

NP

P

P

NP

Standard
s

Residential - Family Living
Dwelling, one-family detached

P

Dwelling, two-family detached

P

(duplex)

NP

Dwelling, two-family attached
dwelling

P
NP
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(twinhome)
Dwellings, courtyard cottage

P

P

P

NP

NP

C

P

P

Dwelling, three-family

NP

P

P

NP

Dwelling, four-family

NP

P

P

NP

Dwelling, multi-family (35-8 units
per building)

NP

NP

P

P

Dwelling, multi-family (more than 8
units per building)

NP

NP

C

P

C

C

C

NP

NP

NP

Dwelling, one-family attached
(townhome, rowhouse)

Manufactured home park

Dwelling unit, accessory

P

P

C

Y

NP

NP

Y

NP

C

Y

NP
Live-work unit

NP

NP

Residential - Group Living
Community residential facility,
state

P

P

NP

NP

Y

Community residential facility,
state licensed, serving 7-16
persons

NP

NP

C

C

Y

Nursing home

NP

NP

C

C

Y

Assisted living facility

NP

NP

P

P

Y

NP

NP

Y

licensed, serving 1-6 persons

Accessory Uses
Bed and breakfast establishment

C
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Home occupation

P

P

P

P

Y

Day care facility, family

P

P

P

P

Y

Day care facility, group family

C

C

C

C

Y

Day care center

NP

NP

C

C

Y

Roomer, boarder

P

P

P

P

Y

Accessory Buildings and Structures
Accessibility ramp and other
P

P

P

P

Detached garages and off-street
parking space

P

P

P

P

Gazebo, arbor, patio, play
equipment, treehouse, chicken
coop, etc.

P

P

P

P

Renewable energy system

P

P

P

P

Y

Swimming pool, hot tub, spa

P

P

P

P

Y

Tennis and other recreational
courts

P

P

P

P

Y

Garden shed and similar buildings
for storage of domestic supplies
and equipment

P

P

P

P

Y

Communications equipment shortwave radio and TV antennas

P

P

P

P

Y

accommodations

Temporary Uses
Temporary structure, construction
sites

P

P

P

P

Y

Garage and boutique sales

P

P

P

P

Y
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Personal storage container

P

P

P

P

Y

Seasonal garden structure

P

P

P

P

Y

Private garden, community garden

P

P

P

P

Y

(Ord. 1418, 10-10-2011)

1004.0809:

LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL (LDR)(ONE-FAMILY) – (LDR-1) DISTRICT

A. Statement of Purpose: The LDR-1 District is designed to be the lowest density residential
district. The intent is to provide for a residential environment of predominantly low-density
housing types, including one-family dwellings, accessory dwelling units, two-family dwellings,
and courtyard cottages, along with related uses such as public services and utilities that
serve the residents in the district. The district is established to stabilize and protect the
essential characteristics of existing residential areas, and to protect, maintain, and enhance
wooded areas, wetlands, wildlife and plant resources, and other sensitive natural resources.
B. Dimensional Standards:
Table 1004-3

LDR-1 OneFamily

Minimum density

1.5 Units/net acre - averaged across
development site

Maximum density

8 Units/net acre - averaged across development
site

Minimum lot area

9,350 Sq. Ft.

Interior

11,000 square
feet

Corner

12,500 square
feet

Minimum lot width

85 Feet

Interior

85 feet

Corner

100 feet
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45 Feet/unit

45 Feet/unit
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45 feet

Minimum Lot Depth
Interior

110 feet

Corner

100 feet

Maximum Building Height

30 feet

Minimum Front Yard Building Setback

30 Feeta, b

Minimum Side Yard Building Setback
Interior

5 Feet

Corner

10 Feetc

Reverse corner

Equal to existing front yard of adjacent lot, but
not greater than 30 feet

Minimum rear yard setback

30 Feet

a

See Section 1004.04, Existing Setbacks.

b
Covered entries and porches sheltering (but not enclosing) front doors are
encouraged and may extend into the required front yard to a setback of 22 feet from the front
property line.
c
The corner side yard setback requirement applies where a parcel is adjacent to a
side street or right-of- way. The required setback from an unimproved right-of-way may be
reduced to the required interior side yard setback by the Community Development
Department upon the determination by the Public Works Director that the right-of-way is
likely to remain undeveloped.
d.
The horizontal distance between side lines of a lot, measured at right angles to its
depth at the minimum required rear yard building setback line.

(Ord. 1411, 6-13-2011) (Ord. 1452, 09-09-2013) (Ord. 1530, 7-10-2017)
C. Improvement Area: Improvement area, including paved surfaces, the footprints of principal
and accessory buildings, and other structures like decks, pergolas, pools, etc., shall be
limited to 50% of the parcel area. The purpose of this overall improvement area limit is to
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allow for rather liberal construction on a residential property while preventing over-building.
1. For the purposes of this section, “improvements” does not include yard ornaments,
fences, retaining walls, gardens, planting beds, or other landscaping.
2. Within this improvement area limit, impervious surfaces shall be limited to 25% of the
parcel area for parcels within a Shoreland or Wetland Management District to mitigate
surface water impacts caused by excess storm water runoff. This impervious surface
limit may be exceeded, within the allowed improvement area and in compliance with
pertinent regulations in Chapter 1017 of this Title, by receiving approval(s) from the City
Engineer to mitigate excess storm water runoff, generated by additional hard surfaces,
through technical analysis of building materials, soils, slopes, and other site conditions.
3. Within this improvement area limit, impervious surfaces shall be limited to 30% of the
parcel area for all other parcels. The purpose of these further limits on impervious
surfaces within the overall improvement area allowance is to prevent problems caused
by excess storm water runoff. This impervious surface limit may be exceeded, within the
allowed improvement area, by receiving approval(s) from the City Engineer to mitigate
excess storm water runoff, generated by additional hard surfaces, through technical
analysis of building materials, soils, slopes, and other site conditions.
1004.0910:

LOW TO MEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL - 2 (LDR-2)(LMDR) DISTRICT

A. Statement of Purpose: The LDR-2 LMDR District is designed to provide an environment of
one-family dwellings on small lots, accessory dwelling units, two-family to four-family
dwellings, courtyard cottages, and townhouse dwellings, along with related uses such as
public services and utilities that serve the residents in the district. The district is established
to recognize existing areas with concentrations of two-family and townhouse dwellings, and
for application to areas guided for redevelopment at densities up to 8 units per acre or with a
allow for a greater diversity of housing types throughout the city.
B. Dimensional Standards:
Table 1004-4

One-Family

Minimum density

5.0 Units/net acre – averaged across development site

Maximum density

812.0 Units/net acre - averaged across development site

Minimum lot area

6,000 Sq. Ft.

Chapter 1004 RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS
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Attached
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Minimum lot width

60 Feet

30 Feet/unit

24 Feet/unit 24 Feet/unit

Maximum building height

30 35 Feet

30 35 Feet

35 Feet

35 Feet

Minimum front yard building setback
Street

30 Feeta, b

Interior courtyard

10 Feetc

Minimum side yard building setback
Interior

5 Feet

5 Feet

8 Feet (end
unit)

8 Feet (end
unit)

Corner

10 Feet

10 Feet

15 Feet

15 Feet

Reverse corner

Equal to existing front yard of adjacent lot, but not greater than
30 feet

Minimum rear yard setback

30 Feet

a

See Section 1004.04, Existing Setbacks.

b
Covered entries and porches sheltering (but not enclosing) front doors are encouraged and may
extend into the required front yard to a setback of 22 feet from the front street right-of-way line.
c
Covered entries and porches sheltering (but not enclosing) front doors are encouraged and may
extend into the required front yard to a setback of 4 feet to the front courtyard parcel boundary.
(Ord. 1411, 6-13-2011)
C. Improvement Area: Improvement area, including paved surfaces, the footprints of principal
and accessory buildings, and other structures like decks, pergolas, pools, etc, shall be
limited to 60% of the parcel area. The purpose of this overall improvement area for rather
liberal construction on a residential property while preventing over- building; for parcels
within a Shoreland or Wetland Management District, paved surfaces and building footprints
shall be further limited to 25% of the parcel area. (Ord. 1515 12-05-16)
1. For the purposes of this section, “improvements” does not include yard ornaments,
fences, retaining walls, gardens, planting beds, or other landscaping.
2. Within this improvement area limit, impervious surfaces shall be limited to 25% of the
parcel area for parcels within a Shoreland or Wetland Management District to mitigate
surface water impacts caused by excess storm water runoff. This impervious surface
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limit may be exceeded, within the allowed improvement area and in compliance with
pertinent regulations in Chapter 1017 of this Title, by receiving approval(s) from the City
Engineer to mitigate excess storm water runoff, generated by additional hard surfaces,
through technical analysis of building materials, soils, slopes, and other site conditions.
3. Within this improvement area limit, impervious surfaces shall be limited to 35% of the
parcel area for all other parcels. The purpose of these further limits on impervious
surfaces within the overall improvement area allowances is to prevent problems caused
by excess storm water runoff. This impervious surface limit may be exceeded, within the
allowed improvement area, by receiving approval(s) from the City Engineer to mitigate
excess storm water runoff, generated by additional hard surfaces, through technical
analysis of building materials, soils, slopes, and other site conditions. (Ord. 1508 08-2216)
D. Building Arrangement: Buildings may be organized in several ways, including the examples
in this section.
1. Arranged along the street without a common open space, as is typical for most
residential lots. Open space is provided on individual lots.
2. Arranged around a common courtyard that faces the street (see diagram), with parking
areas taking access off a shared drive to the side and rear of the buildings. The area of
the courtyard is counted towards the overall density, toward lot coverage calculations,
and as part of the lot area per unit.
3. Arranged along the street with a common open space area to the rear or side of the
buildings, as is common in townhouse and multi-family developments. The open space
area(s) for resident use is counted towards the overall density, toward lot coverage
calculations, and as part of the lot area per unit.
(Ord. 1452, 09-09-2013)
1004.1011:

MEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL (MDR) DISTRICT

A. Statement of Purpose: The MDR District is designed to provide an environment of varied
housing types at an overall density of 5 to 12 units an acre, including single- family attached
dwellings, small multi-family buildings, two-family and small-lot, one- family dwellings, along
with related uses such as public services and utilities that serve the residents in the district.
The district is intended to promote flexible development standards for new residential
developments and to allow innovative development patterns, consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan.
B. Dimensional Standards:
Table 1004-5

One-Family

Two-Family,
Three-Family, &

Chapter 1004 RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS

Attached

Courtyard
Cottage

Multifamily

50

ATTACHMENT E

City of Roseville

Updates to Zoning Ordinance
HKGi Formatted Version

July 28, 2021

Four-Family
Minimum density

5 Units/net acre - averaged across development site
12 Units/net acre - averaged across development site

Maximum density

Up to 18 Units/net acre requires CUP
Minimum density

5 Units/net acre - averaged across development site

Minimum lot area per unit 4,800 Sq. Ft.

3,600 Sq. Ft.

Minimum lot width

40 Feet

30 Feet/unit

N/a

30 Feet/unit

N/a

30 45 Feet

30 45 Feet

35 45 Feet

45 feet

45 Feet

NA

30 feet

Maximum building height
Maximum improvement
area

3,600 Sq. Ft. 3,600 Sq. Ft. 3,600 Sq. Ft.

