Mayor:

Address:

Dan Roe

2660 Civic Center Dr.
Roseville, MN 55113

Councilmembers:

Jason Etten
Wayne Groff
Julie Strahan
Robert Willmus

City Council Agenda
Monday, September 13, 2021
6:15 p.m.

Phone:

651-792-7000
Website:

www.cityofroseville.com

(Or Immediately Following the EDA
Meeting)
Following guidance from state health
officials, City Council Members may
participate in upcoming meetings
electronically pursuant to Minn Stat.
13D.021.
Members of the public who wish speak
during public comment or an agenda
item during this meeting can
do so virtually by registering at:
www.cityofroseville.com/attendmeeting
1.

6:15

P.M.

Roll Call

Voting & Seating Order: Groff, Willmus, Strahan, Etten, and Roe

2.

6:16

P.M.

Pledge of Allegiance

3.

6:17

P.M.

Approve Agenda

4.

6:18

P.M.

Public Comment

5.

Recognitions and Donations

6.
7.

6:23

P.M.

Items Removed from Consent Agenda

Business Items

7.A.

6:25

P.M.

Interview Commission Applicants

Documents:
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION AND ATTACHMENT.PDF
BENCH HANDOUT.PDF
7.B.

7:15 P.M. Hold Public Hearing and Consider Approval of Request for a
Noise Variance for the County Road B2 Project
Documents:
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION AND ATTACHMENTS.PDF

7.B.

7:15 P.M. Hold Public Hearing and Consider Approval of Request for a
Noise Variance for the County Road B2 Project
Documents:
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION AND ATTACHMENTS.PDF

7.C.

Consider an Ordinance approving Zoning Map and Zoning
Code text amendments to align with the City's 2040 Comprehensive Plan
7:30

P.M.

Documents:
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION AND ATTACHMENTS.PDF
7.D.

8:30

P.M.

Discuss Roseville’s 2022 Legislative Priorities

Documents:
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION AND ATTACHMENTS.PDF
8.

9:00 P.M. Approval of City Council Minutes
Approve Minutes from August 23, 2021 City Council Meeting

9.

9:05

9.A.

P.M.

Approve Consent Agenda

AP-Approval of Payments
Documents:
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION AND ATTACHMENT.PDF

9.B.

Approve 1 Temporary Liquor License
Documents:
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION AND ATTACHMENT.PDF

9.C.

Approve issuance of a Short Term Rental License for 1901 Shady Beach
Avenue
Documents:
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION AND ATTACHMENTS.PDF

10.

11.

Future Agenda Review, Communications, Reports, and
Announcements - Council and City Manager
9:10

P.M.

9:15

P.M.

Adjourn

Date: September 13, 2021
Item No.:
7.a
Item Description: Interview Commission Applicants
City Council,
Here are the applications for the interviews scheduled. We have notified the applicants that the
interviews will be conducted in alphabetical order. Those who have applied before are noted, otherwise
all are first-time applicants. Below is the order of the applications for your information.
Finance Commission (1 Vacancy, term expiring 3/31/2024)
• Sandra Klein-Hegge
Human Rights, Inclusion & Engagement Commission (1 Vacancy, term expiring 3/31/2023)
• Vicci Johnson (Interviewed March 15, 2021)
• David Sindiga (Interviewed March 15, 2021)
• Matthew Zdroik
Public Works, Environment and Transportation Commission (1 Vacancy, term expiring 3/31/2024)
• Steven Baird
• Mike Collins
• Mark Germscheid (Interviewed April 12, 2021)
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First Name
Sandra

Last Name
Klein-Hegge

City
Roseville

State
MN

Zip Code
55113

How many years have you been a Roseville resident?
64

Commission preference
Finance
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Commission preference
Field not completed.

This application is for
New Term

The City's commissions review specific areas of interest and provide advice to the city council. Please
describe why you want to serve on the commission(s) you listed.
It is important to the viability and sustainability of this community to prioritize how and where our tax
dollars are spent. As a lifelong resident of Roseville I care how we provide for the future of this
community and what the vision of that future looks like. One of the primary tools to develop and realize
that future vision is through financial investment and allocation of tax monies. It would be an honor and
privilege to contribute back to the community which has sustained me through my life with an emphasis
on building for future generations of my Roseville friends and neighbors. I recognize the hard work of
those who have come before me and hope to continue and contribute to that core base.

Please describe any activities, specific skills or experiences you have that you feel would be beneficial to
serving on the advisory commission(s) for which you are applying.
I currently own and run my own small, successful business.
I have a breadth and depth of knowledge that underpins my current knowledge base and allows a
common sense perspective in decision making
I continue to enhance my knowledge base and approach problem solving using logical, well reasoned
premises as a means to arriving at conclusions
I am a thoughtful listener, avid reader and a quick study
I am an optimist who believes we are stronger when we listen to others and that building rapport and
consensus are necessary tools into maintaining and building a brighter path forward.

As a commissioner on your preferred commission(s), how could you contribute to the City's equity and
inclusion initiatives?
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In my business I serve a broad base of clients from all walks of life socially, economically and culturally
whose interests I could not serve if I was not aware of, listen to and understand their perspectives. And I
would bring that expertise to the commission.

Preferred method to be contacted
Telephone

Please provide alternative phone number or email if different from above
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First Name
Vicci Una

Last Name
Johnson

Address 2
Field not completed.

City
Roseville

State
MN

Zip Code
55113

How many years have you been a Roseville resident?
1998-2021

Attachment A

Commission preference
Human Rights, Inclusion and Engagement

Commission preference
Field not completed.

This application is for
New Term

The City's commissions review specific areas of interest and provide advice to the city council. Please
describe why you want to serve on the commission(s) you listed.
1. I want to better understand what the community needs to be a safe environment that insures
inclusion. And then, support those needs.

2. In February, 2018, Congress Passed H.R.253 The Family First Prevention Services Act. In which, life
skills coaches are engaged to council families experiencing trauma, rather than foster care or in any
manner separating children from their parents. I want to encourage this law to be implemented in the
Roseville Community.

Please describe any activities, specific skills or experiences you have that you feel would be beneficial to
serving on the advisory commission(s) for which you are applying.
I am a retired St. Paul Public School music teacher. Junior and Senior high, grades 6-12.
I have negotiated school to business partnerships with the Guthrie, Orchestra Hall, and the Dakota jazz
club. And facilitated a lot of help from parents, to raise funds for the Arts and student travel.

I was a member of the first Ordway Education Board in 1991, and the education chair on the board of
the Twin Cities jazz society.
I have taught in schools with great ethnic and socio-economic diversity: Cleveland JH; Harding HS; Battle
Creek Middle; and Murray JHS. When I was assigned Harding, I learned the band had been permanently
kicked out of all city functions for inappropriate behavior in public..I fixed it..it was NOT the kids, it was
the parents..
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As a commissioner on your preferred commission(s), how could you contribute to the City's equity and
inclusion initiatives?
First, I need to be taught what is needed and wanted by the community.

I can facilitate planning meetings..help people work at agreeing how to design a project.
For certain, social justice and human rights for all persons is my priority.

How can I help maintain a wonderful Roseville community?

Preferred method to be contacted
Telephone

Please provide alternative phone number or email if different from above
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What specific skills or experiences do you have that would be beneficial in serving on the advisory
commission for which you are applying?
I have good interpersonal and verbal communication skills, worked in different cultural diversity
programs, both in college and work places. Been in various committees tasked to look into ways and
means to improve work environment. How to ensure visitors and employee satisfaction. I do feel as an
immigrant I see things from a different lens.

If you identified a second choice commission, please include skills or experiences that would be
beneficial for serving on that commission.
Police civil services.

I grew up in a family of police officers. Some family members are still serving. I have had both good and
bad experiences with the police officers that has reinforced my desire to be an agent of change rather
than a by stander. And yes, I strongly believe in our police officers, they do have a difficult job, but some
things can be improved. The reason why I joined MAC.

Civic and Volunteer Activities MAC
Friend of Roseville Library. I assisted move them to and back during the renovation.
Gathering Place. Provide restaurant ordered warm meals to parents with inpatient children in HCMC
hospital.
Work Experience
Patient Experience and welcome ambassador at Hennepin Healthcare System (HCMC), Mpls- 2011to
current.
Staffing Cordinator/Cultural Diversity at St. Joseph, St. Paul - 2000 to 2010.
Documentation specialist (Guidant Inc.) now Boston Scientific.
Portifolio Acct administrator (Realistar/Ing)

Education

BA in Psycholgy

MA in Organizational Leadership

Is there additional information you would like the City Council to consider regarding your application?
Been living in and around Roseville since 1996. I love this city. Super friendly individual that can strike a
conversation with anybody if they are not super angry.
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First Name

Matthew

Last Name

Zdroik

City Roseville
State MN
Zip Code

55113

How many years have you been a Roseville resident?

2

Commission preference Police Civil Service
Commission preference Human Rights, Inclusion and Engagement
This application is for New Term

Why do you want to serve on this Commission?
I've worked in the Roseville community and want to give some time to the community and influence
how the community takes shape. Better relationships between the people and the government leaders
are important and I think I can help make those relationships better. I'd prefer to serve with the police
advisory open position but I really just want to be involved.
What is your view of the role of this Commission?
The role is to help bridge the gap between local
government and the citizens it serves. Sometimes the gap is a communication gap, sometimes a
knowledge gap, and sometimes it is an operational and functional gap. I think that my ideas can help
bring new energy and perspective and I really look forward to the opportunity to help Roseville.
What specific skills or experiences do you have that would be beneficial in serving on the advisory
commission for which you are applying? Being a resident in the community and also working in the
community gives me perspective on how we proactively make Roseville a better overall community for
the future. We are active in the North Chamber of Commerce and have the relationships necessary to
create momentum for change. I have the ability to think big when necessary but to also think small
down to the little details that can really make the difference between a great program that serves the
community and an average program that serves the community. The difference can sometimes be small
but I am committed to the difference.
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I really care about the position of the police officer and what we have to do as a city to make sure that
we are hiring good quality police offers committed to serving the greater good.

Civic and Volunteer Activities I've started a non-profit, volunteered coaching in the Columbia Heights
5th and 6th grade basketball programs, and done various weekend related volunteering activities with
my role as Office Manager for Chris Ahles State Farm Agency in Roseville.

Work Experience My working life has been spent in the insurance industry. I've been with State Farm for
7 years total and work as the Office Manager for Chris Ahles State Farm Agency in Roseville off of
Lexington.

Education
UW-Stevens Point with a BA in History of Human Rights and Spanish. Double major. Also
minored in Writing and Economics.

Is there additional information you would like the City Council to consider regarding your application?
I really love Roseville and I hope that matters to the board.
Preferred method to be contacted

Email

Please provide alternative phone number or email if different from above
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First Name
Steven

Last Name
Baird

City
Roseville

State
MN

Zip Code
55113

Email Address

How many years have you been a Roseville resident?
28

Commission preference
Public Works, Environment & Transportation
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Commission preference
Field not completed.

This application is for
New Term

The City's commissions review specific areas of interest and provide advice to the city council. Please
describe why you want to serve on the commission(s) you listed.
Service on the Public Works, Environment, and Transportation Commission is a way I can "give back" to
our Roseville community. I have an interest in environmental and energy issues and am an active
supporter of the Environmental Defense Fund. I would also like to see Roseville become even more
walkable and pedestrian friendly, especially around Rosedale and the HarMar/Target areas.

Please describe any activities, specific skills or experiences you have that you feel would be beneficial to
serving on the advisory commission(s) for which you are applying.
A few years ago, I served on the Transportation Committee of the Roseville Vision 2025 Project, which
gave me a little experience interacting with a Public Works person.

During the last third of my career as a technical writer, I worked for Trane in their Building Controls
Division in White Bear Lake. I worked with engineers who designed building control systems intended to
increase building efficiency. While I am not an expert or engineer, I did pick up some concepts and
background in this area.

As a commissioner on your preferred commission(s), how could you contribute to the City's equity and
inclusion initiatives?
I would support any enhancements to public transportation for our senior population, the affordable
housing projects currently underway, energy assistance programs for those with limited incomes, and,
of course, diverse viewpoints on our commissions.
Preferred method to be contacted
Email
Please provide alternative phone number or email if different from above
Field not completed.
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Commission preference
Public Works, Environment & Transportation

Commission preference
Planning

This application is for
New Term

The City's commissions review specific areas of interest and provide advice to the city council. Please
describe why you want to serve on the commission(s) you listed.
I would like to serve on the commission because I feel I can bring a construction background to the
table. I currently work for Goodmanson construction. I would like to see things in the city improve as far
as planning and implementation. I would like to have a voice I. The planning aspect of projects as well

Please describe any activities, specific skills or experiences you have that you feel would be beneficial to
serving on the advisory commission(s) for which you are applying.
On a day to day basis I am dealing with contractors and clients so I am well mannered and
knowledgeable. I have a lot of experience in road construction, asphalt and concrete construction and
general construction experience.

As a commissioner on your preferred commission(s), how could you contribute to the City's equity and
inclusion initiatives?
I would be a valuable member because I tend to see things from a different perspective than others. I
am strong minded and care about about the bottom line for the city of Roseville. As a father of two girls
that are involved in sports and other activities in the city I would like to ensure that all residents are
taken into consideration while advising on decisions on the cities behalf.

Preferred method to be contacted

Attachment A

Email

Please provide alternative phone number or email if different from above
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First Name

Mark

Last Name

Germscheid

Address 1
Address 2

Field not completed.

City Roseville
State MN
Zip Code

55113

Home or Cell Phone Number
Email Address
How many years have you been a Roseville resident?

3

Commission preference Public Works, Environment & Transportation
Commission preference Public Works, Environment & Transportation
This application is for New Term

Why do you want to serve on this Commission?
I moved to Roseville almost 4 years ago. I immediately felt at home and I became a board member of
the homeowner's association in the condo where I live, and then became president of the association. I
was encouraged by one of the homeowners to attend a Public Works commission meeting about a
Sustainable Roseville, and I was really pleased with the experience.

What is your view of the role of this Commission?
I expect that the commission's role is to advise and direct the Public Work Department and others
regarding public works, environmental, and transportation items, like the Sustainable Roseville plan.

What specific skills or experiences do you have that would be beneficial in serving on the advisory
commission for which you are applying?
I work as a water utility management consultant as my day job. I appreciate that Roseville gets its water
from the St Paul Regional Water Services, which is excellent water quality. I appreciate that Roseville
recently performed an analysis of its water rates and made updates, both from the perspective of a
citizen, and as someone who works in the water industry. The balance between service charges based
on service line size and usage can be a delicate one, especially during a drought. Thankfully St. Paul has a

Attachment A

reliable surface water source, the Mississippi River, and we are less affected by droughts. I am
interested to continue the good work of the commission with my experience related to water,
transportation, and the environment. I am a proponent of clean air and water and I would look forward
to emphasizing the importance of a Sustainable Roseville.

If you identified a second choice commission, please include skills or experiences that would be
beneficial for serving on that commission.
Field not completed.

Civic and Volunteer Activities
I have been a board member of the Midland Grove HOA for the past three years.

Work Experience
My relevant experience is that I've worked for EMA, Inc., a Roseville company, for the past six years as a
management consultant and project manager in the water industry. Prior to that I worked for a variety
of companies in IT leadership roles.

Education
My relevant education has been in the water industry for the past six years. I have college credits from
the University of Minnesota, Hennepin Technical college, and St., John's University.

Is there additional information you would like the City Council to consider regarding your application?
I would like to bring my industry experience to bear on my City's government vial the Public Works
Commission. I appreciate the recommendations of my neighbors and I am hopeful that the City of
Roseville would select me to serve in this way.
Preferred method to be contacted

Email

Please provide alternative phone number or email if different from above

Field not completed.

Bench Handout
Item 7.a
September 13, 2021

Date: September 13, 2021
Item No.:
7.a
Item Description: Interview Commission Applicants
City Council,
Here are the applications for the interviews scheduled. We have notified the applicants that the
interviews will be conducted in alphabetical order. Those who have applied before are noted, otherwise
all are first-time applicants. Below is the order of the applications for your information.
Finance Commission (1 Vacancy, term expiring 3/31/2024)
• Sandra Klein-Hegge
• Sean Sutton (Interviewed April 12, 2021)
Human Rights, Inclusion & Engagement Commission (1 Vacancy, term expiring 3/31/2023)
• Vicci Johnson (Interviewed March 15, 2021)
• David Sindiga (Interviewed March 15, 2021)
• Matthew Zdroik
Public Works, Environment and Transportation Commission (1 Vacancy, term expiring 3/31/2024)
• Steven Baird
• Mike Collins
• Mark Germscheid (Interviewed April 12, 2021)

Sean Sutton
Roseville, MN 55113
Home or Cell Phone Number
Email Address
How many years have you been a Roseville resident?
Commission preference
Commission preference
This application is for

5

Finance
Field not completed.
New Term

If this is a student application please list grade in school Field not completed.
Why do you want to serve on this Commission?
My family and I have settled into our community near the library and I'd like to contribute to the
continuous improvements to our city. I have always had a distant interest in public service and the
events over the last year have been the last push needed for me to get more involved.
What is your view of the role of this Commission?
The commission has accounting and finance functions, they help the City understand what they've spent
their money on as well as how they will be able to fund future projects. One of the more important
components of the commission is to allow for transparency. Individuals within both political parties have
different perspective on taxes and government spending, the Commission is acting as an independent
issuer of facts, hoping to provide clarity to all taxpayers as to why and how decisions are made while
letting the data tell the story.
What specific skills or experiences do you have that would be beneficial in serving on the advisory
commission for which you are applying?
For the last 7 years I have been in informational reporting and withholding tax world in which my career
has required me to manage teams and processes. While managing a team I had to set and stick to a
budget, set operational and financial goals, create capacity and revenue planning models, and be able to
communicate my actions to people who know nothing about tax. These roles have required a lot of
creative problem solving which has helped me look at issues from different angles to find the most
advantageous solution.
I have also completed my studies and have received my MBA degree with an emphasis in Finance from
the Carlson School at the University of Minnesota in May of 2020.
If you identified a second choice commission, please include skills or experiences that would be
beneficial for serving on that commission.
Field not completed.
Civic and Volunteer Activities
MS 150 bike ride
ECAN donor, 5k contributor

looking to do more
Work Experience
Most recently the last year at Equiniti as Senior Tax Accountant
2 years at Equiniti Trust Company as Tax Manager
4 years at Wells Fargo as a Operations Tax Accountant
Education
Masters of Business Administration; Carlson School UofM, May 2020
Bachelors of Science - Finance; Western Illinois University, June 2008
Is there additional information you would like the City Council to consider regarding your application?
I am a hard worker who doesn't miss deadlines and hopes to provide a new perspective.
Please tell us how you heard about this opportunity/vacancy. This information will help us understand
and improve our recruitment and advertising.
the Nextdoor app
Preferred method to be contacted

Email

Please provide alternative phone number or email if different from above
Yes
Minnesota Government Data Practices Act
Minnesota Statute §13.601. subd. 3(b) Email Address
Background Authorization
Yes
Acknowledgement
Yes

Additional information received
9/9/2021
From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Vicci Una Johnson
Katie Bruno
Vicci Johnson
Regarding Sept. 13 interview; RE: Human Rights Commission.
Thursday, September 9, 2021 1:53:07 PM

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

Hello Ms. Bruno,
In filling out the online application, I didn’t add the following information.
Can this still be added?
I am retired.
I am still licensed in MN to teach full time until 2023. This is because I completed a
EdD in 2020 which applies to relicensing.
In addition, I have a MN lifetime certificate as a short-term substitute.
MN License File Folder Number is 257791 (Link):
https://public.education.mn.gov/LicenseLookup/educator/search
Anyone can access my EdD paper using Google Scholar Search and title:
Trauma, Trust, and Academic Achievement: Stories Shared by High School
Dropouts.
Vicci U Johnson May 2020.
Best,
Vicci U Johnson
Roseville, MN 55113
CC: VJ

REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION
Date: September 13, 2021
Item No.:
7.b
Department Approval

Item Description:

1
2
3
4
5

Bituminous Roadways, Inc., the general contractor for Ramsey County’s County Road B2 project,
between Fairview and Hamline Avenue, has requested a noise variance from the City for performing
night work associated with the project. Per City Code Chapter 405.03 Hourly Restrictions of Certain
Operations, paragraph D:
Construction Activities: No person shall engage in or permit construction activities
involving the use of any kind of electric, diesel or gas powered machine or other power
equipment except between the hours of 7:00 A.M. and 9:00 P.M. on any weekday, or
between the hours of 9:00 A.M. and 9:00 P.M. on any weekend or legal holiday.

7
8
9

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

Hold Public Hearing and Consider Approval of Request for a Noise Variance
for the County Road B2 Project

BACKGROUND

6

10

City Manager Approval

The contractor is requesting a variance from this section of code to allow night work for up to 10
nights along the stretch of County Road B2 between Fairview Avenue and Snelling Avenue. It is
requesting the variance to help minimize impacts to the traveling public and to make it safer for
work to be done in this high traffic area. Work and noise levels would include bituminous milling
operations, paving and truck hauling.
Overall work on the project includes resurfacing County Road B2 between Fairview Avenue and
Snelling Avenue. Miscellaneous curb, sidewalks and ADA ramps would be replaced. The west four
signal lights within the project area will be replaced. The requested night work is only related to the
milling and paving operations between only Fairview Avenue and Snelling Avenue. The night work
would take place sometime between mid-September and November 1.

22

Per the noise ordinance, a public hearing for the noise variance must be held. A notification of the
public hearing was published in the local paper and a letter was mailed to all property owners and
residents within a 500-foot radius of the work area. No comments have been received to date.

23

DISCUSSION

24

Staff would suggest Council consider a noise variance with the following conditions:

20
21

25
26

•

The Contractor shall notify residents within 500 feet of the work area of expanded work five
days prior to the extended evening work.

27

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

28

None identified.
Page 1 of 2

29

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

32

Staff recommends Council hold a public hearing and consider a variance from City Code Chapter
405.03 Hourly Restrictions of Certain Operations, and allow night work on the County Road B2
Project.

33

REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION

34

Hold a public hearing and approve a request to allow night work on the County Road B2 Project.

30
31

Prepared by:
Attachments:
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Jesse Freihammer, Assistant Public Works Director/City Engineer
A: Resolution
B: Public Hearing Notice Letter
C: Location/Notification Map

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
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EXTRACT OF MINUTES OF MEETING
OF THE
CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ROSEVILLE
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

Pursuant to due call and notice thereof, a regular meeting of the City Council of the City of
Roseville, County of Ramsey, Minnesota was duly held on the 13th day of September 2021, at
6:00 p.m.
The following members were present:
and the following were absent:
Member

introduced the following resolution and moved its adoption:
RESOLUTION No.

RESOLUTION REQUESTING A VARIANCE FROM CITY CODE SECTION 405.03,
HOURLY RESTRICTION ON CERTAIN OPERATIONS FOR THE COUNTY ROAD
B2 PROJECT
WHEREAS, Bituminous Roadways, Inc., is the general contractor for the County Road B2
resurfacing project, located between Fairview Avenue and Hamline Avenue, which is being
administered by Ramsey County; and
WHEREAS, Bituminous Roadways, Inc., has requested a noise variance from the City for
performing night work associated with the project; and
WHEREAS, Bituminous Roadways, Inc., has requested to perform night work outside of
working hours for milling and paving operations between Fairview Avenue and Snelling Avenue
for up to 10 days in order to minimize impacts to the traveling public and to make it safer for
work to be done in this high traffic area;
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that by the City Council of Roseville, Minnesota, that
the variance from City Code 405.03, Hourly Restrictions on Certain Operations for the County
Road B2, is hereby approved subject to notification of residents within 500 feet of the work area
five days prior to the work.
The motion for the adoption of the foregoing resolution was duly seconded by Member
and upon a vote being taken thereon, the following voted in favor thereof:
,
,
, and.
and the following voted against the same:
WHEREUPON said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted.

,

,

Resolution – Noise Variance for County Road B2

STATE OF MINNESOTA
COUNTY OF RAMSEY

Attachment A

)
) SS
)

I, the undersigned, being the duly qualified City Manager of the City of Roseville, County of
Ramsey, State of Minnesota, do hereby certify that I have carefully compared the attached and
foregoing extract of minutes of a regular meeting of said City Council held on the 13th day of
September, 2021, with the original thereof on file in my office.
WITNESS MY HAND officially as such Manager this 13th day of September, 2021.

SEAL
___________________________________
Patrick J. Trudgeon, City Manager
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August 31, 2021
«PrimaryTaxName1»
«PrimaryTaxName2»
«PrimaryTaxAddress»
«PrimaryTaxCityStateZIP»
RE:

County Road B2 (Fairview Ave. to Snelling Ave.)
Noise Variance Hearing

Dear Resident:
The contractor for Ramsey County’s County Road B2 resurfacing project, Bituminous
Roadways, Inc., has informed the City of Roseville that it would like permission to perform work
outside of permitted construction hours. By City Ordinance, no work can be done weekdays
between 9:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. without a variance approved by the City Council.
Bituminous Roadways, Inc. applied for a variance to working hours to perform night work for 510 nights between September 20 and October 31, 2021. Work could be done at any time during
the night. It is requesting the variance to help minimize impacts to the public and to make it
safer for work to be done in this high traffic area. Work and noise levels would include
bituminous milling operations, paving and truck hauling.
A hearing for this variance will take place during the Roseville City Council meeting on
Monday, September 13 at 6:00 p.m. The meeting will be conducted both in person and virtually,
using the Zoom webinar platform. City staff will present the variance request to the City
Council and answer any questions the Council or residents may have. If you do not wish to
attend in person, you can register to attend virtually. To register and take part in the virtual
meeting, please visit www.cityofroseville.com/attendmeeting.
All property owners within 500 feet of the project area are receiving this hearing notice. If you
are not able to attend the meeting but would like to offer input and/or receive information about
what was presented during the meeting, please contact me. I can be reached by phone at 651792-7042 or by email at jesse.freihammer@cityofroseville.com.
Sincerely,

Jesse Freihammer, P.E.
Assistant Public Works Director/City Engineer
Enclosures
2660 Civic Center Drive  Roseville, Minnesota 55113
651-792-ROSE  TDD 651-792-7399  www.cityofroseville.com

1875

1885

1889

1567

5

1535

1547

COU

1477

2452

1512 2457

2417
1523

2451

2440

2435

2433

2430

2421

2420

N TY ROA D B2 W

1815
Highway 36
1675
Highway 36

2325 - 2355

Zimmer

1510

Lake

2305
1875

NORTH HIGHWAY 36 SERVICE DR

SOUTH HIGHWAY 36 SERVICE DR

1907

1903

1897

1887

1620

County Road B2 Project
Prepared by:
Engineering Department
September 08, 2021

2435

2420

2445

P S ON S T

1899

246

S IM

1881

64

T
ARON A S

4

1893

24

1500
2350 2380

N

1901

1650
County Road B2

E N
LIN G AV

AV E

19091919

E

2425

S NE L

V IEW

1880

2485

1595
Highway 36

FAIR

WEST PERIMETER DR

A

AV

5
15

2420

2375 - 2397

XT

NT

48
15

1800

2401

ST

SE

1700
County Road B2

2497

N

1547

2441

1642

1905

1535

1554

2440

1840

SO

W

S

1875

249 3

TRANSIT AVE

1641

40
15

B2

COUNTY ROAD B2 W

T

1535

P

247 5

4
247

NA

AD

1715

25

01

248 6

A RO

RO

1719-1723

SIM

2526

2520

251 6

N TY

2465

1777

17451747

2520

2521

RV
ING CU
SNE LL

249 8

CO U

FAIRVIEW AVE N

1901

17651767

AMERICAN ST

2481 - 2487

2530

250 4

1643-1667

2540

2533

2536

251 0

2495

1925

2525

2480

2501

2540

OAKCRE ST AVE

2550

1485

1756

1728

OAKCREST AVE

1762

1770

1776

2544

2550

2555

1485

2545

2545

2400

2551

2544

SNELLING CURV

2550

2545

2560

1495

2551

2544

1505

2550

2545

2515

2551

2544

2509

2550

2545

1543

2551

2544

2503

2550

1555

2551

2560

2497

2559

Attachment C

1646

2558

1652

2559

1660

2558

1666

2559

1672

2558

1680

2559

1686

2558

2557

1694

2565

1700

2564

1708

2565

1716

2564

1722

2565

2565

2552

1782

2564

2564

SNELLING AVE N

1790

2545

1796

2544

1802

2551

1810

2557

2550

2558

2565

SNELLING AVE N

2558

2566

HEELER AVE

1860 - 2525

2565

BEACON ST

FAIRVIEW AVE N

OAKCREST AVE

1900

2562

1877

Noise Variance Location

Data Sources and Contacts:
* Ramsey County GIS Base Map (6/02/21)
* City of Roseville Engineering Department
For further information regarding the contents of this map contact:
City of Roseville, Engineering Department,
2660 Civic Center Drive, Roseville MN

DISCLA IME R:
Th is map is neither a leg ally r ecorde d ma p nor a su rvey a nd is no t intend ed to b e used as o ne. Th is map is a comp ilation of r ecords,
information and d ata l ocate d in va rious city, cou nty, state and feder al offices and other sour ce s reg ardin g th e a rea shown, and is to
be used fo r referen ce pu rposes only. The City d oes n ot warr ant tha t th e Geo graph ic Information S ystem ( GIS) Da ta u se d to pre pare
thi s map are er ror fr ee, a nd th e City does not repre se nt that th e G IS Data can be used for navig ati onal, tra ckin g o r any o th er purp ose
requi ring exacting measure ment o f distance or dire ction o r p recision in th e depi ction of geo graph ic feature s. If error s or discrep ancies
are fo und pl ease co ntact 651 -792 -707 5. The pre ce ding di sclai me r i s pro vid ed pur su ant to Minne so ta S tatutes §466 .0 3, Su bd. 2 1 (200 0),
and the user of this map ackn owledg es tha t th e Ci ty sh all not b e liable for an y dama ges, an d expressly waives all claims, and a gree s to
defend, inde mnify, and hol d h armless the City from any and al l claims brou ght b y User, its e mployees or age nts, or th ird parties which
arise out o f the user's a ccess o r use o f data pro vi ded.

0

100

200

300

400 Feet

mapdoc: CtyRdB2ProjectLocation.mxd
map: CtyRdB2ProjectLocation.pdf

´

REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION
Date: Sept. 13, 2021
Item No.:
7.c
Department Approval

Item Description:

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35

City Manager Approval

Consider an Ordinance approving 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 has held eight meetings to discuss the proposed Zoning Map and Zoning
Code text amendments that aim to ensure consistency with the 2040 Comprehensive Plan. This
includes the public hearing held on August 4, 2021 where over 2,100 postcards were mailed to property
owners inviting them to the public hearing. Project engagement included six virtual zoom community
sessions held to inform the public about the project and 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. On July 12, 2021, the City Council was provided an update
on the overall Zoning Code Update project. One piece of feedback during that discussion was to
provide additional information to the public regarding proposed changes that impact the City’s low
density residential district. This information was highlighted on the project website and additional City
e-news and social media posts were deployed highlighting these changes. Staff has also worked with
Nine North to record a Missing Middle Housing panel discussion on September 15th.
At this time, City staff is seeking City Council review of the proposed Zoning Map and Zoning Code
text amendments. Staff acknowledges there is a substantial amount of material to review, which may
require multiple City Council discussions before action is taken. Staff would suggest Council tackle
the Zoning Map amendments first being members of the public will likely be present and wanting to
provide feedback. Once discussion/questions have concluded on the Zoning Map, Council may wish
to shift to the Zoning Code text amendments.
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.
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•
•

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 were made
following engagement efforts that occurred as a part of the comprehensive planning process in
2017-2018.

A summary of the Zoning Code text amendments are as follows:
• Attachment E outlines the full text of the proposed amendments, in ordinance form.
• 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
higher 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’. This change is
proposed to better align with Table 4-3 in Chapter 4 of the Comprehensive Plan in terms of
“scale and/or intensity” across the various districts.
• 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 (again – to align with the “scale
and/or intensity” standard outlined in Table 4-3 of the Comprehensive Plan).
• 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
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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
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
to align with the “intensity” standard in Table 4-3 of the Comprehensive Plan.
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.
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•
•
•
•
•
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•
•

105
106
107

112

The Planning Commission held the required public hearing on August 4, 2021. The public hearing
notice was mailed to over 2,100 property owners and published notice was provided in the official
City newspaper over ten days in advance of the scheduled hearing date. The public hearing was also
promoted via the City website, City e-news, and various social media platforms, including Facebook
and Next Door.

113

Several members of the public provided testimony at the public hearing. Public comments included:

108
109
110
111

114

•

Support for the Zoning Map change for 1700 Hamline Ave. (LDR to Mixed Use)

115

•

Opposition for the Zoning Map change for 2025 County Road B (LDR to MDR)

116

•

Support for the Zoning Map change for the properties located on the west side of Snelling
Curve (MDR to LDR)

•

Support for zoning text amendments aimed towards achieving greater diversity of housing
types in the community

120

•

Opposition for the Zoning Map change for 1880 Lexington Ave. (HDR to LDR)

121

•

Screening concerns between Rose Place and the Employment-zoned properties to the north
along County Road C.

117
118
119

122
123

Commission feedback during the hearing included:

124

•

Past outreach efforts concerning the 2040 Comprehensive Plan

125

•

Changes to the low density residential district are significant and there is a concern the broader
public may not understand the changes

126
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•

Commission generally reaffirmed the comments they made at prior Commission meetings
regarding the proposed changes

The Commission ultimately voted 6-0-1 (McGehee abstained) to approve the Zoning Map and Zoning
Code text amendments as proposed by City staff, without changes. The Commission voted
unanimously on two additional, but separate motions for the City Council to reconsider the
Comprehensive Plan’s land use guidance for 2025 County Road B and 1880 Lexington Ave., although
three members of the Commission verbally expressed support for the current guidance. Staff has
provided City Council meeting minutes from 2017 at Attachment H for the two prior Council
discussions involving these parcels.
POLICY OBJECTIVE
Ensure compliance and consistency between the City’s 2040 Comprehensive Plan and the City’s
Zoning Map and Zoning Code.
BUDGET IMPLICATIONS
HKGi was hired for professional services. The Professional Services Agreement, approved by the
City Council on December 7, 2019, was for a total project cost of $79,000 with $1,000 of reimbursable
costs, for a total of $80,000. The project is being funded by the Community Development Fund.
Approximately $18,000 remains in the budget for concluding the Section One updates (required
updates) and to undergo the Section Two updates (optional updates).

148

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Review the proposed Zoning Map and Zoning Code text amendments. Ask questions and provide
feedback to City staff, then make a motion to approve (with or without revisions) or to table action to
allow additional time for discussion and revision.

149

REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION

150

Council has two options:

145
146
147
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155
156
157

158
159
160
161
162
163
164
165
166
167

1) Motion to approve the Zoning Map and Zoning Code text amendments, consistent with
Attachments A – E, with our without revisions per Council direction. Council is advised
action on two ordinances would be required: one for the proposed map and text
amendments (Attachment E) and one for a summary publication (Attachment J), or
2) Table for further discussion – if additional research or revisions are requested, those should
be articulated for City staff and HKGi. Given this is a City-initiated request, there are no
mandatory review periods for City action.
Prepared by:
Attachments:
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Janice Gundlach, Community Development Director, 651-792-7071
A.
Renamed Residential Districts Map
B.
Renamed Non-Residential Districts Map
C.
BRT Overlay Map
D.
Site Specific Rezonings Map
E.
Ordinance: Zoning Code Text Amendments
F.
Public Comments
G.
Planning Commission meeting minutes
H.
City Council meeting minutes regarding land use changes (year 2017)
I.
Presentation Slides
J.
Ordinance Summary

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

ATTACHMENT E

1

ORDINANCE NO. ____

2

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING TITLE 10, ZONING, OF THE ROSEVILLE CITY
CODE TO ENSURE CONFORMANCE WITH THE 2040 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

3
4

The City Council of the City of Roseville does ordain:

5
7

Section 1. Zoning Definitions Amended. After Planning Commission and City Council
consideration of Phase 1 of Project File 0044, the Roseville City Code, Title 10 (Zoning),
Chapter 1001 is hereby amended to add and update various definitions.

8

1001.10: DEFINITIONS

9

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.

6

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

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, 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.

28

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.

29

DWELLING, TWO-FAMILY, SPLIT: See dwelling, two-family, twin.

30
32

Section 2. Administration and Enforcement Amended. After Planning Commission
and City Council consideration of Phase 1 of Project File 0044, the Roseville City Code, Title 10
(Zoning), Chapter 1002 is hereby amended to account for a renamed zoning district.

33

1002.04: NONCONFORMING USE

34

A. Any legal nonconformity, including the lawful use or occupation of land or premises existing
at the time of the adoption of an additional control under this Title, may be continued,
including through repair, replacement, restoration, maintenance, or improvement, but not
including expansion, unless:

26
27

31

35
36
37
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38
39
40

3. Exceptions: Notwithstanding the preceding requirements, pre-existing nonconforming
structures or uses on LDR- or LMDR-zoned properties, including those within Shoreland
or Wetland Management Districts, may be expanded when:
[No change to criteria]

41

44

Section 3. Zoning Districts Amended. After Planning Commission and City Council
consideration of Phase 1 of Project File 0044, the Roseville City Code, Title 10 (Zoning),
Chapter 1003 is hereby amended to reflect new and renamed zoning districts.

45

1003.01: DISTRICTS

46
47

For the purpose of the Zoning Ordinance, the City is divided into the districts specified in this
Section.

48

A. Residential Districts

42
43

49

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

50
51

2. LDR-2, Low Density Residential District – 2 LMDR, Low to Medium Density
Residential District

52

3. MDR, Medium Density Residential District

53

4. HDR-1, High Density Residential District - 1

54

5. HDR-2, High Density Residential District - 2

55

B. Commercial and Mixed Use Districts

56

1. NB, Neighborhood BusinessMU-1, Neighborhood Mixed Use District

57

1.2.

MU-2A & MU-2B, Community Mixed Use A & B Districts

58

2.3.

CB, Community Business MU-3, Corridor Mixed Use District

59

3.4.

RB, Regional Business MU-4, Core Mixed Use District

60

4. CMU – 1, Community Mixed Use District – 1

61

5. CMU – 2, Community Mixed Use District – 2

62

6. CMU – 3, Community Mixed Use District – 3

63

7. CMU – 4, Community Mixed Use District – 4

64

C. Employment Districts

65

1. O/BP, Office/Business Park E-1, Employment District

66

1.2.

E-2, Employment Center District

67

2.3.

I, Industrial District

ATTACHMENT E

71

Section 4. Residential Districts Amended. After Planning Commission and City
Council consideration of Phase 1 of Project File 0044, the Roseville City Code, Title 10
(Zoning), Chapter 1004 is hereby amended to reflect revised zoning districts, density ranges,
dwelling unit types, and other assorted changes.

72

CHAPTER 1004 RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS

73

85

SECTION:
1004.01:
1004.02:
1004.03:
1004.04:
1005.05:
1004.0506:
1004.0607:
1004.0708:
1004.0809:
1004.0910:
1004.1011:
1004.1112:

86

1004.05: BUILDING ARRANGEMENT

87

A. Buildings in residential districts may be organized in several ways, including the examples in
this section:

68
69
70

74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84

88
89
90
91
92
93
94
95
96
97
98
99
100

Statement of Purpose
Accessory Buildings
Residence Relocations
Existing Setbacks
Building Arrangement
One- and Two-Family Design Standards
Multi-Family Design Standards
Table of Allowed Uses
Low Density Residential (One Family) 1 (LDR-1) District
Low to Medium Density Residential - 2 (LDR-2)(LMDR) District
Medium Density Residential (MDR) District
High Density Residential (HDR) Districts (HDR-1 and HDR-2)

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.

101

1004.0506: ONE AND TWO-FAMILY DESIGN STANDARDS

102

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.

103
104
105
106
107
108

1. Garage doors shall not occupy more than 40% of the building facade (total building
front); and

ATTACHMENT E

109
110
111
112
113
114

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 30-=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

115

1004.0607: MULTI-FAMILY DESIGN STANDARDS

116

1004.0708: TABLE OF ALLOWED USES
Table 1004-2

LDR-1

Residential - Family Living
Dwelling, one-family detached
P
Dwelling, two-family detached
NPP
(duplex)
Dwelling, two-family attached
dwelling
NPP
(twinhome)
Dwellings, courtyard cottage
P
Dwelling, one-family attached
NP
(townhome, rowhouse)
Dwelling, three-family
NP
Dwelling, four-family
NP
Dwelling, multi-family (35-8 units
NP
per building)
Dwelling, multi-family (more than
NP
8 units per building)
Manufactured home park
NPC
Dwelling unit, accessory
P
Live-work unit
NP

LDR2LMDR

MDR

HDR-1
HDR-2

P

P

NP

P

P

NP

P

P

NP

P

P

NP

C

P

P

P
P

P
P

NP
NP

NP

P

P

NP

C

P

NPC
NPP
NP

NPC
NP
NP

C
NP
C

Standards

Y
Y
Y

117

1004.0809: LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL (ONE-FAMILY) – (LDR-1) DISTRICT

118

124

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.

125

B. Dimensional Standards:

119
120
121
122
123

Table 1004-3
Minimum density

LDR-1 OneCourtyard
Two-Family
Family
Cottage
1.5 Units/net acre - averaged across development
site
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Table 1004-3
Maximum density
Minimum lot area
Interior
Corner
Minimum lot width
Interior
Corner
Minimum Rear Lot Widthd
Minimum Lot Depth
Interior
Corner
Maximum Building Height
Minimum Front Yard Building Setback
Minimum Side Yard Building Setback
Interior
Corner
Reverse corner

LDR-1 OneCourtyard
Two-Family
Family
Cottage
8 Units/net acre - averaged across development
site
5,500 Sq.
5,500 Sq.
9,350 Sq. Ft.
Ft./Unit
Ft./Unit
11,000 square
feet
12,500 square
feet
85 Feet
45 Feet/Unit
45 Feet/Unit
85 feet
100 feet
45 feet
110 feet
100 feet
30 feet
30 Feeta, b
5 Feet
10 Feetc
Equal to existing front yard of adjacent lot, but
not greater than 30 feet
30 Feet

Minimum rear yard setback
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.
126
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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
allow for a greater diversity of housing types throughout the city.
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B. Dimensional Standards:
Three-Family,
Courtyard
Table 1004-4
One-Family
Two-Family
Four-Family &
Cottage
Attached
Minimum density
5.0 Units/net acre – averaged across development site
Maximum density
812.0 Units/net acre - averaged across development site
4,800 Sq.
3,000 3,600 Sq. 3,600 Sq.
Minimum lot area
6,000 Sq. Ft.
Ft./Unit
Ft./Unit
Ft./Unit
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
Equal to existing front yard of adjacent lot, but not greater than 30
Reverse corner
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.
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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.
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1004.1011: MEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL (MDR) DISTRICT

149

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,

150
151
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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:
Two-Family,
Courtyard
Three-Family, Attached
Multifamily
Cottage
& 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
4,800 Sq. Ft. 3,600 Sq. Ft. 3,600 Sq. Ft. 3,600 Sq. Ft. 3,600 Sq. Ft.
per unit
Minimum lot width 40 Feet
30 Feet/unit N/a
30 Feet/unit N/a
Maximum building
30 45Feet
30 45Feet
35 45Feet
45 feet
45 Feet
height
Maximum
65%
improvement area
Minimum front yard building setback
Street - local
30 Feet a
Street – non-local
(A and B Minor
NA
NA
zero feet b
NA
30 feet
Reliever and A
Minor Augmentor)
Interior courtyard –
40 foot or less
15 Feet c
courtyard width
Interior courtyard –
4110 feet c
45 foot courtyard
width
Interior courtyard –
45 feet or greater 5 feet d
courtyard width
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
Corner/street
10 Feet
10 Feet
15 Feet
10 feet
20 Feet
Reverse
Equal to existing front yard of adjacent lot, but not greater than 30 feet
corner/street
Minimum rear yard building setback
Interior
0 feet
Periphery
30 feet
30 feet
45 feet
30 feet
45 feet
Table 1004-5

One-Family
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Table 1004-5

One-Family

Two-Family,
Three-Family, Attached
& Four-Family

Courtyard
Cottage

Multifamily

Minimum periphery
10 feet e
alley setback
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.
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C. Building Arrangement: Buildings may be organized in several ways, including the examples
in this section:
1. Arranged along the street without a common open space, as is typical for most residential
lots. Open space is provided on individual lots.
2. Arranged around a common courtyard that faces the street, with parking areas taking
access off a shared drive to the side and rear of the buildings (see diagram). The area of
the courtyard is counted towards the overall density, toward lot coverage calculations,
and as part of the lot area per unit.

168

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.

169

1004.1112: HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL (HDR) DISTRICTS (HDR-1 AND HDR-2)

170

176

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.
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B. Dimensional Standards:

165
166
167

171
172
173
174
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Table 1004-6
Minimum density
Maximum density
Minimum density

HDR-1
Attached
Multifamily
12 Units/net acre
24 Units/net acreb
Higher than 24 Units/net acre requires
CUP
12 Units/net acre

HDR-2
Multifamily
36 Units/net acrec
24 Units/net acre
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HDR-1
HDR-2
Table 1004-6
Attached
Multifamily
Multifamily
35 55 Feet
45 55Feetd
Maximum building
Higher than 55 Feet Higher than 55 Feet 65 Feete
height
requires CUP
requires CUP
Maximum
75%
85%
improvement area
Minimum front yard building setback
Street
30 Feet
10 Feet
Interior courtyard
10 Feet
15 Feet
Minimum side yard building setback
Interior – adjacent to
20 Feet, or 50% of 20 feet or 50% of
building height,
LDR-1 or LMDR
8 Feet (end unit)
building height,
LDR-2, and MDR
whichever is greater whichever is greatera
10 feet or 50% of
10 feet or 50% of
Interior – adjacent all
building height,
8 Feet (end unit)
building height,
other districts
whichever is greater whichever is greatera
20% Height of the
Corner
15 Feet
20 Feet
buildinga
Minimum rear yard
30 Feet
building setback

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

Upper floors
All floors above the third story shall be
stepback – side or stepped back a minimum of 8 feet from
rear property line
the ground floor façade; if the entire
adjacent to or front building (ground floor) is placed at the
property line facing upper floors stepback, an additional
LDR or LMDR
stepback is not required for the upper
districts
floors
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
178
179
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C. Building Arrangement: Buildings may be organized in several ways, including the examples
in this section:
1. Arranged along the street without a common open space. Open space is provided on
individual lots or on privately defined spaces to the rear of attached dwellings.
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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
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.

193

Section 5. Commercial and Mixed-Use Districts Amended. After Planning
Commission and City Council consideration of Phase 1 of Project File 0044, the Roseville City
Code, Title 10 (Zoning), Chapter 1005 is hereby amended to revise commercial and mixed-use
districts, reconcile land uses across districts, and make other assorted changes.

194

CHAPTER 1005 COMMERCIAL AND MIXED-USE DISTRICTS

195

SECTION:

196

1005.04:

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

197

1005.05:

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

198

1005.0506:

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

199

1005.0607:

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

200

1005.07:

Community Mixed-Use (CMU) Districts

201

1005.01 STAEMENT OF PURPOSE

202

The commercial and mixed-use districts are designed to:

203

[No changes to purpose statement]

204

1005.02.A: DESIGN STANDARDS – NON-RESIDENTIAL AND MIXED USE
PROJECTS

190
191
192

205

209

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.

210

SECTION 3. §1005.02, Design Standards is further amended as follows:

211

1005.02.B03: DESIGN STANDARDS – MULTI-FAMILY PROJECTS

212

1005.0304: TABLE OF ALLOWED USES

206
207
208

Table 1005-1

NBMU-1

MU2A

MU2B

CBMU- RBStandard
RB-2
3
1MU-4
s

Office Uses
Office
Clinic, medical, dental or optical
Office showroom

P
P
NP

P
P
C

P
P
P

P
P
P

P
P
P

P
P
P
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Table 1005-1

NBMU-1

Retail, general and personal service* P
Commercial Uses
Animal boarding, kennel/day care
P
(indoor)
Animal boarding, kennel/day care
NP
(outdoor)
Animal hospital, veterinary clinic
P
Bank, financial institution
P
Club or lodge, private
P
Day care center
P
Grocery store
C
Health club, fitness center
C
Laboratory for research, development
NP
and/or testing
Learning studio (martial arts,
C
visual/performing arts)
Limited production and processingNP
principal
Limited warehousing and distribution NP
Liquor store
C
Lodging: hotel, motel
NP
Mini-storage
NP
Mortuary, funeral home
P
Motor fuel sales (gas station)
C
Motor vehicle repair, auto body shop NP
Motor vehicle rental/leasing
NP
Motor vehicle dealer (new vehicles) NP
Movie theater, cinema
NP
Outdoor display
P
Outdoor storage, equipment and
NP
goods
Outdoor storage, fleet vehicles
NP
Outdoor storage, inoperable/out of
NP
service vehicles or equipment
Outdoor storage, loose materials
NP
Pawn shop
NP
Parking
C
Restaurant, Fast Food
NP
Restaurant, Traditional
P
Brewpub
P
Brewery
NP
Microbrewery
C
Distillery
C

MU2A
P

MU2B
P

CBMU- RBStandard
RB-2
1MU-4
s
3
P
P
P

C

P

P

P

P

Y

NP

NP

C

C

C

Y

P
P
P
P
P
P

P
P
P
P
P
P

P
P
P
P
P
P

P
P
P
P
P
P

P
P
P
P
P
P

Y

C

P

NP

NP

P

P

P

P

P

C

P

NP

NP

P

C
C
NP
NP
C
NP
NP
NP
NP
NP
P

C
P
P
NP
P
C
C
NP
NP
P
P

NP
P
P
P
P
P
C
P
NP
P
P

NP
P
P
P
P
P
P
P
P
P
P

P/C
P
P
P
P
P
P
P
P
P
P

Y

NP

NP

NP

C

C

Y

NP

NP

P

P

P

Y

NP

NP

C

P

P

Y

NP
NP
C
C
P
P
C
C
C

NP
NP
C
C
P
P
C
C
C

NP
C
C
P
P
P
NP
C
C

NP
C
C
P
P
P
C
P
P

NP
C
C
P
P
P
C
P
P

Y

Y
Y
Y
Y
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Table 1005-1

NBMU-1

Residential Family Living
Dwelling, one-family detached
P
Dwelling, two-family detached
P
(duplex)
Dwelling, two-family attached
P
(twinhome)
Dwellings, courtyard cottage
P
Dwelling, one-family attached
NPP
(townhome, rowhouse)
Dwelling, three-family
P
Dwelling, four-family
P
Dwelling, multi-family (35-8 units
NPP
per building)
Dwelling, multi-family (upper stories
P
in mixed-use building)
Dwelling, multi-family (more than 8
C
units per building)
Dwelling unit, accessory
NP
Live-work unit
CP
Manufactured home park
C
Residential Group Living
Community residential facility, state
NP
licensed, 1-6 persons
Community residential facility, state
C
licensed, serving 7-16 persons
Student Housing
NP
Nursing home, assisted living facility C
Civic and Institutional Uses
College, or post-secondary school,
NP
campus
College or post-secondary school,
P
office-based
Community center, library, municipal
NP
building
Place of assembly
P
School, elementary or secondary
NP
Theater, performing arts center
NP
Utilities and Transportation
Essential services
P
Park-and-ride facility
NP
Transit center
NP
Accessory Uses, Buildings and Structures

MU2A

MU2B

CBMU- RBStandard
RB-2
1MU-4
s
3

C

NP

NP

NP

P

P

NP

NP

P

P

NP

NP

P

P

NP

NP

P

P

NPP

NPP

P
P

P
P

NP
NP

NP
NP

P

P

NPP

NPP

NP

C

C

P

CP

C

P
P
C

P
C
NP
P
C

P
NP
NP
NPP
C

P
C
NP
NPP
C

C

C

NP

NP

C

C

NP

NP

NP

Y

NP
C

NP
C

P
C

P
C

P
C

Y
Y

NP

NP

NP

P

P

Y

P

P

P

P

P

Y

P

P

NP

P

P

C
NP
C

P
NP
P

P
NP
NP

P
P
P

P
P
P

P
NP
NP

P
P
P

P
P
P

P
P
P

P
P
P

C

NP

C
NP
NP

Y
Y

Y

Y
Y
Y
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Table 1005-1
Accessory buildings for storage of
business supplies and equipment
Accessibility ramp and other
accommodations
Bed & Breakfast establishment
Communications equipment (TV,
shortwave radio)
Day care family/group family
Detached garage and off-street
parking spaces
Drive-through facility
Gazebo, arbor, patio, play equipment
Home occupation
Limited production and processing –
accessory
Renewable energy system
Roomer/boarder
Swimming pool, hot tub, spa
Telecommunications tower
Tennis and other recreational courts
Taproom
Cocktail Room
Temporary Uses
Temporary building for construction
purposes
Sidewalk sales, boutique sales
Portable storage container

NBMU-1

MU2A

MU2B

CBMU- RBStandard
RB-2
1MU-4
s
3

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

NP

C

C

NP

NP

NP

P

P

NP

NP

NP

P

NP

NP

NP

P

P

P

P

P

P

Y

C
P
P

NP
P
P

C
P
P

C
P
NP

C
P
NP

C
P
NP

Y
Y
Y

P

C

P

P

P

P

P
NP
P
C
C
C
C

P
P
P
C
P
C
C

P
P
P
C
P
P
P

P
NP
P
C
C
P
P

P
NP
P
C
P
P
P

P

Y

P
C
P
P
P

Y
Y
Y

P

P

P

P

P

P

Y

P
P

P
P

P
P

P
P

P
P

P
P

Y
Y

Y
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1005.0405:NEIGHBORHOOD BUSINESS (NB) MIXED USE (MU-1) DISTRICT

214

A. Statement of Purpose: The Neighborhood Business Mixed Use 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 NB MU-1 district is also
intended to:

215
216
217
218

1. Encourage mixed use at underutilized retail and commercial intersections;

219

2. Encourage development that creates attractive gateways to City neighborhoods;

220

3. Encourage pedestrian connections between Neighborhood Business Mixed Use areas and
adjacent residential neighborhoods;

221

223

4. Ensure that buildings and land uses are scaled appropriately to the surrounding
neighborhood; and

224

5. Provide adequate buffering of surrounding neighborhoods.

222
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227

B. Design Standards: The standards in Section 1005.0203 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.

228

D. Residential Density: Residential densities shall not exceed 12 units per acre.

225
226

229

1. Residential densities shall not be lower than 5 units per acre.

230

2. Residential densities shall not exceed 12 units per acre.

231

3. Minimum lot size for one-family detached dwellings shall be 6,000 square foot per lot.

232
234

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.

235

1005.0706: COMMUNITY MIXED-USE (CMU)MIXED USE (MU-2) DISTRICTS

236

A. Statement of Purpose: The Community Mixed- Use A and B Districts are designed to
encourage the development or redevelopment of 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 mixed- or singleuse buildings are connected by streets, sidewalks and trails, and open space to create a
pedestrian-oriented environment. The CMU MU-2 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.

233

237
238
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240
241
242
243
244
245
246
247
248
249
250
251
252
253
254
255
256
257
258
259
260
261
262
263
264
265

1. The CMU-1 MU-2A 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 CMU-2MU-2B 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 areasto provide transition from
higher-density development to parks and other natural areas.
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: CMU districtsMU-2 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 1005.02 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 1005.02
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
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266
267

identify general locations and required connections but not to constitute preliminary or
final engineering.

271

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 CMU districtsMU-2 Districts where
defined as an element of a regulating plan.

272

3. Parking

268
269
270

273
274
275
276
277
278
279
280
281
282
283

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 CMU districtMU-2 Districts. Offstreet surface parking for these uses may be located up to 300 feet away from the use.
Off-street 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 CMU districtsMU-2 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.

286

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.

287

5. Build to Areas: Build to Areas indicate the placement of buildings in relation to the street.

288

6. Uses: Permitted and conditional uses may occur within each building type as specified in
Table 1005-51, but the vertical arrangement of uses in a mixed-use building may be
further regulated in a regulating plan

284
285

289
290
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E. Twin Lakes Regulating Plan Maps:

292

Figure 1005-1: Twin Lakes Regulating Plan Map, west of Fairview Avenue

293
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295

Figure 1005-2: Twin Lakes Regulating Plan Map, east of Fairview Avenue
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297

Figure 1005-3: Regulating Plan Map, northeast of County Road C and Snelling Avenue
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299

Figure 1005-4: HarMar Mall Regulating Plan Map
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Figure 1005-5: Hamline Shopping Center Regulating Plan Map

301
302
303
304

1. Greenway Frontage
c. Building Height and Elements
i. Ground Floor: Finished floor height shall be a maximum of 18” above sidewalk.
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305
306
307
308
309
310
311
312
313
314
315
316
317

ii. Height is limited to 35 feet in the CMU-1 districtMU-2A District and within the
Restricted Height Area surrounding Langton Lake Park; elsewhere, building
height is limited to 65 feet.
2. Urban Frontage
b. Building Height and Elements
i. Height is limited to 35 feet in the CMU-1 district MU-2A District and within the
Restricted Height Area surrounding Langton Lake Park; elsewhere, building
height is limited to 65 feet.
3 Flexible Frontage
b. Building Height and Elements
i. Height is limited to 35 feet in the CMU-1 district MU-2A District and within the
Restricted Height Area surrounding Langton Lake Park; elsewhere, building
height is limited to 65 feet.

318

F. TABLE OF ALLOWED USES

319

1. Uses marked as “P” are permitted in the districts where designated.

320
321

2. Uses marked with a “C” are allowed as conditional uses in the districts where designated
in compliance with all applicable standards.

322

3. Uses marked as “NP” are not permitted in the districts where designated.

323

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.

324
325
326
327
328
329
330

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;

332

b. Retail and service uses in mixed-use buildings shall be located at ground floor or lower
levels of the building; and

333

c. Nonresidential uses are not permitted above residential uses.

331

Table 1005-5
Office Uses
Clinic, medical, dental, or optical
General
Office showroom
Commercial Uses
Animal Boarding (exclusively indoors)
Animal Boarding (outdoors)
Animal hospital/veterinary clinic
Bank/financial institution

CMU-1 CMU-2 CMU-3 CMU-4 Standards
P
P
C

P
P
P

P
P
P

P
P
P

C
NP
P
P

P
NP
P
P

P
NP
P
P

P
NP
P
P

Y
Y
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Club or lodge, private
Daycare center
Grocery store
Health club/fitness center
Learning studio (martial arts, visual or
performing arts
Liquor store
Lodging (hotel)
Mini-storage
Mortuary/funeral home
Motor fuel sales (gas station)
Motor vehicle rental/leasing
Motor vehicle repair, auto body shop
Motor vehicle dealer (new vehicles)
Movie theater
Outdoor display
Outdoor storage, equipment and goods
Outdoor storage, fleet vehicles
Outdoor storage, inoperable
vehicles/equipment
Outdoor storage, loose materials
Parking
Pawn ship
Restaurants, fast food
Restaurants, fast food w/ drive-through
Restaurants, traditional
Retail, general and personal service
Retail, large format
Vertical mixed use
Brewpub
Microbrewery
Industrial Uses
Laboratory for research, development
and/or testing
Light industrial
Limited production/processing
Limited warehousing/distribution
Manufacturing
Warehouse
Brewery
Distillery
Residential Family Living
Accessory dwelling unit
Live-work unit
Manufactured home park

P
P
P
P
P

P
P
P
P
P

P
P
P
P
P

P
P
P
P
P

C
NP
NP
C
NP
NP
NP
NP
NP
P
NP
NP
NP

P
NP
Np
P
C
C
NP
NP
P
P
NP
NP
NP

P
NP
NP
P
C
C
NP
NP
P
P
NP
NP
NP

P
P
NP
P
C
C
NP
NP
P
P
NP
NP
NP

NP
C
NP
C
NP
P
P
NP
NP
P
C

NP
C
NP
C
NP
P
P
NP
C
P
C

NP
C
NP
P
NP
P
P
NP
P
P
P

NP
C
NP
P
NP
P
P
C
P
P
P

C

P

P

P

NP
C
C
NP
NP
NP
C

NP
P
C
NP
NP
NP
C

NP
P
C
NP
NP
C
C

NP
P
C
NP
NP
C
C

P
P
C

P
P
C

NP
P
C

NP
P
C

Y

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Y

Y
Y

ATTACHMENT E
Multi-family (≥3 units/building)
C
One-family attached (duplex or twinhome) NP
One-family attached (townhome or row
P
house)
One-family detached
C
Residential Group Living
Assisted living
C
Nursing home
C
State licensed facility for 1-6 persons
C
State licensed facility for 7-16 persons
C
Student housing
NP
Civic and Institutional Uses
College, campus setting
NP
College, office setting
P
Community center, library, municipal
P
building
Elementary/secondary school
NP
Hospital
NP
Place of assembly
C
Theater/performing arts center
C
Accessory Uses, Buildings, and Structures
Accessibility ramp/other accommodations P
Bed & Breakfast establishment
C
Communications equipment (TV,
P
shortwave radio)P
Day care family/group family
P
Detached garage/off-street parking
P
Drive-throughs
NP
Gazebo, arbor, patio, play equipment
P
Home occupation
P
Renewable energy system
P
Roomer/boarder
P
Storage building
P
Swimming pool, hot tub, spa
P
Telecommunication tower
C
Tennis/other recreational court
P
Taproom
C
Cocktail Room
C
Temporary Uses
Temporary building for construction
P
purposes
Sidewalk sales, boutique sales
P
Portable storage container
P
Utilities/Transportation Uses
Essential services
P

C
NP
P

C
NP
P

C
NP
P

C

NP

NP

C
C
C
C
NP

C
C
C
C
NP

C
C
C
C
NP

NP
P
P

NP
P
P

NP
P
P

Y
Y

NP
NP
P
P

NP
NP
P
P

NP
NP
P
P

Y

P
C
P

P
C
P

P
C
P

P
P
NP
P
P
P
P
P
P
C
P
C
C

NP
P
C
P
P
P
P
NP
P
C
P
P
P

NP
P
C
P
P
P
P
Np
P
C
P
P
P

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

P

P

P

Y

P
P

P
P

P
P

Y
Y

P

P

P

Y
Y
Y

Y
Y

Y
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Park-and-ride facility
Transit Center
334
335
336
337
338
339
340
341
342

NP
NP

P
P

P
P

1005.0507: COMMUNITY BUSINESS (CB) CORRIDOR MIXED USE (MU-3)
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. CB Districts are 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 intended to be located in areas with
visibility and access to the arterial street system. The district is also intended to:

343

1. Encourage and facilitate pedestrian, bicycle and transit access; and

344

2. Provide adequate buffering of surrounding neighborhoods.

345

P
P

B. Dimensional Standards:
Table 1005-3
Minimum Lot Area
Maximum building height
Front yard building setback (min –
max)
Minimum side yard building setback

No requirement
40 45 feet
0 to 25 feeta

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.
346

C. Residential Density: Residential densities shall not exceed 24 units per acre.

347

1. Residential densities shall not be less than 13 units per acre

348

2. Residential densities shall not exceed 36 units per acre.

349

1005.0608: REGIONAL BUSINESS (RB) CORE MIXED USE (MU-4) DISTRICTS

350

A. Statement of Purpose: The RB MU-4 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.

351
352
353
354
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355
356
357
358

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;

360

2. Encourage high quality building and site design to increase the visual appeal and
continuing viability of development in the RB MU-4 District; and

361

3. Provide adequate buffering of surrounding neighborhoods.

359

362

C. Dimensional Standards
Table 1005-4

Non-Residential and Mixed
Use
Minimum lot area
No requirement
Maximum improvement 85%
area
Minimum density
NA20 Units/net acre
Maximum density
NA36 Units/net acreb
Maximum building
65 feet
height
Higher than 65 feet, up to 100
feet requires CUP
Minimum front yard
No requirement (see frontage
building setback
requirement below)
Minimum side yard building setback
Street
No requirement (see frontage
requirement below)
Interior courtyard
Interior

Multi-Family Uses
No requirement
85%
24 20 Units/net acre
36 Units/net acreb
100 65 feet
Higher than 65 feet, up to
100 feet requires CUP

Minimum 5 feet to deck,
porch or patio, 10 feet to
principle structure
15 Feet
NA

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

Interior - adjacent to
LDR-1, LDR-2LMDR,
and MDR
Interior - adjacent all
NA
other district
Corners
NA
Minimum rear yard building setback
Minimum rear yard
25 feet or 50% of building
building setback
height, whichever is greater,
from residential lot boundary

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

ATTACHMENT E
10 feet from nonresidential
boundarya
5 feet

Minimum surface
5 feet
parking setback
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

366

Section 6. Employment Districts Amended. After Planning Commission and City
Council consideration of Phase 1 of Project File 0044, the Roseville City Code, Title 10
(Zoning), Chapter 1006 is hereby amended to revise employment districts, reconcile land uses
across districts, and make other assorted changes.

367

CHAPTER 1006 EMPLOYMENT DISTRICTS

368

SECTION:

369
370

1006.04:
Districts

371

1006.03: TABLE OF ALLOWED USES

363
364
365

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

Table 1006-1
Office and Health Care Uses
Office
Clinic, medical, dental, or optical
Hospital
Office showroom
College or post-secondary school,
office-based
Manufacturing, Research, and
Wholesale Uses
Artisan workshop
Asphalt plant, batch or other
Catering establishment
Concrete plant, batch or other
Contractor's yard
Contractor's yard - limited
Crushing of aggregate as a principal
use
Distribution center
Fertilizer plant
Laboratory for research, development,
and/or testing
Leather and fur tanning, curing,
finishing, and dyeing
Limited production and processing

O/BPE-1

O/BP-1 EI
2

P
P
C
P

P
P
C
P

P
NP
NP
P

P

P

P

NP
NP
NP
NP
NP
NP

NP
NP
NP
NP
C
C

P
NP
P
NP
P
P

NP

NP

NP

NP
NP

NP
NP

P
NP

P

P

P

NP

NP

NP

P

P

P

Standards

Y

ATTACHMENT E

Table 1006-1

O/BPE-1

Limited warehousing and distribution P/C
Manufacturing and processing, no
NP
outdoor activities/
Manufacturing and processing, outdoor
NP
activities/
Outdoor Display
P
Outdoor storage, equipment and goods C
Outdoor storage, fleet vehicles
C
Outdoor storage, inoperable/out of
C
service vehicles or equipment
Outdoor storage, loose materials
NP
Manufacturing and processing of clay
products, structural such as brick, fire NP
brick, tile, and pipe
Manufacturing of insecticides,
fungicides, disinfectants, and related
NP
industrial and household chemical
compounds
Metal casting or foundry
NP
Metals, precious and rare, reduction,
NP
smelting and refining
Parking
C
Petroleum refinery
NP
Printing
P
Pulp processing plant (paper mill)
NP
Recycling center
NP
Salvage or junk yard
NP
Slaughtering of animals
NP
Tire plant or tire recapping plant or
NP
facility
Warehouse
NP
Wholesale establishment
P
Wood treatment plant
NP
Brewery
NP
Distillery
NP
Commercial Uses, Personal
General retail sales and personal
P
service***
Animal boarding, animal day care,
NP
kennel
Animal hospital, veterinary clinic
P
Bank, financial institution
P
Building materials sales, lumberyard NP

O/BP-1 EI
2
P/C
P

Y

NP

P

Y

NP

C

Y

P
C
C

P
P
P

Y
Y
Y

C

P

Y

NP

C

Y

NP

NP

NP

NP

NP

NP

NP

NP

C
NP
P
NP
NP
NP
NP

C
NP
P
NP
P
NP
NP

NP

NP

P
P
NP
NP
NP

P
P
NP
P
P

P

NP

Y

NP

P

Y

P
P
NP

NP
C
P

Y

Standards

Y
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372
373
374
375
376
377
378

Table 1006-1

O/BPE-1

Day care center
Health club, fitness center
Learning studio (martial arts,
visual/performing arts)
Lodging: hotel, motel
Mini-storage
Motor fuel sales, gas station (includes
repair)
Motor vehicle repair, large
Motor vehicle dealer, rental/leasing
Restaurant, fast food
Restaurant, traditional
Brewpub
Microbrewery
Utilities and Transportation
Essential services
Motor freight terminal
Park-and-ride facility
Transit center
Accessory Uses, Buildings, and
Structures
Accessory buildings for storage of
business supplies and equipment
Accessibility ramp and other
accommodations
Caretaker’s dwelling
Drive-through facility
Off-street parking spaces
Telecommunications tower
Renewable energy system
Taproom
Cocktail Room

P
C

O/BP-1 EI
2
P
NP
C
NP

P

P

NP

P
NP

P
NP

P
P

C

C

P

NP
NP
P
P
P
P

NP
NP
P
P
P
P

P
C
NP
NP
C
P

P
NP
C
C

P
NP
C
C

P
C
C
C

P

P

P

P

P

P

C
C
P
C
P
P
P

C
C
P
C
P
P
P

C
NP
P
C
P
P
P

Standards
Y

Y
Y
Y

Y

Y
Y
Y
Y

1006.04: OFFICE/BUSINESS PARK (BP) EMPLOYMENT (E-1) AND EMPLOYMENT
CENTER (E-2) DISTRICTS
A. Statement of Purpose: Business Park The Employment (E-1) and Employment Center (E-2)
Districts isare designed to foster the development of business parks that integrate
complementary employment and related uses in an attractive, efficient and functional
environment. The district is also intended to:
1. The district is also intended to:Provide readily accessible services for employees;

379

a. Provide readily accessible services for employees;

380

b. Provide pedestrian, bicycle, and transit connections to and through the business park;

ATTACHMENT E

382

c. Maintain and improve the quality of the natural landscape within the business park;
and

383

d. Provide appropriate transitions to surrounding neighborhoods and districts.

381

384
385
386
387

2. Provide pedestrian, bicycle, and transit connections to and through the business park;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.

391

3. Maintain and improve the quality of the natural landscape within the business park; and
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.