65%

Minimum front yard building setback
Street - local
Street – non-local (A and
B Minor Reliever and A
Minor Augmentor)

30 Feet a

NA

NA

Interior courtyard – 40
foot or less courtyard
width

zero feet b

15 Feet c

Interior courtyard – 41-

10 feet c

45 foot courtyard width
Interior courtyard – 45
feet or greater courtyard
width

5 feet d

Minimum side yard building setback
Interior

5 Feet

5 Feet

5 Feet

5 Feet

10 Feet

Periphery

5 feet

5 feet

8 feet

5 feet

20 feet
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10 Feet
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10 Feet

20 Feet

Equal to existing front yard of adjacent lot, but not greater than
Reverse corner/street

30 feet

Minimum rear yard
building setback
Interior

0 feet

Periphery

30 feet

Minimum periphery alley
setback

30 feet

45 feet

30 feet

45 feet

10 feet e

a. Covered entries and porches sheltering (but not enclosing) front doors are encouraged and may
extend into the required front yard to a setback of 22 feet from the front street right-of-way line.
b. Zero feet setback for non-enclosed porch or 15 feet from A/B Minor Reliever or A Minor
Augmentor, whichever is greater.
c. Covered entries and porches sheltering (but not enclosing) front doors are encouraged and may
extend into the required front yard to a setback of 4 feet to the front courtyard parcel boundary.
d. Where courtyards are equal to or exceed 45 feet, covered entries and porches sheltering (but not
enclosing) front doors may extend to the front courtyard parcel boundary.
e. Requires landscaping and/or fencing approved by the community development department.
C. Building Arrangement: Buildings may be organized in several ways, including the examples
in this section:
1. Arranged along the street without a common open space, as is typical for most
residential lots. Open space is provided on individual lots.
2. Arranged around a common courtyard that faces the street, with parking areas taking
access off a shared drive to the side and rear of the buildings (see diagram). The area of
the courtyard is counted towards the overall density, toward lot coverage calculations,
and as part of the lot area per unit.
3. Arranged along the street with a common open space area to the rear or side of the
buildings, as is common in townhouse and multi-family developments. The open space
area(s) for resident use is counted towards the overall density, toward lot coverage
calculations, and as part of the lot area per unit.
1004.1112:

HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS (HDR-1 AND HDR-2)
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A. Statement of Purpose: The HDR districts are is designed to provide an environment of
predominantly high-density housing types, including manufactured-home communities, large
and small multi-family buildings, and single-family attached dwellings, at an overall density
exceeding 12 units per acre, along with related uses such as public services and utilities that
serve the residents in the district. The district is intended to promote flexible development
standards for new residential developments and to allow innovative development patterns,
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.
B. Dimensional Standards:
HDR-1

HDR-2

Table 1004-6
Attached
Minimum density

Multifamily

Multifamily

12 Units/net acre
24 Units/net acreb

Maximum density

Higher than 24 Units/net acre requires
CUP

Minimum density

12 Units/net acre

24 Units/net acre

45 55 Feetd

35 55 Feet
Maximum building
height

36 Units/net acrec

Higher than 55 Feet Higher than 55 Feet
requires CUP
requires CUP

65 Feete

75%

85%

Street

30 Feet

10 Feet

Interior courtyard

10 Feet

15 Feet

Maximum
improvement area
Minimum front yard building setback

Minimum side yard building setback
Interior –
adjacent to LDR-1
or LMDR LDR-2,
and MDR

20 Feet, or 50% of
8 Feet (end unit)
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10 feet or 50% of
10 feet or 50% of
building height,
building height,
whichever is greater whichever is greatera

15 Feet

20 Feet

Minimum rear yard
building setback

30 Feet

Upper floors
stepback – side or
rear property line
adjacent to or front
property line facing
LDR or LMDR
districts

All floors above the third story shall be
stepped back a minimum of 8 feet from
the ground floor façade; if the entire
building (ground floor) is placed at the
upper floors stepback, an additional
stepback is not required for the upper
floors

20% Height of the
buildinga
20 feet or 50% of
building height,
whichever is greatera

a The City may require a greater or lesser setback based on surrounding land uses.
b. Density in the HDR-1 district may be increased to 36units/net acre with approved
conditional use.
c. Density in the HDR-2 district may be increased to more than 36 units/net acre with
approved conditional use.
d. Building height over 45 feet and under 65 feet requires an approved conditional use
in the HDR-1
e. Building height over 65 feet requires an approved conditional use in HDR-2
(Ord. 1405, 2-28-2011) (Ord. 1511 10-24-16)
C. Building Arrangement: Buildings may be organized in several ways, including the examples
in this section:
1. Arranged along the street without a common open space. Open space is provided on
individual lots or on privately defined spaces to the rear of attached dwellings.
2. Arranged around a common courtyard that faces the street, with parking areas taking
access off a shared drive to the side and rear of the buildings. The area of the courtyard
is counted towards the overall density, toward lot coverage calculations, and as part of
the lot area per unit.
3. Arranged along the street with a common open space area to the rear or side of the

Chapter 1004 RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS

54

ATTACHMENT E

City of Roseville

Updates to Zoning Ordinance
HKGi Formatted Version

July 28, 2021

buildings, as is common in townhouse and multi-family developments. The open space
area(s) for resident use is counted towards the overall density, toward lot coverage
calculations, and as part of the lot area per unit.
(Ord. 1403, 12-13-2010) (Ord. 1464, 03-24-2014)
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CHAPTER 1005 COMMERCIAL AND MIXED-USE DISTRICTS
SECTION:
1005.01:

Statement Of Purpose

1005.02:

Design Standards

1005.03:

Table of Allowed Uses

1005.04:

Neighborhood Mixed Use (MU-1)Business (NB) District

1005.05:

Community Mixed Use (MU-2A & MU-2B) Districts

1005.0506:

Corridor Mixed Use (MU-3)Community Business (CB) District

1005.0607:

Core Mixed Use (MU-4) Regional Business (RB) Districts

1005.07:

Community Mixed-Use (CMU) Districts

(Ord. 1483, 10/26/2015)

1005.01:

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

The commercial and mixed-use districts are designed to:
A. Promote an appropriate mix of commercial, office, and residential development types within
the community;
B. Provide attractive, inviting, high-quality retail shopping and service areas, mixed-use sites,
including vertical mixed-use, and medium and high-density residential projects that are
conveniently and safely accessible by multiple travel modes including vehicle, walking, and
bicycling;
C. Improve the community’s mix of land uses, including vertical mixed-use, by encouraging
mixed medium- and high-density residential uses with high quality commercial and
employment uses in designated areas. Mixed-use is a development type that blends
residential, commercial, entertainment, or other uses, where those functions are physically
and functionally integrated, and that provides pedestrian connections;
D. Encourage appropriate transitions between higher-intensity uses within commercial and
mixed use centers and adjacent lower-density residential districts; and
E. Encourage sustainable design practices that apply to buildings, private development sites,
and the public realm in order to enhance the natural environment.
(Ord. 1542 2-12-2018)
1005.02:

A. DESIGN STANDARDS – NON-RESIDENTIAL AND MIXED USE PROJECTS
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The following standards apply to new buildings and major expansions of existing buildings (i.e.,
expansions that constitute 50% or more of building floor area), and changes in use in all
commercial and mixed-use districts. Design standards apply only to the portion of the building or
site that is undergoing alteration.
A. Corner Building Placement: At intersections, buildings shall have front and side facades
aligned at or near the front property line.
B. Entrance Orientation: Where appropriate and applicable, primary building entrances shall be
oriented to the primary abutting public street. Additional entrances may be oriented to a
secondary street or parking area. Entrances shall be clearly visible and identifiable from the
street and delineated with elements such as roof overhangs, recessed entries, landscaping,
or similar design features. (Ord. 1415, 9-12-2011)
C. Vertical Facade Articulation: Buildings shall be designed with a base, a middle, and a top,
created by variations in detailing, color, and materials. A single-story building need not
include a middle.
1. The base of the building should include elements that relate to the human scale,
including doors and windows, texture, projections, awnings, and canopies.
2. Articulated building tops may include varied rooflines, cornice detailing, dormers, gable
ends, stepbacks of upper stories, and similar methods.
D. Horizontal Facade Articulation: Facades greater than 40 feet in length shall be visually
articulated into smaller intervals of 20 to 40 feet by one or a combination of the following
techniques:
1. Stepping back or extending forward a portion of the facade;
2. Variations in texture, materials or details;
3. Division into storefronts;
4. Stepbacks of upper stories; or
5. Placement of doors, windows and balconies.
E. Window and Door Openings:
1. For nonresidential uses, windows, doors, or other openings shall comprise at least 60%
of the length and at least 40% of the area of any ground floor facade fronting a public
street. At least 50% of the windows shall have the lower sill within three feet of grade.
2. For nonresidential uses, windows, doors, or other openings shall comprise at least 20%
of side and rear ground floor facades not fronting a public street. On upper stories,
windows or balconies shall comprise at least 20% of the facade area.
3. On residential facades, windows, doors, balconies, or other openings shall comprise at
least 20% of the facade area.
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4. Glass on windows and doors shall be clear or slightly tinted to allow views in and out of
the interior. Spandrel (translucent) glass may be used on service areas.
5. Window shape, size, and patterns shall emphasize the intended organization and
articulation of the building facade.
6. Displays may be placed within windows. Equipment within buildings shall be placed at
least 5 feet behind windows.
F. Materials: All exterior wall finishes on any building must be a combination of the following
materials: No less than 60% face brick; natural or cultured stone; pre-colored or factory
stained or stained on site textured pre-cast concrete panels; textured concrete block; stucco;
glass; fiberglass; or similar materials and no more than 40% pre-finished metal, cor-ten
steel, copper, premium grade wood with mitered outside corners (e.g., cedar redwood, and
fir), or fiber cement board. Under no circumstances shall sheet metal aluminum, corrugated
aluminum, asbestos, iron plain or painted, or plain concrete block be acceptable as an
exterior wall material on buildings within the city. Other materials of equal quality to those
listed, may be approved by the Community Development Department.
G. Four-sided Design: Building design shall provide consistent architectural treatment on all
building walls. All sides of a building must display compatible materials, although decorative
elements and materials may be concentrated on street-facing facades. All facades shall
contain window openings. This standard may be waived by the Community Development
Department for uses that include elements such as service bays on one or more facades.
H. Maximum Building Length: Building length parallel to the primary abutting street shall not
exceed 200 feet without a visual break such as a courtyard or recessed entry, except where
a more restrictive standard is specified for a specific district.
I.

Garages Doors and Loading Docks: Overhead doors, refuse, recyclables, and/or
compactors shall be located, and to the extent feasible, on rear or side facades that do not
front a public street, to the extent feasible, residential garage doors should be similarly
located. Overhead doors of attached residential garages on a building front shall not exceed
50% of the total length of the building front. Where overhead doors, refuse, recyclables,
and/or compactors abut a public street frontage, a masonry screen wall comprised of
materials similar to the building, or as approved by the Community Development
Department, shall be installed to a minimum height to screen all activities. (Ord. 1415, 9-122011) (Ord. 1443 & 1444, 06-17-2013

J. Rooftop Equipment: Rooftop equipment, including rooftop structures related to elevators,
shall be completely screened from eye level view from contiguous properties and adjacent
streets. Such equipment shall be screened with parapets or other materials similar to and
compatible with exterior materials and architectural treatment on the structure being served.
Horizontal or vertical slats of wood material shall not be utilized for this purpose. Solar and
wind energy equipment is exempt from this provision if screening would interfere with
system operations.
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(Ord. 1435, 4-08-2013) (Ord. 1494A, 2/22/2016)
SECTION 3. §1005.02, Design Standards is further amended as follows:
1005.02.B03:

DESIGN STANDARDS – MULTI-FAMILY PROJECTS

The standards in this Section are applicable to all structures that contain three or more units.
Their intent is to encourage multi-family building design that respects its context, incorporates
some of the features of one family dwellings within the surrounding neighborhood, and imparts a
sense of individuality rather than uniformity.
The following standards apply to new buildings, major expansions (i.e., expansions that
constitute 50% or more of building floor area), and changes in use. Design standards apply only
to the portion of the building or site that is undergoing alteration.
A. Orientation of Buildings to Streets: Buildings shall be oriented so that a primary entrance
faces one of the abutting streets. In the case of corner lots, a primary entrance shall face the
street from which the building is addressed. Primary entrances shall be defined by scale and
design.
B. Street-facing Facade Design: No blank walls are permitted to face public streets, walkways,
or public open space. Street-facing facades shall incorporate offsets in the form of
projections and/or recesses in the facade plane at least every 40 feet of facade frontage.
Wall offsets shall have a minimum depth of 2 feet. Open porches and balconies are
encouraged on building fronts and may extend up to 5 feet into the required setbacks. In
addition, at least one of the following design features shall be applied on a street-facing
facade to create visual interest:
1. Dormer windows or cupolas;
2. Recessed entrances;
3. Covered porches or stoops;
4. Bay windows with a minimum 12-inch projection from the facade plane;
5. Eaves with a minimum 6 inch projection from the facade plane; or
6. Changes in materials, textures, or colors.
C. Four-sided Design: Building design shall provide consistent architectural treatment on all
building walls. All sides of a building must display compatible materials, although decorative
elements and materials may be concentrated on street-facing facades. All facades shall
contain window openings.
D. Maximum Length: Building length parallel to the primary abutting street shall not exceed 160
feet without a visual break such as a courtyard or recessed entry.
E. Landscaping of Yards: Front yards must be landscaped according to Chapter 1011, Property
Performance Standards.
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F. Detached Garages: The exterior materials, design features, and roof forms of garages shall
be compatible with the principal building served.
G. Attached Garages: Garage design shall be set back and defer to the primary building face.
Front loaded garages (toward the front street), if provided shall be set back a minimum of 5
feet from the predominant portion of the principal use. (Ord. 1405, 2-28- 2011)
H. Surface Parking: Surface parking shall not be located between a principal building front and
the abutting primary street except for drive/circulation lanes and/or handicapped parking
spaces. Surface parking adjacent to the primary street shall occupy a maximum of 40% of
the primary street frontage and shall be landscaped according to Chapter 1019, Parking and
Loading Areas.
I.