392

4. Provide appropriate transitions to surrounding neighborhoods and districts.

388
389
390

393
394
395

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.

399

Section 7. District References Updated. After Planning Commission and City Council
consideration of Phase 1 of Project File 0044, the Roseville City Code, Title 10 (Zoning),
Chapter 1008, Chapter 1009, Chapter 1010, and Chapter 1011 are hereby amended to eliminate
unnecessary reference to other districts and update references to new and renamed districts.

400

CHAPTER 1008 PARK AND RECREATION DISTRICT

401

1008.02: DESIGN STANDARDS

402

411

C. Materials: All exterior wall finishes on any building must be one or a combination of the
following materials: wood lap-siding or shakes (preferably cedar), 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. In addition to
the above materials, accent materials, not exceeding 10% of any exterior building elevation,
may include pre-finished metal, cor-ten steel, copper, premium grade wood with mitered
outside corners (e.g., cedar, redwood, and fir), or fiber cement board. Other new materials of
equal quality to those listed, including the use of commercial grade lap-siding in the
Neighborhood Business District, may be approved by the Community Development
Department.

412

CHAPTER 1009 PROCEDURES

413

1009.01: ADMINISTRATIVE DEVIATION

414

A. Purpose: Administrative deviations are intended to encourage owners of residential
properties in LDR-1 or LDR-2 LMDRDistricts 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
increases in fence height.

396
397
398

403
404
405
406
407
408
409
410

415
416
417
418
419
420

D. Specific Standards and Criteria: When approving the conditional uses identified below, all of
the additional, specific standards and criteria shall apply.
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421
422
423
424
425

38. Motor freight terminal
c. Semi-trailers stored adjacent to Office/Business Park Employment, Employment
Center, or Regional Business Core Mixed Use zoned property shall provide a 10-foot
buffer area complete with screen planting and an opaque wall or fence a minimum of
8 feet in height as approved by the Community Development Department.

426

CHAPTER 1010 SIGN REGULATIONS

427

SECTION:

428

1010.05: On-Premises Signs

429

1010.01: PURPOSE AND FINDINGS

430

A. Purpose: The sign ordinance is intended to establish a comprehensive and balanced system of
sign control that accommodates the need for a well-maintained, safe, and attractive
community, and the need for effective communications including business identification. It is
the intent of this section to promote the health, safety, general welfare, aesthetics, and image
of the community by regulating signs that are intended to communicate to the public, and to
use signs that meet the City's goals by authorizing:

431
432
433
434
435
436

6. Permanent signs that give preference to the on-premises owner or occupant; and

437

1010.05: ON-PREMISES SIGNS

438

443

A. On-Premises Sign: All wall and/or freestanding signs in all districts shall be subject to the
following requirements. Signs shall not be permitted within the public right-of- way or
easements except on benches and shelters that have received permits as per Section 703.05 of
this Code, and newspaper and cabstands, all of which shall be as governed by Chapter 901
and Section 703 of this Code. City, county, state, and federal traffic directional signs are
permitted.

444

SIGNS ALLOWED IN RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS

445

LDR-1 and LDR-2 LMDRDistricts

446

[TABLE – no changes]

447

MDR, HDR-1, and HDR-2 Districts

448

[TABLE – no changes]

449
450

SIGNS ALLOWED IN COMMERCIAL and MIXED USE DISTRICTS, EMPLOYMENT
DISTRICTS, and INSTITUTIONAL DISTRICTS

451

NB MU-1, I, and INST Districts

452

[TABLE – no changes]

453

CB, RB, O/BP, and CMU MU-2A & B, MU-3, MU-4, E-1 and E-2 Districts

454

[TABLE – no changes]

455

1011.09:

456

A. No permit or permit fee shall be required for the following types of temporary signs,
however, all other provisions of this Chapter shall apply.

439
440
441
442

457

OTHER SIGNS
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458

1. Nameplate Signs

459

2. Construction Signs: Construction signs shall be confined to the site of construction,
alteration, or repair and shall be constructed of high-quality material maintained in good
repair. No more than one sign is permitted on each street frontage the project abuts. The
sign shall be removed within 180 days of the date of the issuance of a building permit for
the work. A conditional use permit is required for a contractor sign to remain in place
longer than allowed by this subsection. Construction signs are allowed in zoning districts
in accordance with the following criteria:

460
461
462
463
464
465

ZONING
DISTRICT
LDR1 &
LDR2LMDR
All other
Districts
466
467
468
469
470
471
472
473

SIZE

HEIGHT

PLACEMENT/SETBACK

16 sq. ft.

8 foot
maximum
12 foot
maximum

5 feet from property line/zero if attached
to security fence
5 feet from property line/zero if attached
to security fence

32 sq. ft. per
street frontage

7. Real estate signs to the extent that the following criteria are met:
a. Low Density Residential 1 and 2 (LDR1 and LDR2) and Low to Medium Density
Residential (LMDR) Property: For the purpose of selling, renting or leasing any
LDR1 and LDR2 LMDR property, a real estate sign not in excess of ten square feet in
gross surface area in single and two-family districts may be placed within the front
yard or in the public street right of way beyond the front yard. No part of the sign
shall be closer than 6 feet from the curb. If there is a sidewalk, no part of the sign
shall be closer than two feet from the edge of the sidewalk.

474

CHAPTER 1011 PROPERTY PERFORMANCE STANDARDS

475

SECTION:

476

1011.11: Additional Standards in All Non-LDR or -LMDR Districts

477

1011.01: STATEMENT OF PURPOSE AND APPLICABILITY

478

A. This Chapter establishes requirements pertaining to:

479

10. Additional standards in all non-LDR or -LMDR districts

480

1011.03: LANDSCAPING AND SCREENING IN ALL DISTRICTS:

481

B. Buffer Area Screening: The setback requirements established for uses in each district are
intended to act as buffers between those districts and uses, but heightened screening is
appropriate between low-density residential dwellings and more intensive uses. For all new
construction in all districts that lie adjacent to or across the street from the LDR or LMDR
Districts, therefore, additional screening shall be implemented as required herein.

482
483
484
485
486
487
488
489

1. Exception: The requirements in this subsection shall be applied in addition to the
preceding general landscaping requirements, except that they shall not apply to Low
Density Residential, Low to Medium Density Residential, or Park and Recreation
Districts.
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490

1011.05: LOT CONTROLS IN ALL DISTRICTS:

491

C. Lots of Record:

492

1. A lot of record shall be deemed a buildable lot provided it has frontage on a public right-ofway and meets the setback and size requirements for the district in which it is located.

493
494
495
496
497
498
499
500
501

2. Exception: An LDR- or LMDR-zoned lot of record as of January 1, 2011, which does not
meet the requirements of this Title as to area or width, may be utilized for one-family
detached dwelling purposes provided the measurements of such lot meets 100% of the front
yard, side yard and rear yard setback requirements for the district in which it is located and at
least 60% of the minimum lot area and lot width requirements for the district in which it is
located.
D. Principal Buildings in LDR and LMDR Districts: No LDR- or LMDR-zoned lot shall include
more than 1 principal building.

504

E. Principal Buildings in Nonnon-LDR or -LMDR Districts: Lots in non-LDR or -LMDR
districts may include more than 1 principal building, provided each building meets all of the
requirements, including setbacks, of the district in which it is located.

505

1011.06: VISIBILITY TRIANGLES IN ALL DISTRICTS:

506

D. Parcels Zoned Low-Density Residential or Low to Medium Density Residential: The
visibility triangle for a street intersection adjacent to an LDR- or LMDR-zoned parcel shall
be described as follows:

502
503

507
508

511

E. Parcels Not Zoned Low-Density Residential or Low to Medium Density Residential: The
regulations in this section shall apply to all private property, except LDR- or LMDR-zoned
property, within visibility triangles.

512

1011.11: ADDITIONAL STANDARDS IN ALL NON-LDR OR -LMDR DISTRICTS:

513

B. Residential Uses, Accessory:

509
510

514
515
516
517

2. Garden Sheds in LDR and LMDR Districts: Garden sheds may be built and/or sided with
materials which are different in character from the principal structure, but acceptable
materials shall not include galvanized or corrugated metal.
C. Civic and Institutional Uses:

518

3. College, or Post-secondary School, Campus:

519

a. An office-based facility established after the effective date of this ordinance within a
Neighborhood Business Mixed Use District shall have vehicular access to a collector or
higher classification street, and shall have buffer area screening consistent with Section
1011.03B of this Title.

520
521
522
523
524
525
526
527
528

E. Business and Commercial Uses:
1. Extended Hours of Operation adjacent to all Residential Districts: Fence or screening
height in the following requirements supersede the limitations established elsewhere in
this Title:
a. Buffer Area: Where a Community Business, Regional Business, or Community
Mixed Use, Corridor Mixed Use, or Core Mixed Use District abuts a residential
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district, all existing buffers shall remain in effect, and any new site improvement shall
include an increased buffer area of a minimum of 20 to 40 feet as determined by the
Community Development Department. This protective buffer shall contain no
structures, shall not be used for parking, off-street loading or storage, and shall
include screening. The screening treatment shall include the seeding of grass or
sodding of the whole of the buffer area, the planting of shrubbery and trees and
maintaining of same, a compact screen wall, fence, berm, landscaping, or
combination thereof, which shall be not less than 75% opaque year-round to a
minimum height of 6 feet above the parking lot curb. The screening treatment must
be approved by the Community Development Department and shall be in harmony
with a residential neighborhood and provide sufficient screening of the Community
Corridor Mixed Use and Regional Business Core Mixed Use land uses. The fence or
landscape screening shall be no less than 6 feet at the time of installation. Where a
berm, wall, fence, or combination thereof is required for screening purposes for a
commercial use adjacent to a residential use, such berm, wall, fence, or combination
thereof shall be set back from the residential district boundary at least 3 times its
height, and landscaped with trees, shrubs, perennials and sod or seed to screen 50% of
the surface of the wall or fence at maturity of the plant materials year-round.

529
530
531
532
533
534
535
536
537
538
539
540
541
542
543
544
545
546
547
548
549
550
551
552
553
554
555
556
557
558
559
560
561

e. In no case shall vehicle staging for unloading occur for more than 24 hours on a site
within any Community Business, Regional Business, or Community Mixed Use,
Corridor Mixed Use, or Core Mixed Use District.
12. Student housing, new construction
a. New construction of student housing shall be limited to a maximum height of 35 feet
and a minimum setback of 30 feet when adjacent to LDR-1 or LDR-1 LMDR district;
a maximum height of 40 feet and a minimum setback of 20 feet when adjacent to
MDR district; and a maximum height of 65 feet and minimum setback of 15 feet
when adjacent High Density Residential-1HDR district; and a maximum height of 95
feet and minimum setback of 15 feet when adjacent to High Density Residential-2
district.
F. Employment Uses:
5. Wholesale Uses: Within the Office/Business Park Employment and Employment Center
Districts, a wholesale use shall not exceed 25% of the gross floor area of the building
where it is located.

564

Section 8. Overlay Districts Added. After Planning Commission and City Council
consideration of Phase 1 of Project File 0044, the Roseville City Code, Title 10 (Zoning),
Chapter 1012 is hereby added to establish the BRT Overlay District standards.

565

CHAPTER 1012 OVERLAY DISTRICTS
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SECTION:

567

1012.01:

Statement of Purpose

568

1012.02:

Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Overlay District

562
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1012.01: STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

570

Overlay Districts are designed to:

571
572

A. Provide specialized guidance for specific geographic areas that may have a number of
underlying zoning districts.
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B. Comply with the Comprehensive Plan’s land use guidance.
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1012.02: BUS RAPID TRANSIT (BRT) OVERLAY DISTRICT

575

A. Purpose: The Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Overlay District is intended to:

576

1. Achieve the guidance of the Comprehensive Plan’s future land use goals and policies.

577

2. Promote higher residential density development within the half-mile walkshed of BRT
stations.

578
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3. Establish standards above and beyond those existing in underlying zoning districts for
those areas.

581

4. Focus on enhancing pedestrian connections as part of development.

579

582
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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:

585

1. Located within the boundaries of the Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Overlay District; and,

586

2. Having the underlying zoning of the following base zoning districts:

587

a. HDR High Density Residential District

588

b. MU-1 Neighborhood Mixed Use District

589

c. MU-2A and MU-2B Community Mixed Use Districts

590

d. MU-3 Corridor Mixed Use District

591

e. MU-4 Core Mixed Use District

592

C. Density Standards: Residential density shall be a minimum of 15 units per acre.

593

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:

594
595
596

598

1. Area map showing existing public and private pedestrian and bicycle facilities and
destinations within a half-mile walkshed of the property.

599

2. Proposed pedestrian and bicycle facilities.

600

3. Proposed pedestrian and bicycle connections to existing or planned public sidewalks and
trails, including pedestrian/bike street crossings.

597

601
602
603
604

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.

ATTACHMENT E

605
606
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608
609
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611

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 semi-public uses.
Section 9. Zoning Map Amended. After Planning Commission and City Council
consideration of Phase 1 of Project File 0044, all property within the legal boundaries of the City
of Roseville are hereby zoned or rezoned as indicated on the Official Zoning Map on file with
the Roseville Community Department to reflect continued, renamed, and new zoning districts
where necessary.

613

Section 10. Effective Date. This ordinance amendment to the City Code shall take effect
upon the passage and publication of this ordinance.

614

Passed this 13th day of September 2021.

612
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City of Roseville
City Council
2660 Civic Center Drive
Roseville, MN 55113
RE:

September 8, 2021

Proposed changes to city zoning map
Downzoning of 2609 and 2599 Snelling Curve

Dear Honorable Mayor Roe and Council Members:

I’m writing to inform you of an upcoming development proposal for the Snelling Curve lots. We
plan to build a campus of cottage style homes which will be used as residential assisted living
homes. Imagine seniors living in a community of single family homes, eating chef-prepared
meals, and enjoying visits with family while enjoying views of the city-protected pond and
wetlands. This vision aligns with several key features of the 2040 plan. City council recognized
the need for increased zoning to meet the demands of the missing middle, targeted efforts to
diversify housing options for seniors, and highlighted initiatives which support local small
businesses.

I’m a licensed independent clinical social worker, and I’ve been practicing in the mental health
field for twelve years. As a social worker, I was searching for a way to make a greater impact in
the community, and residential assisted living is a way to improve the lives of a multitude of
families. When providing care in a smaller setting, the residents experience fewer falls, less fear,
more activities, deeper relationships, and longer lives. Additionally, their families feel proud to
have their loved one in a safe, caring, and clean home.

My wife has long worked in assisted living and skilled nursing. She has lamented the high
caregiver to resident ratios, unclean environments, and family abandonment that is prevalent in
big-box facilities. We decided to combine our passions into the formation of a residential assisted
living business. Recently, I was awarded the new licensed assisted living director title from the
state, and my wife’s application is currently being processed for approval. We have been
working for the benefit of the community for nearly two decades, and we see this new model as a
way to create a locally-owned business that has high integrity and values. We envision using the
Snelling Curve lots as a way to create a welcoming community of residential assisted living
homes that will add senior care options, taxes, and jobs for the city of Roseville.
Most of the reasons for proposing the change from MDR to LDR comes from the voices of
neighbors currently living on Snelling Curve. They want to continue enjoying the view of open
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lots and fear a dramatic shift in foot and car traffic. However, our residential assisted living
community will have a lower neighborhood impact than a traditional MDR setting. By definition,
our residents will not drive. Each house will have three staff members during the day and two at
night. Staff traffic patterns will be minimal. Family visitors will be welcome, but generally
residents receive guests twice per week. Again, this is less traffic than a traditional single family
home. Our residents will utilize EMS services and ambulance services about once per year per
resident. This does add to the overall street traffic. However, sirens and lights won’t be needed
since we will have trained staff assisting residents while EMS is en route. Therefore, the nature
of the neighborhood will not inherently change. Lastly, our residents will likely stay indoors
nearly all the time. Noise levels will be at a minimum, and accessory buildings and other eyesores won’t exist. We will be easy neighbors. Furthermore, we are attracted to the pond and
protected wetlands as a viewing scene for our residents. Our plans leave a wide berth of green
space between our development and the wetlands area. Admiring the nature and wildlife of the
space will be a main attraction for our residents.

Ultimately, the future of the city is in the hands of the mayor and the city council members. We
believe that our development plans and business model aligned perfectly with the conclusions of
the 2040 comprehensive plan. In regards to higher density housing, diversifying senior housing
options, creating locally-owned businesses, increasing jobs, increasing the tax base, and
preserving the natural green space that we all enjoy. Please consider keeping 2609 and 2599
Snelling Curve zoned as MDR.
Respectfully,

Chris Schwagerl, MSW, LICSW, LALD
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September 7, 2021
City of Roseville
City Council
2660 Civic Center Drive
Roseville, Minnesota 55113
RE:

Proposed changes to city zoning map
Downzoning of 2609 and 2599 Snelling Curve

Dear Hon. Mayor Roe and Council Members:
The City of Rosedale is proposing to amend its zoning map to conform to the 2040
Comprehensive Plan. However, contrary to this comprehensive plan, the proposed
amended zoning map lowers the density of zoning on two parcels located at 2609 Snelling
Curve and 2599 Snelling Curve from medium density (MDR) to low density residential
(LDR). I’m writing to respectfully oppose this change.
I am the national fair housing counsel for a developer that had planned to create housing
opportunities for the elderly disabled on these lots. Under the existing zoning code, this use
is defined as a “community residential facility” (CRF). A CRF for 7 – 16 people is a
conditional use in the MDR district, but is not permitted in the LDR district. Therefore, the
proposed down zoning would preclude the creation of this housing on the subject lots.
These lots have long been zoned MDR and no reason was given for the proposed down
zoning. In contrast, there are many reasons to oppose the rezoning, most notably the fact
that maintaining the higher density meets the stated goals in the City’s 2040
Comprehensive Plan and will create a conducive environment for people with disabilities
to live in residential areas consistent with the Fair Housing Act and Americans with
Disabilities Act.
1. An Explanation of the Proposed Use
As people age, some develop disabilities that make it difficult for them to continue to live
independently. There was a time when the elderly had few options but to stay at home and
be cared for by family or to go to the dreaded “nursing home.”
Over the past several decades, an intermediate level of care arose that enables the elderly
to get assistance with daily tasks without having to be in a skilled nursing institution. This
type of care is called “assisted living” and can be provided in both small and large settings.
Minnesota classifies all providers of assisted living as “assisted living facilities” regardless
of the size.1 Both large facilities and small home environments are regulated by the
1

Minn. Statutes, Chap. 144G, Assisted Living.

1630 A 30th Street #526, Boulder CO 80301
www.pinkowskilaw.com
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Minnesota Department of Health. Assisted living residences provide room, board, and
personal services for elderly people who need assistance with activities of daily living.
Small assisted living homes are not medical facilities.
Assisted living residences enable the elderly disabled to get the assistance they need in a
family-style home environment. These environments are not “home-like” – they are
actually homes that replicate the family setting to which seniors are accustomed. The
residents share common areas, take meals together cooked for them in the home kitchen,
talk, play games, celebrate birthdays, mourn losses, and in many other ways interact in
shared activities the same way that families do.
Because the elderly disabled can no longer live independently, assisted living residences
often provide the only means by which this population can continue to live in residential
neighborhoods.2
Studies show that outcomes for residents are improved in small home environments.3
•
•
•
•
•
•

Residents in small-scale living environments have a better cognitive and
functional status than residents of traditional institutional style assisted living.
Residents of care facilities that more closely follow the spatial character and scale
of a personal residence are more likely to become engaged in socialization and
activities.
Small scale home-like environments evoke positive outcomes such as higher
emotional well-being, pleasure, and social interaction among residents and with
the care staff, and are associated with less anxiety, agitation, and depression.
There is decreased use of psychotropic medications.
Staff has better rapport with residents.
There is more activity involvement for impaired residents.

A notable finding from the Centers from Disease Control and Prevention is that residents
in large facilities are two times more likely to fall than residents in small (4 – 25 bed)
facilities.

2

See Smith & Lee Assoc. v. City of Taylor, Mich., 102 F.3d 781, 795-6 (6th Cir. 1996).
See Zadelhoff, Ezra Van, et al. “Good Care in Group Home Living for People with Dementia.
Experiences of Residents, Family and Nursing Staff.” Journal of Clinical Nursing, vol. 20, no. 17-18, 2011,
pp. 2490–2500; Wrublowsky, R. “Design Guidelines for Long Term Care Homes,” 2018 Edition.

3
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Source: Variation in Residential Care Community Resident Characteristics, by Size of
Community: United States, 2016.
This is an important consideration because falls are the leading cause of fatal and non-fatal
injuries for older Americans.4 And, while data will have to be carefully studied after the
pandemic, anecdotal reports and initial research indicate that residents and staff in small
home environments are less likely to contract COVID-19.
Sadly, the small assisted living home option is not available in Roseville at all. Roseville
residents who need care must either receive it at home – which can be costly, impractical,
and may lead to isolation – or they can go to a large facility. This is because Roseville’s
zoning code essentially relegates people with disabilities to higher density zones.
The reason the lots at 2609 Snelling Curve and 2599 Snelling Curve currently are so special
is that the MDR zoning is favorable for a 7 – 16 person community residential facility,
while being located in a pleasant residential setting. This is the ideal environment for
people with disabilities who wish to maintain their connection to the type of residential
setting that is familiar to them.
2. Integration into Neighborhoods is the Purpose of the Fair Housing Act
The purpose of the federal Fair Housing Act is “to provide . . . fair housing throughout the
United States.”5 Federal courts in Minnesota recognize that Congress intended for the Fair
Housing Act to establish "truly integrated and balanced living patterns" in American
neighborhoods.6
4

https://www ncoa.org/news/resources-for-reporters/get-the-facts/falls-prevention-facts/
42 U.S.C. § 3601.
6
Essling's Homes Plus v. City of St. Paul, 356 F. Supp. 2d 971, 978 (D.Minn.2004), citing Ventura Vill. v.
City of Minneapolis, 318 F.Supp.2d 822, 826 (D.Minn.2004).
5
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The Fair Housing Act was amended by the United States Congress in 1988 to add
protection for those with disabilities. This amended act is known as the Fair Housing
Amendments Act (“FHAA”). The legislative history of the FHAA makes clear two
overarching goals:
First, Congress intended that people with disabilities be treated “as
individuals” such that they have equal access to housing of their choice.
The second overarching goal was “a national commitment to end the
unnecessary exclusion of persons with handicaps from the American
mainstream.”7
Though not every impairment is the same, the people who receive care in assisted living
homes do so because they have disabilities8 that make it so they can no longer live at home
functionally or safely. These disabilities may include trouble with ambulation, limitations
with independent self-care, problems seeing or hearing, the need for assistance with
medication and, perhaps, some level of dementia.
Because they are disabled, people who live in assisted living homes are protected by both
the FHAA and the Americans with Disabilities Act (“ADA”).
3. Current Zoning and Proposed Development is Consistent with the 2040
Comprehensive Plan
In addition to its traditional planning values of stewardship, prosperity, livability and
sustainability, the City of Roseville engaged a new value in the 2040 Comprehensive
Plan – EQUITY.
[T]he goal of using equity as a lens is not to just improve the
outcomes for marginalized individuals and communities. The goal is to
increase the success for all groups. An equity lens will help Roseville
develop goals and strategies that may be targeted based on the needs of
particular groups, but the outcomes will result in improvements for all
groups.9
The City conducted an Intergenerational Community Study which found that:
•

40% of the population in Roseville is older than 50

7

Brian J. Connolly and Dwight H. Merriam, “Group Homes” (ABA 2014), citing H.R.Rep. No. 711
(1988), reprinted in 1988 U.S.C.C.A.N. 2173, 2179 & 2185.
8
Disability includes a “physical or mental impairment which substantially limits one or more of such
person’s major life activities.” 42 U.S.C. § 3602(h)(1). The term “physical or mental impairment” includes,
but is not limited to, diseases and conditions such as orthopedic, visual, speech and hearing impairments.
24 CFR § 100.201(a)(2).“Major life activities” includes, but is not limited to, activities such as seeing,
hearing, walking, breathing, performing manual tasks, caring for one’s self, learning, speaking and
working. Id.
9
City of Roseville 2040 Comprehensive Plan, Ch. 1, p. 4.
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•
•

20% of the population is older than 65
Roseville has a higher proportion of residents age 55 and older (33%) compared
to the Twin Cities Metro Area (22%) and Minnesota (25%)

Some themes raised by residents in commentary on the Plan were that the City should:
•
•

provide diverse housing options to serve the needs of all Roseville citizens, and
try to spread multifamily and residential uses throughout the community to
avoid concentrating density in certain areas.10

Part of the Vision is that the City “serve[s] people throughout their lives with places to
live.”11 This Vision resulted in the goal of being a livable community for all and respecting
and encouraging diversity.12 With respect to housing, the City aspires to encourage the
development of a wide range of housing and employ flexible zoning to meet a broader
range of housing goals.13 The City also seeks to support initiatives to improve health care
quality, affordability, and access.14
It is clear that the values, input, vision, and goals behind the 2040 Comprehensive Plan are
consistent with creating housing opportunities for aging residents that support community
integration and equity. Thus, allowing the parcels at 2609 Snelling Curve and 2599
Snelling Curve to remain in the MDR zone so that a residential assisted living option can
be created is entirely consistent with the City’s stated goals for future development.
Sincerely,
PINKOWSKI LAW & POLICY GROUP, LLC

Michelle A. Pinkowski
(303) 803-4309
michelle@pinkowskilaw.com

10

Plan, Ch. 2, p. 4-5.
Plan, Ch. 2, p. 9.
12
Plan, Ch. 2, p. 10.
13
Plan, Ch. 2, p. 11.
14
Plan, Ch. 2, p. 12.
11
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Pat Trudgeon
Janice Gundlach
FW: Online Form Submittal: Contact City Council
Wednesday, August 11, 2021 8:05:40 AM

----------------------------------------------Patrick Trudgeon | City Manager
O: 651.792-7021 | | F: 651.792.7020
pat.trudgeon@cityofroseville.com

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

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

From: noreply@civicplus.com <noreply@civicplus.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 10, 2021 7:16 PM
To: *RVCouncil <city.council@cityofroseville.com>; Dawn O'Connor
<dawn.oconnor@cityofroseville.com>; Pat Trudgeon <Pat.Trudgeon@cityofroseville.com>
Subject: Online Form Submittal: Contact City Council

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

Contact City Council
Please complete this online form and submit.

Subject

Property adjacent to Midland Grove Condominiums Midland
Grove Rd Roseville N 55113

Contact Information

Name:

Barbara McKinven

Address:

2230 Midland Grove Rd #102

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

Email
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be contacted? Remember
to fill in the
corresponding contact
information.
Email Address:
Phone Number:
Please Share Your
Comment, Question or
Concern

You are considering changing the property next to us on co.rd B
from low density to medium density,and 1 of the things you need
to strongly consider is how our property is constructed. We only
have 1 outlet if there is a fire & that is Midland Grove Rd, we are
surrounded by taller chain link fencing, and we have lots of
elderly people here. The only alternative outlet would be east
parking lot up a hill into Farris wood townhouses & unfortunately
it fire was coming from them then that wouldn't work. Maybe 8
yrs ago there was a large home caught fire between Cleveland
and Fairview quite a large fire very scary. Please take this into
consideration when making a decision to add more traffic to
Midland Grove Rd..com
Thank you for considering this

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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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Mark Germscheid
Julie Kimble; Michelle Pribyl; Michelle Kruzel; Tammy McGehee; Karen Schaffenhauen; Erik Bjorum; Emily
Leutgeb
Janice Gundlach; Patt Kelly; Sherry Hood
2025 County Rd. B West Rezoning
Thursday, August 5, 2021 3:04:14 PM
2025 County Road B West Rezoning discussion-Final.docx

Caution: This email originated outside our organization; please use caution.
Thank you to Chair Kimble and the Planning Commissioners for listening to the concerns of
Midland Grove Condo homeowners regarding the 2040 Comprehensive Plan inclusion of a
zoning change to our adjoining property.
I've attached my edited comments for your reference. dAfter listening to the Commissioner's
discussion following our comments, I was not convinced that the Commission truly
understood our concerns, so I would like to summarize them for your benefit.
1. The County Road B/Cleveland intersection is dangerous, especially for area homeowners.
Increasing the population of the area with additional and higher density housing will increase
that danger.
2. The dissent from area homeowners is well documented in the plan, and area homeowners
have been vocal at every opportunity when someone tries to increase the population of the
area.
3. There is no record in the Plan of any favorable comments to the change, including the City,
Commissioners, and the City Council.  
4. This sloped parcel with wet land at the bottom of the slope is difficult to develop. If it was
easy, it would already have been developed.
5. It doesn't make sense to propose denser housing in an area that will be challenging to
develop, when there are many other areas in Roseville where increased housing density makes
more sense, and where development will actually be able to take place.
We will plan to attend the City Council meeting to continue to express our concern about this
change. Thank you for your motion to encourage the City Council to revisit the zoning
change.
Please let me know if you have any questions.
Mark Germscheid
Midland Grove Board of Directors
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Thank you Chair Kimble and Planning Commissioners. My name is Mark Germscheid and I’ve
been a board member of the Midland Grove Condominium Association for the past three years.
As a representative of Midland Grove Condominiums, I want to express the concerns of the
owners of our 174 units to the proposed rezoning of 2025 County Rd. B West from low-density
to medium density housing as has been recommended in the Site-Specific Rezoning in the 2040
Comprehensive Plan.
With your permission, I’d like the Midland Grove homeowners to stand so the Commission
knows that they are in attendance tonight.
If you are not familiar with the parcel, there is an existing house on the property, 5 bedrooms, 2
bathrooms on 2.27 acres.
This property is on the Heritage Trail, as documented by the Community Development
Department and the Roseville Historical Society. 2025 County Road B appears on the Heritage
Trail Map as Marker #47 and talks about the historical significance of the property, although I
don’t believe it has any official historical designation.
2025 County Road B is nestled between the south side of our property, the west side of a
private house at the top of the hill, and bordered on the south side of the property by County
Road B. Ferris Wood townhomes also shares a small portion of the border on the north east
corner.
The entrance to the property is in the middle of a downhill slope on County Road B which ends
at the Cleveland Ave. intersection. The property has the same slope as County Road B, and the
lowest southwest portion of that property appears to be a wetland.
The Midland Grove property is also a low area and we have been affected by water in wet years
where we have had to spend a significant amounts of money to manage the water on the
property to draw it away from our buildings.
Our own entrance to County Road B is very close to the intersection of County Road B and
Cleveland which has a significant amount of traffic at the intersection, and being at the bottom
of the hill, is somewhat hazardous to cross to the eastbound lane, and even to take a simple
right turn toward Cleveland, having to watch for cars working to slow down on the slope before
getting to the intersection.
It is also somewhat hazardous for pedestrians to cross County Road B to get to the new little
Midland Gardens Park across the street.
On the other side, approaching County Road B southbound on Cleveland, someone exiting from
Highway 36 needs to cross three lanes to get to the County Road B turn lane to get into the
Midland Grove development or the Ferris Wood townhouses. Midland Grove has 174 units
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owned by mostly older residents, and there is additional homeowner traffic from the Ferris
Wood townhouses next door.
In the past few years, Roseville has received a number of proposals to develop this property to
higher density housing which would be dependent upon changing the zoning of this parcel.
When the City of Roseville conducted meetings in 2017, Midland Grove residents came out
publicly against a zoning change, and their dissenting comments are documented in the 2040
Comprehensive Plan. We did not receive Community Engagement notifications since 2017 and
we understand none were sent to us, although the Planning Commission’s consultant continued
to hold public meetings related to other properties.
The Plan does not contain any documentation or attachments of Planning Commission
comments, City Council comments, or City recommendations specific to this parcel. The Plan
only includes the comments from the people who spoke out against it. There were no
comments documented in the Plan that were in favor of the change.
After those meetings were held, the property was sold to a holding company in 2018 and
rented back to the previous owner. The City approved the 2040 Comprehensive Plan in April
2020, which included the zoning change plan over the documented objections of the residents
who would be affected by it.
The intention of the Plan and the zoning change is that densification of housing allowed by the
zoning change would actually take place. If it were easy to develop this parcel, it would already
be developed. It is a challenging piece of sloping land to develop. If the Commission and City
Council move ahead with the zoning change, the residents of Midland Grove will continue to
express concern. For example, we would expect the City, County, and Rice Creek Watershed
District to conduct traffic and environmental studies prior to approving any development plan
to ensure the preservation of old growth trees, the environment, and especially the safety of
the residents in that area.
We understand the goals of the 2040 Comprehensive Plan, and we support the needs of the
City to increase Roseville’s housing density. But this small parcel of land in this specific location
is a poor target for increased housing density, and a poor target for rezoning, since this parcel
will be challenging to develop to achieve the densification goals of the zoning change.
It should be easy enough to find another 2.27 acres in Roseville that would be a better
candidate for increased housing density if that type of substitution is required to satisfy
changes in the Plan.
We urge the Commission to update the 2040 Comprehensive Plan to maintain the current
zoning of this parcel to prevent the increase of population in that area, which would only
increase the driver and pedestrian hazards that already exist.
Thank you for allowing us to express our concerns.
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Heritage Trail, Southwest Section #47
Original documents show that the Sloan family had owned this property since 1883. They
moved around from Michigan to Oregon to Utah and back to Michigan before finally settling on
the property here in 1919. The family of five lived in tents while the land was being cleared. A
14-foot square log cabin was built for $58.00. A second similar structure was built to shelter
the horses. 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.
The home was still in the family until 2018 and the historical buildings still exist. They would be
demolished if the land is developed.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Pat Trudgeon
Janice Gundlach
FW: Online Form Submittal: Contact City Council
Thursday, August 5, 2021 1:34:42 PM

----------------------------------------------Patrick Trudgeon | City Manager
O: 651.792-7021 | | F: 651.792.7020
pat.trudgeon@cityofroseville.com

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

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

From: noreply@civicplus.com <noreply@civicplus.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 5, 2021 12:54 PM
To: *RVCouncil <city.council@cityofroseville.com>; Dawn O'Connor
<dawn.oconnor@cityofroseville.com>; Pat Trudgeon <Pat.Trudgeon@cityofroseville.com>
Subject: Online Form Submittal: Contact City Council

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

Contact City Council
Please complete this online form and submit.

Subject

Re-zoning

Contact Information

Name:

Cynthia S White

Address:

2489

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

No Reply Necessary
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to fill in the
corresponding contact
information.
Email Address:
Phone Number:
Please Share Your
Comment, Question or
Concern

I attended the Planning Commission meeting on August 4.
I am not a Midland Grove resident, nor to my knowledge do I
know any Midland Grove residents. That said, based on what I
heard presented and discussed, I urge the Council to re-consider
the Comprehensive Plan guidance for Midland Grove.
Thank you.
Cynthia White

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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2
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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.
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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?
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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
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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
____________________________________________________________
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on one side and a freeway on the other, she would be more comfortable with the 13
unit one at this location because it is not embedded in a single-family neighborhood.
Member Kruzel asked what the security for the clients would be.
Ms. Nygaard explained there is a keypad at every door and is not shared with anyone,
not even family members. The client cannot leave without a staff person putting in
the code.
Public Comment
No one came forward to speak for or against this request. Chair Gitzen closed the
public hearing at 10:26 p.m.
MOTION
Member Kimble moved, seconded by Member Schaffhausen, to recommend to
the City Council approval of the Property (202 County Road B) be Reguided
from a Comprehensive Land Use Map Designation of LR (Low Density
Residential) to MR (Medium Density Residential) as well as the property be
Rezoned from an Official Map Classification of LDR-1 (Low Density
Residential-1 District) to MDR (Medium Density Residential) according to the
staff report.
Ayes: 6
Nays: 0
Motion carried.
MOTION
Member Pribyl moved, seconded by Member McGehee, to recommend to the
City Council approval of the requested Conditional Use for allowance to
construct a 13-unit state licensed residential facility of assisted living and
memory care, with a dementia care focus, subject to findings a-f in the RCPA.
Ayes: 6
Nays: 0
Motion carried.
8.