Exterior Wall Finishes: All exterior wall finishes on any building must be a combination of the
following materials: face brick, natural or cultured stone, textured concrete block, stucco,
wood, vinyl, siding, fiber-reinforced cement board and prefinished metal, or similar materials
approved by the Community Development Department. (Ord. 1494A, 2-22-2016)

(Ord. 1542 2-12-2018)
1005.0304:

TABLE OF ALLOWED USES

Table 1005-1 lists all permitted and conditional uses in the commercial and mixed use districts.
A. Uses marked as “P” are permitted in the districts where designated.
B. Uses marked with a “C” are allowed as conditional uses in the districts where designated, in
compliance with all applicable standards.
C. Uses marked as “NP” are not permitted in the districts where designated.
D. A “Y” in the “Standards” column indicates that specific standards must be complied with,
whether the use is permitted or conditional. Standards for permitted uses are included in
Chapter 1011 of this Title; standards for conditional uses are included in Section 1009.02 of
this Title.
E. Combined Uses: Allowed uses may be combined within a single building, meeting the
following standards:
1. Residential units in mixed-use buildings shall be located above the ground floor or on the
ground floor to the rear of nonresidential uses;
2. Retail and service uses in mixed-use buildings shall be located at ground floor or lower
levels of the building; and
3. Nonresidential uses are not permitted above residential uses.
Table 1005-1

NBMU-1 MU-2A MU-2B
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Office Uses
Office

P

P

P

P

P

P

Clinic, medical, dental or optical

P

P

P

P

P

P

Office showroom

NP

C

P

P

P

P

Retail, general and personal service*

P

P

P

P

P

P

Commercial Uses
Animal boarding, kennel/day care

P

C

P

P

P

P

Y

NP

NP

NP

C

C

C

Y

Animal hospital, veterinary clinic

P

P

P

P

P

P

Y

Bank, financial institution

P

P

P

P

P

P

Club or lodge, private

P

P

P

P

P

P

Day care center

P

P

P

P

P

P

Grocery store

C

P

P

P

P

P

Health club, fitness center

C

P

P

P

P

P

Laboratory for research, development
and/or testing

NP

C

P

NP

NP

Learning studio (martial arts,
visual/performing arts)

C

P

P

P

P

P

Limited production and processingprincipal

NP

C

P

NP

NP

P

Limited warehousing and distribution

NP

C

C

NP

NP

P/C

Liquor store

C

C

P

P

P

P

(indoor)
Animal boarding, kennel/day care
(outdoor)
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Lodging: hotel, motel

NP

NP

P

P

P

P

Mini-storage

NP

NP

NP

P

P

P

Mortuary, funeral home

P

C

P

P

P

P

Motor fuel sales (gas station)

C

NP

C

P

P

P

Y

Motor vehicle repair, auto body shop

NP

NP

C

C

P

P

Y

Motor vehicle rental/leasing

NP

NP

NP

P

P

P

Y

Motor vehicle dealer (new vehicles)

NP

NP

NP

NP

P

P

Movie theater, cinema

NP

NP

P

P

P

P

Outdoor display

P

P

P

P

P

P

Y

Outdoor storage, equipment and
goods

NP

NP

NP

NP

C

C

Y

Outdoor storage, fleet vehicles

NP

NP

NP

P

P

P

Y

Outdoor storage, inoperable/out of
service vehicles or equipment

NP

NP

NP

C

P

P

Y

Outdoor storage, loose materials

NP

NP

NP

NP

NP

NP

Pawn shop

NP

NP

NP

C

C

C

Parking

C

C

C

C

C

C

Restaurant, Fast Food

NP

C

C

P

P

P

Restaurant, Traditional

P

P

P

P

P

P

Brewpub

P

P

P

P

P

P

Brewery

NP

C

NP

C

C

Microbrewery

C

C

C

P

P

C
NP
C
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C

C

P

NP

NP

NP

NP

P

Residential Family Living
Dwelling, one-family detached

P

C

NP

Dwelling, two-family detached
(duplex)

P

P

P

NP

NP

Dwelling, two-family attached
(twinhome)

P

P

P

NP

NP

Dwellings, courtyard cottage

P

P

P

NP

NP

Dwelling, one-family attached

P

P

P

P

P

(townhome, rowhouse)

NP

NP

NP

Dwelling, three-family

P

Dwelling, four-family

P

Dwelling, multi-family (35-8 units per
building)

P

P

NP

NP

C

C

P

P

P

P

NP

NP

C

C

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

NP

C

C

NP

NP

C

P

P

P

P

C

NP

C

NP

NP

P

P

NP

NP

C

C

NP

NP
C

Dwelling, multi-family (upper stories
in mixed-use building)

P

Dwelling, multi-family (more than 8
units per building)

C

Dwelling unit, accessory

NP

NP
C

P
C

C

C

NP

Live-work unit

P

P

P

P
P

C
Manufactured home park

C

C
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Residential Group Living
Community residential facility, state
licensed, 1-6 persons

NP

C

C

NP

NP

Community residential facility, state
licensed, serving 7-16 persons

C

C

C

NP

NP

NP

Y

Student Housing

NP

NP

NP

P

P

P

Y

Nursing home, assisted living facility

C

C

C

C

C

C

Y

Y

Civic and Institutional Uses
College, or post-secondary school,
campus

NP

NP

NP

NP

P

P

Y

College or post-secondary school,
office-based

P

P

P

P

P

P

Y

Community center, library, municipal
building

NP

P

P

NP

P

P

Place of assembly

P

C

P

P

P

P

Y

School, elementary or secondary

NP

NP

NP

NP

P

P

Y

Theater, performing arts center

NP

C

P

NP

P

P

Y

Utilities and Transportation
Essential services

P

P

P

P

P

P

Park-and-ride facility

NP

NP

P

P

P

P

Transit center

NP

NP

P

P

P

P

Accessory Uses, Buildings and Structures
Accessory buildings for storage of
business supplies and equipment

P

P

P

P

P

P

Accessibility ramp and other

P

P

P

P

P

P
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accommodations
Bed & Breakfast establishment

NP

C

C

NP

NP

Communications equipment (TV,
shortwave radio)

NP

P

P

NP

NP

Day care family/group family

NP

P

NP

NP

NP

Detached garage and off-street
parking spaces

P

P

P

P

P

P

Y

Drive-through facility

C

NP

C

C

C

C

Y

Gazebo, arbor, patio, play equipment

P

P

P

P

P

P

Y

Home occupation

P

P

P

NP

NP

NP

Y

P

C

P

P

P

P

Renewable energy system

P

P

P

P

P

P

Y

Roomer/boarder

NP

P

P

NP

NP

Swimming pool, hot tub, spa

P

P

P

P

P

P

Y

Telecommunications tower

C

C

C

C

C

C

Y

Tennis and other recreational courts

C

P

P

C

P

P

Y

Taproom

C

C

P

P

P

P

Cocktail Room

C

C

P

P

P

P

Limited production and processing –
accessory

Temporary Uses
Temporary building for construction
purposes

P

P

P

P

P

P

Y

Sidewalk sales, boutique sales

P

P

P

P

P

P

Y

Portable storage container

P

P

P

P

P

P

Y
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(Ord. 1405, 2-28-2011) (Ord. 1427, 7-9-2012) (Ord. 1445, 7-8-2013) (Ord. 1469, 06-09-2014)
(Ord. 1483, 10/26/2015) (Ord. 1545, 3-26-2018) (Ord. 1563, 08-27-2018)

1005.0405:NEIGHBORHOOD MIXED USE (MU-1) BUSINESS (NB) DISTRICT
A. Statement of Purpose: The Neighborhood Mixed Use Business District is designed to
provide a limited range of neighborhood-scale retail, service, and office uses in proximity to
residential neighborhoods or integrated with residential uses. The MU-1NB district is also
intended to:
1. Encourage mixed use at underutilized retail and commercial intersections;
2. Encourage development that creates attractive gateways to City neighborhoods;
3. Encourage pedestrian connections between Neighborhood Mixed Use Business areas
and adjacent residential neighborhoods;
4. Ensure that buildings and land uses are scaled appropriately to the surrounding
neighborhood; and
5. Provide adequate buffering of surrounding neighborhoods.
B. Design Standards: The standards in Section 1005.021005.03 shall apply except building
length parallel to the primary abutting street shall not exceed 160 feet without a visual break
such as a courtyard or recessed entry.
C. Dimensional Standards:
Table 1005-2
Minimum lot area

No requirement

Maximum building height

35 feet

Minimum front yard building No requirement
setback
Minimum side yard building 6 feet where windows are located on a side wall or on an
setback
adjacent wall of an abutting property
20 feet or 50% of building height, whichever is greater,
from residential lot boundary
Otherwise not required
Minimum rear yard building 25 feet from residential lot boundary
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10 feet from nonresidential boundary

Minimum surface parking
setback

5 feet
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D. Residential Density:
1. Residential densities shall not be lower than 5 units per acre.
2. Residential densities shall not exceed 12 units per acre.
3. Minimum lot size for one-family detached dwellings shall be 6,000 square foot per lot.
E. Improvement Area: The total improved area, including paved surfaces and the footprints of
principal and accessory buildings and structures, shall not exceed 85%75% of the total
parcel area.
F. Frontage Requirement: Buildings at corner locations shall be placed within five feet of the lot
line on either street for a distance of at least 20 feet from the corner.
G. Parking Placement: Surface parking shall not be located between the front facade of a
building and the abutting street. Parking shall be located to the rear or side of the principal
building. Parking abutting the primary street frontage is limited to 50% of that lot frontage.
H. Screening from Residential Property: Screening along side and rear lot lines abutting
residential properties is required, consistent with Chapter 1011 of this Title.
1005.0706:

COMMUNITY MIXED USE (MU-2)MIXED-USE (CMU) DISTRICTS

A. Statement of Purpose: The Community Mixed Use (MU-2)Mixed-Use Districts are designed
to encourage the development or redevelopment of mixed use mixed-use centers that may
include residential, office, commercial, park, civic and institutional, utility and transportation,
park, and open space uses. The Comprehensive Plan’s goal is for Community Mixed Use
areas to incorporate residential land uses accounting for at least 10% of the overall mixed‐
use area. Complementary uses should be organized into cohesive districts in which mixedor single-use buildings are connected by streets, sidewalks and trails, and open space to
create a pedestrian-oriented environment. The MU-2 CMU Districts are intended to be
applied to areas of the City guided for redevelopment and may represent varying degrees of
intensification with respect to land use, hours of operation, or building height.
1. The MU-2ACMU-1 District is the most a more restrictive mixed-use district, limiting
building height and excluding the most intensive land uses, and is intended for
application to redevelopment areas adjacent to low-density residential neighborhoods.
2. The MU-2BCMU-2 District is less restrictive, being open to a wider variety of land uses
and building height, and is intended for areas adjacent to higher-density residential
neighborhoods and higher intensity non-residential areas to provide transition from
higher-density development to parks and other natural areas.
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3. The CMU-3 District is intended for moderate intensity development, suitable for
transitions between higher and lower intensity districts.
4. The CMU-4 District is a more intensive mixed-use district, intended for areas close to
high-traffic roadways and large-scale commercial developments.
B. Regulating Plan: MU-2 CMU districts must be guided by a regulating plan for each location
where it is applied. A regulating plan uses graphics and text to establish requirements
pertaining to the following kinds of parameters. Where the requirements for an area
governed by a regulating plan are in conflict with the design standards established in Section
1005.021005.03 of this Title, the requirements of the regulating plan shall supersede, and
where the requirements for an area governed by a regulating plan are silent, Section
1005.021005.03 shall control.
1. Street and Block Layout: The regulating plan defines blocks and streets based on
existing and proposed street alignments. New street alignments, where indicated, are
intended to identify general locations and required connections but not to constitute
preliminary or final engineering.
2. Street Type: The regulating plan may include specific street design standards to illustrate
typical configurations for streets within the district, or it may use existing City street
standards. Private streets may be utilized within the MU-2 CMU districts where defined
as an element of a regulating plan.
3. Parking
a. Locations: Locations where surface parking may be located are specified by block or
block face. Structured parking is treated as a building type.
b. Shared Parking or District Parking: A district-wide approach to off-street parking for
nonresidential or mixed uses is preferred within the MU-2 CMU districts. Off-street
surface parking for these uses may be located up to 300 feet away from the use. Offstreet structured parking may be located up to 500 feet away from the use.
c. Parking Reduction and Cap: Minimum off–street parking requirement for uses within
the MU-2 CMU districts may be reduced to 75% of the parking requirements in
Chapter 1019 of this Title. Maximum off-street parking shall not exceed the minimum
requirement unless the additional parking above the cap is structured parking.
4. Building and Frontage Types: Building and frontage types are designated by block or
block face. Some blocks are coded for several potential building types; others for one
building type on one or more block faces.
5. Build to Areas: Build to Areas indicate the placement of buildings in relation to the street.
6. Uses: Permitted and conditional uses may occur within each building type as specified in
Table 1005-1Table 1005-5, but the vertical arrangement of uses in a mixed-use building
may be further regulated in a regulating plan
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(Ord. 1415, 9-12-2011) (Ord. 1467, 04-21-2014) (Ord. 1483, 10/26/2015)
C. Regulating Plan Approval Process: A regulating plan may be developed by the City as part
of a zoning amendment following the procedures of Section 1009.06 of this Title and thus
approved by City Council. (Ord. 1415, 9-12-2011)
D. Amendments to Regulating Plan: Minor extensions, alterations or modifications of
proposed or existing buildings or structures, and changes in street alignment may be
authorized pursuant to Section 1009.05 of this Title. (Ord. 1415, 9-12-2011)
E. Twin Lakes Regulating Plan Map:
Figure 1005-1: Twin Lakes Regulating Plan Map, west of Fairview Avenue
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Figure 1005-2: Twin Lakes Regulating Plan Map, east of Fairview Avenue
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Figure 1005-3: HarMar Mall Regulating Plan
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Figure 1005-4: Hamline Shopping Center Regulating Plan Map

1. Greenway Frontage
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a. Siting

i.

Build To Area
A. Refer to Regulating Plan Map (Figure 1005-1) for location of the Build To
Area. Building may be placed anywhere within the Build to Area.
B. At least 90% of the lineal Build To Area shall be occupied by the front facade
of the building.
C. Within 30 feet of a block corner, the ground story facade shall be built within
10 feet of the corner.

b. Undeveloped and Open Space
i.

Lot coverage shall not exceed 85%.

ii. Undeveloped and open space created in front of a building shall be designed as
a semi-public space, used as a forecourt, outdoor seating, or other semi- public
uses.
c. Building Height and Elements
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Ground Floor: Finished floor height shall be a maximum of 18” above sidewalk.

ii. Height is limited to 35 feet in the MU-2A CMU-1 district and within the Restricted
Height Area surrounding Langton Lake Park; elsewhere, building height is limited
to 65 feet.
iii. Facade
A. The primary facade (facades fronting the Build To Areas, a Pedestrian
Corridor, park or public street) of all buildings shall be articulated into distinct
increments such as stepping back or extending forward, use of storefronts
with separate windows and entrances; arcade awnings, bays and balconies;
variation in roof lines; use of different but compatible materials and textures.
B. Blank lengths of wall fronting a public street or pedestrian Connection shall
not exceed 20 feet.
C. Building facades facing a pedestrian or public space shall include at least
30% windows and/or entries.
D. All floors above the second story shall be stepped back a minimum of 8 feet
from the ground floor facade.
iv. Entries: Entries shall be clearly marked and visible from the sidewalk. Entries are
encouraged at least every 50 feet along the Greenway Frontage.
2. Urban Frontage
a. Siting

i.

Build To Area
A. Refer to Regulating Plan Map (Figure 1005-1) for location of the Build To
Area. Building may be placed anywhere within the Build to Area.
B. At least 50% of the lineal Build To Area shall be occupied by the front facade
of the building.
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C. Within 30 feet of a block corner, the ground story facade shall be built within
10 feet of the corner.
D. If a building does not occupy the Build To Area, the parking setback must
include a required landscape treatment consistent with Sections 4 and 5
below.
ii. Undeveloped and Open Space
A. Lot coverage shall not exceed 85%.
B. Undeveloped and open space created in front of a building shall be designed
as a semi-public space, outdoor seating, or other semi-public uses.
b. Building Height and Elements

i.

Height is limited to 35 feet in the MU-2A CMU-1district and within the Restricted
Height Area surrounding Langton Lake Park; elsewhere, building height is limited
to 65 feet.

ii. Facade
A. The primary facade (facade fronting the Build To Areas, a Pedestrian
Corridor, park or public street) of all buildings shall be articulated into distinct
increments such as stepping back or extending forward, use of storefronts
with separate windows and entrances; arcade awnings, bays and balconies;
variation in roof lines; use of different but compatible materials and textures.
B. Blank lengths of wall fronting a public street or pedestrian connection shall
not exceed 30 feet.
iii. Entries: Entries shall be clearly marked and visible from the sidewalk. Entries are
encouraged at least every 100 feet along the Urban Frontage.
3. Flexible Frontage
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a. Siting

i.

Build To Area
A. Refer to Regulating Plan Map (Figure 1005-1) for location of the Build To
Area. Building may be placed anywhere within the parcel, but building
placement is preferred in the Build To Area.
B. Building placement is preferred in the Build To Area. If a building does not
occupy a Build To Area, the parking setback must include a required
landscape treatment consistent with Sections 4 and 5 below.
C. On Flexible Frontage sites located at or near pedestrian corridors or roadway
intersections, where building placement is not to be in the build- to area, the
City will require additional public amenities or enhancements including, but
not limited to, seating areas, fountains or other water features, art, or other
items, to be placed in the build-to area, as approved by the Community
Development Department.

ii. Undeveloped and Open Space
A. Lot coverage shall not exceed 85%.
B. Undeveloped and open space created in front of a building shall be designed
as a semi-public space, outdoor seating, or other semi-public uses.
b. Building Height and Elements
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Height is limited to 35 feet in the MU-2A CMU-1 district and within the Restricted
Height Area surrounding Langton Lake Park; elsewhere, building height is limited
to 65 feet.

ii. Facade
A. Blank lengths of wall fronting a public street or pedestrian connection shall
not exceed 30 feet.
B. The primary facade (facade fronting the Build To Areas, a Pedestrian
Corridor, park or public street) of all buildings shall be articulated into distinct
increments such as stepping back or extending forward, use of storefronts
with separate windows and entrances; arcade awnings, bays and balconies;
variation in roof lines; use of different but compatible materials and textures.
iii. Entries: Entries shall be clearly marked and visible from the sidewalk.
4. Parking

a. Parking shall be located behind the Build To Area/parking setback line.
b. Driveways and/or curb cuts are not allowed along the Greenway Frontage.
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c. Parking Within the Build To Area: Where parking is allowed within the Build To Area,
parking shall be set back a minimum of 5 feet from the property line, and shall be
screened by a vertical screen at least 36” in height (as approved by the Community
Development Department) with the required landscape treatment.

d. Parking Contiguous to Langton Lake Park: Parking on property contiguous to
Langton Lake Park shall be set back a minimum of 15 feet from the property line.
The setback area shall be landscaped consistent with the requirements of Section
1011.03 of this Title.
5. Landscaping

a. Greenway Frontage: 1 tree is required per every 30 linear feet of Greenway Frontage
b. Urban and Flexible Frontage
i.

1 tree is required per every 30 linear feet of Urban and/or Flexible Frontage. ii.
Parking Within the Build To Area: If parking is located within the Build To Area,
the required vertical screen in the setback area shall be treated with foundation
plantings, planted at the base of the vertical screen in a regular, consistent
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pattern.
6. Public Park Connections
a. Each pedestrian corridor identified below shall be a minimum of 25 feet wide and
include a paved, multi-use path constructed to specifications per the City of
Roseville. Each pedestrian connection shall also contain the following minimum
landscaping:
i.

13-caliper-inch tree for every 20 lineal feet of the length of the pedestrian
corridor. Such trees shall be hardy and urban tolerant, and may include such
varieties as red buckeye, green hawthorn, eastern red cedar, amur maackia,
Japanese tree lilac, or other variety approved by the Community Development
Department.

ii. 12 5-gallon shrubs, ornamental grasses, and/or perennials for every 30 lineal feet
of the pedestrian corridor. Such plantings may include varieties like hydrangea,
mockorange, ninebark, spirea, sumac, coneflower, daylily, Russian sage,
rudbeckia, sedum, or other variety approved by the Community Development
Department.
iii. All plant materials shall be within planting beds with wood mulch.
b. County Road C2 Connection: A pedestrian corridor shall be built that connects
adjacent properties to the Langton Lake Park path.

c. Langton Lake Park/Mount Ridge Road Connection: A pedestrian corridor shall be
built that connects Mount Ridge Road to the Langton Lake Park path.
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d. Langton Lake Park/Prior Avenue Connection: A pedestrian corridor shall be built that
connects Prior Avenue to the Langton Lake Park path.

e. Iona Connection

i.

A pedestrian corridor shall be built that connects Mount Ridge Road to Fairview
Avenue, intersecting with Langton Lake Park and Twin Lakes Parkway.

ii. The pedestrian corridor shall take precedent over the Build To Area. In any
event, the relationship of buildings to the pedestrian corridor shall be consistent
with the required frontage.
f.

Langton Lake Connection: A pedestrian corridor shall be built that connects the
adjacent properties to Langton Lake Park path.

(Ord. 1403, 12-13-2010) (Ord. 1415, 9-12-2011) (Ord. 1467, 4-21-2014)
F. TABLE OF ALLOWED USES
1. Uses marked as “P” are permitted in the districts where designated.
2. Uses marked with a “C” are allowed as conditional uses in the districts where designated
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, in compliance with all applicable standards.
3. Uses marked as “NP” are not permitted in the districts where designated.
4. A “Y” in the “Standards” column indicates that specific standards must be complied with,
whether the use is permitted or conditional. Standards for permitted uses are included in
Chapter 1011 of this Title; standards for conditional uses are included in Section 1009.02
of this Title.
5. Combined uses: Allowed uses may be combined within a single building, meeting the
following standards.
a. Residential units in mixed-use buildings shall be located above the ground floor or on
the ground floor to the rear of nonresidential uses;
b. Retail and service uses in mixed-use buildings shall be located at ground floor or
lower levels of the building; and
c. Nonresidential uses are not permitted above residential uses.
Table 1005-5

CMU-1 CMU-2 CMU-3 CMU-4 Standards

Office Uses
Clinic, medical, dental, or optical

P

P

P

P

General

P

P

P

P

Office showroom

C

P

P

P

Animal Boarding (exclusively indoors)

C

P

P

P

Animal Boarding (outdoors)

NP

NP

NP

NP

Animal hospital/veterinary clinic

P

P

P

P

Bank/financial institution

P

P

P

P

Club or lodge, private

P

P

P

P

Daycare center

P

P

P

P

Grocery store

P

P

P

P

Health club/fitness center

P

P

P

P

Commercial Uses
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Learning studio (martial arts, visual or
performing arts

P

P

P

P

Liquor store

C

P

P

P

Lodging (hotel)

NP

NP

NP

P

Mini-storage

NP

Np

NP

NP

Mortuary/funeral home

C

P

P

P

Motor fuel sales (gas station)

NP

C

C

C

Y

Motor vehicle rental/leasing

NP

C

C

C

Y

Motor vehicle repair, auto body shop

NP

NP

NP

NP

Y

Motor vehicle dealer (new vehicles)

NP

NP

NP

NP

Movie theater

NP

P

P

P

Outdoor display

P

P

P

P

Y

Outdoor storage, equipment and goods

NP

NP

NP

NP

Y

Outdoor storage, fleet vehicles

NP

NP

NP

NP

Y

Outdoor storage, inoperable
vehicles/equipment

NP

NP

NP

NP

Outdoor storage, loose materials

NP

NP

NP

NP

Parking

C

C

C

C

Pawn ship

NP

NP

NP

NP

Restaurants, fast food

C

C

P

P

Restaurants, fast food w/ drive-through

NP

NP

NP

NP

Restaurants, traditional

P

P

P

P

Retail, general and personal service

P

P

P

P

Chapter 1005 COMMERCIAL AND MIXED-USE DISTRICTS

83

ATTACHMENT E

City of Roseville

Updates to Zoning Ordinance
HKGi Formatted Version

July 28, 2021

Retail, large format

NP

NP

NP

C

Vertical mixed use

NP

C

P

P

Brewpub

P

P

P

P

Microbrewery

C

C

P

P

Laboratory for research, development
and/or testing

C

P

P

P

Light industrial

NP

NP

NP

NP

Limited production/processing

C

P

P

P

Limited warehousing/distribution

C

C

C

C

Manufacturing

NP

NP

NP

NP

Warehouse

NP

NP

NP

NP

Brewery

NP

NP

C

C

Distillery

C

C

C

C

Accessory dwelling unit

P

P

NP

NP

Y

Live-work unit

P

P

P

P

Y

Manufactured home park

C

C

C

C

Multi-family (≥3 units/building)