Project File 0037: 2040 Comprehensive Plan Update
a. Introduction to the Zoning Code Update Project and Team
Community Development Director Gundlach reviewed the Zoning Code Update
Project and indicated the City hired HKGi Consultants.
Mr. Jeff Miller and Ms. Rita Trap introduced themselves and made a presentation to
the Commission.

Regular Planning Commission Meeting
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Member McGehee thanked HKGi for the packet and concepts and for the 2030
Comprehensive Plan. She thought the plan was very easy to use and is feeling very
confident about this going forward. She noted the use of popups at least as described
in the packet was fairly targeted and she explained there were popups used for the
2040 Comprehensive Plan and they were not effective. They were sort of put in
places where people shop and what the City got was a lot of response by people who
do not live in Roseville. She also thanked HKGi for the collection of public input
during this trying time. She indicated she was very impressed with the information
provided and looked for to this moving forward.
Chair Gitzen thanked HKGi for the presentation and staying for the entire meeting.
Mr. Miller summarized the upcoming steps in the Zoning Code update.
9.

Adjourn
MOTION
Member McGehee, seconded by Member Schaffhausen, to adjourn the meeting
at 11:00 p.m.
Ayes: 6
Nays: 0
Motion carried.
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City but on the other hand, she envisioned living in one of the buildings and thought
these were very large buildings. She did think overall this is a good addition to the
City and this area in particular.
Chair Gitzen thought this is a good development. He indicated this concerned him a
little bit with the amount of extra five hundred and some units. He liked the price
point as well.
Ayes: 6
Nays: 0
Motion carried.
7.

Other Business
a. Receive Information from HKGi Regarding Task 2 of the Zoning Code Update’s
Scope of Work and Provide Feedback
Community Development Director Gundlach introduced Mr. Jeff Miller and Ms. Rita
Trapp, consultants at HKGi.
Mr. Miller and Ms. Trapp from HKGi made a presentation on the Zoning Code
update to the Commission. It was noted the intent was not to propose anything but
were identifying inconsistencies and also identifying things to be considered by the
Commission.
Member McGehee asked in regard to Scale & Intensity, was that something the City
decided to add or was that something the Met Council had in the requirements for the
plan.
Mr. Miller indicated that was not something he has seen in other plans, so he believed
that was not the Met Council.
Senior Planner Bryan Lloyd explained the reason for the scale and intensity
discussion in the Comp Plan was to describe the general characteristics of acceptable
development within each of Comp Plan districts and to show how the various districts
compare to one another.
Mr. Miller continued with the presentation to the Commission.
Member Pribyl indicated when talking about housing types and density and some of
the issues like scale, it would be nice to have examples both in photographs as well as
three-dimensional massing ariel or site plans that the Commission could get a better
sense of what those look like.
Member Schaffhausen asked in order for this process to move forward did the
Commission need to figure out first where the gaps are and then figure out how to fill
the gaps and on top of that add in the other things from a zoning perspective to make
sure the City is checking all the boxes off.
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Mr. Miller thought that was a good way to describe it. He continued presenting the
Mixed-Use Analysis with the Commission.
Member McGehee described past mixed use developments and the actions the City
had taken with approving them.
Mr. Lloyd reviewed the purpose for converting the business districts to mixed use
districts in the City.
Member McGehee thought the 10% minimum needed some attention to impervious
surface, pathways, and green space.
The Commission discussed mixed use developments with addressing the 10%
minimum residential requirement.
Ms. Trapp continued with the presentation on Racial Equity and Inclusion in the
Zoning Code update.
Member McGehee thought the City terminated the plan they had at one point to try to
get smaller houses and tear them down with having people come in and develop
something. She is a big supporter of affordable housing remaining affordable and as
a City there is a wonderful opportunity to buy properties that failed for some reason
and partner with other places where the City could develop its own land trust and
keep those houses permanently affordable. Allowing the residents to build equity.
She thought building rental was great but there is no equity there. She thought as the
City thinks about equity, they need to think about housing that is not always rental.
Mr. Miller noted in the work scope that the City put together, most of the potential
zoning strategies are not things that would be required to be consistent with the
Comp. Plan. Both of the lenses are part of the second part of the project, which are
considerations, not required changes.
Ms. Trapp continued with the presentation on Sustainability and Resilience with the
Commission.
Member McGehee appreciated this and thought the presentation was really useful.
Member Schaffhausen understood why this needed to be done in phases, but it
seemed like there are things that probably should be considered and implemented
from Phase Two as a part of the Phase One alignment. She asked how staff wanted
the Commission to start thinking about this.
Ms. Trapp explained this conversation was brought to the Commission with these
topics instead of working through the Zoning Code phase one changes and then
bringing it to the Commission because HKGi wants to learn as much as it can about
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this topics, prioritize or strategize what changes are made as a part of phase one,
keeping in mind where they may be headed as part of phase two.
Chair Gitzen allowed public comment.
Ms. Christine Soma heard that public comments would be asked for at a different
format and she would try to stay engaged and be able to provide those at that time.
She did indicate on the slide about Inclusivity and Diversity, it showed the
importance of providing pathways or sidewalks or other things, abilities for people to
get to food and to get to retail and other items and when Roseville was developed,
obviously it was at a time when the focus was on the vehicles versus on pedestrians,
so that is working against them but she wondered if there was a way to either add
something in these potential strategies that would address that or if there was a way in
some of the community outreach to ask members of the community if this is
something Roseville can take on.
Ms. Trapp explained when talking about zoning, the challenge with sidewalks and
trails is it is kind of a messy thing to try to deal with. These are things that can be
discussed with staff and also those conversations are probably broader than just a
Zoning Code.
Mr. Miller and Ms. Trapp finished the presentation with the Commission by
reviewing the next steps with virtual meetings at the end of March and in April, and
interactive online engagement on focus areas and mapping.
Chair Gitzen thanked Mr. Miller and Ms. Trapp for the presentation.
8.

Adjourn
MOTION
Member Gitzen, seconded by Member Schaffhausen, to adjourn the meeting at
9:04 p.m.
Ayes: 6
Nays: 0
Motion carried.

Regular Planning Commission Meeting
Minutes – Wednesday, April 7, 2021
Page 16

ATTACHMENT G

Member Pribyl indicated the Conditional Use is really just a shared access for the
three homes on the west side of Victoria. What seemed to have been most of the
concern and discussion what that the five other homes have their own access. This is
already shared by three households. She was not sure that, for her personally,
denying this is going to help the other issue.
MOTION
Member Pribyl moved, seconded by Member Bjorum, to recommend to the City
Council approval of the proposed controlled access as a Conditional Use, based
on the content of this RCA, public input, and Planning Commission deliberation.
(PF17-020).
Ayes: 5
Nays: 2 (McGehee, Schaffhausen)
Motion carried.
8.

Other Business
a. Review and Provide Feedback on Zoning Code Update
Community Development Director Gundlach introduced Ms. Rita Trapp and Mr. Jeff
Miller from HKGI who presented the Zoning Code update materials. She first
presented the Roseville Sustainability and Resilience section and asked for feedback.
Member Pribyl thought it was a good idea to incentivize development to be more
sustainable and thought there were things that the City could incorporate into the
Zoning Code to encourage sustainability and push it in ways that are not currently
addressed in the Zoning Code without putting requirements on some of the things that
are more costly but incentivizing them would be fantastic.
Ms. Trapp asked if there were specific areas Member Pribyl was thinking about.
Member Pribyl explained she was thinking of things where there are costs involved.
For example reducing the surface parking by putting parking underground. It is much
more expensive putting parking underground, but it obviously has environmental
benefits so if there are incentives that can encourage that without requiring it then she
thought it would be a good move to reduce impervious surface and provide more
space for trees and greenspace that everyone likes.
Chair Kimble asked if there might be some tradeoffs as well to get some relief
elsewhere in the project.
Member Pribyl agreed.
Member McGehee thought of the TIF and the SAC Credits and various things that the
City does offer, at least historically, where the City has not asked for much in return
for granting these benefits. She also was very interested in some of the suggestions
that were in the small pinups, such as rent to own on apartments that are being built as
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affordable condos. Most of the City’s existing condos started as apartments and were
converted later. She did not know if the City could do that, but it would be an equity
path that the City could consider. She was not sure how it could be done. She noted
that Edina’s efforts of setting up their own land trust so that some of Edina’s houses
would be purchased by the City and put into a land trust. Roseville in the past had a
program where the City bought smaller homes and sold the lots to have something
more expensive be built on the lot. She suggested that maybe possibly buying some
of the homes that the City would have an opportunity to buy but keep them in the
land trust so that the City could manage to keep them permanently affordable but yet
pass on some equity to people who live there for a period of time and then were able
to move on.
Member McGehee indicated another thing in speaking of the trees and the diversity
of upgrading the parking lots policy to meet the standards the communities like St.
Louis Park has, which has a lot greener and pathway areas in the parking lots so that
they are more permeable and more hospitable to pedestrians.
Member Leutgeb asked Ms. Trapp how the consultants are reaching out with outreach
efforts to specifically target and engage bipoc communities and socio-economic
diverse communities in the engagement process.
Ms. Trapp explained her company had prepared a few months ago a community
engagement plan where they identified different groups that they could outreach to
and this effort was really targeted at stakeholders or groups or individuals that would
directly connect to the diversity, equity, sustainability, and resilience areas.
Mr. Miller continued on with the presentation on Residential Districts, and NonResidential Districts, including aligning residential districts with LU categories and
housing types and uses.
The Commission discussed with the consultants aligning residential districts with LU
categories.
Member McGehee asked regarding impervious surfaces and having a little greener
around, what is the disadvantage of changing the medium to high from eighty-five to
seventy-five being the highest that the City has for improved area.
Chair Kimble thought that was the point of the CUP. The Conditional Use allows
you to get up to the eighty-five, otherwise there is no CUP.
Mr. Miller indicated that was correct.
Chair Kimble asked if there is going to be some unique instance with existing
properties and new properties where the changes create some kind of a conflict or
unusual situation.
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Mr. Miller indicated this will be looked at before a final recommendation is made to
try to minimize any non-conformities that are created.
Mr. Miller continued his presentation regarding the non-residential and mixed-use
districts including development intensity/improvement area.
Member Pribyl asked what the next steps will be for this item.
Ms. Trapp reviewed the remaining steps that need to be taken at upcoming meetings.
Ms. Gundlach indicated staff plans on scheduling an extra meeting in May and June.
She suggested May 12th and June 9th to meet in order to discuss this item further. She
explained the Commission needs more opportunities to talk about this item.
Chair Kimble thanked Ms. Trapp and Mr. Miller for the presentation.
9.

Adjourn
MOTION
Member Kruzel, seconded by Member Leutgeb, to adjourn the meeting at 10:18
p.m.
Ayes: 7
Nays: 0
Motion carried.
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Communications and Recognitions:
a. From the Public: Public comment pertaining to general land use issues not on this
agenda, including the 2040 Comprehensive Plan Update.
None.
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.
Member McGehee indicated she attended two webinars put on by the DNR on
shoreland ordinances and variances that were very interesting.

6.

Other Business
a. Review and Provide Feedback on Zoning Code Update
Mr. Jeff Miller and Ms. Rita Trapp, Hoisington Koegler Group, Inc., made a
presentation on the Zoning Code update.
Member Schaffhausen joined the meeting at 6:54 p.m.
Member McGehee indicated when the Commission was going through the housing
types, particularly at the tri-plex and quad, it really did not seem that they fit into the
neighborhood styles of Roseville. She explained Roseville does have a variety of
neighborhoods and some very clearly have a smaller lot and smaller house and there
are distinct neighborhoods that have larger lots. She thought to try to make a one
size, fits all, as she got to the final recommendations, she was not sure this is what
most residents were looking for. She wondered whether the recommendation to
divide the LDR, the LU into two formats and how much flexibility does the Planning
Commission have to change the equivalent of LDR-1 to move it from four to six
instead of from four to eight and then make the MDR go from six to eight or
something like that. She did not know if the Commission has the authority to talk
about things like that. She was also not sure what was meant by non-traditional in the
presentation she went through. She thought in general, if looking at the style of most
of the residential areas, if the City wants to increase density, the cottage style
development seems to fit better given the sort of almost uniform story or story and a
half in a lot of the neighborhoods.
Mr. Miller clarified the non-traditional plan for the Commission.
Community Development Director Janice Gundlach indicated regarding the density
change, it was her understanding that the comp plan has been adopted and if the City
were to change that the City would have to go back to the Met Council and propose
an amendment to the comp plan.
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Mr. Miller continued with the presentation on recommending renaming and
consolidating of Districts.
Member McGehee suggested that if it is desired to increase the density in LDR, the
cottage style of house might be more suitable with the existing Roseville home styles.
The tri-plex and quad styles might work better in the LMDR districts.
Chair Kimble asked if Commissioner McGehee was now thinking of just the type
versus the density. She thought the question about changing the density is not
without a comp plan change.
Member McGehee indicated that was correct. She was speaking to the kind and also
speaking to the density because, at least from what she is seeing and hears, she
thought there is little appetite for much increased density in the residential areas, but
people seem to be perfectly happy to have some areas of twinhomes and certainly to
increase the density in the City with some of the things the Council has done to put
some housing in the MU Districts.
Mr. Miller continued with their recommendation of allowed housing types in each
District. He noted the recommendation is trying to line up the changes to the District
with what the comp plan shows. He also reviewed the recommended residential
densities.
Member Schaffhausen indicated she imagined fast forward to when it is time to do
the community meetings, one of the questions might be, if the City does this LMDR
and the size of the lots are changed and make them smaller, how would that start to
affect some of the conversations with regard to variance and outbuildings and their
size and what that looks like. She imagined this will be like dominoes where this
starts to hang up and this is the first line and then it kind of follows through and the
City will need to follow up to find out how the other things fit into that. She asked if
that is coming yet where the City will have to go and fix those other options as well
or will the City need to take those as a one off as they pop up, based on what is left to
be developed in Roseville.
Senior Planner Bryan Lloyd explained that current regulations do not provide for
things like storage buildings and detached garages, according to lot size. A larger
detached garage or storage shed has more to do with the footprint size of the house,
up to a certain maximum size. That is the same for people that have very small lots
and for those who have very large lots. Beyond that there are less direct constraints
that get to the improvement area and impervious coverage and meeting setback
requirements, etc. There may be a reason to look at those provisions moving forward,
especially if lot sizes are changing but those accessory structures are not pegged to lot
sizes.
Member Schaffhausen explained she would like to have the opportunity to look at it
because of the size of some of the houses. The quads are neat, but the question
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becomes all of a sudden if it is all the need for a shed. Part of it is her lack of
knowledge who is responsible for maintenance if someone has a tri-plex and if that
property would get a shed if there would be an option. She noted she was thinking
ahead and possible implications.
Mr. Paschke explained his answer would be that currently those types of things are
allowed in the Districts the City has right now so not a whole lot is changing when
looking at if there can be smaller lots and those type of things in a development or for
that matter, even a four plex, six plex or eight plex, the code would allow an
accessory dwelling, but it is really capped by the amount of coverage on the lot. He
thought that may need to be tweaked but he did not know that these changes will
impact how the City has enforced or allowed accessory sheds and or a garage or
accessory building in any of those residential districts.
Member McGehee indicated she looked over all of the comments from citizens and
has yet to see anyone asking for more density. In fact, that is the thing the City might
most likely bump up against is people not wanting anymore density, particularly in
the residential neighborhoods. She explained she was a little bit reluctant and did not
know where the density mandate is coming from given the number of apartments that
the City has been putting in. The other thing, she did not see where the City is going
to put in equity in this. As the City begins to increase the density, one of the things
that come up a lot in hearings and meetings is the sense of community and she
thought there was a good sense of community and people really value that and also
value their neighborhoods. She thought the City should think about moving forward.
If the City is going to increase density, how does the City increase that density in a
way that brings people in and makes them a part of the community that exists rather
than overwhelming the existing community or makes it so dense that it is not a
community or a neighborhood. She thought the City has done that in a couple of
places and she thought it was important when thinking about this.
Member Pribyl explained she was thinking about the neighborhood she used to live in
where there was a pretty broad range of single family, duplexes and apartment
buildings and it felt very compatible. There were not any buildings that were really
out of scale. Personally, she did not have concerns about things like putting duplexes
or twinhomes in a low-density neighborhood if they are designed well and in scale
with the neighborhood. Her questions relates to the building height. It felt a little bit
random by going in five feet increments for the different districts. She knew those
were related to the taller heights already allowed in the different districts but thinking
about the number of stories in a building that relates to and also thinking about the
City where there is not just LDR. The Districts will be next to each other, so she was
thinking about the comments raised at some of the community meetings. Is there a
step down or a range of heights allowed in the different Districts and the concerns of
the neighborhoods next to the ones that allow taller heights. She wondered if there
could be some sort of buffer so a low-density area with shorter buildings are not right
next to taller buildings.
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Mr. Miller thought it was an interesting idea to think about having a lower building
height adjacent to residential. He noted he would have to think about how to actually
implement that. As far as the building heights recommended, he was open to those
being different but were trying to get them to match up with the scale that was
identified in the comp plan.
Member Leutgeb thought that the comparison of reality to current zoning on lot size
was interesting and she thought it was pretty clear that the more common current lot
size of around nine thousand, there was a big discrepancy, percentage wise of what
exists and what is written in code. She wondered what the consultants have seen
elsewhere as codes have been rewritten.
Mr. Miller explained he looked a little bit at neighboring cities to Roseville but did
not do a comprehensive look at it, but he thought seventy-five was perhaps typical for
a lot of width. He noted every community is different and every community develops
differently.
Member Bjorum explained he wanted to weigh in on the density. He saw a lot of
comments from the meetings were regarding moving from renting to owning and he
thought how that relates to some of the density discussed, he thought allowing for
those duplexes and tri-plexes in some of these neighborhoods actually help that issue
and make a more inclusive argument for that. He really appreciates the density the
City is providing because it allows for some of those construction types that would
allow for more of an economic threshold for people in them and it allows for those
people to become more a part of the community and the neighborhood that those units
are developed in. He thought that really sets that precedent that allows for those types
of construction to be included in their neighborhoods and allows more people into
those opportunities.
Member Leutgeb indicated that by adding some of this density the City is
acknowledging that family structures and multi-generational families have different
density requirements in housing. She did see that this is a clear alignment with the
equity initiative by offering more types and more density in housing selections.
Member Kruzel thought the big thing is the change to make the housing more
inclusive for all levels of income and equity across the board. She hoped this will
touch on that and enhance that.
Chair Kimble observed and agreed that the housing density does help with the equity
and also to aligning the nine thousand square foot minimum also makes it more
affordable. She thought the idea of mimicking what is in he comp plan in the zoning
was great because when developers come in, it just makes everything tight and clear.
She thought it seemed like the primary type of unit that seems to be in some conflict
with the LDR is the idea of the cottage housing because that is eight units on that acre
but yet at the same time she thought when she looks at that particular kind of product
she thinks a lot about seniors and a lot about building community around those kind
of cottage developments and she thought there is a real opportunity for it. She
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wondered if it is really practical to get eight units of the cottage type of home onto
one acre. She wondered if the cottage homes should be allowed in the LDR. She
thought it seemed like there are pros and cons for it.
Mr. Miller explained the fifty-five hundred number is in the higher districts but the
attached housing types in the LMDR and MDR allow a minimum of thirty-six
hundred square feet per unit, which is much smaller. The fifty-five hundred is a
generous number in that it is really just being set by that maximum density of eight
units per acre. He thought if they were looking for an ideal number for cottage
courtyard housing, it is not fifty-five hundred and would probably be something
smaller, but they are really sticking with the density that has already been adopted in
the comp plan.
Chair Kimble thought another things the City should be focusing on is the height of
the buildings in terms of how many stories and if it is making sense.
Mr. Miller agreed that 35 feet is really more like two stories or 2.5 stories. They are
open to those numbers being something different. He thought they were basically
saying that this reflects a difference in scale. Going higher as the density goes up and
it provides one height per district. He asked if there were any suggestions for
changing the building heights in the zoning districts.
Member Pribyl asked for clarification on the measurements for heights on pitched
roofs and if it included half of the height of the slope on pitched roofs and on flat roof
buildings if that includes the parapet or if it is the top roof sheathing.
Mr. Paschke explained the Code would say that as it relates to a gabled or hipped
roof, that it is to the midpoint of the roof truss. It does go up a little on the roof truss
system. On a flat roof, it is to the top of the roof system, not the part of the parapet,
that might go up further than that. In the LMDR, thirty-five feet is really a two and a
half story home. Three stories might be attainable out of the forty foot, maybe four
but it would be a very tight four-story building.
Member Bjorum explained his concern with the five-foot increments is that it does
not really align with construction or architecture. A story is not going to be added
between LMDR and MDR if the difference is thirty-five feet or forty feet. He
thought it would make more sense to do them in ten-foot increments and LMDR
should really start at thirty feet or thirty-five feet maybe works but then MDR should
jump ten feet which is more relatable to a construction type of story in a building.
Chair Kimble agreed.
Member Pribyl thought it might be helpful to look ahead to when this goes forward to
a public hearing to have examples of buildings that are those heights for comparison.
She also thought going back to the question of density and rental versus ownership,
the idea of introducing duplexes and accessory dwelling units to her, allows more
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people to be either renters or owners in some of the lower density neighborhoods.
She thought was also an equity issue the City is addressing.
Ms. Trapp continued the presentation on the Non-Residential District Structure
recommendations. She noted this will be discussed further when brought back for
Commission review. She also reviewed Section One remaining discussion topics
including Consider Allowing Increased Density in MDR with CUP.
Member McGehee indicated she would like to see the City's standard set of questions
used in assessing CUP requests, particularly if they are going to expand the use of this
tool.
Member Bjorum thought these seemed reasonable but thought it would be nice to
have the City standard CUP information before the Commission fully agrees with this
jump but on the surface it makes a lot of sense to him.
Ms. Trapp reviewed the idea of considering increasing the Minimum Green Space
requirement in MDR and HDR with the Commission.
Member Schaffhausen thought about the number of times the Commission has gone
through and had to pare down on the number of trees and she wondered where this
fell into that same conversation where there is going to be trading going on.
Mr. Paschke thought the key to the Landscape Ordinance is that it probably should be
reviewed as it relates to the amount of landscaping that it is seeking on certain lots.
He thought when the City has run into the majority of the problem, it has to do with
the multi-family requirement of one tree per unit, which staff is aware of and will
look into and will most likely have a proposal to change that as a part of this process,
probably in phase 2 than in phase 1.
Member Pribyl thought these were two different things potentially, on one hand,
increasing the green space minimum overall would address some concerns that have
been raised at other meetings about there being a lot of parking area and a lot of roof
area, just increase in the green space on the site reduces the heat island effect,
improves the appearance overall, even if the green space is not useable it is something
that can potentially be looked at and enjoyed. She indicated usable outdoor space is a
separate issue which is also important and could be a rooftop terrace or balcony but
that is not addressing the other issues of overall aesthetics and incorporating nature
and lowering heat island effects.
Chair Kimble explained the other part to it is, is it a part of the overall green space
and not additive, just making sure that they are not doubling up too much, would be
important.
Member McGehee indicated this is something she has been interested in for a long
time and she agreed with Mr. Paschke. She agreed with Member Pribyl that there are
divisions of places so that you can sit outside and maybe there are a couple of trees
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and a picnic table versus a manicured flower bed by the front door. They are both
green space but are very different. She thought both types of green space are
important and if the City can make it all happen nicely would be great. She also
thought the more density there is in an area the less green space there will be. She
would like the City to think about the ratio as well.
Member Bjorum thought the green outdoor space requirement really just needs a
better definition. He wondered if the City is going to deal with increasing or
maintaining the green space then they may need to just define better what actually
they are going to consider increasing. Especially, since there seems to be two sets of
things here being discussed for the green space and he thought just having a clearer
definition of what they should increase. He also wondered if this should be put in
phase one or phase two. It put in phase one, does that mean as part of all the updates
to all of the densities for medium, high, and low, this would be piggy backed into that
group of considerations they are doing right now so as all of this is being worked out
this could be included because that would be his preferred method for handling it.
Ms. Trapp indicated the phase one would be the elements they are working on right
now, where changes are being made to lot size and densities and housing types. She
reviewed the topic “Consider Increasing the CUP Threshold in the CMU Districts”
with the Commission. She asked for concerns.
Member Pribyl thought it made sense and could not think of a reason why the City
would need a CUP for that if the idea were to encourage and allow multi-family in
mixed use.
Member Bjorum thought it seemed unnecessarily restrictive.
Chair Kimble agreed.
Ms. Trapp continued with the presentation on Establishing a BRT Overlay District,
which is one of the elements of the comp plan.
Member McGehee thought the City should enhance safety and walkability because in
most places they are talking about significant amount of traffic at significant speeds.
They might want to also consider talking to MnDOT because MnDOT has been
thinking about doing something like a pedestrian, non-motorized crossing between
Rosedale and HarMar, which would be pretty significant, and the City might be able
to tie into something like that.
Chair Kimble requested when this is looked at that the Commission have a visual of
at least segments of this BRT Overlay District so the Commission can understand it
because it is really great to talk about an enhanced pedestrian plan but how
continuous is that along the overlay district because these are all great things but what
does it really mean when looked at.
Ms. Trapp indicated they can add that.
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Member Pribyl was also wondering if talking about safety and a pedestrian plan, it
obviously goes beyond the individual parcels and goes beyond their scope. She
wondered if the Public Works Commission and City Engineering could also be
involved in some of that discussion as well.
Ms. Trapp agreed and thought the idea was, at least within individual sites that when
redevelopment happens the City could think about it in terms of how the parking is
laid out, how to make sure where the connections are, etc. The little enhancements
overtime will knit together and there may be value in having people do that and really
think about it.
Ms. Trapp reviewed the last topic of Implementation of the 10% Minimum
Residential Requirement in the MU-2, MU-3, and MU-4 Districts with the
Commission.
Member Pribyl indicated she could see a lot of problems with requiring ten percent on
individual parcels or somehow trying to require ten percent throughout particular
areas. She thought including it as a part of the purpose statement but not making it a
hard requirement for each development makes a lot of sense.
Chair Kimble agreed and thought it was really hard to understand and would never
work so then how would staff govern this if it were across that particular district. She
thought the intent was good but in practicality in looking at it, it is really hard to
understand how it could be done and enforced and is not really doable on a
development by development, basis. She would be in agreement that pointing it back
as a purpose statement might make more sense.
Member McGehee agreed with all of that, and it seemed that staff could make it easy
to follow up on.
Member Bjorum asked if the City were to just include this in the purpose statement
for these districts, the comprehensive plan still says the ten percent and he wondered
if there is still a requirement for the developers in these districts to still have to meet
that.
Ms. Trapp explained it would be something that staff would continually evaluate and
think about every time a development would come through. She thought it would be
something the Commission would have the opportunity to comment on. The
Commission would be able to be more reflective of the location and the size of the
development to say does it make sense or not that residential is a part of it, but it
would be something that would be calculated over the entire things and something
that staff would be looking at.
Ms. Trapp indicated her team will be putting together additional information about
this in the coming months. She indicated she was glad that this is headed in a
direction that made sense to the Commission and there are not big concerns.
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Mr. Miller finished the presentation with the next steps for the Zoning Code update.
Chair Kimble thanked Mr. Miller and Ms. Trapp and staff for all the work.
7.

Adjourn
MOTION
Member Pribyl, seconded by Member McGehee, to adjourn the meeting at 8:52
p.m.
Ayes: 7
Nays: 0
Motion carried.
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None.
5.

Other Business
a. Review and Provide Feedback on Zoning Code Update
Community Development Director Janice Gundlach introduced Mr. Jeff Miller and
Ms. Rita Trapp from HKGi who made a presentation on the Zoning Code Update and
asked for feedback from the Commission.
Ms. Trapp started off the presentation with the update to density standards for mixed
use districts. She asked for Commission input or questions.
Member Pribyl wondered about the distinction between Mixed Use 2A and 2B. She
thought it looked like there was a little more density in 2B, but she noticed the
housing types allowed are the same and later on the building height allowances seem
to be reversed. 2B allows taller buildings than Mixed Use 3 does.
Ms. Trapp explained there are use differences between 2A and 2B once the
consolidation is done. There is a difference in height, 2A is only 35 feet so it is the
smaller height where 2B is being proposed to allow up to 55 feet or 65 feet with a
CUP. There is a difference between the two districts in terms of scale and intensity.
HKGi did recommend distinction between those two. 2A seems to be neighborhood
business in its character and scale whereas 2B is more similar to more of a
community business or where there is more intense use. That is why they did not
consolidate all the way down to have just one mixed use area.
Member Pribyl was not sure what distinctions there were between 2B and 3.
Mr. Miller currently thought the Districts MU-1, MU-3 and MU-4 really relate to
each other as far as neighborhood community and regional business and CMU is a
different animal as far as zoning districts. It is their understanding with the Comp.
Plan, with the intention of bringing those business districts clearly into play as mixeduse districts means they are more aligned with the CMU. He noted they are using the
Comp. Plan as a guide. He indicated those can be looked at to see if there is any need
to distinguish between MU-2B and MU-3.
Chair Kimble asked if there will be more description in the Zoning Code or
introduction to these various zoning districts that differentiate or describe what was
said.
Ms. Trapp indicated once in the zoning districts; it will become a little more obvious
because there will be additional language. She noted this information will be used
and they will make strike changes in the Code as it is today.
Member McGehee agreed with Member Pribyl and thought originally there were the
four levels, as proposed by staff, to have those four levels within the SMU District
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because that was their mixed-use district and there was a lot of discussion about
having the intensity based on positions along either Cleveland Avenue or along
County Road C and then moving back and then there was also the issue where these
regions bumped against residential housing along Terrace Drive. If they are going to
go ahead and make a blanket MU classification to allow housing and so on in all of
these districts than it does not seem to her that it makes any sense to try to maintain
this area and she agreed with Member Kimble that it is very confusing and it is not
clear that these various differences that have been spelled out for Twin Lakes, there is
only one parcel left to develop there so it seems it is just additionally confusing to try
to run this.
Member McGehee asked if MU-1 is neighborhood business. She said she was not
familiar with all of the sizes of buildings in that are in the small neighborhood
businesses, but if the idea is to have some limited housing among buildings in the
neighborhood business then she did not see any benefit in adding a minimum to the
specification. If someone has a small, private business that is run on the first floor
and that person has the space to put one or two apartments above, she thought that
should be an available option. She felt that by adding these minimums they are not
helping out small business. She also indicated she did not see anywhere in these
business districts where the City is going to have cottage units or similar housing
types that are described. She questioned how this is all going to fit together. She
thought that while all of those housing types are nice to have in the City’s toolbox,
she did not see in any of what is being discussed here, where it is showing anywhere
from ten to thirty-six units. She again questioned if, a lot of those housing types are
realistic in the City’s business districts. She was not sure the minimums should be
there either.
Ms. Trapp thanked Member McGehee for her comments. She noted she will have to
go back to do some calculations, but she thought the change or the insertion of the
community mixed uses/mixed use 2 is probably more confusing at this point because
of the way the Commission is used to thinking about it and seeing it. She noted she
was not so concerned about the confusion, necessarily for others because how the
City Code is currently set up, and they are not talking about changing it significantly,
each district, other than the use tables is handled kind of individually in how their
standards are set forth.
Ms. Trapp explained there were the four levels and staff did take a hard look at it and
felt like they were not ready because it was for Twin Lake specifically and it was not
really identified in the Comprehensive Plan. Again, they are trying to stay true to the
Comprehensive Plan. They wanted to do more combination or consolidation in this.
They did really feel like there was a distinction between 2A and 2B. She also noted
that there were two new areas that were identified for community mixed use, one
being HarMar and one being the shopping center on Hamline. Because of that there
are new areas that are being looked at to use the form base standard. Information will
be added about frontages to help guide that should redevelopment occur. That is one
of the reasons why staff is proposing it the way they are, but more discussion can
occur.
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Ms. Trapp indicated regarding the cottage homes, the reason why they are thinking
about providing all of these is just more flexibility. It is true that the City may or may
not see all of these different housing types, but the more choices provided the more
flexibility there is to make something that work on the site or for the market.
Chair Kimble asked since the housing types are being named, what if there is a new
type or a type is missed, what are the implications then.
Ms. Trapp explained there are two ways of addressing that, if the Commission or staff
identifies that there is a new type of housing then they could go through proactively
and make an adjustment to the code. If not, an applicant can request a zoning text
amendment to add something in. She hoped these are broad enough that they capture
most of what is seen in the future. She noted this is accurate for what they have now
and if there are changes then the City will either go through this process again or
someone will ask for something to be added.
Member McGehee explained something that will be coming up late is the build
forward that was laid out for Twin Lakes as opposed to the traditional setback. There
has been a significant amount of pushback in the community, displeasure with that
building type, that build forward that does not make it feel like a suburb. The City
has gotten several complaints about building along Larpenteur that went with that
model. She thought moving forward, that model might be fine by itself but is not one
that seems to be appreciated or desired in other parts of the community.
Chair Kimble asked for confirmation that the minimums really are confirming what is
in the Comp. Plan so that there is consistency between both.
Ms. Trapp indicated that was correct.
Mr. Miller explained the housing types are also reflected in the Comp. Plan, those
districts include medium or high density residential and the description of them.
Ms. Trapp continued her presentation on Scale and Intensity and how it relates to the
Comprehensive Plan.
Member Pribyl thought in MU-2B, with it being HarMar, potentially considering
stepping it down as it approaches the single-family neighborhood. Fifty-five feet
would be quite objectionable to the neighbors immediately to the east and south but if
it is further away it might be less objectionable.
Ms. Trapp noted she would make sure that is still on their radar to discuss.
Member McGehee asked that be looked at across the board because she felt
everywhere this would bump up to residential the City needed to be cognizant of that.
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Chair Kimble thought it would be really helpful to understand the scale of these
districts and then of course adjacency is so important. She understood the CUP and
that some conditions can be created to help control, but it felt to her often that CUPs
are almost in the reverse, almost a negative and almost a way to stop something so
when a developer comes in with a project it is almost like they are “guilty until
proven innocent”, kind of a reverse psychology and she was curious about that. She
understood that it gives some controls, but does it sometimes give controls for wrong
reasons.
Ms. Trapp explained the reason why a CUP is generally the choice to use over
rezoning in cities.
Ms. Gundlach thought Chair Kimble was correct that not many of the buildings in
Roseville are above 65 feet. Regarding the CUP, she thought the trick will be when
they actually get the text amendment language in front of the Commission and have
an opportunity to identify what are the conditions under which they would allow the
increased height. They also have to remember that there are some general health,
safety and welfare conditions that apply to all conditional uses. In addition to sort of
the very project specific type of conditions and the problem with that being open to a
lot of interpretation is a conditional use requires a public hearing with notification to
the neighborhood and a lot of time the testimony that comes forward during those
processes can impact the interpretation of those general health, safety, and welfare
standards. If the Commission is not comfortable with that, it just needs to be
recognized and discussed as a part of the text amendment language discussion.
Ms. Gundlach also wanted the Commission to be very cognizant of the scope and
timeline and the cost of this overall project. She indicated a few things have come up
in the last meeting, a couple of things have come up in this meeting where there is
interest in looking at certain things, but those things were not identified in the original
scope and go beyond the mandatory updates that the City is talking about doing in
order to comply with the City’s Comp. Plan and then they also were not noted as a
part of the section two, which is the option updates. She thought examining the
Conditional Use process was something that came up at the last meeting and then
there was discussion briefly about sort of the build to designs which was also not
identified in the scope and that is not to say those items cannot be looked at but it is
going outside of the scope of the work that HKGi was hired to do, it is going to
prevent them from meeting their timeline and it is going to prevent them from
meeting their budget so that may be something that is set aside momentarily while
staff seeks additional authorization to broaden the scope of the work. She did not
want HKGi to be caught up in additional work as this item proceeds forward.
Member McGehee explained she was cognizant of both issues but on the other hand
she thought the issue of the Conditional Use Permit and the issue of the “build to”
actually came up as a part of this discussion because it would appear that they had
different things for different districts. It seemed to her that what was growing out of
this desire for consolidation was to actually pick one set of guidelines that would fit
everything and she did not think that was anything that the Commission brought up.
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She felt that if this is going to be a meaningful process to actually work on the City
Code and Comprehensive Plan, she thought both the build forward and the
Conditional Use Permit are important issues to discuss. She hoped that HKGi can set
those things aside and staff can bring it to the Council and see if the Commission is
actually authorized to do this kind of work because she thought it was important. As
far as the Conditional Use Permit, she saw it as a valuable tool. For example, in the
case of HarMar or the case of any of these areas that abut residential areas, the
Conditional Use Permit would allow a development to be made somehow compatible
with neighboring communities or neighboring business. She thought the CUP
provides this flexibility for staff and for the Council and to some extent, for the
developer, to come up with developments that work well for all surrounding
properties.
Member Schaffhausen in regard to scope, she explained one of the reasons why she is
not asking a lot of questions is that not only is this the first time of her running
through something like this but in addition to that, it seems like the main focus of this
project is to align the Zoning with the Comp. Plan and she would look to staff in their
help and guidance on what fits and what does not. It is not that she is not up for
discussion, but it is just one of those where as far as the point and focus of this
meeting is how do they want to proceed with this. She is equally cognizant of what
staff is saying and respect that and appreciate the opportunity to have this discussion
and personally she is in need of guidance on what is in scope and what is out of scope
so that they can figure out what is relevant so that the Commission does not end up in
a four-hour meeting but rather a two-hour meeting. Otherwise, they can go down a
rabbit hole on all of this to a detail.
Ms. Gundlach explained HKGi has tried really hard to put the language in red in both
the print materials and presentation to highlight the high-level summary changes that
staff thinks needs to occur to align with the Comprehensive Plan. She noted she did
not want the Commissioners to feel that the other concerns are not important because
she did agree that they are meaningful if they are going to do this discussion. That is
why staff has asked the consultants to take notes on this and have this document for
staff to go back to the Council with later on to show them the things that came out of
this process that they were not able to address with the timeline, scope and budget and
they can start thinking about the timeline, scope, and budget for those other items.
Mr. Paschke explained the discussion about building forward and any of those design
standards is definitely something that would be separate and take a lot of time and it
would be helpful for staff to know if there are other Commissioners that share the
same thoughts and opinions that Commission McGehee has on building forward
design and/or any of the other design standards that the City has currently in Code.
Ms. Trapp continued with the presentation regarding intensity standards in the Zoning
Code.
Mr. Miller reviewed the intent of the required updates of the Zoning Map and the next
steps to take.
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Chair Kimble explained regarding the next two meeting and the draft text
amendments, trying to understand how extensive those are, and she wondered if there
was any ability if these were going to be extensive to get them a little sooner than the
Friday before the meeting.
Mr. Miller indicated that could be discussed.
Ms. Gundlach explained staff will try their best to get the changes out as soon as
possible but it is really hard to try to turn this stuff around in less than a month.
Member Leutgeb asked regarding community outreach, as a renter in Roseville, she
wanted to make sure that the community outreach is not only including property
owners but also tenants, both residential and business tenants because she thought
these zoning changes regardless of whether they are required to align with the Comp.
Plan or optional updates, may affect somebodies desire to continue leasing properties
in the City.
Ms. Gundlach indicated staff definitely notified property owners and renters of all
residential property and one the business property, the property owner was notified.
Mr. Lloyd did not think staff notified commercial tenants for this item.
Ms. Gundlach indicated staff can look at including those people in the next
notification.
The Commission and staff discussed notification areas.
6.

Adjourn
MOTION
Member Pribyl, seconded by Member Kruzel, to adjourn the meeting at 8:33
p.m.
Ayes: 7
Nays: 0
Motion carried.
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None.
5.

Other Business
a. Review and Provide Feedback on Zoning Code Update
Community Development Director Gundlach indicated this item has been
reviewed previously by the Planning Commission. She turned the item over to
city consultants, Mr. Jeff Miller, and Ms. Rita Trapp.
Mr. Jeff Miller started the Zoning Code Update presentation with text
amendments. He indicated the intent is to try to go over the highlights and
summarize what is in the text amendments. He indicated this has been reviewed a
couple of times at the high level, the recommendation level and now at the
recommendation level. He noted the intent is to have this go to a public hearing
at the Planning Commission and then to City Council adoption in August.
Residential Districts’ Amendments were reviewed by Mr. Miller.
Member Leutgeb indicated there was a distinction in the table between the
multifamily dwellings of five to eight units and then eight or more. She asked for
clarification on eight-unit dwellings because it seemed like it was a grey area and
could be confusion there.
Mr. Miller explained that has been and issue and thought it was corrected. He
indicated it should be five to eight and more than eight. There are instances in
today’s code where there is an overlap. He noted he will look at that to make sure
it has been caught but the intent is that it is five to eight and then more than eight,
rather than eight or more.
Member McGehee explained on page four of the packet, the Statement of
Purpose, when it is talking about the statement or purpose, she thought it would
be helpful to everybody reading the Code to see what the relevant goals are and
have them listed.
Mr. Miller noted that comment and continued with his review of the Residential
Districts’ Amendments.
Member McGehee indicated relating to the lot depth, she agreed with the area and
the frontage but some of the issues that she thought staff has been struggling with
are the irregularity of some of the lots being proposed and that maybe something
staff wants to think about whether that helps them to define the lots and the kinds
of shapes they like.
Ms. Gundlach explained the Subdivision Code has a provision about irregular
shaped lots and she thought that provision was sufficient to address the issue
being mentioned.

ATTACHMENT G

Special Planning Commission Meeting
Minutes – Wednesday, June 10, 2021
Page 3

Mr. Miller continued with his presentation.
Member McGehee regarding the setback, in some of the residential parts there is
indication about the first story being eighteen feet. Then the second story, the
direction was that the setback that is near a residential area begins after the third
story and she wondered if one would want to consider that being after the second
story, if in fact that first story is already eighteen feet high. Also, it seems, just
from an aesthetic point of view, if up against a residential side, if the idea is a
combination of aesthetics and gradual building up, when talking about something
that may be up to a hundred feet, to simply step back after the third story and then
just go on up at least seems to her neither aesthetic nor really doing what they
would hope up against a residential area.
Mr. Miller believed the reason they are above the third story is because that is in
line with what the current CMU District allows.
Mr. Paschke indicated he would have to look in the City Code but believed along
the greenway frontage there is a provision about stepping back residential
buildings. The main level is at grade for one level and then it steps back a certain
distance for the remainder of the building.
Mr. Miller explained the other comment regarding one hundred feet, he thought
the other tool the City has is in HDR, anything higher than fifty-five feet requires
a CUP so the City would still have the opportunity there to require another step
back.
Member McGehee thought they seem to be big on articulation and where there
are doors and windows and everything else and if they are trying to make this
more palatable up against residential areas it seems the more articulation they
have on that facing side, the more palatable it is.
Mr. Miller indicated step backs can cause challenges for the developer because
they are losing development capacity. He explained this was looked into and one
of the things they discussed, either/or, and the way it is in the update is if a
developer decided they would rather not do the step act, they would rather move
the whole building back that eight feet, then this is saying the developer would
not have to do an additional step back if the whole building is moved back.
Developers do not always prefer to do that step back.
Member McGehee explained the question she had throughout the review is if the
City was looking to make this the best, most cost effective, and easiest thing for
the developer or is the City trying to come up with some sort of a balance between
the residents who live in the area and already have an investment and what is next
to them. It maybe a little more of a challenge but at the same time there are
existing residents in Roseville for whom, whether it is eight feet back or not,
looking at a fifty-five-foot solid wall, which is definitely not as attractive than if
driving around other communities where there are step backs. She indicated this
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is a desirable place, so the City did not have to continually bend over backwards
to make it easy and cheap for people to develop in the City.
Mr. Miller understood Member McGehee was asking that they maybe think about
it being above the second story instead of the third story.
Member McGehee noted that is only if the first story is eighteen feet high because
eighteen feet is more than a standard story.
Mr. Miller asked if Member McGehee was proposing another step back if
buildings were higher than three stories.
Member McGehee indicated that was correct if next to a residential area.
Chair Kimble thought there were other ways to deal with this other than step
backs and designing the building ahead of time might, rather than some flexibility
and other controls might make it more challenging for everybody.
Commissioner Pribyl agreed regarding having so many definitions of exactly
what needs to be done with the building design to meet the goals. Multiple steps
are expensive and depending on the type of construction can get quite expensive
to do multiple step backs and that might limit the ability of the developer to do
other things that could enhance the building such as adding more landscaping,
better materials, other things that can make it aesthetically pleasing without the
structural complexity. She also wondered where the eighteen feet came from and
noted she could not find where in the document it is at because she saw a
reference to eighteen inches but not to eighteen feet.
Member McGehee indicated she could have missed seeing it correctly, but she
thought it was on something where the first floor was commercial.
Mr. Paschke believed the reference was eighteen inches in the Code as it relates to
the first floor. He also stated what the requirement is currently in the Community
Mixed Use District under the greenway frontage.
Ms. Trapp reviewed the Mixed-Use Districts’ Amendments and the Employment
Districts’ Amendments with the Commission.
Mr. Miller reviewed the new BRT Overlay District and the definitions and
amendments with the Commission.
Chair Kimble indicated there is both detached and attached townhome and she
wondered if the detached was considered a twin home.
Mr. Miller explained they are trying to clarify that the detached duplex is on one
lot versus the twin home would be on two lots. That is the situation currently and
they are clarifying that.
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Ms. Trapp reviewed some of the next step’s staff and the consultants will be
working on.
Member Leutgeb was curious how they are planning on notifying property
owners and residents about the new updated web page for this project.
Ms. Gundlach explained at this point a lot of the engagement has been
electronically, but staff has sent postcards to property addresses that have been
directly impacted and then properties that lie within five hundred feet of directly
impacted properties. That is where staff is steering them to the story map and the
webpage. There were some links on the home page of the City website for
several months. This has been put in the City newsletter and staff has been doing
outreach through the email updates and posting on NextDoor as well as the City’s
Facebook page. Staff has tried to use a lot of different engagement methods to
make people aware of what is going on. As it relates to equity, are they using the
right tools, she was not one hundred percent positive that they are, but they are
trying to do what they have experienced works and using those tools. She
indicated staff would be happy to take the Commission’s feedback on what else
can be done.
Member Kruzel thought there was discussion at another meeting to reach out to
the different areas, perhaps block captains, tap into those. She knew with Park
and Rec doing different park events there might be a way to have some type of
engagement there as well.
Ms. Gundlach thanked Member Kruzel for her feedback.
Member McGehee thought there was a lot of mention of changing parking lots,
and she did not think there was a good definition in this and wanted to suggest
that staff look at the St. Louis Park project where they have incorporated a nice
change for their parking lots. In terms of the plantings, she suggested they now
have a tree company that is their consultant and maybe when they are talking
about these plantings the consultant should be contacted to talk about the plants
that are going to be the most successful and how to water them. She noted there
is a specialist in-house but his expertise is more often used elsewhere in the City.
She found that the Council may want to go over the table of uses but as they have
changed all of these districts, some of the tables of uses do not seem right
anymore, particularly as they mix residential in. Some of the obvious areas are
places where they have excluded childcare, when in fact, they are talking about
employment districts in residential areas where childcare might be really
important. She indicated she was still really in favor of a seventy-five percent
improvement area overall. She noted they put this in most places, but it was not
put in all places and since they are unifying, it would be nice to have it the same
all over. She thought as part of the planning of this whole thing, there is a whole
section of Roseville that is being talked about between Rosedale and the industrial
area and the commercial area at Har Mar and she thought someone, the Council,
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staff, or the Planning Commission might try to come up with a vision for how
they want to look when they are done, and she did not see that vision. She
indicated these were some of the bigger questions that she thought about as she
read through all of the materials over the last several months.
Chair Kimble thought that was a lot of different thoughts and wondered if Ms.
Gundlach had any feedback.
Ms. Gundlach indicated Member McGehee and she had a conversation over the
phone about this and she indicated she had concerns about broadening the scope
of the work and keeping them on track and Member McGehee understood that.
She thought it was good that Member McGehee brought the list of issues up and
indicated the list could be sent to her email. She noted she will keep notes on
additional items that will be brought forward to the City Council for them to
decide if they want to have the consultants tackle them.
6.

Adjourn
MOTION
Member McGehee, seconded by Member Pribyl, to adjourn the meeting at 8:19
p.m.
Ayes: 7
Nays: 0
Motion carried.
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Communications and Recognitions:
a. From the Public: Public comment pertaining to general land use issues not on this
agenda, including the 2040 Comprehensive Plan Update.
None.
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.
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.
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.
7.

Adjourn
MOTION
Member Kruzel, seconded by Member Pribyl, to adjourn the meeting at 7:16
p.m.
Ayes: 7
Nays: 0
Motion carried.
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Chair Kimble opened the public hearing for PF21-009 at approximately 8:11 p.m. and
reported on the purpose and process of a public hearing. He advised this item will be
before the City Council on August 23, 2021
City Planner Paschke summarized the request as detailed in the staff report dated
August 4, 2021.
Ms. Megan Huber, Welsh Construction, addressed the Commission.
Public Comment
No one came forward to speak for or against this request.
Chair Kimble closed the public hearing at 8:20 p.m.
Commission Deliberation
None.
MOTION
Member Pribyl moved, seconded by Member Schaffhausen, to recommend to
the City Council approval of Conditional Use to allow Genisys Credit Union a
drive-through at 2501 Fairview Avenue, based on the submitted site and
developments plans and subject to the conditions in the RPCA. (PF21-009).
Member McGehee indicated she had a conversation with Mr. Culver about this
particular site, wondering why the City could not get into the party central site and
that might be something coming later. She wanted to point out that although this was
not listed as something that is a problem, Mr. Culver did acknowledge that the City
does have a congestion of access along that road at the crest of the hill and may need
to have some left turn and right turn only access and something that the City might
want to think about in the future because it could become something that is more of a
safety hazard with this. She agreed with what the Commission is doing.
Ayes: 7
Nays: 0
Motion carried.
c. Consider Approval of Zoning Map and Zoning Code Text Amendments to Align
with the City’s 2040 Comprehensive Plan
Chair Kimble opened the public hearing for PF17-020 at approximately 8:22 p.m. and
reported on the purpose and process of a public hearing. He advised this item will be
before the City Council August 23, 2021.
Community Development Director Gundlach summarized the request as detailed in
the staff report dated August 4, 2021.
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Mr. Jeff Miller, HKGi, and Ms. Rita Trapp reviewed the proposed changes to the
Zoning Map and Zoning Code Text Amendments with the Commission.
Member McGehee asked for clarification because this is the Comprehensive Plan,
and it can be changed so to tell the people that this is the Comprehensive Plan, and
that plan has been decided is to deny the opportunity for people to really participate in
a meaningful way in the hearing. She would really give kudos to the staff and this
team for their outreach on this. She indicated the group that did the outreach for the
Comprehensive Plan was not as thorough as this team, so she did believe that there
are elements in the Comprehensive Plan that this is designed to meet, and the
Comprehensive Plan did not have a proper hearing when the materials came to the
Planning Commission in the previous iteration.
Chair Kimble noted for a point of clarification, what the Planning Commission has
before them is the rezoning. The Comprehensive Plan has, in fact, been approved by
the City Council and by the Met Council and can be changed but the City has to go
through a process with numerous compliance issues embedded in the requirement of
the Met Council, so it is not always an easy thing to change. She explained she was
on the Planning Commission during the Comprehensive Plan process and attended
many of the meetings. She thought there was considerable attempt for outreach and
public engagement. There is a responsibility on the citizens to show up for those
meetings as well.
Public Comment
Ms. Annie Seefeldt, 1700 Hamline Avenue N., explained the place they just
purchased, the existing zoning is listed as Low Density Residential, and the proposed
zoning is Neighborhood Mixed Use. She indicated this site has been a commercial
property for the last two owners and she thought this is one of those clean up things
that is happening as a part of the Comprehensive Plan. She noted having just
purchased a commercial property and seeing that it is under a rezoning consideration
made them a little nervous, so they decided to show up and indicate their desire to
have the rezoning of this particular address to happen as proposed, Neighborhood
Mixed Use.
Mr. Mark Armchide, Midland Grove Condominium Board Member, explained he
was representing Midland Grove Condominium Association. He indicated he wanted
to express the concerns of the owners of the 174 units to the proposed rezoning of
2025 County Road B West from Low Density to Medium Density Housing. He noted
this zoning change appears in the 2040 Comprehensive Plan. He reviewed the 2025
County Road B West property history with the Commission and explained there is
historical significance associated with it.
Mr. Armchide explained 2025 County Road B West is nestled between the south side
of Midland Grove Condominiums, the west side of a private house at the top of a hill
and bordered on the south side by County Road B. The entrance to the property is in
the middle of a downhill slope on County Road B which ends at the Cleveland
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Avenue intersection. The property has the same slope as County Road B and the
lowest southwest portion of that property appears to be a wetland although he did not
think it was designated as such. The Midland Grover property is also a low area and
they have been affected by water in wet years. If there is development on the
neighboring property the residents would have a concern that the water would be sent
in their direction due to the lowness of their land. He stated their entrance to County
Road B is very close to the intersection of County Road B and Cleveland, which has a
significant amount of traffic at the intersection and being at the bottom of the hill, it is
somewhat hazardous to cross the eastbound lane, even to take a simple right turn
toward Cleveland. It is also somewhat hazardous for pedestrians to cross County
Road B to get to the new Midland Gardens Park across the street. On the other side,
approaching County Road B southbound on Cleveland, someone exiting from
Highway 36 needs to cross three lanes to get to the County Road B turn lane to get
into the Midland Grove development. Midland Grove Condominiums is mostly
owned by older residents. He indicated in the past few years Roseville has received a
number of proposals to develop the property to higher density housing, which would
be dependent upon changing the zoning of this parcel.
Mr. Armchide explained when the City of Roseville conducted the meetings in 2017,
Midland Grove residents came out publicly against the zoning change and their
dissenting comments are documented in the 2040 Comprehensive Plan. He noted
they are not aware of any community engagement that occurred after that, so he was
surprised to hear the earlier comment that there were a lot of meetings that took place
during COVID. He stated they were completely unaware of those meetings, but they
have participated in 2017. The 2040 Comprehensive Plan does not document any
reasoning or justification for a zoning change to this specific parcel and there does not
appear to be any reasoning why this parcel would have a change in zoning. After the
meetings were held in 2017, the property was sold to a holding company in 2018 and
rented back to the previous owner. As mentioned earlier the City approved the 2040
Comprehensive Plan in April 2020, which included the zoning plan change over the
objections of the residents who would be affected by it. The intention of the plan and
the zoning change is that the densification of housing allowed by the zoning change
would actually take place. If the Commission and the City Council move ahead with
the zoning change, the residents of Midland Grove will continue to express concern.
He stated this small parcel of land in this specific location is a poor target for
increased housing density. It should be easy enough to find another 2.27 acres in
Roseville that would be a better candidate for increasing housing density, if that kind
of substitution is required to satisfy changes in the plan. He explained the residents
urge the Commission to update the 2040 Comprehensive Plan to maintain the current
zoning of this parcel to prevent the increase in population of this area, which would
only increase the driver and pedestrian hazards that already exist.
Ms. Pat Kelly, Midland Grove Condominiums, asked if the higher density zoning is
approved, the residents will still have an opportunity to review any proposal from the
developer.

Regular Planning Commission Meeting
Minutes – Wednesday, August 4, 2021
Page 12

ATTACHMENT G

Mr. Paschke explained it would depend on how big that project is and whether it
triggers Planning Commission consideration of it.
Mr. Endler explained he was the single resident next to Midland Grove
Condominiums on the hill. When the City made the move from single residence to
medium density, the old standards were still in place. What has changed is what the
standard for low density is. He explained with the new low density he thought it
would be 8 to 10 units. When the zoning happened, the current zoning rules were in
place. He thought the City figured it should be reconsidered in light of the changes
that are currently in front of them or what Low Density Residential means. That
aside, they support the goal and what the City is doing. He explained when the
Comp. Plan is changed, the time between approval of the Comp. Plan and changing
the zoning is entirely too long. He would like the City to try to figure out how to
solve that problem. Once a Comp. Plan is changed, he would like the City to have the
urgency to notify people immediately and possibly create an ordinance that states if
the resident is in one of the residences and someone sells it, they would be required to
let the new buyer know there is that difference because no one should be surprised
when they purchase a property.
Mr. Carl Albing, 2020 West County Road B, explained he lived across the street from
this parcel. He stated there have been several attempts to change the parcel of land
and it has been voted down every time. It is frustrating to see this come up once
again and this time as a part of a larger plan that feels like it has more momentum
against them, after it had been defeated two or three times in the past. He really
appreciated the concern from Midland Grove residents. He wondered why the City
could not do something different with this little piece of property. He would ask the
Commission to deny the zoning change on 2025 West County Road B.
Ms. Lucy Botzek, Ferriswood Homeowners Association president, explained this is a
pretty contentious parcel for a variety of reasons and a lot of history. She indicated
they are not necessarily opposed to redevelopment or development, but she urged the
Commission to reconsider the zoning change to this parcel.
Mr. Dave Polson, Midland Grove Condominium resident, asked the Commission to
drive by 2025 County Road B west and take a look at the property. Summary of City
Zoning District’s as it is today, “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.”, if that property does not describe that in perfect detail, he did not
know what does.
Mr. Steven Ring, 1455 Rose Place, indicated he sent out some comments to questions
earlier in the day to the Planning Commission. Since then, he talked briefly with one
of the Commissioners who clarified some stuff and he also talked to Mr. Paschke who
was very helpful in answering some questions. He stated they are in favor of the
proposed changes for Medium Density Residential to Low Density Residential along
the west side of Snelling Curve. The entrances and exists to this neighborhood
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severely constrain the amount of traffic that can be handled. Regarding the lots on
the south side of County Road C, between Snelling and Hamline, south of the railroad
tracks on County Road C, many of the lots are adjacent to the backyards of the
properties on the north side of Rose Place. His lot is one of them. From their
perspective, change from High Density Residential to Employment One would likely
be a good thing but they have a history of many issues with the businesses on the
north side of their property and are concerned about exactly what this would mean.
He indicated he still had some questions about noise requirements and some of the
businesses, even now, inflict noise on their properties at 6:00 am and other times. He
would like to know if there are any decibel limits or actual noise or hours of operation
that would be in place for E1-Employment Zoning. He wondered how high the
buildings could be, from the table it looked like the buildings could be sixty feet high,
which would be a dramatic change from what they are seeing with the businesses
right now. He explained they are also concerned about the lights from the businesses
shining on their property.
Ms. Gundlach directed Mr. Ring to contact staff regarding current business concerns.
She also explained there are some buffer and screening requirements for those E1,
Employment District, uses when adjacent to residential. The rezoning of these
parcels is to reflect what is actually there today.
Mr. John Garrigues, 2520 Simpson Street, explained he has lived on the property for
thirteen years and was excited the City is going to consider developing that row
where the greenhouses are. His concern is that when he read it moved to lower
density, which he thought was great, it looks like there could be between 1.5 and 8
units per acre, which worried him because every developer that comes in wants to
maximize everything and his concern is that a developer will try to put in 8 units per
acre and that is a lot of acreage there which will result in many homes and a lot of
traffic. When he looked at some of the old residential, there was actually a time when
lower density residential was single family homes. His concern is that on one side of
the street there will be single family homes and on the other side it will be totally
developed out. He wondered if this is something he should be worried about. He
appreciated the fact that the City wants to add more housing, but his concern is that it
seems like an opportunity for a developer to come in and really turn that side of the
street into one large development.
Ms. Christine Soma, 3076 Shorewood Lane, indicated she was in support of this plan.
She was thankful for all of the work the Commission has done. She liked the
direction and a good step forward for the City with great diversity for people.
Mr. Lee Sarin, 1880 Lexington, explained his property is going to change from High
Density Residential to Low Density Residential and will have an adverse effect on
him. He indicated he has an acre of land as well as an adjacent lot and all of it will
change to low density. He stated he was frustrated because he did not know when he
purchased the properties that the zoning was going to change from High Density to
Low Density.
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Mr. Brian Ash and Mrs. Jill Ash, 2550 Snelling Curve, explained he came to the
meeting because they wondered what might happen with the land across the street.
Chair Kimble closed the public hearing at 9:52 p.m.
Commission Deliberation
Member Pribyl indicated she felt a little out of her element because she was not
involved in the Comp. Plan process and hearing that there are at least a couple of lots
where the community is saying they did not want the change and do not support the
change. She thought at the time there clearly was support of the change in order for
the City to have made the change to the Comprehensive Plan.
Member McGehee agreed. She indicated she was involved but thought the City
needed to make a point of at the Council level and in the newsletter is this change to
LDR, the change in the density to LDR because that is really significant. Each of
these density and zoning things have been increased. The intensity has been
increased so what was something previously now is denser, and she did not think that
was widely understood in the community. She did not know what the City can do
about the places in front of Midland Grove because they have gone to the City several
times and have been repeatedly supported by the Council and Planning Commission
not to increase the density or zoning of that lot and she was surprised and shocked to
find that it had been changed. She did not know how that changed and did not know
about Snelling Curve either.
Chair Kimble thought as it related to the County Road B development, they saw a
couple different things come through and she thought one was for high density and
she believed there were some specifics to these development proposals that the
Planning Commission recommended approval, but the City Council denied them.
She did know that these were high density, and the site is surrounded by medium and
high density. This is not an illogical rezoning to consider. She recapped the different
zoning changes.
MOTION
Member McGehee moved, to recommend to the City Council approval of 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 and
have the City Council reconsider the rezoning the Midland Grove parcel to
LDR.
Member Bjorum wondered if there should be two motions.
Mr. Paschke thought the best would be to adopt the document and then to have an
additional motion for consideration of the Comp. Plan change.
Member Bjorum indicated he did not necessarily see the Midland Grove parcel as a
single-family, low-density lot. He thought the lot is beautiful, but it sounds like the
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bad vibes from everything came from a developer who tried to do a pretty bad plan.
If zoned as medium density he actually could see this as a buffer to the business
intersection to the west and he also saw it as a continuation of the community that is
on that corner.
Chair Kimble noted the meeting is past the 10:00 p.m. end time and asked for a
motion to extend the meeting.
MOTION
Member McGehee moved, seconded by Pribyl, to extend the meeting until this
item is done or until 11:00 p.m.
Ayes: 7
Nays: 0
Motion carried.
Chair Kimble explained she was a part of the Comp Plan process for the entire time
and she felt the same way as Commission Bjorum and thought the parcel on Midland
Grove make sense to be a medium density zoned parcel.
There was not a second for the motion made by Commission McGehee, so motion
failed for lack of second.
Member Schaffhausen moved, seconded by Member Bjorum, to recommend to
the City Council approval of 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.
Member Schaffhausen thought staff did an excellent job on this with all of their hard
work and long hours. She also thanked all of the residents for showing up and
expressing their thoughts and being engaged.
Ayes: 6
Nays: 0
Abstain: 1 (McGehee)
Motion carried.
MOTION
Member McGehee moved, seconded by Pribyl, to have the City Council
reconsider the Comp. Plan Designation from Medium Density to Low Density of
the 2025 Midland Grove parcel.
Member Pribyl agreed to second the motion on the caveat that she agreed with Chair
Kimble and Commissioner Bjorum that it does make sense the way it is guided but
hearing from the community, she thought the City Council needed to hear from the
community as well.
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Ayes: 7
Nays: 0
Motion carried.
Mr. Lloyd noted because it was similar in nature to the 2025 parcel, he wanted to
remind the Commission about the 1880 Lexington Avenue parcel and was not sure if
the Commission wanted to consider that one as well.
Member Schaffhausen thought there were a couple of individual parcels that have
some history to them and wondered if that is the way the motion should be worded.
Chair Kimble indicated it is the same. It is because it is already in the Comp Plan that
has been approved and would be the same thing to ask.
MOTION
Member Schaffhausen moved, seconded by Leutgeb, to have the City Council
reconsider the Comp. Plan Designation of the 1880 Lexington parcel.
The Commission debated the designation consideration.
Ayes: 7
Nays: 0
Motion carried.
7.

Adjourn
MOTION
Member Kruzel, seconded by Member Schaffhausen, to adjourn the meeting at
10:21 p.m.
Ayes: 7
Nays: 0
Motion carried.
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Mayor Roe opined that the City of St. Cloud information included in meeting
packet materials had proven helpful, but also raised more questions for him.

Councilmember McGehee stated her curiosity with what was needed to harden
the police space separate from the community space since the goal was to bolster
interaction between the community and its officers.

Chief Mathwig responded that it involved the comfort level of officers since the
substation placed them in a small room rather than in a parking lot or squad car

where they were more in control of their environment and more difficult to get
away from a potential threat coming their way.
From a public perspective, Councilmember Etten noted the need to also separate

the community space from that smaller police area.
President Faulconbridge advised that he didn' t see it as a big effort, since published guidelines were available for bullet-proof glass, wall standards, etc.

From his personal perspective, Mayor Roe stated that information concerning the
experiences elsewhere with this type of substation, especially the St. Paul substa-

tion, may impact the city' s desire whether to participate or not, which would be an
important consideration for him.

Mayor Roe offered an opportunity for public comment, with no one appearing to
for or against.
Recess
Mayor Roe

briefly

recessed

the meeting

at

approximately 7: 14 p. m.,

and immediately recon-

vened as technical difficulties were resolved.
C.

Review High Density Residential (HDR) Guided/Zoned Properties and Consider Properties that May be Eligible for Amendments to the Comprehensive
Land Use Map

Community Development Director Kari Collins and GIS Technician Joel Koepp
highlighted tonight' s review as detailed in the staff report.
Specific to

properties shown as #

1

and #

2 on the displayed map that is approxi-

mately 8 acres off of Old Highway 8, Mayor Roe noted that there was a pending
project and suggested that members of the audience be given an opportunity to
speak to that particular area prior to the City Council' s consideration of other areas.

At the request of Councilmember Willmus, Ms. Collins confirmed that prior to its
HDR designation

with

the last

comprehensive plan update,

Parcel # 1 had been

guided " business" under the last land use map, with B- 2 zoning (Business/ Retail)
prior

to 2010.
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Public Comment

Courtney Hubers, 2936 Old Highway 8
Ms. Hubers noted previous comments from her and other neighbors in that area

affected by increases in traffic and population preferring that the proposed development

be toned down.

While most neighbors were not opposed to additional

residential development, Ms. Hubers opined that they were not interested in a
Realizing that this is an
available area for development, Ms. Hubers asked for a compromise indicating
four-level, high- density

proposal

in their

neighborhood.

that existing residents had concerns about the negative impacts of the high density
residential (

HDR)

and

would

dominate the

area.

Ms. Hubers stated that the

neighborhood didn' t want to lose the current green atmosphere, especially con-

cerning when they had heard that the developer was willing to pay the fine to remove

existing trees

and replant smaller

trees.

Ms. Hubers opined that there was a

huge difference in keeping mature trees versus new, smaller trees; and that the
developer' s intent was not in keeping with the spirit of the city' s tree preservation
ordinance. Ms. Hubers asked that further consideration be given to relocating the

access for this property on County Road 88 rather than Old Highway 8.
Michael Ryan, 2940 Old Highway 8
Mr. Ryan agreed with the comments of Ms. Hubers, and as a follow-up reviewed

his comments made to the City Council at a previous meeting, and displayed a

map showing the triangle and existing single- family homes in relationship to the
proposed

development

site.

Mr. Ryan opined that this would represent a large

development for the city, but also more than double families living in and impacting this small area, creating additional traffic issues in an area where they were al-

ready problematic, particularly back-ups experienced at the five-corner intersecWith the high volume of existing multi-family dwellings in the immediate

tion.

area, but outside the City of Roseville' s purview, Mr. Ryan noted his difficulty in
a satisfactory explanation of how and why the 2010 rezoning occurred and what if
any

public engagement

had

occurred at

that time

or

the

science

behind it.

Mr.

Ryan opined that the neighborhood didn' t see HDR as down-zoning but instead

from a space going form nothing to 200 plus additional families.
Mr. Ryan opined that the neighborhood considered that rezoning to have happened

quickly

without public

feedback.

Mr. Ryan stated that the neighborhood

wanted more information and a commitment from the city to understand the impact to this area with the proposed number of units with other multi- family units

already in the area; as well as a public report on what number of those existing
units were

currently

vacant;

their type of unit and

rent price

level. Mr. Ryan also

asked for other planned projects ( e. g. Lowry Grove development in the Village of
St.

Anthony but

within one mile of

this

area).

Mr. Ryan asked that the benefit of

this project to Roseville be shown to residents before moving forward with it. Mr.
Ryan concluded by stating that the neighborhood didn' t think this process of re-

zoning had been well thought out and asked that it be re-evaluated.
Margoe Hermes, 2935 Old

Highway 8
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Specific to the traffic pattern, Ms. Hermes stated that she had heard reports that

said an additional 800 vehicles/ day and the 208- unit apartment complex could be
accommodated. However, Ms. Hermes invited council members to visit her and

witness current traffic concerns, opining that they then would no longer want this
in their

neighborhood.

Ms. Hermes stated that the city couldn' t control current

speeding on their street, with trucks frequently going 40- 50 mph, which was a
conservative speed compared with some of the personal vehicles also using that
street.