C

C

C

C

One-family attached (duplex or twinhome) NP

NP

NP

NP

One-family attached (townhome or row
house)

P

P

P

P

One-family detached

C

C

NP

NP

Industrial Uses

Y

Residential Family Living
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Residential Group Living
Assisted living

C

C

C

C

Nursing home

C

C

C

C

Y

State licensed facility for 1-6 persons

C

C

C

C

Y

State licensed facility for 7-16 persons

C

C

C

C

Y

Student housing

NP

NP

NP

NP

College, campus setting

NP

NP

NP

NP

Y

College, office setting

P

P

P

P

Y

Community center, library, municipal
building

P

P

P

P

Elementary/secondary school

NP

NP

NP

NP

Hospital

NP

NP

NP

NP

Place of assembly

C

P

P

P

Y

Theater/performing arts center

C

P

P

P

Y

Accessibility ramp/other accommodations P

P

P

P

Bed & Breakfast establishment

C

C

C

C

Communications equipment (TV,
shortwave radio)P

P

P

P

P

Y

Day care family/group family

P

P

NP

NP

Y

Detached garage/off-street parking

P

P

P

P

Y

Drive-throughs

NP

NP

C

C

Y

Civic and Institutional Uses

Y

Accessory Uses, Buildings, and Structures
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Gazebo, arbor, patio, play equipment

P

P

P

P

Y

Home occupation

P

P

P

P

Y

Renewable energy system

P

P

P

P

Y

Roomer/boarder

P

P

P

P

Y

Storage building

P

P

NP

Np

Y

Swimming pool, hot tub, spa

P

P

P

P

Y

Telecommunication tower

C

C

C

C

Y

Tennis/other recreational court

P

P

P

P

Y

Taproom

C

C

P

P

Cocktail Room

C

C

P

P

Temporary building for construction
purposes

P

P

P

P

Y

Sidewalk sales, boutique sales

P

P

P

P

Y

Portable storage container

P

P

P

P

Y

Essential services

P

P

P

P

Park-and-ride facility

NP

P

P

P

Transit Center

NP

P

P

P

Temporary Uses

Utilities/Transportation Uses

(Ord. 1483, 10/26/2015) (Ord. 1566, 10/22/2018)
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CORRIDOR MIXED USE (MU-3)COMMUNITY BUSINESS (CB) DISTRICT

A. Statement of Purpose: The Community Business Corridor Mixed Use District is designed for
shopping areas with moderately scaled retail and service uses, including shopping centers,
and freestanding businesses, and as well as high density residential and mixed-use
buildings with upper-story residential uses. The Comprehensive Plan’s goal is for Corridor
Mixed Use areas to incorporate residential land uses accounting for at least 10% of the
overall mixed‐use area. The MU-3 District is CB Districts are intended to be located in areas
with visibility and access to the arterial street system. The district is also intended to:
1. Encourage and facilitate pedestrian, bicycle and transit access; and
2. Provide adequate buffering of surrounding neighborhoods.
B. Dimensional Standards:
Table 1005-3
Minimum Lot Area

No requirement

Maximum building height

40 45 feet

Front yard building setback (min –

0 to 25 feeta

max)
Minimum side yard building setback

6 feet where windows are located on a side
wall of an abutting property
20 feet or 50% of building height, whichever
is greater, from residential lot boundary
Otherwise not required

Minimum rear yard building setback

25 feet from residential lot boundary
10 feet from nonresidential boundary

Minimum surface parking setback

5 feet

a
Unless it is determined by the Community Development Department that a
certain setback minimum distance is necessary for the building or to accommodate
public infrastructure.
B

Unless greater setbacks are required under Section 1011.12 E.1. of this Title.
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C. Residential Density:
1. Residential densities shall not be less than 13 units per acre.
2. Residential densities shall not exceed 36 24 units per acre.
D. Improvement Area: The total improved area, including paved surfaces and footprints of
principal and accessory buildings and structures, shall not exceed 85% of the total parcel
area.
E. Frontage Requirement: A minimum of 30% of building facades abutting a primary street shall
be placed within 25 feet of the front lot line along that street.
F. Surface Parking: Surface parking on large development sites shall be divided into smaller
parking areas with a maximum of 100 spaces in each area, separated by landscaped areas
at least 10 feet in width. Landscaped areas shall include pedestrian walkways leading to
building entrances.
G. Parking Placement: When parking is placed between a building and the abutting street, the
building shall not exceed a maximum setback of 85 feet, sufficient to provide a single drive
aisle and two rows of perpendicular parking along with building entrance access and
required landscaping. This setback may be extended to a maximum of 100 feet if traffic
circulation, drainage, and/or other site design issues are shown to require additional space.
Screening alongside and rear lot lines abutting residential properties is required, consistent
with Chapter 1011 of this Title.
1005.0608:

CORE MIXED USE (MU-4) REGIONAL BUSINESS (RB) DISTRICTS

A. Statement of Purpose: The MU-4 RB District is designed for businesses that provide goods
and services to a regional market area, including regional-scale malls, shopping centers,
large-format stores, multi-story office buildings and automobile dealerships, as well as high
density residential uses. The Comprehensive Plan’s goal is for Core Mixed Use areas to
incorporate residential land uses accounting for at least 10% of the overall mixed‐use area.
The MU-4 RB Districts are is intended for locations with visibility and access from the
regional highway system. The district is also intended to:
1. Encourage a “park once” environment within districts by enhancing pedestrian
movement and a pedestrian-friendly environment;
2. Encourage high quality building and site design to increase the visual appeal and
continuing viability of development in the MU-4 RB District; and
3. Provide adequate buffering of surrounding neighborhoods.
B. Design Standards: The standards in Section 1005.02 shall apply except that ground floor
facades that face or abut public streets shall incorporate one or more of the following
features along at least 60% of their horizontal length:
1. Windows and doors with clear or slightly tinted glass to allow views in and out of the
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interior. Spandrel (translucent) glass may be used on service areas;
2. Customer entrances;
3. Awnings, canopies, or porticoes; and
4. Outdoor patios or eating areas.
C. Dimensional Standards:
Table 1005-4

Non-Residential and Mixed
Use

Multi-Family Uses

Minimum lot area

No requirement

No requirement

Maximum improvement 85%
area

85%

Minimum density

NA20 Units/net acre

2420 Units/net acre

Maximum density

NA36 Units/net acreb

36 Units/net acreb

Maximum building height 65 feet

100 65 feet

Higher than 65 feet, up to 100 Higher than 65 feet, up to
feet requires CUP
100 feet requires CUP
Minimum front yard
building setback

No requirement (see frontage
requirement below)

Minimum side yard building setback
Street

No requirement (see frontage Minimum 5 feet to deck,
requirement below)
porch or patio, 10 feet to
principle structure

Interior courtyard

NA

Interior

6 feet where windows are
NA
located on a side wall or on an
adjacent wall of an abutting
property

15 Feet

20 feet or 50% of building
height, whichever is greater,
from residential lot boundary
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Otherwise not required
Interior - adjacent to
NA
LDR-1, LMDRLDR-2, and
MDR

20 feet or 50% of building

Interior - adjacent all
other district

NA

10 feet or 50% of building

Corners

NA

height, whichever is greatera

height, whichever is greatera
20% Height of the buildinga

Minimum rear yard building setback
Minimum rear yard
building setback

25 feet or 50% of building
25 feet or 50% of building
height, whichever is greater, height, whichever is greatera
from residential lot boundary
10 feet from nonresidential
boundarya

Minimum surface parking 5 feet
setback

5 feet

a The City may require a greater or lesser setback based on surrounding land uses.
b Density may be increased to more than 36 units/net acre with approved conditional
use
(Ord. 1542 2-12-2018)
D. Improvement Area: The total improved area, including paved surfaces and footprints of
principal and accessory buildings or structures, shall not exceed 85% of the total parcel
area.
E. Frontage Requirement: A development must utilize one or more of the three options below
for placement of buildings and parking relative to the primary street:
1. At least 50% of the street frontage shall be occupied by building facades placed within
20 feet of the front lot line. No off-street parking shall be located between the facades
meeting this requirement and the street.
2. At least 60% of the street frontage shall be occupied by building facades placed within
65 feet of the front lot line. Only 1 row of parking and a drive aisle may be placed within
this setback area.
3. At least 70% of the street frontage shall be occupied by building facades placed within
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85 feet of the front lot line. Only 2 rows of parking and a drive aisle may be placed within
this setback area.
F. Access and Circulation: Within shopping centers or other large development sites, vehicular
circulation shall be designed to minimize conflicts with pedestrians.
G. Surface Parking: Surface parking on large development sites shall be divided into smaller
parking areas with a maximum of 100 spaces in each area, separated by landscaped areas
at least 10 feet in width. Landscaped areas shall include pedestrian walkways leading to
building entrances.
H. Standards for Nighttime Activities: Uses that involve deliveries or other activities between the
hours of 10:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M. (referred to as “nighttime hours”) shall meet the following
standards:
1. Off-street loading and unloading during nighttime hours shall take place within a
completely enclosed and roofed structure with the exterior doors shut at all times.
2. Movement of sweeping vehicles, garbage trucks, maintenance trucks, shopping carts,
and other service vehicles and equipment is prohibited during nighttime hours within 300
feet of a residential district, except for emergency vehicles and emergency utility or
maintenance activities.
3. Snow removal within 300 feet of a residential district shall be minimized during nighttime
hours, consistent with the required snow management plan.

CHAPTER 1006 EMPLOYMENT DISTRICTS
SECTION:
1006.01:

Statement Of Purpose

1006.02:

Design Standards

1006.03:

Table Of Allowed Uses

1006.04:

Employment Area (E-1) and Employment Center (E-2) Office/Business Park (BP)
Districts

1006.05:

Industrial (I) District

1006.01:

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

The employment districts are designed to foster economic development and redevelopment and
to enhance opportunities for business expansion and growth. They are also intended to:
A. Encourage reinvestment, revitalization, and redevelopment of retail, office, and industrial
properties to maintain a stable tax base, provide new living-wage job opportunities, and
increase the aesthetic appeal of the city;
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B. Encourage appropriate transitions between higher-intensity uses within employment centers
and adjacent lower-density residential districts; and
C. Encourage sustainable design practices that apply to buildings, private development sites,
and the public realm.
1006.02:

DESIGN STANDARDS

The following standards apply to all development within the employment districts.
A. Landscaping: All yard space between the building setback line and the street right-of- way
line not utilized for driveways, parking of vehicles, or pedestrian elements shall be
landscaped with grass, trees, and other landscape features as may be appropriate.
B. Entrance Orientation: At least one building entrance shall be oriented to the primary abutting
public street. The entrance must have a functional door. Entrances shall be clearly visible
and identifiable from the street.
C. Materials: All exterior wall finishes on any building must be a combination of the following
materials: No less than 60% face brick; natural or cultured stone; textured pre-cast concrete
panels, pre-colored or factory stained or stained on site textured concrete block; stucco;
glass; fiberglass; or similar materials and no more than 40% pre-finished metal, cor-ten
steel, copper, premium grade wood with mitered outside corners (e.g., cedar, redwood, and
fir), or fiber cement board. Under no circumstances shall sheet metal aluminum, corrugated
aluminum, asbestos, iron plain or painted, or plain concrete block be acceptable as an
exterior wall material on buildings within the city. Other new materials of equal quality to
those listed may be approved by the Community Development Department.
D. Overhead Doors: Overhead Doors shall be located on rear or side facades
E. Rooftop Equipment: Rooftop equipment, including rooftop structures related to elevators,
shall be completely screened from eye level view from contiguous properties and adjacent
streets. Such equipment shall be screened with parapets or other materials similar to and
compatible with exterior materials and architectural treatment on the structure being served.
Horizontal or vertical slats of wood material shall not be utilized for this purpose. Solar and
wind energy equipment is exempt from this provision if screening would interfere with
system operations.
F. Service Areas and Mechanical Equipment: Service areas, utility meters, and building
mechanical equipment shall not be located on the street side of a building or on a side wall
closer than 10 feet to the street side of a building.
(Ord. 1435, 4-8-2013) (Ord. 1494A, 2/22/2016)
1006.03:

TABLE OF ALLOWED USES

Table 1006-1 lists all permitted and conditional uses in the employment districts.
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A. Uses marked as “P” are permitted in the districts where designated.
B. Uses marked with a “C” are allowed as conditional uses in the districts where designated, in
compliance with all applicable standards.
C. Uses marked as “NP” are not permitted in the districts where designated.
D. “Y” in the “Standards” column indicates that specific standards must be complied with,
whether the use is permitted or conditional. Standards for permitted uses are included in
Chapter 1011, Property Performance Standards; standards for conditional uses are included
in Chapter 1009, Procedures.
E-1

E-2

O/BP

O/BP-1

Office

P

P

P

Clinic, medical, dental, or optical

P

P

NP

Hospital

C

C

NP

Office showroom

P

P

P

College or post-secondary school,
office-based

P

P

P

Table 1006-1

I

Standards

Office and Health Care Uses

Manufacturing, Research, and Wholesale Uses
Artisan workshop

NP

NP

P

Asphalt plant, batch or other

NP

NP

NP

Catering establishment

NP

NP

P

Concrete plant, batch or other

NP

NP

NP

Contractor's yard

NP

C

P

Contractor's yard - limited

NP

C

P

Crushing of aggregate as a principal
use

NP

NP

NP
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Distribution center

NP

NP

P

Fertilizer plant

NP

NP

NP

P

P

P

NP

NP

NP

P

P

P

Limited warehousing and distribution

P/C

P/C

P

Y

Manufacturing and processing, no
outdoor activities/

NP

NP

P

Y

Manufacturing and processing,
outdoor activities/

NP

NP

C

Y

Outdoor Display

P

P

P

Y

Outdoor storage, equipment and
goods

C

C

P

Y

Outdoor storage, fleet vehicles

C

C

P

Y

Outdoor storage, inoperable/out of
service vehicles or equipment

C

C

P

Y

Outdoor storage, loose materials

NP

NP

C

Y

Manufacturing and processing of clay
products, structural such as brick, fire
brick, tile, and pipe

NP

NP

NP

Manufacturing of insecticides,
fungicides, disinfectants, and related
industrial and household chemical
compounds

NP

NP

NP

Metal casting or foundry

NP

NP

NP

Laboratory for research, development,
and/or testing
Leather and fur tanning, curing,
finishing, and dyeing
Limited production and processing
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NP

NP

NP

C

C

C

NP

NP

NP

P

P

P

Pulp processing plant (paper mill)

NP

NP

NP

Recycling center

NP

NP

P

Salvage or junk yard

NP

NP

NP

Slaughtering of animals

NP

NP

NP

Tire plant or tire recapping plant or
facility

NP

NP

NP

Warehouse

NP

P

P

P

P

P

Wood treatment plant

NP

NP

NP

Brewery

NP

NP

P

Distillery

NP

NP

P

General retail sales and personal
service***

P

P

NP

Y

Animal boarding, animal day care,
kennel

NP

NP

P

Y

Animal hospital, veterinary clinic

P

P

NP

Y

Bank, financial institution

P

P

C

NP

NP

P

Parking
Petroleum refinery
Printing

Wholesale establishment

Y

Commercial Uses, Personal

Building materials sales, lumberyard
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Day care center

P

P

NP

Health club, fitness center

C

C

NP

Learning studio (martial arts,
visual/performing arts)

P

P

NP

Lodging: hotel, motel

P

P

P

NP

NP

P

C

C

P

Motor vehicle repair, large

NP

NP

P

Motor vehicle dealer, rental/leasing

NP

NP

C

Y

Restaurant, fast food

P

P

NP

Y

Restaurant, traditional

P

P

NP

Brewpub

P

P

C

Microbrewery

P

P

P

P

P

P

Motor freight terminal

NP

NP

C

Park-and-ride facility

C

C

C

Transit center

C

C

C

Accessory buildings for storage of
business supplies and equipment

P

P

P

Accessibility ramp and other
accommodations

P

P

P

Mini-storage
Motor fuel sales, gas station (includes
repair)

Y

Y

Utilities and Transportation
Essential services

Accessory Uses, Buildings, and Structures

Chapter 1006 EMPLOYMENT DISTRICTS

Y

96

ATTACHMENT E

City of Roseville

Updates to Zoning Ordinance
HKGi Formatted Version

July 28, 2021

Caretaker’s dwelling

C

C

C

Drive-through facility

C

C

NP

Y

Off-street parking spaces

P

P

P

Y

Telecommunications tower

C

C

C

Y

Renewable energy system

P

P

P

Y

Taproom

P

P

P

Cocktail Room

P

P

P

(Ord. 1427, 7-9-2012; Ord. 1544, 2-12-2018) (Ord. 1566, 10-22-2018)
1006.04:

EMPLOYMENT AREA (E-1) AND EMPLOYMENT CENTER (E-2)
OFFICE/BUSINESS PARK (BP) DISTRICTS

A. Statement of Purpose: The Employment Area (E-1) and Employment Center (E-2) Business
Park Districts is are designed to foster the development of business parks that integrate
complementary employment and related uses in an attractive, efficient and functional
environment.
1. The districts is are also intended to:
a. Provide readily accessible services for employees;
b. Provide pedestrian, bicycle, and transit connections to and through the business
park;
c. Maintain and improve the quality of the natural landscape within the business park;
and
d. Provide appropriate transitions to surrounding neighborhoods and districts.
2. The E-1 District is the more restrictive district, limiting uses to smaller scale offices and
excluding the most intensive employment land uses, and is intended for application to
smaller employment sites.
3. The E-2 District is less restrictive, being open to a wider mix of employment land uses,
and is intended for larger employment areas located in close proximity to highways and
major transportation corridors.
B. Design Standards: The standards in Section 1006.02 shall apply, with the following
additions:
1. Integrated Design: In the design of any business park, buildings and complementary
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uses shall be connected in a logical and cohesive manner by streets, sidewalks, trails,
open space, and natural areas that combine to create a pedestrian-friendly environment.
A pattern of blocks and interconnected streets is preferred.
2. Four-sided Design: Building design shall provide consistent architectural treatment on all
building walls. All sides of a building must display compatible materials, although
decorative elements and materials may be concentrated on street-facing facades. All
facades shall contain window openings. This standard may be waived by the Community
Development Department for uses that include elements such as service bays on one or
more facades.
3. Maximum Building Length: Building length parallel to the primary abutting street shall not
exceed 200 feet without a visual break such as a courtyard or recessed entry.
C. Dimensional Standards:
Table 1006-2
Minimum lot area

20,000 Square Feet

Minimum lot width

60 Feet

Maximum building height

60 Feeta

Minimum front yard building setback

See frontage requirement (E)

Minimum side yard building setback

10 Feet
40 Feet from residential lot boundary

Minimum rear yard building setback

10 Feet
40 Feet from residential lot boundary

Minimum Parking Setbacks
Front yard

Equal to front yard building setbacks
5 Feetb

Side or rear yard
a

40 Feet from residential lot boundary

Increased building height allowed as a conditional use.

b
The Community Development Department may waive the minimum side and/or rear
yard parking setbacks when parking facilities are to be shared with adjoining Employment
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Districts properties.
(Ord. 1411, 6-13-2011)
D. Improvement Area: The improved areas, including paved surfaces and footprints of principal
and accessory buildings and structures, shall not exceed 75% in the E-1 District and 85% in
the E-2 District of the total development parcel area.
E. Frontage Requirement: A development must utilize one or more of the three options below
for placement of buildings and parking relative to the primary street:
1. At least 50% of the street frontage shall be occupied by building facades placed within
20 feet of the front lot line. No off-street parking shall be located between the facades
meeting this requirement and the street.
2. At least 60% of the street frontage shall be occupied by building facades placed within
65 feet of the front lot line. Only one row of parking and a drive aisle may be placed
within this setback area.
3. At least 70% of the street frontage shall be occupied by building facades placed within
85 feet of the front lot line. Only two rows of parking and a drive aisle may be placed
within this setback area.
1006.05:

INDUSTRIAL (I) DISTRICT

A. Statement of Purpose: The Industrial District is designed to provide suitable sites for
manufacturing, assembly, processing, warehousing, laboratory, distribution, related office
uses, and truck/transportation terminals. The district is also designed to:
1. Minimize any external physical effects of such operations on surrounding less intensive
uses;
2. Encourage and facilitate pedestrian, bicycle, and transit access throughout the industrial
areas of the city; and
3. Encourage development of an attractive and well-landscaped physical environment
within the industrial areas of the city.
B. Design Standards: In addition to the standards in Section 1006.02, storage of inoperative
vehicles and/or inoperative equipment shall be conducted entirely within an enclosed
structure.
C. Dimensional Standards:
Table 1006-3
Minimum lot area
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60 Feet

Minimum front yard building setback

30 Feet
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Minimum Side Yard Building Setbacks
Interior

10 Feet
40 Feet from residential lot boundary

Corner

30 Feet from street right-of-way

Minimum rear yard building setback

20 Feet
40 Feet from residential lot boundary

Minimum Parking Setbacks
Front or corner side yard

See parking placement (E)
5 Feeta

Interior side or rear yard

40 Feet from residential lot boundary

a
The Community Development Department may waive the minimum side and/or rear
yard parking setbacks when parking facilities are to be shared with adjoining Employment
Districts properties.
(Ord. 1411, 6-13-2011)
D. Improvement Area: The improved areas, including paved surfaces and footprints of principal
and accessory buildings and structures, shall not exceed 85% of the total development
parcel area.
E. Parking Placement: When parking is placed between a building and the abutting street, the
building shall not exceed a maximum setback of 85 feet, sufficient to provide a single drive
aisle and 2 rows of perpendicular parking along with building entrance access and required
landscaping. This setback may be extended to a maximum of 100 feet if traffic circulation,
drainage and/or other site design issues are shown to require additional space.
F. Surface Parking: Surface parking on large development sites shall be divided into smaller
parking areas with a maximum of 100 spaces in each area, separated by landscaped areas
at least 10 feet in width. Landscaped areas shall include pedestrian walkways leading to
building entrances.
(Ord. 1403, 12-13-2010)
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CHAPTER 1009 OVERLAY DISTRICTS
SECTION:
1009.01:

Statement of Purpose

1009.02:

Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Overlay District

1009.01:

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

Overlay Districts are designed to:
A. Provide specialized guidance for specific geographic areas that may have a number of
underlying zoning districts.
B. Comply with the Comprehensive Plan’s land use guidance.
1009.02:

BUS RAPID TRANSIT (BRT) OVERLAY DISTRICT

A. Purpose
The Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Overlay District is intended to:
1. Achieve the guidance of the Comprehensive Plan’s future land use goals and policies.
2. Promote higher residential density development within the half-mile walkshed of BRT
stations.
3. Establish standards above and beyond those existing in underlying zoning districts for
those areas.
4. Focus on enhancing pedestrian connections as part of development.
B. Overlay District Boundaries: This section shall apply to all lands within the jurisdiction of the
City of Roseville, Minnesota, shown on the official zoning map and/or the attachments
thereto as meeting both of the following:
1. Located within the boundaries of the Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Overlay District; and,
2. Having the underlying zoning of the following base zoning districts:
a. HDR High Density Residential District
b. MU-1 Neighborhood Mixed Use District
c. MU-2A and MU-2B Community Mixed Use Districts
d. MU-3 Corridor Mixed Use District
e. MU-4 Core Mixed Use District
C. Density Standards
1. Residential density shall be a minimum of 15 units per acre.
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D. Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities Plan: Any expansion of existing buildings or uses, a change
in use, or redevelopment of property will require submittal of a Pedestrian and Bicycle
Facilities Plan prior to any City approval of proposed development. The Pedestrian and
Bicycle Facilities Plan shall include the following:
1. Area map showing existing public and private pedestrian and bicycle facilities and
destinations within a half-mile walkshed of the property.
2. Proposed pedestrian and bicycle facilities.
3. Proposed pedestrian and bicycle connections to existing or planned public sidewalks
and trails, including pedestrian/bike street crossings.
E. Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities Standards
1. Provision of pedestrian and bicycle connections to all existing or planned public
sidewalks and trails, including pedestrian/bike street crossings, adjacent to the site.
2. Provision of pedestrian-oriented open space adjacent to BRT stations and major
roadway intersections designed as a semi-public space, outdoor seating, or other semipublic uses.