Specific to the Metropolitan Council' s goals for additional affordable housing
in the city, Ms. Hermes asked why so many — almost half— were needed
this proposed development.
If too many lower-income residents were

units

with

crowded into one area, Ms. Hermes opined that they would never get ahead but
instead should be spread throughout the city rather than confined to one area. Ms.
Hermes opined that it was offensive for those people expecting to live in those

units, making it seem like a housing project surrounded by nice homes.
Tom Brama, 2994 ( residence) and 3020 Old Highway 8 ( 11 unit apartment
complex owner)

With Councilmember Willmus noting this

area

being "

down- sized" from Busi-

ness to HDR, Mr. Brama opined that the neighborhood didn' t consider it downsiz-

ing at all, but only in creasing the number of vehicles during rush hour. Referencing the displayed map, Mr. Brama noted existing traffic issues north on Old
Highway 8 to County Road D with back-ups east to I- 35W and all areas in between with congestion on Highway 88 and Old Highway 8, and additional ramifi-

cations with access on Old Highway 8 of this proposed development and instincts
for routing

elsewhere.

Mr. Brama stated that he was not opposed to development

of the parcel, but opined that Medium Density Residential ( MDR) was more appropriate.

Also, while recognizing the good reputation of this developer, Mr.

Brama expressed concern with their lack of response from his multiple e- mails to

them seeking more community engagement; and concerns about clear-cutting the
site and

setting

aside

funds for tree

replacement.

Under the circumstances, Mr.

Brama opined that the developer seemed to be telling the city one thing while not

attempting to engage the public as he implied to the City Council. While the Rice
Street/ Larpenteur Avenue Safety Center may be a five-year commitment for the
city to lease, Mr. Brama noted that this would serve as a life-long commitment to
this

neighborhood.

Mr. Brama opined that development of proposed four-story

buildings on this site was totally out of character for that entire neighborhood, including the adjacent New Brighton and Village of St. Anthony and also would
serve to overburden Sandcastle Park facilities as well.

Kurt Burmeier, 3045 Patton Road, other side of Sandcastle Park
Mr. Burmeier addressed the potential increase in population attempting access to

and from the neighborhood on Old Highway 8, essentially a residential, two-lane
road.

Mr. Burmeier also questioned the future of the bike path along that road;

and opined

that this

proposed

development

was a

disaster

and

only further

nega-
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tively impacting those current residents attempting to access their homes and increases in that traffic, resulting in a recipe for a mess.
While recognizing that this
site represents valuable development space, Mr. Burmeier noted the current green

space amenity that helped create a sound barrier for residents between Highway
88 and I- 35W. Mr. Burmeier questioned how the neighborhood could possibly
absorb that additional population, and supported MDR as a much more appropriate consideration.

Lisa Dalke, 3045 Patton Road

For a development like this to be successful, Ms. Dalke opined that there was the
for

transit hub.

Ms. Dalke stated that the neighborhood loved the existing
green space, which would also be of benefit to new as well as existing residents.
Ms. Dalke asked that the city take into consideration that the neighborhood supported an environment similar for affordable housing as well as single- family resneed

a

idents.

Peter Knaeble, Golden Valley Land Company ( working with Sand Companies and land owners, the Reiling family)
Mr. Knaeble responded to several questions/ comments raised during public comment.

Mr. Knaeble advised that MnDOT had access restrictions recorded against the en-

tire development parcel, prohibiting access onto Highway 88.
Mr. Knaeble clarified that the developer had two pending applications in process
for affordable housing units, for a total of fifty nine units, not sixty units. Mr.
Knaeble noted that calculations provided for up to 209 units supported by HDR,
with only 109 units available with MDR, creating a significant difference for the
project' s point of view.

Specific to green space, Mr. Knaeble clarified that as part of the proposed 209unit development, more green space was anticipated due to the compactness of

the buildings on site, and stated that he considered that there would be more tree
loss and green space with an MDR rather than HDR development based on layout
of the buildings.

Mr. Knaeble opined that the Reiling family may be concerned if there was a
change from HDR at this point since they had been paying taxes accordingly over
the last eight years.

City Council and Staff Discussion
Site 1 and 2 ( Old County Road 8 Triangle Site)

In response to the public, Mayor Roe noted that whether property guidance for the
triangle site had been MDR or HDR, it was not in response to any particular proposal or whether affordable or market rate housing was applicable, but rather addressing future use of the property and not related to this or any other project going forward in the future.
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Councilmember Willmus asked staff to explore the zoning designation of B- 2 and
what types of uses were permitted.

City Planner Thomas Paschke noted that B- 2 designation had been replaced in
2010 with Community Business District designation, with the city having at that
time 4- 5 business

classifications

and

varying

permitted uses.

Mr. Paschke ad-

vised that B- 2 was not of limited nature but intended as a step- up toward the middle rather than high end uses ( e. g. Regional Business District).
With the strip center on County Road D used as an example by Mayor Roe, Mr.
Paschke confirmed that B- 2 zoning designation at that time would have permitted
such a use.

Discussion ensued regarding Community Mixed Use ( CMU) as an option with
continued use of higher densities as well as business uses, creating more concerns.
Councilmember McGehee opined that a business designation would prove more

beneficial to the city' s tax base, as well as taking into account the HDR already in
the area in Roseville, New Brighton and the Village of St. Anthony.
Councilmember Etten stated his interest in recognizing neighborhood comments
and development on this site, recognizing their concern in meeting the city' s tree
preservation ordinance. However, Councilmember Etten noted that a business use

if allowed would result in more impervious surface than typical housing, as well
as less tree coverage and green space, and having much more potential for traffic
congestion.

Specific to traffic and speed issues, as he' d stated in previous meetings, Coun-

cilmember Etten suggested that the city solve those identified problems as it had
done on the east side of I- 35W including working with neighboring cities.
Councilmember Etten opined this was a good spot for HDR with transit along

County Road D and west into the Village of St. Anthony developments and south
into the City of Minneapolis. Councilmember Etten opined that the transportation
issue had been a huge reason why the proposed development looked at this parcel
Councilmember Etten also
and that it had scored highly with outside funders.

noted other uses abutting this site including major roads, businesses, and medium
and high density housing, stating that he' d be much more concerned with the proposed development if it was in the middle of single-family residential.
Mayor Roe agreed with the comments about businesses and the perspective of

down-zoning from Business to HDR.
Specific to transit, Mayor Roe added to Councilmember Etten' s comments the
availability

of

the Metro Transit'

s

Park

and

Ride

facility

in Twin Lakes

as another
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possibility

with a

transfer to

reach

Downtown Minneapolis.

Mayor Roe also not-

ed that the availability and use of that transit reduced and helped mitigate vehicle
traffic that would not necessarily be available with a commercial property. Mayor
Roe agreed with Councilmembers Etten and Willmus that there were clearly ex-

isting traffic issues in this area; and as he' d stated at the June discussion, those
needed to be dealt with regardless of what happens on this site.
Mayor Roe opined that he found this site suitable for HDR and therefore was not

inclined to change the guidance and zoning, but agreed that a traffic study and appropriate mitigation was called

for if

and as

deemed necessary. However, Mayor

Roe advised that he was not prepared to support changing this particular site to
MDR.

In her personal estimates of the city' s overall density, Councilmember McGehee
stated

that she

would support

changing this

site

to MDR. Councilmember McGe-

hee stated that her findings indicated that wherever the city currently had MDR,

the average density was 18. 5 units per acre and provided for a dense arrangement.
Whether agreeing to more or less tree coverage, Councilmember McGehee opined
that the impression was for a more residential feeling and therefore, greener
be

would

Councilmember McGehee noted that there was al-

more appropriate.

ready considerable residential, including multi-family, around this parcel and
therefore, MDR was more appropriate allowing an opportunity for smaller units
and

town homes.

Councilmember McGehee stated that she found no particular

benefit with a community building or anything for large mass apartment buildings, opining that there was already no dearth of apartment buildings in Roseville.
Councilmember McGehee stated that she heard residents asking for more green
space and not against an affordable housing project.

While not part of this discussion in how to guide the property in the future, at this
point, Mayor Roe clarified that the proposed development was for two-thirds of
the units as market rate apartments.

Councilmember McGehee stated that she was talking about the general philoso-

phy with MDR and HDR as the city looked forward with affordable housing and
issues in what it wanted to offer, and with the city' s classification by the Metropolitan

Council from "

suburban"

to "

urban,"

with MDR not something the city

currently had available.
Councilmember Willmus noted that this brought back a past conversation a num-

ber of years ago, with town homes further south on an adjacent parcel and the request

for down- zoning

at

that time for that

parcel.

Councilmember Willmus stat-

ed that he was fine considering MDR, but also noted the requirement for such a
change from HDR to MDR with a super-majority vote of the City Council needed
for

a

would

comprehensive

be

a mis- step

plan

amendment.

for this

parcel

to

try

Councilmember Willmus opined that
to initiate

and

force

such a change

to
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MDR at this point with this proposed developer having the potential to pull a
building permit at this time.
Mayor Roe noted that there seemed to be no proposal to change this site from the
current HDR designation.
Site# 6

With this site adjacent to other HDR parcels and currently guided HDR, City
Manager Trudgeon noted that that this land- locked site was guided HDR prior to
the 2010 change as well.

Site 12 and 17

With this site guided HDR, Councilmember McGehee opined that it didn' t make

sense from a safety standpoint to consider housing across from a tank farm.
From an aesthetic point as well, Mayor Roe opined that Commercial designation
would be more appropriate.

Mr. Koepp advised that this site was guided and mapped HDR in 2008 as well.

Given surrounding properties and uses, Councilmember McGehee spoke in support of Business or Industrial designation.

Without objection, Mayor Roe indicated that the council directed staff to include

this site for more study as part of the comprehensive plan process for more appropriate designation and use, but not considered for MDR designation.

Councilmember Etten noted that there may be impacts to other uses in this immediate area, including the three single-family homes facing it now and abutting
apartment buildings.

Site 10 ( Roseville Commons Town Homes)

Ms. Collins advised that this site had been identified by staff for MDR designation.

Mayor Roe agreed, noting the history of the site as it developed in conjunction
with the condominium building on the corner designated MDR and the Planned
Unit Development ( PUD) providing more density with the town homes and condominiums; and asked that the designation follows their use.
Councilmember Willmus expressed concern that those parcels remain as currently
used, even

those at the tank

farm.

If the concern is one of safety, Councilmember

Willmus noted that single-family residential was the lowest density available for
non- vacant parcels.

Site 48 ( Hamline Center/ Presbyterian Homes Headquarters)
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Ms. Collins advised that this was also a staff suggested change in designation,
with previous zoning Commercial and rezoned to HDR.

Mr. Koepp noted that not all of the site had been guided HDR, but one leg guided
toward Business use, with the frontage on Hamline Avenue guided Business and
the back property guided HDR.

Councilmember Willmus noted the proposal at that time was for an HDR building
before delays were experienced by Presbyterian Homes.
Mayor Roe noted ownership of the site by Presbyterian Homes, and based on re-

cent Planning Commission meeting minutes there were still plans to redevelop the
site

in the future.

Mayor Roe opined that he found it odd that HDR was given a

current shopping center use and asked if this should be added to the list for recon-

sideration or needing more information as part of the comprehensive plan process.

Discussion ensued regarding guiding the entire site as one designation; property
lines; potential consideration by the Planning Commission for this as an additional CMU designation; and discussion with the current property owner about their
preferences and future plans for the site.

Councilmember McGehee spoke in support of CMU designation given the current

multi- family uses around the site and dramatic changes to the property with this
serving as a good spot for housing density and services businesses with CMU designation.

Without objection, Mayor Roe indicated that the council directed staff to include
this parcel as part of the comprehensive plan process.

Sites 60- 65 ( residential south of County Road C and West of Hamline)

Councilmember McGehee stated her satisfaction with how this area is currently
developed.

Mayor Roe noted the challenges for access off County Road C and with the railroad reducing the number of access points and potential consolidation of the
properties

for

one

future

project.

If beneficial, Mayor Roe suggested it may be

appropriate for Office/ Business Park designation similar to those types of busi-

ness uses on the west side of Hamline Avenue and more appealing given the adjacency to

residential uses

to the

south.

Mayor Roe noted that this area had re-

ceived numerous complaints from residents through the years related to current

commercial uses, behooving the city to be conscious of that during the comprehensive

plan process

that HDR didn' t

in

not

making things

make sense either.

worse.

However, Mayor Roe opined
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Councilmember Willmus stated that he would not support any residential use but
rather look to Office/ Neighborhood Business designation in that area similar to
that across the street and along the East Snelling Avenue service drive.
For context, City Manager Trudgeon noted the access agreements and power line
easements already in place; and when originally designated HDR in the compre-

hensive plan, it was with an effort to look forward using this area as a transit corridor and option for the potential Northeast Diagonal, no longer in the near future

or practical, but informing decision-making at that time.
If and when that happens, Mayor Roe noted the need to reconsider other properties along that corridor as well.

Councilmember Etten agreed with Councilmember McGehee in allowing Limited
Production as part of Business designation.

Councilmember McGehee noted current uses with regulations in place to address

noise and buffers, and some actually serving many residents in the community.
Mayor Roe noted that the challenge was with existing businesses and nonconforming and future uses; with Open/ Business Park or Neighborhood Business
or similar designation a good focus as part of the comprehensive plan process.
Site 83

Discussion ensued regarding current guidance at HDR- 1, with consensus to leave
as currently guided.

Site 118 and 119

Recognizing guidance for these sites as HDR prior to the 2010 update and then

zoned Business designation without any linkage between the two at that time,
there was consensus to not change current HDR guidance at this time.

Site 85- 86 ( Grandview Townhomes at Lexington Avenue and Highway 36 and
former Rose of Sharon Nursing Home site)

Discussion ensued regarding the number of units per acre with current and pro-

posed designation changes; and former nursing home use.
Without objection, Mayor Roe indicated that the council directed staff to change
the Grandview Townhomes site to MDR designation and the Rose of Sharon site
to HDR.
Site 143

1880 Lexington Avenue N)

Mr. Koepp noted that in the prior comprehensive plan, designation had also been
HDR

and carried over.
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In their review of the site, Councilmembers Willmus and Etten noted that the site

was surrounded by and adjacent to existing single-family residential, and was a
one acre parcel.

Without objection, Mayor Roe indicated that the council directed staff to consider
re-designation of this site as part of the comprehensive plan process for LDR.
Site 148 ( Greenhouse Village)

With this site having an existing single-family home, Mayor Roe noted that the

family was still living on site but that the site had been guided to become part of
the rest of the project, but grandfathered in as a non-conforming single family use
at that time as part of the PUD.

Without objection, Mayor Roe indicated that the council directed staff to leave
this site as currently designated.

Site 78 ( Vacant Reiling property at County Road C and Dale Street)
Mayor Roe suggested converting this site from HDR to MDR given its proximity
to the intersection.
Public Comment

Matt Pavek, Golden Valley Land Company ( working with the Reiling Family)

To make the City Council aware, Mr. Pavek advised that they were currently

working with a senior housing developer with senior housing intended for this
site.

With low traffic impacts at this intersection, Mr. Pavek opined that it was a

good fit for a senior housing project.
Councilmember Willmus

stated

his

appreciation

for that information.

However,

Councilmember Willmus stated that with the need for MDR-type projects or de-

velopments in the community, he would look to change this zoning to guide it
MDR.

Councilmember McGehee agreed to consideration of MDR as a frequent request

from the community in providing that type of product; and in consideration of a
better fit for MDR versus HDR given the city' s investment in the boardwalk and
Nature Center.

Councilmember Etten agreed that he was concerned with impacts to the Nature
Center with HDR designation and therefore supported MDR designation.
Councilmember Willmus spoke in support of MDR as a better fit with the project
to the immediate east.

Without objection, Mayor Roe indicated that the council directed staff to include
re- designation of

this site to MDR as part

of

the

comprehensive plan process.
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Site 94

After a brief discussion, without objection, Mayor Roe indicated that the council
directed staff to retain current HDR designation for this site.
Site 106

With existing HDR apartment use and based on ongoing Planning Commission
discussions related to Institutional properties adjacent, Mayor Roe noted that future designation was still pending.
No staff direction was given for this site at this time.
Site 55 ( Commercial) and 56 ( Vacant)

With owners of this site the same a Rosedale Estates, and original Business guid-

ance in past comprehensive plans prior to 2010, the consensus was to leave designation as HDR.

Site 131

With discussion indicating and confirmed by Mr. Paschke that a project was proposed and some properties already on the market, the consensus was to leave designation at HDR at this point.
Properties already Designated MDR

SE Corner( Margolis Landscaping and 220 McCarron' s Boulevard)

Mayor Roe noted that these parcels were currently designated MDR and consensus was that no change was proposed at this time.

N of Lexington Avenue

Mayor Roe noted that these Reiling properties across from The Lexington apartments were designated MDR and currently vacant and developable.
Snelling Curve

While these properties are designated MDR, Mayor Roe noted Planning Commission discussions to recommend changing them to single- family guidance, with the
draft 2040 future land use map showing them as such based on comments related
to the marshy area.

Councilmember Willmus suggested leaving the designation as MDR and if a single- family developer wanted to develop them as such, that conversation could ensue at that time.

Mayor Roe agreed, opining that the biggest concern appeared to be access to the
site off Hamline Avenue or County Road B- 2 if the site developed as MDR.
Without objection, Mayor Roe indicated that the council directed staff to consider
this

as a

broader

conversation as part of the comprehensive plan process.
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Press Gym Site

Mayor Roe noted that this current 1. 17 acre commercial site was identified as a

prime designation for MDR and preferred by neighbors versus HDR designation.
Councilmembers Willmus and McGehee suggested preference by the neighbors
for single- family designation given the proximity to the park.
Councilmember Etten noted business uses on other sides of the site.

Without objection, Mayor Roe indicated that the council directed staff to include
this in comprehensive plan discussions.
Orchard Site

Given current designation as LDR and preferences expressed by the neighbors
with recent development proposals for HDR, Mayor Roe asked if this was an op-

portunity for the city to re-designate this to MDR.
Councilmember McGehee noted the neighborhood preference for the area to be

designated as a city park and promises that it would be pursued.

City Manager Trudgeon referenced past City Council discussions related to property acquisition in Closed Executive Session and information subsequently provided last spring indicating a huge gap as acquisition numbers were discussed
Mr. Trudgeon advised that staff continued to keep the lines of
communication open, but after that last discussion had not actively pursued it unless so directed by the body.
parties.

among

Councilmember McGehee stated that she was not interested in changing designation from LDR.

Without objection, Mayor Roe indicated that the council directed staff to retain
LDR for this site until something else came along; emphasizing that the neighbors
were not interested in HDR designation for the site.
d.

Discussion Regarding the Cancellation of the Center Pointe Planned Unit
Development( PUD)

City Planner Thomas Paschke briefly highlighted the staff report and attachments,
current limited permitted uses based on each building type in the B- 4 Designation
under

PUD

provisions at

that time,

with one

remaining

vacant parcel.

Based on

current interest in that parcel, Mr. Paschke advised that the proposed use would
an amendment to the existing PUD.
In keeping with the current Office/Business Park designation, subsequent to creation of the existing PUD, Mr.
Paschke suggested the option for the city to cancel the existing PUD and refer to

require

something more in keeping with the current designation under zoning ordinance
and

contractual

would need

to

control.

create

In order to do so, Mr. Paschke advised that the city

that Office/Business Park zoning designation

and memorial-
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the HRIEC to take tonight’s discussion under advisement and return with their final plan.
At this time, Mayor Roe reiterated that no subcommittees of the HRIEC were
sanctioned by the City Council, including the Racial Profiling and Discrimination
Subcommittee, consisting of four commissioners and a student commissioner.
Councilmember Willmus stated his desire to discontinue the Racial Profiling Subcommittee at this point and have the full commission work on this issue.
Councilmembers concurred, and without objection, Mayor Roe ruled that the Racial Profiling Subcommittee no longer existed at this point.
Mayor Roe thanked the HRIEC commissioners for their attendance tonight and
the work they put into the draft action plan, and their cooperation in working as a
commission to-date. Mayor Roe encouraged the HRIEC to continue with the process and to continue dialogue with the City Council, inviting them back as they
reflect on tonight’s discussion.

Recess
Mayor Roe recessed the meeting at approximately 8:02 p.m., and reconvened at approximately
8:09 p.m.
b.
Review and Provide General Consensus on the Revised Future Land Use
Plan, Future Land District Descriptions and Housing Goals in order to
Complete the Land Use and Housing Chapters of the Plan and Enable Completion of other Chapters Awaiting a Final Land Use Plan (PROJ0037)
Senior Planner Bryan Lloyd and Comprehensive Plan WSB Consultant Erin Purdu summarized tonight’s discussion, as detailed in the staff report and attachments. Ms. Purdue, during her presentation, noted that it was based on previous
City Council framework for future land use districts, Planning Commission discussion, and subsequent rewrite based on that input. Ms. Purdu noted that there
were no significant rewrites to the residential districts.
Ms. Purdu reviewed major changes to Neighborhood Mixed Use (MU-1) based on
previous City Council feedback from the previous version requiring residential
use even in these mixed use districts in small, commercial areas within neighborhoods. After the latest Planning Commission discussion, Ms. Purdu noted that the
intent was not to make those large areas, but to keep them small and allow for
mixed use without necessarily requiring residential. Ms. Purdu reviewed the other mixed use areas and specifics of each.
City Council Discussion of Descriptions of Future Land Use Districts
In residential districts (LR, MR and HR (Attachment B), Mayor Roe sought clarification as to City Council intent for transportation considerations (e.g. sidewalks
and trails) for all streets or simply to focus on arterial streets.
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Councilmember Willmus questioned whether sidewalks should be mandated
deeper in residential neighborhoods, or whether only on collectors and arterials.
Councilmember Willmus suggested that arterials may be too high.
In the HR district, Mayor Roe suggested that language be parallel to MR districts
for access to bus stops (e.g. density level of housing in relationship to transit
stops).
Under mixed uses (page 2), Mayor Roe suggested clarification of density and
units per acre specific to residential components in order for lay people to better
understand their intent. Under institutional uses (page 4), Mayor Roe noted that
the last part talks about uses on a larger scale than those normally incorporated in
low density areas, and questioned if those uses were currently allowed now in
LDR; asking that it be consistent by reference. Mayor Roe noted that in the last
zoning code update, many churches were located in residential zones, but the city
had rezoned those properties at that time, therefore causing him to question
whether it should be referenced under LR districts.
Councilmember McGehee questioned the MU-1, Neighborhood Mixed Use density related to sidewalks and parking availability for apartments on a second story
that may be workable, as long as they’re not too tall or stacked too high in residential areas, noting the need to pay attention to scale and not make those districts
too dense.
Ms. Purdu clarified that the intent was to address specific density in the zoning
code update; with descriptions and visuals provided to ensure the final draft was
clear. However, Ms. Purdu offered to run some scenarios with proposed density
to address the intent for mixed use.
Mayor Roe noted that the zoning update process would follow comprehensive
plan numbers in general.
Councilmember Willmus asked, with the creation of HDR-1 and HDR-2 zoning,
where it would be most effective beyond those definitive areas around Rosedale
Center and if comprehensive plan designation follows the land use map; and also
with LDR and whether it was prudent to create areas of the city guided for 1-4
units per acre and call that out in the comprehensive plan.
Councilmember McGehee stated that she could support LDR at 7 units per acre,
and while not vigorously supportive of HDR-2, she would consider it except in
the area north of Rosedale Center that would tower over the James Addition.
To be clear, Mayor Roe clarified that the city currently had no HDR-2 sites zoned
at this time; and the backstop would be to require a rezoning request. Therefore,
Mayor Roe expressed his hesitation in designating in the comprehensive plan
where those areas should be; but instead preferred to be responsive to develop-
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ments coming forward and leave it to those proposals to request rezoning if they
wanted to versus the city proactively designating it.
Councilmember Etten agreed with Mayor Roe, noting that the 2030 comprehensive plan designations used similar language for LDR that had continued to work;
and agreed with using the zoning code (up to eight units); and continue with these
designations with current descriptive language in practice.
Councilmember Laliberte agreed with being responsive to proposals versus proactive in designating areas, especially using the MU-2 district with residential requirements of 25% depending on the site that could possibly push something to a
density of 36 units per acre depending on the location and what abutted it, cautioning sensitivity.
Councilmember Etten questioned the impact of requiring residential in the Twin
Lakes Area (MU-2 – Community Mixed Use) and whether that requirement was
prudent.
Senior Planner Lloyd opined that there was plenty of area identified in the current
land use map for future development or redevelopment sites that were expected to
turn over in the coming years.
At the request of Councilmember Etten as to whether the 25% residential requirement in MU-2 was to meet Metropolitan Council residential requirements,
Ms. Purdu advised that it was stated in the 2030 comprehensive plan initially, and
after discussions with this update, was determined to still be a good idea to require some residential use in CMU, thus leaving it at the 25% requirement. Ms.
Purdu noted that the intent of the original district and Twin Lakes was meant as a
general requirement, but the language was intended to be strengthened in this
draft.
Councilmember McGehee stated that she was having difficulty in looking at the
Twin Lakes area since the 2030 plan looked at it differently than it is currently
developing as a commercial/business area. Therefore, Councilmember McGehee
opined that it didn’t have the same transit as at Har Mar Mall, but still needed to
have some of those types of businesses (e.g. restaurant use) for workers and residents in that area.
Discussion ensued regarding density requirements; the need for flexibility in MU
districts and whether to remove the 25% residential requirements and let zoning
conversations rule the day for certain parcels; and significant impacts to Metropolitan Council housing requirements if that 25% is reduced of eliminated.
Ms. Purdu was directed to provide calculations regarding impacts for reducing the
25% requirement.
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Senior Planner Lloyd noted that, after the most recent Planning Commission reevaluation of several parcels, the city was just shy of the density community designation requirement of 10 units per acre.
Further discussion included the affordability component; buffering needs at the
Har Mar Mall area and single-family uses; and current zoning code with five different MU designations and specific densities.
Mayor Roe asked that Ms. Purdu review the city’s current zoning designations,
with CMU lowest for height requirements, and to look at Har Mar Mall to address
intensity and adjacency to single-family residential accordingly; duly noted by
Ms. Purdu.
After further density discussions, Ms. Purdu was directed to provide more analysis and understanding for residential requirements with mixed use districts, core
and corridor missed use districts as well; recognizing her recommendation to have
some requirement or floor for it.
Land Use Map
As outlined in the memorandum from Senior Planner Lloyd of today’s date (Attachment C), feedback was sought on various sites, addressing questions and possible errors.
SITE 1 – 3040 Old Highway 8
Without objection, council members agreed with the Planning Commission designation of LDR.
SITE 2: 2373 – 2417 County Road C-2
With the Planning Commission’s recommendation to change to Neighborhood
Mixed Use for properties and apartment complex to the north, after discussion,
without objection, staff was directed to instead consider MU-2 or MU-3.
SITE 3: 2305 – 3443 Old Highway 8
Without objection, council members agreed with the Planning Commission
change to MDR.
SITE 4: 2979 – 2833 Hamline Avenue
Without objection, council members agreed with the Planning Commission
change to Community Mixed Use.
SITE 5: 1380 – 1780 County Road C
Councilmember Willmus spoke in support of removing this from Industrial guidance and even though the parcels had many issues over the years, its long-term
guidance should be for a less intensive use.
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Councilmember McGehee agreed with the Planning Commission to leave it as Industrial, given the location across the railroad tracks and utility lines that would
remain.
Councilmember Laliberte stated her reluctant agreement with leaving it as Industrial designation even though the corridor could be so much more.
Mayor Roe suggested some type of Employment use would fit better for future
guidance; opining it wasn’t a good location for Industrial designation in the city;
and further opined that future discussion may occur with the railroad and consolidation of access, even though the power lines would likely remain.
Councilmember Willmus agreed with Mayor Roe, opining that the future may indicate something different that the current rail corridor, especially since this is a
plan looking forward. Councilmember Willmus referenced the Hamline Avenue/County Road C office townhomes that had been in a similar situation.
Councilmember Etten stated that he leaned toward employment designation;
agreeing that the site had some struggles, but also abutted single-family homes
with a need for balance and getting away from industrial designation.
With council member majority, staff was directed to make this area Employment
designation, rather than the Planning Commission’s recommendation to leave it as
Industrial.
SITE 6: 2315 Chatsworth Street
Without objection, council members agreed with the Planning Commission
change to Low Density Residential.
SITE 7: 2360 Lexington Avenue
Without objection, council members agreed with the Planning Commission
change to Neighborhood Mixed Use.

***The video reveals
the Council's intention
to direct a Low-Density
Residential designation
- the noted "change to
MDR" is an error.

SITE 8:1880 Lexington Avenue
Without objection, council members disagreed with the Planning Commission’s
recommendation to change this to Medium-Density Residential; instead directing
its designation for Low-Density Residential.
Without objection, council members agreed with the Planning Commission
change to MDR.
SITE 9: Unaddressed Parcel in SE Corner of County Road C and Dale Street
Without objection, council members disagreed with the Planning Commission’s
recommendation to leave this as HDR; instead directing its designation for MDR.
SITE 10: 2533 – 2609 Snelling Curve
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Without objection, council members agreed with the Planning Commission to retain LDR designation.
SITE 11: 2560 Fry Street
Without objection, council members disagreed with the Planning Commission
change to High Density Residential; instead directing its designation for medium
density residential.
SITE 12: 2025 County Road B
Without objection, council members agreed with the Planning Commission retention as MDR.
SITE 13: 2212 Dale Street
Without objection, council members agreed with the Planning Commission
change to Neighborhood Mixed Use.
Housing Goals (Exhibit D)
Ms. Purdu provided an overview of the city-wide housing goals as detailed and an
overall vision statement.
Discussion included general consensus on how the city housing met community
needs; density designations addressing potential locations for mobile home parks
in the community and statutory requirements specific to them and where permitted (currently Conditional Uses in HDR) and how the zoning code function addresses it.
Without objection, Ms. Purdu was directed, with the trend to smaller households,
to justify that goal to also correlate with the more global trend, not just specific to
Roseville.
c.

Discuss Possible Amendments to Real Estate Signs as Identified in City Code,
Chapter 1010 (Sign Regulations)
Community Development Director Collins summarized the requested additional
direction for staff, following the previous discussion in September, for review and
revision of Chapter 1010 – Sign Regulations, as detailed in the staff report. At
that time, staff was directed to seek additional information from area realtors; resulting in the responses received and included in the report; as well as an additional response from the Saint Paul Area Association of Realtors in their letter to
the city dated October 16, 2017. Ms. Collins noted additional feedback received
through NextDoor.com; provided as a bench handout, attached hereto and made
a part hereof.
Having initially brought this amendment forward, Councilmember Willmus spoke
in support of proposed revisions regarding open house signs for their location up
to 1 mile rather than ½ mile from a subject parcel; and not addressing directional
signage at this time.
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Required and Optional Updates

Zoning Code
Update
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• 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
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Overview of Presentation
01

Need for Zoning Code Update

02

Community Engagement

Zoning Code
Update
ATTACHMENT I

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

07

Planning Commission Recommendation

1005 and
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• 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
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• 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
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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
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• Project webpage on City’s website
• Promoted project & proposed changes in City newsletter (July/August edition)
• Public hearing notice published in the Pioneer Press 10 days prior to the PC
meeting.
• Postcards were mailed to property owners within 500’ of the proposed
rezonings = 2,100+ postcards.
• Following Council feedback in July, the following additional outreach was done:
– Housing changes highlighted on project website
– Additional e-News and social media posts deployed (included Next Door)

• Nine North filming a panel discussion on Missing Middle Housing September 15th.
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• 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
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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
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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
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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
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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.
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Residential Districts Amendments

Zoning Code
Update
ATTACHMENT I

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
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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
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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
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Non-Residential Districts Amendments
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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)
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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
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New BRT Overlay District (Ch. 1009)
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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
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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
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• Public hearing was held on August 4, 2021
• PC minutes provided
• Public comments included:
– Support for Zoning Map change proposed for 1700 Hamline AVE (LDR to Mixed Use)
– Opposition for Zoning Map change for 2025 County Road B (LDR to MDR)
– Support for Zoning Map change proposed for west side of Snelling Curve (MDR to LDR)
– Support for zoning text amendments aimed towards achieving greater diversity of housing
types in the community
– Opposition for Zoning Map change for 1880 Lexington AVE (HDR to LDR)
– Screening concerns between Rose Place & Employment-zoned properties to the north on
County Road C
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• Commission noted comments included:
– Discussion regarding past outreach concerning the 2040 Comprehensive Plan
– Changes to the low density residential district are significant – concern the broader public
may not understand the impact of the changes
– Commission reaffirmed comments they made from prior meetings regarding both the Zoning
Map changes and the Zoning Text changes (minutes provided)
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• Commission’s Recommendation was 3-fold:
– Approve the Zoning Map and Text Amendments as presented by staff without any changes –
motion passed 6-0-1 (McGehee abstained)
– Council reconsider the Comprehensive Plan land use designation for 2025 County Road B –
changing the zoning from LDR to MDR – motion passed 7-0 – however 3 commissioners stated
their preference to retain the MDR land use designation
– Council reconsider the Comprehensive Plan land use designation for 1880 Lexington AVE –
changing the zoning from HDR to LDR – motion passed 7-0
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• Review the proposed Zoning Map and Zoning Text Amendments.
• Ask questions & provide feedback to staff.
• Organizational suggestion – start with the Zoning Map amendments then move to the
Zoning text amendments.
• Council has several options:
– Approve consistent with the staff and Planning Commission recommendation
– Table for further discussion – should include direction to staff regarding additional research
and/or information in terms of the Zoning Map and Zoning Text amendments
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• Once Phase One is complete – staff will move to optional updates
• Optional updates were identified in project Scope of Work
• Throughout Phase One discussions – Planning 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
• Planning Commission has begun discussions regarding consensus of priorities to
advance to the City Council during the future joint meeting.
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Thank you!

RCA Attachment J

1

ORDINANCE SUMMARY NO. ____

2

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING TITLE 10, ZONING, OF THE ROSEVILLE CITY
CODE TO ENSURE CONFORMANCE WITH THE 2040 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16

The following is the official summary of Ordinance No. ______ approved by the City Council of
Roseville on September 13, 2021:
The Roseville City Code, Title 10, Zoning Ordinance, has been amended to ensure the provisions
of the zoning code are in alignment with Roseville’s 2040 Comprehensive Plan. Such
amendments generally include: renaming and establishing certain new zoning districts; updating
the official zoning map to reflect continued, renamed, and new zoning districts where necessary;
expanding the types of dwelling structures allowed in various zoning districts; allowing increased
density in low-density zoning districts; consolidating and reorganizing mixed use districts to
promote greater residential development; revising employment districts and reconciling uses across
the employment districts; updating zoning district references to account for new and renamed
districts; and establishing an overlay district increasing the minimum residential density and
requirements for pedestrian and bicycling facilities for potential redevelopments near Bus Rapid
Transit stations.
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A printed copy of the ordinance is available for inspection by any person during regular office
hours in the office of the City Manager at the Roseville City Hall, 2660 Civic Center Drive,
Roseville, Minnesota 55113. A copy of the ordinance and summary shall also be posted at the
Reference Desk of the Roseville Branch of the Ramsey County Library, 2180 Hamline Avenue
North, and on the Internet web page of the City of Roseville (www.ci.roseville.mn.us).
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Attest: ______________________________________
Patrick Trudgeon, City Manager
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION
Date: September 13, 2021
Item No.:
7.d
Department Approval

City Manager Approval

Item Description: Discuss Roseville’s 2022 Legislative Priorities
1
2
3
4

BACKGROUND
Early in 2021, the City Council adopted Legislative Priorities in anticipation of the 2021 Legislative
Session of the Minnesota Legislature. The adopted document is shown in Attachment A. Below is a
summary list of the legislative priorities:
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7
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High Priority Items
The following legislative priorities are ones that the City of Roseville directly supports and will
directly engage the Minnesota Legislature to ensure passage of legislation that implement these
priorities.
• Seek financial support for capital improvements for the state and regional asset of the
Guidant John Rose Minnesota OVAL and support facilities through the State Bonding Bill
• Allow Municipal Hotel Licensing
• Increase fees allocated to local Deputy Registrars
• Increase funding to local governments to address emerald ash borer
• Allowing a Taproom and Cocktail Room on the same premise
Other Priorities
The following legislative priorities are ones that the City of Roseville supports but will let other
organizations and advocates directly engage the Minnesota Legislature regarding passage of
legislation to implement these priorities.
• Regulate the sale of catalytic convertors
• Increase funding for mental health services and resources for public safety
• Implement Police Officer arbitration reform
• Increase affordable housing funding
• Enact Statewide Licensing of Massage Therapists
• Advocate for an increase in Transportation Funding
• Amend State Building Code Chapter 1306 to Allow Municipalities to Require Sprinkler
Systems in R-2 (Multi-Family) Occupancy Groups.
• Continue to fund the DEED Redevelopment Grant Program and the Demolition Loan
Program
• Create presumptive coverage for Firefighters diagnosed with cancer
• Improve transparency of information property tax notices sent by counties
• Allow for the use of city website or other technology-based methods for official notices

34
35
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40
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In order to be ready for the 2022 Legislative Session, which begins on January 31, 2022, staff is
bringing forward a discussion about Roseville’s Legislative Priorities in order to be better prepared
to advocate for the issues that are important for the City of Roseville.
To create Roseville’s 2022 Legislative Priorities, staff would like the City Council to review the
2021 Legislative Priorities and make a determination if any of them should be changed or removed.
Additionally, the City Council should identify other topics that should be added to Roseville’s
Legislative Priorities.
Staff is recommending that the following items should be discussed for possible inclusion to the
2021 Legislative Priorities:
•

Local Option Sales Tax State Current law allows local governments to institute a local sales
tax after legislative approval and a voter referendum. This is a topic briefly discussed by the
City Council in the past and staff is bringing it forward for further conversation. Additional
information about the local sales tax option process is included as Attachment B.

•

Provide for greater availability of Section 8 vouchers to support 30% AMI housing
While it is recognized funding for these vouchers is provided through the federal
government, the City of Roseville would strongly advocate for the Minnesota Legislature to
advocate for and/or create programs that provide more rental assistance, in the form of
vouchers, for suburban communities so that more meaningful progress can be made towards
creation of housing units for households at or below 30% of AMI.

•

Allow use of the 4D property tax classification for single family homes that are held in a
land trust or otherwise contractually obligated to meet affordability requirements This
is an additional tool that could help with affordability. The 4D classification is a lower tax
rate established under state law for affordable housing projects. Currently, it is staff’s
understanding the 4D classification is only available to rental properties. The 4D tax
classification might be helpful for owner-occupied property when there is a land trust in
place that contractually obligates long-term affordability. There is obviously a larger tax
implication to this given the loss of tax revenue would have to be transferred to the broader
tax base, but is worth some further consideration.

•

Amend state law to provide for the opportunity for city officials to participate virtually
for city meetings from their personal residence As we have learned during the pandemic,
allowing the public and public officials to conduct city business through virtual means is
possible and effective. Current state law has strict restrictions on how a public official can
participate in a meeting (i.e. the official needs to be in publically accessible place). As we
look towards public officials participating in meetings during the ongoing pandemic and
beyond, having flexibility on how public officials participate is needed.

•

Approve statewide conversion therapy ban In Minnesota, some cities have implemented a
ban on conversion therapy, a medically unsupported practice that attempts to change a
person’s sexual orientation or gender identity. The Roseville Human Rights, Inclusion, and
Engagement Commission is currently working on a recommendation on the issue to bring
forward to the City Council. Creating a statewide ban on conversion therapy would eliminate
the need for individual cities to consider banning the practice and provide for a more uniform
restriction on the practice in Minnesota.
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•

Review the effectiveness of state law with the regulation of emergency medical services
In the late 1970s, Minnesota created Primary Service Area (PSAs) that created exclusive
operating territories for emergency medical and ambulance providers without local control.
As a result, there is very little ability for a city to dictate service levels and response time
these companies provide. In Roseville’s case, while we have a highly qualified emergency
response through our Fire Department, there are limits on what we can do. We have to rely
on our PSA provider (Allina) to provide advanced life support treatment and transport.
Under the current law, there is not a meaningful ability for the city to set standards for level
of care and response time. In addition, it is extremely difficult to have a PSA provider
changed under state law. Staff believes it is in Roseville’s interest, along with other cities, to
have the Legislature create a working group to study the current PSA law and consider
changes to provide for more opportunities for local control over the PSA providers.

•

Advocate for funding to improvement of Rice Street between Wheelock Parkway and
County Road B Ramsey County has been seeking funding for the improvement of the Rice
Street corridor from St. Paul (Wheelock Parkway) up through Roseville and Maplewood
(County Road B). This improvement has been identified as a priority by the Rice Larpenteur
Alliance. It is staff’s understanding that while some funding for the improvements have been
secured for the improvements, additional funding is needed from the State to ensure a timely
start of the project. Staff suggests the City Council consider adding support for this project
as a legislative priority.
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POLICY OBJECTIVE
Advocating for Roseville’s Legislative Priorities will provide a voice to the Minnesota Legislature
and Governor on items and issues that are important to the community and city operations.
BUDGET IMPLICATIONS
Not directly applicable to the Legislative Priorities. However individual items may have a cost
impact to the City, either negatively or positively, depending on the topic and outcome.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends the City Council should review 2021 Legislative Priorities and discuss what
should be included as part of the 2022 Legislative Priorities
REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION
The City Council should discuss and provide direction on Roseville’s 2022 Legislative Priorities for
staff to bring back for further discussion and consideration.
Prepared by:

Patrick Trudgeon, City Manager (651) 792-7021

Attachments:

A: 2021 Roseville Legislative Priorities
B: Minnesota Local Option Sales Tax Information
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Attachment A

Approved February 8, 2021

Roseville 2021 Legislative Priorities

Attachment A

High Priority Items
The following legislative priorities are ones that the City of Roseville directly supports and will
directly engage the Minnesota Legislature to ensure passage of legislation that implement these
priorities.
•

•
•
•
•

Seek financial support for capital improvements for the state and regional asset of the
Guidant John Rose Minnesota OVAL and support facilities through the State Bonding
Bill
Allow Municipal Hotel Licensing
Increase fees allocated to local Deputy Registrars
Increase funding to local governments to address emerald ash borer
Allowing a Taproom and Cocktail Room on the same premise

Other Priorities
The following legislative priorities are ones that the City of Roseville supports but will let other
organizations and advocates directly engage the Minnesota Legislature regarding passage of
legislation to implement these priorities.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Regulate the sale of catalytic convertors
Increase funding for mental health services and resources for public safety
Implement Police Officer arbitration reform
Increase affordable housing funding
Enact Statewide Licensing of Massage Therapists
Advocate for an increase in Transportation Funding
Amend State Building Code Chapter 1306 to Allow Municipalities to Require Sprinkler
Systems in R-2 (Multi-Family) Occupancy Groups.
Continue to fund the DEED Redevelopment Grant Program and the Demolition Loan
Program
Create presumptive coverage for Firefighters diagnosed with cancer
Improve transparency of information property tax notices sent by counties
Allow for the use of city website or other technology-based methods for official notices
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High Priority Items
The following legislative priorities are ones that the City of Roseville directly supports and will
directly engage the Minnesota Legislature to ensure passage of legislation that implement these
priorities.

Approved February 8, 2021
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Seek financial support for capital improvements for the state and regional asset of the
Guidant John Rose Minnesota OVAL and support facilities through the State Bonding Bill
The Guidant John Rose Minnesota OVAL and support facilities have been an ongoing financial
partnership with the State of Minnesota since its inception and construction. Specially, the
OVAL was constructed in 1993 after receiving $1.9 million from the State of Minnesota.
General capital improvements were made in 2006 and 2008 after receiving an additional $1.1
million from the State of Minnesota.
The OVAL is home to local Hockey organizations, Greater MN Speedskating, Midway
Speedskating, USA and MN Bandy.
Due to the state and regional nature of the Guidant John Rose Minnesota OVAL and the ongoing
financial partnership with the State of Minnesota, it is again time to consider seeking financial
support for upcoming capital improvement needs. It is important that this financial partnership
continue as time and depreciation warrants capital improvements to the facility.
An assessment of the mechanical systems and infrastructure condition was completed in 2018
that identified the capital costs needed for the Guidant John Rose Minnesota OVAL.
In the 2020 Legislative Session, the City received $3.9 million in state bonding funds for the
OVAL repairs. Additional funds, estimated to be $753,000 are needed to complete the repairs
and refurbishment of the OVAL facility. These costs would be to:
1) Repair the roofs over the banquet facility, the lobby, and mechanical building which also
includes structural modifications to support rooftop solar panels.
2) Renovate Banquet Facility and rooftop mechanical units
3) Restroom remodel to improve conditions and make the space ADA accessible.
The City of Roseville seeks financial support for capital improvements for the state and
regional asset of the Guidant John Rose Minnesota OVAL and support facilities through a
future State Bonding Bill.

Approved February 8, 2021
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Guidant John Rose Minnesota OVAL Project and Cost List 1-27-21
Remainder Unfunded from 2019/20 Request
1.

Renovate Banquet Facility and Rooftops
Replace carpet, divider door
Replace Rooftop units

$ 217,000

2.

Lobby/Mechanical Room and Banquet Center Roof Replacement
To include structural modifications to support rooftop solar panels

$ 300,000

3.

Bathroom Remodel
$ 101,000
To improve restrooms conditions by making them ADA accessible
and improving access to the MN OVAL to accommodate major events
and large crowds

Subtotal before Contingency
Contingency (20%)
TOTAL WITH CONTIGENCY

$ 628,000
$ 125,600
$ 753,600
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Allow Municipal Hotel Licensing
Over the past several years, both City Council and staff have expressed interest in the ability to
establish a hotel/motel licensing program similar to the current multi-family licensing program.
Business organizations have asked the City’s help in improving the quality and safety of
Roseville hotels & motels. In response staff began investigating available options for a potential
municipal hotel/motel licensing program.
Following extensive investigation and conversations at the local, county, and state, levels it was
determined that best course of action would be through establishing new legislation allowing for
municipal licensing.
In March 2017 the Fire Department received Council approval to take over local inspections of
all hotels and motels from the State Fire Marshal’s office. The Fire Department will begin the
first inspections this fall.
In the 2019-2020 Legislative Session, at Roseville’s request, bills were introduced (HF 1765/SF
2181) that allows municipalities to directly license hotels and motels but were not given a
hearing. City staff is working with area legislators to introduce a hotel licensing bill for the
2021-22 session
The City of Roseville supports the passage of legislation that allows for municipal hotel
licensing.
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Increase fees allocated to local Deputy Registrars
The State of Minnesota Driver & Vehicle Services (DVS) division launched MNDRIVE in
November 2020 which replaced the MNLARS system. The new MNDRIVE requires all
information to be entered by Deputy Registrars and in some cases by Auto Dealerships, before
the transaction can be processed.
The new system requires Deputy Registrars to enter all data in the system where the previous
system split the data entry between Deputy Registrars and State DVS.
These changes have resulted in an average increase of 30% more time per transaction. This
means Deputy Registrars can’t help as many customers in the same amount of time as prior to
the system change.
Deputy Registrars also have to scan all documentation and attach it to the application. To
streamline the time spent scanning, the Roseville License Center invested in scanners for each
work station, as the State only provided one scanner for the office.
Metro Cities, League of Minnesota Cities, and the Minnesota Deputy Registrar Association all
support an increase in fees retained by Deputy Registrars to cover their costs. House File 54 was
recently introduced by Representative Elkins that increases vehicle registration fees.
The City of Roseville supports legislation that will increase the filing fees retained by Deputy
Registrars to an amount sufficient to offset the costs of providing licensing activities on behalf
of the State of Minnesota.

Approved February 8, 2021
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State of Minnesota

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
NINETY-SECOND SESSION
01/11/2021

H. F. No.

Authored by Elkins
The bill was read for the first time and referred to the Committee on Transportation Finance and Policy

1.1

A bill for an act

1.2
1.3

relating to motor vehicles; increasing vehicle registration fees; amending Minnesota
Statutes 2020, sections 168.33, subdivision 7; 171.061, subdivision 4.

1.4

1.5
1.6
1.7
1.8
1.9
1.10
1.11

54

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF MINNESOTA:
Section 1. Minnesota Statutes 2020, section 168.33, subdivision 7, is amended to read:
Subd. 7. Filing fees; allocations. (a) In addition to all other statutory fees and taxes, a
filing fee of:
(1) $7 $10 is imposed on every vehicle registration renewal, excluding pro rate
transactions; and
(2) $11 $17 is imposed on every other type of vehicle transaction, including motor carrier
fuel licenses under sections 168D.05 and 168D.06, and pro rate transactions.

1.12

(b) Notwithstanding paragraph (a):

1.13

(1) a filing fee may not be charged for a document returned for a refund or for a correction

1.14
1.15
1.16
1.17
1.18
1.19

of an error made by the Department of Public Safety, a dealer, or a deputy registrar; and
(2) no filing fee or other fee may be charged for the permanent surrender of a title for a
vehicle.
(c) The filing fee must be shown as a separate item on all registration renewal notices
sent out by the commissioner.
(d) The statutory fees and taxes, and the filing fees imposed under paragraph (a) may

1.20

be paid by credit card or debit card. The deputy registrar may collect a surcharge on the

1.21

statutory fees, taxes, and filing fee not greater than the cost of processing a credit card or

Section 1.

1
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2.1

debit card transaction, in accordance with emergency rules established by the commissioner

2.2

of public safety. The surcharge must be used to pay the cost of processing credit and debit

2.3

card transactions.

2.4
2.5

(e) The fees collected under this subdivision by the department must be allocated as
follows:

2.6

(1) of the fees collected under paragraph (a), clause (1):

2.7

(i) $5.50 ....... must be deposited in the vehicle services operating account; and

2.8

(ii) $1.50 ....... must be deposited in the driver and vehicle services technology account;

2.9

and

2.10

(2) of the fees collected under paragraph (a), clause (2):

2.11

(i) $3.50 ....... must be deposited in the general fund;

2.12

(ii) $6.00 ....... must be deposited in the vehicle services operating account; and

2.13

(iii) $1.50 ....... must be deposited in the driver and vehicle services technology account.

2.14
2.15

Sec. 2. Minnesota Statutes 2020, section 171.061, subdivision 4, is amended to read:
Subd. 4. Fee; equipment. (a) The agent may charge and retain a filing fee of $8 $16 for

2.16

each application. Except as provided in paragraph (c), the fee shall cover all expenses

2.17

involved in receiving, accepting, or forwarding to the department the applications and fees

2.18

required under sections 171.02, subdivision 3; 171.06, subdivisions 2 and 2a; and 171.07,

2.19

subdivisions 3 and 3a.

2.20

(b) The statutory fees and the filing fees imposed under paragraph (a) may be paid by

2.21

credit card or debit card. The driver's license agent may collect a convenience fee on the

2.22

statutory fees and filing fees not greater than the cost of processing a credit card or debit

2.23

card transaction. The convenience fee must be used to pay the cost of processing credit card

2.24

and debit card transactions. The commissioner shall adopt rules to administer this paragraph

2.25

using the exempt procedures of section 14.386, except that section 14.386, paragraph (b),

2.26

does not apply.

2.27

(c) The department shall maintain the photo identification equipment for all agents

2.28

appointed as of January 1, 2000. Upon the retirement, resignation, death, or discontinuance

2.29

of an existing agent, and if a new agent is appointed in an existing office pursuant to

2.30

Minnesota Rules, chapter 7404, and notwithstanding the above or Minnesota Rules, part

2.31

7404.0400, the department shall provide and maintain photo identification equipment without

2.32

additional cost to a newly appointed agent in that office if the office was provided the
Sec. 2.

2
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3.1

equipment by the department before January 1, 2000. All photo identification equipment

3.2

must be compatible with standards established by the department.

3.3

(d) A filing fee retained by the agent employed by a county board must be paid into the

3.4

county treasury and credited to the general revenue fund of the county. An agent who is not

3.5

an employee of the county shall retain the filing fee in lieu of county employment or salary

3.6

and is considered an independent contractor for pension purposes, coverage under the

3.7

Minnesota State Retirement System, or membership in the Public Employees Retirement

3.8

Association.

3.9

(e) Before the end of the first working day following the final day of the reporting period

3.10

established by the department, the agent must forward to the department all applications

3.11

and fees collected during the reporting period except as provided in paragraph (d).

Sec. 2.

3
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Increase funding to local governments to address emerald ash borer
In 2013 Emerald Ash Borer (EAB) was first discovered in Roseville. By 2016 Roseville was
considered in a fully infested zone, meaning you could assume all Ash Trees were infected or
would be soon. Since then, it has come on with a vengeance and is notably visible in all areas of
the City.
At the current annual funding level of $50,000 it will take an estimated 26 years and $1,312,000
to remove and replace all 1426 remaining public Ash Trees. This represents about 20% of the
Roseville public tree inventory and does not include private property.
The current rate of infestation is increasing significantly which is consistent with the data in
other infested areas. This will continue to be a trend. It is expected that over the next several
years most, if not all, Ash Trees in Roseville will be significantly declining or dead. The
Roseville forest landscape will be largely overcome with dying or dead Ash Trees.
It is important to have a thoroughly planned program to include removal, replacement and
treatment where appropriate.
Treatment is used sparingly in significant locations and while a canopy of new trees can be
established. Once a new canopy is created with new tree growth, it is anticipated that the Ash
Tree will be removed as necessary creating an end to any long term chemical treatment
programs.
The City of Roseville supports legislative efforts for programs and funding that assists
communities with managing the devastation to our urban tree canopy due to this widespread
Emerald Ash Borer infestation. This also includes support for implementing comprehensive
tree removal and replacement programs that encourage a more diverse tree inventory.
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Allow a Taproom and Cocktail Room on the same premise
Last session, legislation was introduced that remove the restriction from a single entity holding
both a cocktail room and taproom license and from having a cocktail room and taproom in the
same location. However, the bill was not passed by the Legislature. Roseville’s Bent
Brewstillery has indicated that they would like to able to have a cocktail room license allow for
spirits that are distilled on-site to be sold at their current tap room. Bent Brewstillery will be
working with area legislators to have a bill introduced that will allow for a taproom and cocktail
room to be issued for the same premise. This legislation could take the form of a bill that would
allow for the coexistence of both licenses statewide or special legislation that would just allow
Bent Brewstillery to hold both licenses on its premises.
In the 2019-20 Legislative Session, bills were introduced (HF 347/SF 158) that permits a single
entity to own a cocktail room and taproom license. The bill did not receive a legislative hearing.
The City of Roseville supports legislation that removes the restriction contained in Minnesota
Statutes 2016, Section 340A.22 (2) that a single entity from holding both a cocktail room and
taproom license and the restriction from having a cocktail room and taproom being collocated
in the same premise. This support also includes special legislation that would singly allow
Roseville’s Bent Brewstillery to have both a cocktail room and taproom license upon the same
premises.
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Other Priorities
The following legislative priorities are ones that the City of Roseville supports but will let other
organizations and advocates directly engage the Minnesota Legislature regarding passage of
legislation to implement these priorities.
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Regulate the sale of catalytic convertors
Roseville and other metro communities have seen a large spike in the theft of catalytic
convertors in recent years. Catalytic converters can be sold to scrap metal dealers or car scrap
yards for cash ranging anywhere from $70-$400 or more, depending on the metal and material of
the device. Precious metals can be extracted from the catalytic converters by these scrap
companies. Platinum is the most widely used, however palladium, rhodium, cerium, manganese
and nickel can also be found.
On average, the cost to replace a catalytic converter is estimated to be from $500 to $2000.
Catalytic converters lack any identifying marks, so even when we come across someone who
possesses suspected stolen ones, it is next to impossible to determine where it was stolen from.
Law enforcement, including the Minnesota Chiefs of Police Association supports legislation
preventing scrap metal dealers from buying catalytic convertors other than from auto repair or
recycling businesses and that would also require the sellers provide proof of their ownership of
the vehicle.
The City of Roseville supports any legislation that only allows the sale catalytic convertors to
scrap metal dealers from auto repair or recycling businesses and that restricts individual from
selling catalytic convertors directly to scrap metal dealers. In addition, Roseville supports a
requirement to have serial numbers on a catalytic convertors for tracking purposes.
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Increase funding for mental health services and resources for public safety
A growing number of Roseville Police Department calls involve a mental health crisis
component. All Roseville Police Officers complete 40 hours of Crisis Intervention Team training
to better understand mental health crises and how to de-escalate these type of situations. In
addition, the City of Roseville partially funds a community case worker with Northeast Youth
and Family Services. The community case worker works with individuals referred to the NYFS
by the Roseville Police Department and helps the referred individual receive access to resources
that address their needs. Despite these efforts, additional resources must be made available on a
state-wide level to better equip public safety in dealing with mental health crises and to provide
for better outcomes and resources for persons suffering mental health issues.
The City of Roseville supports state funding to provide local governments financial assistance
to implement public safety co-responder or crisis-response teams to respond to incidents for
persons who are in a mental health crisis or interactions with persons that have
developmental, physical, or intellectual disabilities. In addition, the City of Roseville supports
additional state funding for additional police officer training in de-escalation tactics and skills
that can be used when responding to a person in crisis. Finally, the City of Roseville supports
increased funding and resources to assist the general mental health support system.
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Implement Police Officer arbitration reform
In the last year there has been a lot of focus regarding police officer discipline and the use of
arbitrators to resolve police office discipline and employment issues after a critical incident.
Often the arbitrator rules against the city’s disciplinary action and the community’s wishes and
as a result reduces the discipline and/or reinstates the officer to duty.
The Minnesota Police Chief’s Association (MPCA) have identified two legislative priorities
related to police arbitration reform. They are:
•
•

Arbitration Revision Act - The MPCA supports creating a more objective
arbitration process by having the Office of Administrative Hearings handle all police
officer termination grievances.
Officer Integrity Act - The MCPA supports legislation allowing for a Minnesota Licensed
Peace Officer to be terminated from public employment without opportunity to challenge
the remedy of termination should the basis for termination be willful or intentional
dishonesty, deception, or similar unethical or illegal conduct that is deemed sufficient to
imperil their credibility in court testimony. The MCPA does not support limiting an
officer’s due process right to arbitration.

The City of Roseville supports reforms to Minnesota’s labor arbitration and employment laws
for police officers to allow for greater objectivity and accountability in grievance and
disciplinary matters.

Approved February 8, 2021

Attachment A

Increase affordable housing funding
Affordable housing remains a great need for residents and communities throughout Minnesota.
The need is especially acute among person of color due to systemic and structural racism in the
financial and housing sectors and the federal, state, and local governmental regulatory
framework. Additional funding to allow for more people in need to access affordable housing as
well as a full-range of housing types and options are needed to address the affordable housing
crisis.
The City of Roseville supports additional funding to meet affordable housing needs in
Minnesota. The City of Roseville also supports programs and funding for affordable housing
that specially assists in securing affordable housing for persons of color and other groups that
have historically experienced discriminatory housing and for persons in the lower income
strata in attaining home ownership.
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Enact Statewide Licensing of Massage Therapists
Currently, the State of Minnesota does not license or register massage therapists. As a result,
most cities, including Roseville, license massage therapists locally. Massage therapists often
work in multiple cities. This fact, coupled with the lack of a statewide database of massage
therapists, put cities at a disadvantage in knowing about any past violations of the law by a
massage therapist.
On June 19, 2017, the Roseville City Council adopted Resolution #11423 supporting statewide
licensing of massage therapists.
The City of Roseville supports legislation that requires statewide licensure or registration of
massage therapists. The City of Roseville supports cities retaining the ability to regulate
massage therapy establishments.
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EXTRACT OF MINUTES OF MEETING
OF THE

CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ROSEVILLE

Pursuant to due call and notice thereof, a regular meeting of the City Council of the City
of Roseville, County of Ramsey, Minnesota, was duly held on the 19th day of June, 2017,
at 6: 00 p. m.

The following members were present: McGehee, Willmus, Laliberte, Etten and Roe and
the following members were absent: None

Councilmember Laliberte introduced the following resolution and moved its adoption:
RESOLUTION No. 11423

RESOLUTION SUPPORTING STATEWIDE LICENSING OF MASSAGE
THERAPISTS

WHEREAS,

the State of Minnesota does not currently license or register massage

therapists; and

WHEREAS, in the absence of any required statewide standards and regulations, cities,

including Roseville, have entered into the traditional state domain of health-care licensure

by requiring all massage therapists operating in the city to obtain a local license; and
WHEREAS, as a result of local licensing for massage therapists, city staff and law
enforcement has spent numerous hours conducting criminal background checks,

researching massage therapist accreditation programs to ensure legitimacy and
credibility, and monitoring the massage therapy establishments due to citizen complaints
and concerns regarding activities of massage therapists; and
WHEREAS, massage therapists often work in multiple establishments in multiple cities;
and

WHEREAS, due to the lack of a statewide database of massage therapists, problems

occurring in one city may not be known by staff and law enforcement of other cities
despite their best efforts to conduct criminal background checks.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF

ROSEVILLE, MINNESOTA, that the City of Roseville supports legislation that requires
statewide licensure or registration of massage therapists by the State of Minnesota that
would not pre- empt

the ability

of cities

to

regulate massage

therapy

establishments.

Approved February 8, 2021
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The motion for the adoption of the foregoing resolution was duly seconded by
Councilmember McGehee and upon vote being taken thereon, the following voted in favor
thereof: McGehee, Willmus, Laliberte, Etten and Roe and the following voted against the
same: none.

WHEAREUPON

said resolution was

declared

duly

passed and adopted.

Approved February 8, 2021
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STATE OF MINNESOTA )
ss

COUNTY OF RAMSEY

)

I, the undersigned, being the duly qualified City Manager of the City of Roseville,
County of Ramsey, State of Minnesota, do hereby certify that I have carefully compared
the attached and foregoing extract of minutes of a regular meeting of said City Council
held on the 19th day of June, 2017, with the original thereof on file in my office.
WITNESS MY HAND officially

as such

Manager this

19th

day of June, 2017.

Patrick Trudgeon, City Manager

SEAL)

Approved February 8, 2021
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Advocate for an increase in Transportation Funding
Minnesota has been experiencing a funding gap due to aging transportation infrastructure, rising
costs for labor and road materials, and inflation. Costs have increased 55 percent over the last 20
years, but the federal gas tax (18.4 cents per gallon) has remained stagnant since 1993. The 28.5
cents per gallon Minnesota gas tax, last increased in 2012 as the final phase-in of legislation
enacted in 2008, has not been indexed for inflation and is not keeping up with needs. Aging
infrastructure is also a major factor. Maintenance costs increase as road systems age, and no city-large or small—is spending enough on roadway capital improvements to maintain a 40-year
lifecycle.
The Minnesota Transportation Finance Advisory Committee (TFAC) convened by Governor
Mark Dayton in 2012 concluded that the state has a $21 billion shortfall in transportation funding
over the next 20 years—and that is just to keep the transportation system at its current level of
service. The report estimates the annual funding gap (AFG) for Municipal State Aid (MSA)
system is conservatively estimated at $100 million, while the non-MSA city street system AFG
is between $250 million to $400 million. There is not adequate funding available and, even with
MnDOT efforts to increase efficiencies, savings do not cover the funding deficit. Long-term,
dedicated, and sustainable investments are needed.
Roseville Transportation Needs
The City of Roseville receives an allocation of Municipal State Aid funds annually to fund our
larger volume streets that are within our jurisdiction. These MSA funds are a percentage of the
overall gas tax, license fees and motor vehicle sales tax collected annually by the state.
Over the past 10 years the City of Roseville has received the following allocations of funds from
the MSA Account:
Year
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
2021

Total
Allocation
$961,507
$912,398
$971,046
$1,028,306
$1,112,860
$1,134,369
$1,156,722
$1,211,822
$1,323,592
$1,342,878
$1,362,945
$1,544,539
$1,568,093
$1,700,957
$1,553,112

% Increase
from Previous
Year
-5.1%
6.4%
5.9%
8.2%
1.9%
2.0%
4.8%
9.2%
1.5%
1.5%
13.3%
1.5%
8.5%
-8.7%

Approved February 8, 2021
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These funds can only be used on our MSA designated streets (20% of our total street mileage)
and on “off system” roads such as State Aid designated County Roads (Lexington Ave, Rice St)
and State Highways (Snelling Ave, 35W, 36). However our current funding levels are barely
enough to allow us to perform mill and overlays on our existing State Aid system. The City
expects some longer-term funding gaps as large County project come due (i.e. County Road C,
Rice Street, County Road B2) and the City is forced to participate in the costs of those
projects. For example, over the next four years the City anticipates spending approximately $3.7
million on County Road projects, many of which are traffic signal replacements. This represents
over half of the total State Aid allocation we anticipate over that same period of time
(approximately $6.6 million).
Finally, as more Cities surpass the 5,000 population threshold to participate as a Municipal State
Aid city, the MSA Fund continues to erode as more Cities compete for the same amount of
dollars.
More and more Roseville residents are also asking for better transit service for Roseville. The
City’s 2040 Comprehensive Plan identifies transit deficiencies on key corridors such as
Larpenteur Ave and Rice Street. The key to adding additional service and resources is ultimately
funding. Metro Transit would like to increase service, but is faced with prioritizing routes due to
gaps in current funding levels.
The City of Roseville supports additional comprehensive transportation funding. Specific to
Roseville transportation funding should go towards:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Increased Municipal State Aid road funding
Increased County State Aid road funding
Investment to reduce congestion on Hwy 36 corridor
Increased funding for transit services in Roseville, especially east-west routes.
Expansion of Snelling Ave. Bus Rapid Transit north of Rosedale Mall
Prioritization of proposed BRT Route on Rice Street
Incorporation of pedestrian/bike trails adjacent and over major transportation
corridors especially Snelling Ave over Hwy 36

Approved February 8, 2021
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Amend State Building Code Chapter 1306 to Allow Municipalities to Require Sprinkler
Systems in R-2 (Multi-Family) Occupancy Groups
On March 27, 2017 the Roseville City Council adopted Minnesota State Building Code Chapter
1306 provisions requiring sprinkling in certain building occupancy groups. At that time, the City
Council discussed the possible expansion of sprinkler requirements to multi-family buildings.
Following much research and communications with the State Fire Marshal’s office, it was
determined expansion was not possible under current statue and code.
If the City Council has interest in expansion of sprinkler requirements under Building Code
1306, legislative action would be needed.
The City of Roseville supports legislation that allows for local governments to require
sprinkler systems in R-2 (Multi-Family) occupancy groups.

Approved February 8, 2021
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Continue to fund the DEED Redevelopment Grant Program and the Demolition Loan
Program
The 2019 Legislative Session resulted in refunding the Redevelopment Grant Program and the
Demolition Loan Program through the Department of Employment and Economic Development
(DEED). The Redevelopment Grant Program grants pay up to half of redevelopment costs for
eligible sites, with a 50-percent local match. These grants are available to cities and Economic
Development Authorities (EDAs), and can be used to pay for land acquisition, demolition,
infrastructure improvements, soil stabilization, ponding or other environmental infrastructure and
adaptive reuse of buildings, including remedial activities at sites where a subsequent
redevelopment will occur.
The Demolition Loan Program helps development authorities (including cities and EDAs) with
the costs of demolishing blighted buildings on sites that have future development potential but
where there are no current development plans.
The Roseville EDA has taken a more aggressive role in redeveloping blighted and underutilized
sites, and these programs would become an additional economic development tool in those
efforts.
The City of Roseville supports continued funding for both the Redevelopment Grant Program
and the Demolition Loan Program to assist the City/EDA in proactive economic development
efforts of blighted properties.

Approved February 8, 2021
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Create presumptive coverage for Firefighters diagnosed with cancer
There is a growing evidence linking cancer rates to firefighters due to their frequent interaction
with harmful and hazardous chemicals during the course of their career. While measures can be
taken to limit their exposure, toxins can remain in their body and build up over time putting them
at greater risk. A study conducted in 2006 (LeMasters Meta-Analysis) indicates that fire fighters
have the following increased risk in contracting specific types of cancer when compared to the
general population:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Testicular (102% greater risk)
Multiple myeloma (53% greater risk)
Non-Hodgkin lymphoma (51% greater risk)
Skin (39% greater risk)
Prostate cancer (28% greater risk)
Malignant melanoma (32% greater risk)
Brain (32% greater risk)
Rectum (29% greater risk)
Stomach (22% greater risk)
Colon (21% greater risk)

Currently, 36 states have “presumption laws” in place that allow for workers compensation
coverage for fire fighters who are diagnosed with certain types of cancer during their career.
Current Minnesota state law requires employee to prove a cancer link to their occupation in order
to receive workers compensation.
HF 2106 was introduced in 2017 that created a presumption of occupational disease for
firefighters with certain forms of cancer. It did not receive a hearing.
It should be noted that the City of Roseville is self-funded for workers compensation of its
employees. Therefore any expansion of presumptive coverage will require additional
expenditure by the city.
The City of Roseville supports any legislation that would create presumptive coverage for
firefighters that are found to have cancer during their employment.

Approved February 8, 2021
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Improve transparency of information property tax notices sent by counties
Currently, under state law, counties are required to mail property tax notices to every taxpayer
between November 10 and November 24. The form, among other things, must show the amount
of property taxes each taxing authority proposes to collect for the following year and indicate a
time and date for when public input about the levy and budget will occur.
State statutes prescribe in detail what needs to be shown on the property tax notice. The statutes
also require that the notice state that proposed taxes do not include levies (such as school bond
referendums) approved after the preliminary levy is established by the end of September.
In municipalities where local tax levies are approved, the tax notices sent by counties are
inaccurate and people will potentially receive a much larger tax bill than they were expecting.
In addition, when cities have a EDA or HRA levy, it does not show up under the relevant city
portion of the statement. Instead, it is displayed on separate portion of the statement under
“other taxing authorities”.
The City of Roseville supports legislation that requires property tax notices sent to taxpayers to
show impacts of voter levies that may be approved after certification of preliminary tax levies
and show city HRA and EDA levies under the relevant city portion of the statement rather
than under “other taxing authorities”.