CHAPTER 1010 PROCEDURES
SECTION:
1009.01:

Administrative Deviation

1009.02:

Conditional Uses

1009.03:

Interim Uses

1009.04:

Variances

1009.05:

Changes to Approved Plans

1009.06:

Zoning Changes

1009.07:

Developer Open House Meetings

1009.08:

Appeals

1010.01:

ADMINISTRATIVE DEVIATION

A. Purpose: Administrative deviations are intended to encourage owners of residential
properties in LDR-1 or LMDRLDR-2 Districts to modernize and improve their properties
while maintaining the overall character of the community. This is accomplished by allowing
limited encroachments into certain required building and driveway setbacks and/or limited
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textiles, wearing apparel, or similar articles, including drop-off of articles by customers or
cleaning of articles dropped off at other locations.
DWELLING: A building or portion thereof designed or used primarily as living quarters for one or
more families, but not including hotels or other accommodations for the transient public, lodging
houses, housing cooperative or other group living arrangements.
DWELLINGS, COURTYARD COTTAGE: A development of one-family detached dwellings
where a courtyard of open space fronts on the public street and the individual dwellings are
accessed from shared driveways and serve the rear of the dwellings.
DWELLING, FOUR-FAMILY [QUADRUPLEX]: A building containing four dwelling units that are
independent from one another, with yards on all sides of the building.
DWELLING, MULTI-FAMILY: A building, or portion of a building, designed exclusively for
occupancy by 3 five or more families living independently of each other in individual dwelling
units. (See also “Multi-family Complex).
DWELLING, ONE-FAMILY ATTACHED [TOWNHOUSE, ROWHOUSE]: A one-family dwelling
unit, with a private entrance, which is part of a structure whose dwelling units are attached
horizontally in a linear arrangement, and having totally exposed front and rear walls to be used
for access, light and ventilation.
DWELLING, ONE-FAMILY DETACHED: A building designed exclusively for and occupied
exclusively by one family in one dwelling unit, with yards on all sides.
DWELLING, THREE-FAMILY [TRIPLEX]: A building containing three dwelling units that are
independent from one another, with yards on all sides of the building.
DWELLING, TWO-FAMILY ATTACHED, [TWIN HOME]: A one-family dwelling which is
attached on one side to another one-family dwelling with a common side wall, each of which is
located on an individual lot.
DWELLING, TWO-FAMILY DETACHED [DUPLEX], TWO-FLAT: A building located on one lot
containing two dwelling units that are horizontally attached or vertically stacked one above the
other, with a separate entrance to each unit and with yards on all sides.
DWELLING, TWO-FAMILY, SPLIT: See dwelling, two-family, twin.
DWELLING UNIT: One or more rooms which are arranged, designed or used as living quarters
for one family only. Individual bathrooms and a complete kitchen facility, permanently installed,
shall always be included with each dwelling unit. No dwelling unit may have more than one
kitchen facility except that a single-family detached dwelling may have more than one kitchen
facility provided the dwelling is designed, arranged or used as living quarters for one family only.
For purposes of this exception, the family shall not include roomers.
DWELLING UNIT, ACCESSORY: A second dwelling unit contained within a single- family
dwelling or within a detached building located on the same lot as a single-family dwelling. This
definition includes accessory buildings constructed in connection with a private garage or a
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

noreply@civicplus.com
*RVCouncil; Dawn O"Connor; Pat Trudgeon
Online Form Submittal: Contact City Council
Sunday, July 18, 2021 7:18:35 PM

Caution: This email originated outside our organization; please use
caution.

Contact City Council
Please complete this online form and submit.

Subject

Zoning Changes

Contact Information

Name:

Marietta Booth

Address:

2230 Midland Grove Road 203

City:

Roseville

State:

MN

Zip:

55113

This form goes to the Mayor, all Councilmembers and certain City Staff. Due to
the volume of emails submitted, a personal reply is not always possible.

How would you prefer
to be contacted?
Remember to fill in the
corresponding contact
information.

Email

Email Address:
Phone Number:
Please Share Your
Comment, Question or
Concern

Proposed rezoning at 2134 Cleveland Av N
Comment – this has already happened
Proposed rezoning at 2025 County Road B W
I am opposed to the proposed rezoning at 2025 County Road B
W from Low Density Residential-1 to Medium Density Residential
for the following reasons:
Potential for too much traffic and danger to safety
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The minimum number of units would be 5/acre up to 12/acre.
The total acreage is 2.27. If I have done my math correctly, this
would equate to a maximum of 24 units.
Now with a possibility of 24 units in this space, with a potential of
48 cars, where do you think the traffic would go? I suspect you
are thinking it would travel onto Midland Grove Road and exit
onto County Road B.
Have you been to Midland Grove Road? This is a curved road
that is already heavily travelled by the 174 units (approximately
400 residents) at the condominium.
Safety is paramount. Midland Grove Road is too close to
Cleveland Ave (an engineer stated this the last time the zoning
issue arose). Crossing County Road B as pedestrians is
dangerous – even with the lights at the corner. Additional cars
and people does not add to safety.
Environment
The current site has many trees on it. Some may need to be
removed due to disease. However, any trees standing can
benefit the environment. Do we need more buildings? Yes, new
trees could be planted but will take years to grow. Also, with a
building and driveway, there would be less place for water to
soak into the ground. It would run off someplace – probably
downhill onto Cleveland Ave.
Historical
According to the Roseville Historical Society this property “In
1923, the current structure which was a prefabricated Sears and
Roebuck bungalow house was assembled. Original blueprints
are available and marking numbers on the joints are still evident.”
If you have any questions, you may contact me.

Unless restricted by law, all correspondence to and from Roseville City
government offices, including information submitted through electronic forms such
as this one, may be public data subject to the Minnesota Data Practices Act
and/or may be disclosed to third parties.
Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.
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Bryan Lloyd
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Bryan Lloyd
Monday, July 19, 2021 8:13 AM
RE: Online Form Submittal: General Inquiry Form

Hi, Diane.
Thanks for reaching out with your question. The property your post card is referring to is a little triangle of land on the
west end of McCarrons Lake. It was gifted to the City for park use some years ago and it was designated for park use in
the comprehensive plan update adopted last summer. This particular parcel now acts as a sort of southeastern end to
Villa Park, connecting directly with McCarrons Lake. As with all of the parcels in the current rezoning effort, the only
reason this parcel is being rezoned is so that it conforms to the land use guidance specified in Roseville’s 2040
Comprehensive Plan.
I completely agree with you that identifying the parcel with its Ramsey County Parcel Identification Number is not
especially helpful, but the parcel does not have an address for us to use. I hope this information is helpful and I
apologize for the confusion. Please let me know if you have any further questions or concerns about the rezoning of that
park parcel.
Bryan
_________________________________________________________________________
Bryan Lloyd, AICP (he/him/his) | Senior Planner | City of Roseville
2660 Civic Center Drive | Roseville, MN 55113
651‐792‐7073
Facebook | Twitter | YouTube

From: Staci Johnson <Staci.Johnson@cityofroseville.com>
Sent: Monday, July 19, 2021 8:04 AM
To: Bryan Lloyd <Bryan.Lloyd@cityofroseville.com>; Janice Gundlach <Janice.Gundlach@cityofroseville.com>
Subject: Fw: Online Form Submittal: General Inquiry Form

Good morning,
I was asked to forward the below email to the appropriate person(s) to prepare a response. Will one of you be
willing to respond to the inquiry?
It's regarding the zoning code postcards we sent.
From: RV Info
Sent: Monday, July 19, 2021 8:02 AM
To: Staci Johnson
Subject: FW: Online Form Submittal: General Inquiry Form
Could you forward on to the appropriate person?

1
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Bryan Lloyd
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Janice Gundlach
Friday, July 16, 2021 1:08 PM
'bradley.estochen@co.ramsey.mn.us'
FW: traffic concerns near TH36/ Cleveland

Good Afternoon Valerie,
I was copied‐in on your below email regarding a site at TH36 & Cleveland. I want to clarify a few things:
1.
Yes ‐ Roseville is in the process of rezoning this parcel from LDR to MDR. This rezoning action is in response to
decisions that were already made regarding the City's Comprehensive Plan. I understand the neighborhood may have
had concerns about this parcel changing from LDR to MDR, but the City Council decided to make the change a few years
back. The
actual rezoning process happening now is the next legislative step towards implementation of decisions
made as part of the Comprehensive Plan process.
2.
There is NO development proposal in process. City staff is not even aware of any development interest in this
parcel at this time.
3.
The MDR zoning does NOT allow buildings greater than 8 units unless an application for a conditional use is filed.
This process would require an official public hearing and notification
to the property owners within 500'. Being you
own a condo to the north, you would receive this public hearing notification if/when one is made. But, it's important to
note that MDR zoning does not inherently mean apartments, in fact apartments are unlikely given the density
allowances in the MDR district. Under the proposed changes, maximum density would 12 units per acre, unless the
conditional use is requested, where again neighborhood input would be sought first.
4.
If the City opts not to change the zoning to MDR, we will have to engage in another amendment to our
Comprehensive Plan and seek approval from the Metropolitan Council. This is important to understand in that the
decision isn't as simple as not doing the rezoning.
5.
The City Council is not meeting on August 4th. This is the date of a Planning Commission meeting on the Zoning
Map changes. Please attend this meeting if you are concerned about this change, but understand it is NOT a City
Council meeting.
6.
Midland Grove Road is a public street, not an easement.
There seems to be a lot of misinformation in the community surrounding this parcel and I'm not sure how that started.
Please give me a call if you want to discuss further or have any additional questions. Thank you!
Janice Gundlach | Community Development Director
O: 651.792‐7071
janice.gundlach@cityofroseville.com

2660 Civic Center Drive | Roseville, MN 55113
Facebook | Twitter | YouTube
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Estochen, Bradley M <Bradley.Estochen@CO.RAMSEY.MN.US>
Sent: Friday, July 16, 2021 11:10 AM
To: Valerie Galajda
Subject: RE: traffic concerns near TH36/ Cleveland
1

Page 8 of 11

RPCA Attachment F
Caution: This email originated outside our organization; please use caution.

Hi Valerie,
The City coordinates with the county as development transition from a concept into an actual project. It feels like this
may be starting to transition from a concept to a potential project based on what you have described. The first step is to
have the zoning align with the proposed used, I don't know the specifics on what medium density residential represents
in Roseville but I am sure they can tell you what that is (units/acre or similar measure).
As with many development review processes public input is part of vetting the merits of the zoning change. I think it is
fair to ask the questions to the city about the proposed development and the need for a zoning change. For substantial
developments some cities require a traffic study to make sure there are no adverse impacts or identify needed
improvements that could be conditioned on the development being built. This could include modifications to
intersection traffic control, addition of turn lanes, inclusion of bike or trail facilities, etc. I think it is reasonable to
request a traffic study to make sure that any modifications do not create operational or safety issues localized to that
area if this is a substantial development.
Easements are very specific arrangements that detail the various conditions about property, ownership, and use. The
terms of that easement can be determined and your HOA should have some idea of what might occur with the driveway
access. Regarding access, from the county perspective, we will be first looking to leverage existing access for any
development in this area, but if that is not feasible we would examine new access. New access onto a county road isn't
necessarily guaranteed and those discussions with the county usually occur once a preliminary site layout is brought
forward from the developer. We (Ramsey County) try to work with the City and developer to find a solution that
balances the development needs with the roadway infrastructure needs. That conversation happens a little later in the
process when the zoning requirements align with the developers intended project.
Hope this helps.
BE
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Valerie Galajda
Sent: Friday, July 16, 2021 9:38 AM
To: Estochen, Bradley M <Bradley.Estochen@CO.RAMSEY.MN.US>
Subject: traffic concerns near TH36/ Cleveland
External message alert: This message originated from outside the Ramsey County email system. Use caution when
clicking hyperlinks, downloading pictures or opening attachments.

Hi Brad,
I work at MnDOT in Waters Edge and was talking with Mark Wagner about this. He suggested I get in touch with you.
It's more a county issue than MnDOT.
I live in a 174 unit condo association in the NE quad of Cleveland and Co Rd B. I'm wondering if you would offer some
perspective and guidance on a potential safety issue adjacent to MnDOT right‐of‐way at Cleveland/ Co Rd B, right next
to the interchange of 35W/36/Cleveland. I attached a pdf map that should help.
2
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The yellow box on the map is a parcel that is currently zoned as low‐density/ single family residential but a proposal has
been submitted to the City of Roseville to rezone as med‐density residential. Allegedly, a developer has purchased the
parcel and we are concerned that this could lead to the construction of a multi‐unit building. Our Association has
concerns about traffic safety and want to approach the Roseville City Council on Aug 4.
We already have safety/ visibility concerns about our access (Midland Grove Rd) and the amount of traffic coming across
Co Rd B to and from Cleveland. The new building would need to use the same access as our association on Midland
Grove Rd which would increase traffic and safety concerns right next to the Cleveland intersection. In fact, the access
driveway is part of the parcel in question and our association has an easement to use it to get to our building.
Another factor is that the nearby Roseville Community Ctr to the east is completing an expansion of their facility which
will already add more traffic to and from Cleveland.
Traffic on Cleveland, both NB & SB, frequently clips along above the posted speed limits.
Do you have any suggestions for how we could approach the City? Would there be a benefit to requesting the City to do
a safety/ modeling study? Would MnDOT have any safety concerns because of the proximity to MnDOT right‐of‐way?
Please email back to this address. I'll be out of town through next Wednesday.
I appreciate any thoughts you can offer ‐ Valerie
____________________________________________________________

3
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Roseville

Zoning Code
Update
ATTACHMENT G

Planning Commission Meeting & Public Hearing
August 4, 2021
Hoisington Koegler Group Inc.

Roseville

Overview of Presentation
01

Need for Zoning Code Update

02

Community Engagement

Zoning Code
Update
ATTACHMENT G

03 Residential Districts (Chap. 1004) + Definitions (Chap. 1001)
Amendments
04 Non-Residential Districts Amendments (Chap.
Chap. 1006)
05

New BRT Overlay District (Ch. 1009)

06

Zoning Map Amendments

1005 and

Roseville

Required and Optional Updates

Zoning Code
Update
ATTACHMENT G

• Required updates (Phase 1):
– Metro cities update comprehensive plans every 10 years
– Roseville 2040 Plan adopted in April 2020
– State law requires that a city review and update zoning regulations to align with
the updated comprehensive plan
• Optional updates to consider (Phase 2):
– Residential Districts, Institutional District, CMU Districts
– Parking, landscaping, screening, and environmental standards
– Sustainability – Adding incentives
– Racial equity and inclusion issues

Roseville

Required Updates

Zoning Code
Update
ATTACHMENT G

• Residential Districts - Update density/scale/intensity standards and allowed housing
types

• Business Districts –
–

Rename as mixed use districts

–

Update density/scale/intensity standards and allowed housing types

• Office and business park districts –
–

Rename as employment districts

–

Update scale/intensity standards

• New BRT Overlay District – Apply to Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) corridor station areas along
Snelling Ave

Roseville

Updates to Zoning Map

Zoning Code
Update
ATTACHMENT G

• Conversion of current Business Districts (NB, CB, RB-1, RB-2) to
Mixed Use Districts
• Conversion of Office/Business Park Districts (O/BP, O/BP-1) to
Employment Districts
• Rezone 43 individual parcels to bring Zoning Map into
consistency with the 2040 Comprehensive Plan

Roseville

Community Engagement
• March and April
• Online engagement on project webpage:
Idea Wall + Interactive Map
• Six virtual stakeholder meetings
• Input used to help inform Phase One mandatory
updates as well as Phase Two optional updates
• Began to explore potential changes related to
Racial Equity & Inclusion and Sustainability &
Resilience

Zoning Code
Update
ATTACHMENT G

Roseville
Stakeholder Meetings
1)

Racial Equity & Inclusion

2) Sustainability & Resilience
3) Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Station Areas –
Snelling Ave in the Rosedale and HarMar
Mall areas
4) Lexington – Larpenteur Area
5) Rice Street Corridor
6) Roseville Business Council

Zoning Code
Update
ATTACHMENT G

Roseville

Residential Districts Amendments

Zoning Code
Update
ATTACHMENT G

• Align with 2040 Comprehensive Plan land use categories
• Since current LDR-2 district allows many types of medium density housing,
recommend renaming district to LMDR
• Minor renaming and consolidation of other districts

Roseville

Missing Middle Housing Types
2040 Comprehensive Plan contains goals aimed at
increasing housing options including “missing middle”
housing
• Courtyard cottages (detached
dwellings)
• Two-unit dwellings (duplexes and
twinhomes)
• Triplex and quadruplex dwellings
• Townhouses
• Live-work units

Zoning Code
Update
ATTACHMENT G

Roseville
Residential Districts Amendments

Zoning Code
Update
ATTACHMENT G

LDR District – Align with 2040 Comprehensive Plan
• Low Density Residential (LR) land use category
– Allows up to 8 dwelling units per acre (du/ac)
– Allows two-unit dwellings and small lot detached houses
• Future Land Use (FLU) Map
– Guides more than 3,000 acres for Low Density
Residential, which includes two-unit dwellings and small
lot detached houses

Roseville
Residential Districts Amendments

Zoning Code
Update
ATTACHMENT G

LDR District – Inconsistencies with Comprehensive Plan
1. Density: LDR district does not allow up to 8 dwelling
units/acre; capped at 4 du/ac
2. Housing types allowed: LDR district does not allow
two-unit dwellings nor small lot detached houses
3. Zoning Map: Two-unit dwellings and small lot
detached houses only allowed on approx. 214 acres
currently vs. Comprehensive Plan’s FLU Map showing
more than 3,000 acres

Roseville

Residential Districts Amendments

Zoning Code
Update
ATTACHMENT G

Table of Allowed Uses (Table 1004-2)  Align with
Comprehensive Plan
1. Add 3 housing types/uses to this table – courtyard cottage,
triplex, and quadruplex; multi-family changed to 5-8 units
2. Update allowed housing types for zoning districts in table:
 LDR - Add two-family attached (twinhome), two-family
detached (duplex), courtyard cottages

 LMDR - Add ADU (accessory dwelling unit), triplex, quad
Definitions of dwelling types updated

Roseville
Residential Districts Amendments

Zoning Code
Update
ATTACHMENT G

Update Lot Size Minimums in LDR District
• One-family detached dwellings: Reduce from 11,000 sq. ft. to 9,350 sq.
ft. to reflect current lot sizes in the city
• Two-family dwellings: Set minimum area per unit of 5,500 sq. ft. = LDR
maximum density of 8 du/ac
• Courtyard cottages development: Set minimum area per unit of 5,500
sq. ft.

Roseville
Residential Districts Amendments

Zoning Code
Update
ATTACHMENT G

Other Dimensional Standards  Align with Comprehensive
Plan land use categories
1.

Building height – one standard per zoning district vs. multiple today (based on
“scale” guidance in Comprehensive Plan)

2. Allow higher densities (in MDR and HDR) and building heights (in HDR) through CU
process
3. Add an Upper Floors Stepback standard to HDR

Roseville
Non-Residential Districts Amendments
District Renaming and Consolidation

Zoning Code
Update
ATTACHMENT G

Roseville
Non-Residential Districts Amendments

Zoning Code
Update
ATTACHMENT G

Table of Allowed Uses (Table 1005-1)
1. Combine Tables 1005-1 (Business Districts) and 1005-5
(Mixed Use Districts)
2. Add housing types/uses to the combined table to align
with Comprehensive Plan land use categories
3. Includes amending the CU required in CMU Districts
(MU-2) for 3 or more units per building to permit up to
8 units and conditional for more than 8 units

Roseville
Non-Residential Districts Amendments

Zoning Code
Update
ATTACHMENT G

Table of Allowed Uses (Table 1005-1)
4. Update allowed housing types/uses by zoning district
to align with Comprehensive Plan land use categories
MU-1: Medium density housing
MU-2A: Medium to high density housing
MU-2B: Medium to high density housing
MU-3: High density housing
MU-4: High density housing

Roseville

Non-Residential Districts Amendments

Zoning Code
Update
ATTACHMENT G

Dimensional Standards  align with Comprehensive Plan
land use categories
1.

Density, min and max

2. Building height, max (based on “scale” in Comprehensive Plan)
3. Allow higher building heights (MU-2B and MU-4) through CU
4. Improvement area/impervious surfaces, maximums (based on “intensity” in
Comprehensive Plan)
Purpose Statements for MU districts  10% residential goal
New Regulating Plan Maps  HarMar Mall, Hamline Shopping Center, and Rosedale
Square / Crossings (adjacent to Twin Lakes)

Roseville
Non-Residential Districts Amendments

Zoning Code
Update
ATTACHMENT G

Employment Districts
Table of Allowed Uses (Table 1006-1)
 Technical amendments

Statement of Purpose
 Delineate between E-1 and E-2 districts

Dimensional Standards
 Delineate improvement area maximum between E-1 and E-2
districts

Roseville
New BRT Overlay District (Ch. 1009)

Zoning Code
Update
ATTACHMENT G

1.New chapter for overlay districts
2.Purpose
3.Overlay district boundaries and applicable underlying
base districts
4.Density standard requirement
5.Pedestrian and bicycle facilities plan and standards
requirements

Roseville

Zoning Map Amendments

Zoning Code
Update
ATTACHMENT G

Essentially there are 4 types of recommended amendments to the Zoning Map:
 Renamed districts
 Consolidated districts
 New BRT Overlay District
 Site specific rezonings (43 properties) to align with the Future Land Use Map
in the Comprehensive Plan

Roseville

Zoning Map Amendments

Zoning Code
Update
ATTACHMENT G

Roseville

Zoning Map Amendments

Zoning Code
Update
ATTACHMENT G

Roseville

Zoning Map Amendments

Zoning Code
Update
ATTACHMENT G

Roseville

Zoning Map Amendments

Zoning Code
Update
ATTACHMENT G

Roseville

Zoning Map Amendments

Zoning Code
Update
ATTACHMENT G

Roseville

Staff Recommendation

Zoning Code
Update
ATTACHMENT G

• Hold the public hearing.
• Recommend the City Council approve the Zoning Map and Text Amendments as
provided in the written Request for Planning Commission Action & Attachments.

Roseville
Phase Two

Zoning Code
Update
ATTACHMENT G

• Once Phase One is complete – staff will move to optional updates
• Optional updates were identified in project Scope of Work
• Throughout Phase One discussions - Commission has expressed interest in additional
optional updates for consideration
• Budget and timeline are a concern – not everything can be accomplished
• Before moving forward with Phase Two updates – staff will schedule a joint meeting
between the Council and Planning Commission
• HKGi is keeping a list based on feedback from the public & commissioners

Roseville

Zoning Code
Update
ATTACHMENT G

Thank you!

Item 6c-- Bench Handout
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Janice Gundlach
Staci Johnson
FW: Online Form Submittal: Contact Planning Commission
Wednesday, August 4, 2021 2:43:58 PM

Janice Gundlach | Community Development Director
O: 651.792-7071
janice.gundlach@cityofroseville.com

2660 Civic Center Drive | Roseville, MN 55113
Facebook | Twitter | YouTube

----------------------------------------------------

From: noreply@civicplus.com <noreply@civicplus.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 4, 2021 2:00 PM
To: *RVPlanningCommission <*RVPlanningCommission@metro-inet.us>
Subject: Online Form Submittal: Contact Planning Commission

Caution: This email originated outside our organization; please use caution.

Contact Planning Commission
Please complete this online form and submit.

Subject:

Comments on Rezoning for August 4 Planning Commission
Meeting

Contact Information

Name:

Steven Ring

Address:

1455 Rose Place

City:

Roseville

State:

MN

Zip:

55113

How would you prefer to
be contacted? Remember
to fill in the
corresponding contact
information.

No need to contact me

Item 6c-- Bench Handout
Phone Number:
Email Address:
Please Share Your
Comment, Question or
Concern

I plan to provide these comments and question at the Aug 4
Meeting
1. My wife and I live at 1455 Rose Place, right at the tee of
Pascal and Rose Place. We have discussed these changes with
several of our neighbors.
2. We are in favor of the proposed changes from Medium Density
Residential to Low Density Residential along the west side of
Snelling Curve. The entrances and exits to this neighborhood
severely constrain the amount of traffic that can be handled.
3. Regarding the lots on the south side of County Road C
between Snelling and Hamline Avenues (these are also just
south of the railroad tracks):
a. These lots are adjacent to the back yards of the properties on
the north side of Rose Place. Our lot is one of them.
b. We were surprised about the current zoning of those
properties. When was that established? No one in our
neighborhood was aware of changes from Light Industry zoning.
c. Change from High Density Residential to Employment would
likely be a good thing, but we need more information about what
Employment means
d. What does “Employment” Zoning mean?
i. What kinds of businesses are included?
ii. Are there any constraints on the kind of businesses that can
border residential areas? Some years ago, a metal stamping
business behind our homes was incredibly noisy.
iii. What are the noise requirements and hours of operation
limits? (A previous industry operated 24 hours per day.)
iv. Is there any monitoring of odors or volatile substances, etc.?
v. How high can the buildings be?
vi. Are there any limits on lights that shine into our yards?
e. In terms of borders to residential areas: Is a buffer zone
required? If so, how does it have to be maintained (vegetation,
fencing, etc.?

Unless restricted by law, all correspondence to and from Roseville City
government offices, including information submitted through electronic forms such
as this one, may be public data subject to the Minnesota Data Practices Act
and/or may be disclosed to third parties.

Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.

Item 6c-- Bench Handout
corresponding contact
information.
Phone Number:

Field not completed.

Email Address:
Please Share Your
Comment, Question or
Concern

I am unable to attend the hearing this evening concerning
expanding the types of housing permitted in low-density
residential zoning districts.
I am a 40+ year resident of Roseville and want to voice my
strong opposition to this change.

Unless restricted by law, all correspondence to and from Roseville City government
offices, including information submitted through electronic forms such as this one,
may be public data subject to the Minnesota Data Practices Act and/or may be
disclosed to third parties.

Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.
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