Approved February 8, 2021
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Allow for the use city website or other technology-based methods for official notices
State law requires that cities publish certain types of information in a qualified newspaper
designated by the city. This information includes ordinances before they become effective,
advertisement for bids, public hearing notices, and sample ballots to name a few collectively
known as “official notices”. This law was created in 1949 in order to provide citizens with
information about its local government from a local source.
As time has moved forward, city websites have become a primary source of information about
the city, including these official notices. Most cities publish official notices in official
newspaper and the city website, a redundancy in work and cost.
In Roseville, the local weekly newspaper, the Roseville Review, closed and the city began using
a larger metropolitan-wide newspaper for publication of its official notices.
Due to these factors, it is time for eliminate the outdated requirement for only publishing official
notices in a newspaper.
The City of Roseville supports legislation that allows local governments to publish official
notices on its website or other technology-based methods in lieu of an official newspaper.

Approved February 8, 2021
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Statutory Provisions Applying to Local Sales Tax
Authority
In 1971, the legislature enacted a law that stated that no local government “…shall increase a
present tax or impose a new tax on sales or income” as a tradeoff to the state providing
significant general purpose aid to local governments. 1 Despite this prohibition, the legislature
has allowed a number of local sales taxes to be imposed via special legislation. Also beginning in
2008, counties were granted general authority to impose local sales taxes for transportation
purposes.
In 1997 the legislature codified provisions to be followed in administering current or new local
sales taxes imposed under special or general law. The statute also outlined the steps a local
government should take before seeking local sales tax authority under a special law. Over the
years these provisions have been recodified and amended, most recently in the 2019 legislative
session. Some of the administrative provisions included in this statute were required as a
condition of the state becoming a member of the Streamlined Sales and Use Tax Agreement
(SSUTA).2 Most of the current provisions are contained in Minnesota Statutes, section 297A.99,
and are described here. Many of the administrative provisions apply to the county statutory
sales tax authority, as well as to taxes imposed under special law.
The steps a local government must take when seeking special legislation to impose a local sales
tax are scattered throughout the section but are summarized on page 6. A history of the
changes made to these provisions can be found in the appendix.
Local Taxes Subject to the Statutory Provisions
The statutory provisions apply to all local sales taxes, unless the enabling legislation specifically
exempts the local authority from all or part of this statute. 3 A local government cannot impose
a separate local tax on motor vehicles in addition to the sales tax, except for a county under
the general county sales tax authority. (Minn. Stat. § 297A.99, subd. 1.)
Limits on Spending Related to Imposing Local Sales Taxes
Local governments are prohibited from spending money to advertise or otherwise spend
money to promote passage of a referendum for imposing a local sales tax. They may only spend
money to:
1) conduct the referendum;
1

The original prohibition was included as a subdivision in the local government aid law (Minn. Stat. 1971, §
477A.01, subd. 18), but the language was modified slightly and moved into a separate section – Minn. Stat. §
477A.016, when the local government aid chapter was recodified in the 1981 first special session.

2

The SSUTA is a voluntary agreement between 21 states to streamline and simplify sales taxes collection for
businesses operating in multiple states. Minnesota has been a participating state since 2001.

3

The statutory provisions preempt any contrary provisions included in local sales taxes authorized by special law
prior to June 2, 1997.
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2) distribute the information about the sales tax contained in the required resolution, but
only if specific proposed projects and their individual projected costs are enumerated;
and
3) host public forums on the issue, provided proponents and opponents were given
equal time to speak. (Minn. Stat. § 297A.99, subd. 1, para. (d))
Local Resolution Requirements for Seeking Special Legislation
Before a political subdivision seeks special legislation authorizing the imposition of the sales tax,
its governing body must pass a resolution indicating its desire to impose the tax. The resolution
must include information on the proposed tax rate, the amount of revenue to be raised and its
intended use, and the anticipated date when the tax will expire. Information from the
resolution is used in preparing the necessary special legislation. (Minn. Stat. § 297A.99, subd. 2)
Special Resolution for Certain Taxes Authorized in the 2019 Session
Certain cities that were authorized to impose a local sales tax in 2019 are required to pass a second resolution
before the tax may be imposed. The resolution must enumerate very specific projects to be funded by the sales
tax revenues within the broader project areas listed in the original voter-approved referendum and requires that
funds only be used for those projects. The definition of “specific project” can be found in Minnesota Laws 2019,
first special session, chapter 6, article 6, section 34.
Cities subject to this provision are: Avon, Cambridge, Glenwood, International Falls, Two Harbors, and
Worthington.

Voter Approval Requirements Before Imposition of the Tax
Political subdivisions must hold a local referendum at a general election 4 before imposing a
local sales tax authorized by special law. Over the years, the timing of the referendum—
whether it should be held before or after the enabling legislation had passed has changed.
Currently the sales tax must be authorized by the legislature before the voters can approve
its imposition. (Minn. Stat. § 297A.99, subd. 3)
If the enabling legislation allows the tax to fund more than one project a separate vote must be
held for each project. Only the projects approved by voters may be funded by the sales tax and
the authorized revenue to be raised and length the tax is imposed is reduced for any project
that is not approved by the voters.

4

A general election means either the state general election held on the first Tuesday after the first Monday in
November of an even-numbered year, or a regularly scheduled election for local public officials for that political
subdivision.
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Determination of the Local Tax Rate
The local tax rate is set in the legislation authorizing the tax. The statute clarifies that the full
local tax rate applies to all taxable sales. SSUTA allows lower rates to apply to certain items but
all current local sales taxes have only one rate.5 (Minn. Stat. § 297A.99, subd. 5)
Definition of the Tax Base for the Local Tax
The statute provides that the local sales tax applies to the same tax base, with the same
exemptions, as the state sales tax. A taxable service is subject to the local tax if more than onehalf of the service, based on the cost, is performed within the local jurisdiction. (Minn. Stat. §
297A.99, subds. 4 and 7)
The following sales made within the local taxing jurisdiction are exempt from the local tax:




Purchases shipped outside the taxing jurisdiction for use in a trade or business outside of
the jurisdiction
Purchases temporarily stored in the taxing jurisdiction before being shipped by common
carrier for use outside of the jurisdiction
Purchases that are subject to the direct pay provisions for interstate motor carriers under
Minnesota Statutes, section 297A.90

Requirements of a Complementary Use Tax
A complementary use tax is required in all jurisdictions with a local sales tax. 6 The use tax is
imposed on the consumption or “use” of taxable items for which no sales tax was paid. The tax
is imposed mainly on purchases by resident buyers from sellers located outside of the local
taxing jurisdiction. The use tax removes the disadvantage to local businesses from competition
with businesses located outside of the taxing area that are not required to collect the local
sales tax. (Minn. Stat. § 297A.99, subd. 6)
The statute also allows a credit against the use tax owed for a local sales or use tax paid to
another political subdivision. This is similar to the credit against state sales and use tax for the
amount of sales taxes paid to another state. (Minn. Stat. § 297A.99, subd. 8)
A political subdivision with a local sales and use tax must notify its citizens about the local use
tax and provide information or electronic links to allow persons to get information and forms
needed to pay the tax. The political subdivision must post the information on the main page of
its website and provide an annual notice with the billing statement for any public utilities
provided by the jurisdiction. (Minn. Stat. § 297A.99, subd. 12a)

5

The one-rate-per-taxing-jurisdiction requirement in SSUTA does not apply to the sale of the following items:
electricity, gas, or other heating fuels delivered by the seller, or the transfer of motor vehicles, aircraft,
watercraft, modular homes, manufactured homes, or mobile homes.

6

Four local taxes enacted before 1997 did not include a complementary use tax—in Cook County and the cities of
Hermantown, Mankato, and St. Paul. A local use tax was imposed in these political subdivisions beginning
January 1, 2000.
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Collection, Administration, and Enforcement of Local Taxes
The statute requires the Commissioner of Revenue to administer and collect local sales and use
taxes. This merely codified preexisting practice. 7
The local taxes are subject to the same penalties, interest, and enforcement provisions as the
state sales tax. Refunds of excess state sales taxes paid must also include a refund of any excess
local sales tax paid. The state deducts its collection and administration costs and any local tax
refunds from the tax revenue returned to the local taxing jurisdiction. The net local tax revenue
is paid to the local taxing jurisdiction on a quarterly basis. Minn. Stat. § 297A.99, subds. 9 and
11.
Imposing and Repealing Local Sales Tax
To facilitate state administration of local taxes, the imposition of a tax may only begin on the
first day of a calendar quarter. Repeal of a local tax is only effective at the end of a calendar
quarter. A local taxing jurisdiction must give the Department of Revenue at least 90 days’ notice
before a tax is imposed or repealed. The tax is effective after the commissioner has given sellers
located in the area at least 60 days’ notice and will apply to catalog or remote sales only after
the commissioner has given these sellers 120 days’ notice. The practical effect is that there may
be a delay in the imposition of a local tax on remote sales if the local government does not
provide at least a 120-day advance notice to the state. (Minn. Stat. § 297A.99, subd. 12)
Because of the notification and timing requirements, local taxes will usually terminate after the
authorized amount is raised. The local government may usually keep this revenue; however,
the commissioner may keep any revenue in excess of the average quarterly revenue raised
from the tax in the previous 12-month period and deposit it into the state general fund. (Minn.
Stat. § 297A.99, subd. 3, para. (f))
The law also requires a political subdivision to wait one year after the expiration of a tax before
imposing a new tax. (Minn. Stat. § 297A.99, subd. 3, para. (d))
Despite this requirement, the legislature has granted extensions of existing sales taxes without
the required break. 8 The only local governments that let an existing tax expire for at least one
year before imposing a new tax for a different purpose are:


Cook County, which let a tax expire in 2008 and sought and received authority for a new tax
during the 2009 legislative session;

7

The city of Duluth is the only local government to ever collect and administer its own tax. At the city’s request, it
was originally exempted from the collection and administration provisions of the statute. However, the
exemption ended and the commissioner began collecting the Duluth tax January 1, 2006, to meet the SSUTA
requirement that one agency collect all state and local sales taxes.

8

Extensions have been granted without a break in imposition for the following local sales taxes since 2005: the
Central Minnesota city tax; taxes in the cities of Albert Lea, Baxter, Brainerd, Hermantown, Mankato, New Ulm,
North Mankato, Proctor, Rochester, and Worthington; and the second local tax imposed by Cook County in 2009.
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the city of Wilmar, which imposed a tax in 1997 that expired in 2001 and sought and
received authority for a new tax in 2005 that expired at the end of 2012; and sought and
received authority for a new tax in 2019;
the city of Fergus Falls, which let its 2010 tax expire in 2016 and received authority to
impose a new tax in 2017.

Determining the Site of a Delivery for Local Tax Purposes
Zip codes are used to determine whether a delivery sale is subject to a local sales and use tax. If
a zip code area includes more than one tax rate the lowest rate in the zip code area applies. For
example, if a zip code includes both a portion of Edina (with no local sales tax) and a portion of
Minneapolis (with a half-cent local sales tax), the Minneapolis tax may not be collected. Ninedigit zip codes should be used, if available, to determine the tax rate. (Minn. Stat. § 297A.99,
subd. 10)
Special Authority for First-class Cities
Notwithstanding the requirement that sales tax revenues only fund the projects explicitly
specified in the enabling legislation, cities of the first class (Minneapolis, St. Paul, Duluth, and
Rochester) may also use the revenues to fund certain large capital projects of regional
significance without additional voter approval. These cities may use revenues that exceed the
amount needed to pay for the financing of the specified capital projects to help fund a sports
facility, convention center, or civic center that has a construction cost of at least $40 million.
(Minn. Stat. § 297A.9905)9

General Steps for Seeking Local Sales Tax Authority
In order to impose a local sales tax, a political subdivision must obtain enactment of a special
law authorizing it to do so by taking the following steps (in the order listed):
1) The governing body of a local government must pass a resolution proposing the tax and
including the following:
a. the proposed tax rate;
b. a detailed description of no more than five capital projects to be funded by the
tax;
c. documentation of the regional significance of each project including the benefits
to nonlocal persons and businesses;
d. the amount of revenue to be raised for each project and the estimated time to
raise that amount; and
e. the total revenue to be raised and anticipated expiration date for the tax.

9

This authority was granted in the bill authorizing the use of the Minneapolis sales tax to fund a portion of the
Vikings football stadium. The city of St. Paul is helping to finance a minor league baseball stadium from its
existing tax.
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2) The local government must submit the resolution and documentation on regional
significance of the project(s) to the chair and ranking minority member of the House and
Senate tax committees by January 31 of the year that it is seeking the special law.
3) Working with a legislator, the local government must request and get enacted a special
law authorizing imposition of the tax.
4) The local government must file local approval with the secretary of state before the
start of the next regular legislative session after the session in which the enabling law is
enacted.
5) The local government must receive voter approval at a general election within two years
of receiving the local sales tax authority before it can impose the tax. A separate
question must be held for each project and only the ones approved by voters may be
funded by the sales tax. The authorized revenue to be raised and length of time that the
tax is imposed is reduced for any project that is not approved by the voters.
6) The local government must pass an ordinance imposing the tax and notify the
Commissioner of Revenue at least 90 days before the first day of the calendar quarter
on which the tax is to be imposed.

Transportation Local Sales Taxes Authorized by
Statute
In 2008, the legislature enacted two statutes to allow counties to impose local sales taxes to
help fund transportation. The Metropolitan Transportation Area sales tax provision allowed any
county in the Twin Cities seven-county metropolitan area, to join the Metropolitan
Transportation Area, which imposed a tax in the area to fund transit projects. The Metropolitan
Transportation Area was dissolved in 2017 and this provision is currently not used. The history
of this provision is included in the appendix. The Greater Minnesota transportation sales and
use tax provision now applies to all counties in the state and allows them to impose a tax singly
or as part of a joint powers agreement to fund a specified transportation or transit project, or
transit operations.
Greater Minnesota Transportation Sales and Use Tax
Any county may singly or through a joint powers agreement, impose a local sales and use tax of
up to one-half of 1 percent and a $20 excise tax on commercial sales of motor vehicles to fund a
transportation or transit project. (Minn. Stat. § 297A.993)
In order to impose the tax, the county or counties must specify a project to be funded by the
proceeds. A county only needs to pass a resolution in order to impose the tax. The tax revenue
may pay for transit capital and operating costs and capital costs for a safe routes to school
program, as well as specified transportation capital projects. Except in the cases where the tax
is funding transit operating costs, the tax expires when the specific project is completed;
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More Minnesota suburbs will ask voters
to impose local sales tax
Communities hope to cash in on their new power to pursue the
extra revenue.
By Erin Adler (https://www.startribune.com/erin-adler/6370491/) Star Tribune
AUGUST 28, 2021 — 5:19PM

More Twin Cities suburbs will be asking voters to enact a local sales tax after winning
permission from Minnesota legislators to pursue the extra funding for city projects.
Oakdale, Edina and Maple Grove are among a growing number cities across the state
pursuing the new sales taxes rather than raising property taxes. Sixteen cities received
the taxing authority from the Legislature during its special session in July.
"More and more cities are looking at sales taxes as a way to fund local capital projects,
especially if there's a [regional] spillover benefit to that project," said Gary Carlson,
intergovernmental relations director for the League of Minnesota Cities.
The Legislature granted the cities the taxing authority despite some lawmakers' concerns
that the tax creates an unfair advantage for cities with more retailers. State legislators
had tried to rein in the use of such taxes in 2019 by adding more scrutiny to the process
and requiring state signoff before cities could ask voters for permission — a move that
reversed the approval process.
The questions will appear on the suburbs' ballots in November 2022. If voters say "yes,"
the cities would spend the additional revenue on new buildings, parks and a community
center by adding a half-percent tax to the state's base sales tax rate of 6.875% for either
19 or 20 years.
"This is a way to add value and quality to the community without relying on property
tax," said Scott Neal, Edina city manager.
The cities follow West St. Paul, Rogers, Excelsior and Elk River, the first suburbs to
impose a local sales tax in 2019 and 2020. Bloomington twice received authorization but
hasn't put it to use.
Dozens of Minnesota cities and counties have long had such a tax in place, including
Minneapolis, St. Paul and outstate hubs, such as Rochester and Mankato. Eighteen cities
won approval to add or extend a sales tax in 2019.

STA R T R I B U N E F I L E

Edina City Hall. Edina joins Oakdale and Maple
Grove as a growing number of Minnesota cities
pursuing a new local sales tax rather than

The number of cities seeking taxing authority continues to grow, said House Tax
Committee Chairman Paul Marquart, DFL-Dilworth.

https://www.startribune.com/more-minnesota-suburbs-will-ask-voters-to-impose-local-sales-tax/600091880/
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"I think what a lot of cities saw was that, 'All right, the Legislature has opened the door
to these,' " he said.
Marquart said he understands why cities implement local sales tax but isn't a big fan.
"My concern has always been that it creates more disparity … between the economic
haves and the have-nots," he said.
A regional benefit?
Local sales taxes seem more popular with the current Legislature and governor than
they have been in the past, said John Spry, a University of St. Thomas finance professor.
And they are often popular with residents, he said, because the taxes generate income
while others pay.
A city, such as Maple Grove, could generate a large amount of local sales tax revenue
because of its abundant retail districts, he said But, Spry said, shoppers from such
nearby cities as Brooklyn Park and Brooklyn Center, which have less retail, would likely
be among those paying that tax.
"What's popular and what seems fair kind of depends on where you sit," Spry said.
The state's stipulation that projects have "a regional benefit" is supposed to ensure that
individual cities don't reap all the rewards of the tax.
Lawmakers changed the rules in 2019 so cities can't use the money for more than five
projects and must offer more detail about spending and the projects' broader
significance. Some projects, such as improvements to roads and sewers, don't qualify
because they can be funded through other programs.
Oakdale wants the sales tax funding to build a $15 million police station and a $22
million public works building. The current police station lacks adequate office space and
storage for evidence and equipment. Female officers have a "totally inadequate" locker
room area, said Mayor Paul Reinke.
Explaining the broader benefit, Reinke said Oakdale has about 20,000 residents, but its
Police Department serves 40,000 people during the day when nonresidents come to the
city for work and other reasons.
Edina, which has several retail areas, including Southdale Center and Galleria, hopes to
spend the sales tax money on two park projects. Braemar Park — home to an ice arena,
baseball fields and trails — would get a $23 million face-lift, while Fred Richards Park
would see $17 million in improvements, including ponds and open spaces with turf.
The park system "impacts a much larger footprint of people than just those who live in
Edina," Neal said.
Maple Grove aims raise $90 million with the sales tax for community center
improvements, including the addition of an ice sheet, pool updates and teen and senior
center expansions. The city is also seeking state bonding money for the center.
Maple Grove is home to the Fountains at Arbor Lakes and the Grove, all retail hubs, said
Heidi Nelson, Maple Grove city administrator. She said she realizes the new tax could
drive shoppers elsewhere.
https://www.startribune.com/more-minnesota-suburbs-will-ask-voters-to-impose-local-sales-tax/600091880/
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"Just the addition of a tax can be a negative piece," she said. "I think we're eyes wide open
about those things."

Attachment B

'A sense of fairness'
Marquart said local sales taxes, intended for regional benefits, have typically been
implemented in rural or urban areas — not the suburbs. In part, that's because proving a
project had "regional significance" was thought to be harder in the suburbs, where cities
are close together and amenities plentiful.
The suburbs recently receiving approval, though, have been able to justify the tax on that
basis, he said.
Still, he said he worries that the widespread use of local sales tax could undermine the
credibility of local government aid, a "very, very important program" to greater
Minnesota.
Local government aid is a $564-million-per-year state program that, based on a formula,
gives funding to cities to equalize their tax burdens and ability to provide quality
services.
"I do think that we need to look at this issue more," Marquart said. "How do we keep a
sense of fairness?"
Erin Adler • 612-673-1781

Erin Adler is a suburban reporter covering Dakota and Scott counties for the Star Tribune, working
breaking news shifts on Sundays. She previously spent three years covering K-12 education in the
south metro and five months covering Carver County.
erin.adler@startribune.com

612-673-1781

erinStrib
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION
Date: September 13, 2021
Item No.:
9.a
Department Approval

Item Description:

1
2
3

City Manager Approval

Approve Payments

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

4

Check Series #
ACH Payments

$1,289,807.81

100928-101140

$3,168,858.64

Total
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

Amount

$4,458,666.45

A detailed report of the claims is attached. City Staff has reviewed the claims and considers them to be
appropriate for the goods and services received.
POLICY OBJECTIVE
Under Mn State Statute, all claims are required to be paid within 35 days of receipt.
FINANCIAL IMPACTS
All expenditures listed above have been funded by the current budget, from donated monies, or from cash
reserves.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends approval of all payment of claims.
REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION
Motion to approve the payment of claims as submitted
Prepared by:
Attachments:

Mary Jenson, Accounting Technician
A:
Checks for Approval

Page 1 of 1

Bank Reconciliation

Attachment A

Board Audit
User:
Printed:
Date Range:
Systems:

mary.jenson
09/07/2021 - 12:20PM
08/12/2021 - 09/06/2021
'AP'

Check No.

Vendor/Employee

Transaction Description

Date

Amount

08/25/2021
08/25/2021

5,391.04
316.56

Fund: 100 General Fund
Department: 00 General Function
101017
101021

LINA
MN Child Support Payment Center

Life Insurance Premium-August 2021
Remittance ID: 0015528480

5,707.60

Total for Department: 00 General Function
Department: 01 General Government
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
100930
100941
100960
100975
100978
100983
100988
100995
101013
101018
101022
101040
101056
101081

Brueggers Bagels- CC
Run For The Roses Volunteer Supplies
Caribou Coffee- CC
Run For The Roses Volunteer Supplies
Company Promo-CC
Park Patrol Gear
Dunkin Donuts-CC
City Hall Reopening Donuts
Erickson, Bell, Beckman & Quinn P.A. Prosecution Service
Fikes, Inc.
Restroom Supplies
Grateful Table-CC
Lunch Meeting With Councilmember Goff-Trudgeon
Innovative Office Solutions
Office Supplies
Intereum, Inc.
Work Chairs
La Familia-CC
Lunch w/Mayor Roe-Trudgeon
League of MN Cities-CC
MCMA Annual Conference Fee
Menards-CC
City Hall Supplies
Nelsons Cheese & Deli-CC
Park Patrol Picnic Supplies
Nitti Sanitation-CC
Regular Service
Reference-CC
New Hire License Check
Sandstrom Land Management, LLC
City Hall Ground Care-July 2021
Staples Advantage, Inc.
Toner
Suburban Ace Hardware-CC
City Hall Supplies
Target- CC
Cupcakes
Time Saver Off Site Secretarial, Inc.
Meeting Minutes
USPS-CC
Stamps Due to Postage Machine Down
Volgistics-CC
Volunteer Database
Xcel Energy
Garage/PW Building
Yale Mechanical, LLC
HVAC Service
Dawn O'Connor
Mileage Reimbursement
Nicole Singaram
Volunteer Services
Nicole Singaram
Volunteer Services
Nicole Singaram
Volunteer Services
Zac Spates
Tuition Reimbursement
ARAMARK Services
Coffee Supplies
Ehlers & Associates, Inc.
Continuing Disclosure Reporting
McGough Facility Management, LLC Facility Management
John Remington
Hearing Officer/Arbitrator
Roseville Rotary
Event License Refund
Springbrook Holding Company, LLC Standard Professional Services
Twin City Garage Door Co.
Garage Door Repair
Background Investigation Bureau, LLC Applicant Profiles
League of MN Cities
Harassment Prevention Training
Medsurety LLC
Benefits Administration
MN Dept of Labor and Industry
Annual Elevevator Inspection
Trans Union, LLC
Employee Report
Anchor Solar Investments, LLC
Solar Leasing
DG Central 1, LLC
Solar Gardens

BR-Board Audit (09/07/2021 - 12:20 PM)

09/02/2021
09/02/2021
09/02/2021
08/19/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
09/02/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
08/19/2021
09/02/2021
09/02/2021
09/02/2021
09/02/2021
08/19/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
09/02/2021
09/02/2021
08/25/2021
08/19/2021
09/02/2021
08/18/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
08/18/2021
08/25/2021
09/01/2021
08/25/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021

14.99
15.02
24.63
41.84
31,751.00
338.80
13.25
720.43
2,749.76
12.29
520.00
207.29
188.80
503.20
20.00
1,690.00
373.42
35.95
27.98
867.20
132.00
234.00
5,820.94
882.14
13.44
224.00
128.00
128.00
160.50
522.93
3,565.00
318.75
3,708.30
50.00
536.75
4,399.76
191.20
10.00
380.50
200.00
42.89
1,622.72
3,124.45

Page 1

Check No.

Vendor/Employee

Transaction Description

101089
101096
101107
101109
101115
101131

Hildi, Inc
Julius B. Nelson & Sons
Linn Building Maintenance
McGough Facility Management, LLC
MN Secretary of State-Notary
Suburban Rate Authority

Actuarial Valuation
Overhead Garage Door Painting Touch Up
General Cleaning-August 2021
Facility Management
Notary Renewal-Katie Bruno
2021 Membership Assessment

Date
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021

Total for Department: 01 General Government

Attachment A

Amount
3,500.00
1,700.00
5,568.00
1,172.61
120.00
1,844.00
80,416.73

Department: 02 Public Safety
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Adam's Pest Control Inc
Alex Air Apparatus, Inc.
Amazon.com- CC
Amazon.com- CC
Arrowwood Resort-CC
B2B Prime-CC
BCA-CC
BP Oil-CC
Byerly's- CC
Car Wash Partners
Caribou Coffee- CC
Click For Savings-CC
Container Store-CC
Ebay Inc-CC
Ebay Inc-CC
Emergency Automotive Tech Inc
Emergency Automotive Tech Inc
Facebook-CC
Fed Ex-CC
Home Depot- CC
IACP- CC
Innovative Office Solutions
JCH Monthly-CC
Jefferson Fire & Safety, Inc.
Jefferson Fire & Safety, Inc.
Jefferson Fire & Safety, Inc.
Jimmy John's- CC
Joann-CC
Keys Cafe & Bakery-CC
La Familia-CC
MacQueen Equipment
Menards-CC
Midwest Auto-CC
MN State Fire Chiefs-CC
Muddy Cow-CC
National Asian-CC
Nelsons Cheese & Deli-CC
Nitti Sanitation-CC
Northern Tool & Equip- CC
Pancheros Grill-CC
Pancheros Grill-CC
Panera Bread-CC
Parkway Pizza-CC
Radio Parts-CC
Speedway-CC
Starbucks-CC
Streicher's
Streicher's
Suburban Ace Hardware-CC
Suburban Ace Hardware-CC
Target- CC
Uline-CC
Uline-CC

BR-Board Audit (09/07/2021 - 12:20 PM)

Prevention Plus
Chlorine Calibration Gas
White Board
Station Supplies
Conference Lodging
Business Prime Membership
Patrol Training
Fuel
Officer Hiring Meals
Vehicle Washes-Acct: 11295
Officer Hiring Coffee
Law Enforcement Books
Stackable Letter Trays, Business Card Files
Vehicle Supplies
Carry Holster
Vehicle Service
Emergency Light Repairs
Recruitment Ad
Biological Evidence Shipping
Station Supplies
Police Chiefs Association Membership Dues
Office Supplies
Justice Clearinghouse Monthly Fee
Fluorine Foam
Helmet With Ratchet Suspension
Body Shields
Training Supplies
Vehicle Supplies
Patrol Training Supplies
Employee Recognition Supplies
Cylinder Repair
Oil Dry Bags
Station Supplies
Conference Registration
Training Meals
Patrol Conference
Patrol Hiring Meals
Regular Service
Vehicle Supplies
Training Meals
Interview Supplies
Officer Hiring Meals
Training Supplies
Radio Supplies
Fuel
Patrol Training Supplies
Uniform Supplies
Uniform Supplies
Keys
Power Equipment Parts
Interview Supplies
Property Room Supplies
Property Room Supplies

09/01/2021
09/01/2021
08/19/2021
09/02/2021
08/19/2021
08/19/2021
08/19/2021
08/19/2021
09/02/2021
08/25/2021
09/02/2021
09/02/2021
08/19/2021
08/19/2021
09/02/2021
08/25/2021
09/01/2021
09/02/2021
08/19/2021
08/19/2021
08/19/2021
09/01/2021
09/02/2021
08/18/2021
08/25/2021
09/01/2021
09/02/2021
08/19/2021
09/02/2021
09/02/2021
08/18/2021
09/02/2021
08/19/2021
09/02/2021
08/19/2021
09/02/2021
09/02/2021
09/02/2021
08/19/2021
08/19/2021
09/02/2021
09/02/2021
08/19/2021
09/02/2021
09/02/2021
09/02/2021
08/25/2021
09/01/2021
08/19/2021
09/02/2021
08/19/2021
08/19/2021
09/02/2021

116.60
555.20
513.96
358.22
572.24
499.00
375.00
13.68
33.81
20.04
30.04
332.95
155.56
236.23
17.18
462.30
90.00
110.55
97.28
71.96
75.00
266.84
15.00
750.00
360.12
780.58
35.02
20.98
239.78
113.82
106.22
365.81
143.86
300.00
68.23
350.00
121.54
149.60
14.04
36.34
35.06
122.51
268.59
124.23
15.36
38.54
7,276.90
2,657.99
147.00
76.09
128.20
297.52
261.96
Page 2

Check No.

Vendor/Employee

Transaction Description

0
0
0
0
100944
100947
100958
100961
100990
100993
100997
100998
101000
101006
101012
101016
101020
101024
101030
101031
101041
101045
101048
101054
101056
101059
101061
101071
101074
101077
101078
101083
101086
101090
101093
101107
101108
101114
101116
101137
101139

UPS Store- CC
Ground Shipping
Verizon-CC
Patrol Phone
Xcel Energy
Civil Defense
Yale Mechanical, LLC
Mechanical Service
Grainger Inc
Connectors
Henry Schein, Inc.
Vehicle Supplies
Masa Consulting, Inc.
Mental Health Consultation
McKesson Medical-Surgical
Vehicle Supplies
Agency 360
Annual Professional Platform
Aspen Mills Inc.
Uniform Supplies
Baycom, Inc. c/o OwnersEdge,Inc.
Vehicle Supplies
BCA
TAC Workshop
BDS Laundry Systems
Washer Motor Control Board Testing
Galls, LLC
Uniform Supplies
Language Line Services
Interpreter Service
LexisNexis Risk Data Management, Inc.Person Searches
Minnesota CIT
40 Hour CIT Course
NMS Labs
Dangerous Substances Patrol Services
Ramsey County
CAD Services-July 2021
Recognition Worx, Inc.
Walnut Plaque
TransUnion Risk and Alternative
Person Searches
Twin Cities Flag Source, Inc
USA Flags
Verizon
Cell Phones
Allied Medical Training
EMR Training-A. Koehler
Anchor Solar Investments, LLC
Solar Leasing
Aspen Mills Inc.
Uniform Supplies
AT&T Mobility
Wireless Service Acct: 287284171528
CL Bensen Company, Inc.
Pleated Filters
Comcast
Business Services
Brian Corbet
Fire Permit Refund
Corporate Mark, Inc.
Uniform Supplies
Elmhurst Cemetery
Professional Services
Galls, LLC
Gear Bag
HM Cragg
Generator Service
Interstate All Battery Center
Lithium Batteries
Linn Building Maintenance
General Cleaning-August 2021
Martin McAllister, Inc.
Public Safety Assessment
Midwest Training Associates, LLC
Technical Rescue Training
MN State Fire Chiefs Associati
Annual Conference Registration-Sjostrom
US Digital Designs
FSA Annual Service Agreement
Verizon
Cell Phones

Date
08/19/2021
09/02/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021

Attachment A

Amount
26.39
167.46
2,721.71
605.75
207.30
507.07
1,250.00
75.44
900.00
105.90
224.00
25.00
231.75
2,342.19
504.52
10.20
1,500.00
461.00
25,555.27
228.02
291.20
125.00
1,000.25
1,750.00
344.00
1,880.01
1,028.78
393.38
112.76
122.40
64.00
3,800.00
39.99
484.00
98.68
1,038.00
1,100.00
450.00
300.00
8,087.40
3,240.68
83,824.03

Total for Department: 02 Public Safety
Department: 03 Public Works
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Amazon.com- CC
Vehicle Supplies
Apple-CC
Cloud Storage Monthly Fee
Brock White Co
Detack Crafco 5 Gallon
Brock White Co
Crack Sealant
Byerly's- CC
Stamps
Corporate Connection, Inc.
Uniform Supplies
Factory Motor Parts, Co.
Vehicle Supplies
Factory Motor Parts, Co.
Vehicle Supplies
Fastenal Company Inc.
Flagging Tape
FleetPride Truck & Trailer Parts
Vehicle Supplies
Frattallones-CC
Prism Numbers
Greenhaven Printing
Business Cards
Innovative Office Solutions
Office Supplies
MacQueen Equipment
Sweeper Repair
Mansfield Oil Company of Gainsville, Inc.
Fuel
Mansfield Oil Company of Gainsville, Inc.
Fuel
McMaster-Carr Supply Co
Vehicle Supplies
McMaster-Carr Supply Co
Vehicle Supplies

BR-Board Audit (09/07/2021 - 12:20 PM)

09/02/2021
09/02/2021
08/25/2021
09/01/2021
08/19/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/25/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/19/2021
08/18/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
08/18/2021
09/01/2021
08/18/2021
08/25/2021

300.60
1.98
315.00
630.00
55.00
592.93
282.58
93.31
7.34
128.26
8.57
55.69
112.02
4,303.70
7,664.32
15,516.57
37.07
31.57
Page 3

Check No.

Vendor/Employee

Transaction Description

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
100934
100935
100936
100939
100950
100951
100968
100974
100987
100994
100999
101002
101011
101028
101042
101060
101084
101095
101102
101132
101136

Menards-CC
Mailboxes
MTI Distributing, Inc.
Spindles
Northern Tool & Equip- CC
Tools
Office Depot- CC
Charger
Premium Waters Inc
Water
Roseville Midway Ford Co
Vehicle Serrvice
Snap On-CC
Vehicle Supplies
Snap On-CC
Vehicle Supplies
Suburban Ace Hardware-CC
Keys
Suburban Ace Hardware-CC
Duct Tape
T Mobile-CC
Cell Phones
T. A. Schifsky & Sons, Inc.
Aggregate Mixes
Target- CC
Painting Supplies
Verizon-CC
Cell Phones
Xcel Energy
Streetlights
Zarnoth Brush Works, Inc.
Disposable Gutter Broom
Dan Turner
Supplies Reimbursement
CES Imaging
Conon Printhead
Cintas Corporation
Uniform Supplies
Commercial Asphalt Co
Hotmix
Diamond Vogel Paint Center
Paint Supplies
Jeff Belzers Roseville Chrysler Dodge Jeep
Vehicle
RAM
Repair
Konrad Material Sales, LLC.
Crack Sealant
Norm's Tire Sales, Inc.
Vehicle Supplies
Ramsey County
Emergency Pre-Emption Systems
Tri State Bobcat, Inc
Vehicle Supplies
Atlas Copco Compressors LLC
Remaining Balance on Invoice
BDI
Insert Bearing
Cintas Corporation
Uniform Supplies
Jeff Belzers Roseville Chrysler Dodge Jeep
Vehicle
RAM
Service
Pioneer Rim and Wheel Co.
Vehicle Supplies
Tri State Bobcat, Inc
Filters
Astleford International
Plow Truck Service
Fastsigns
Sign Supplies
Jeff Belzers Roseville Chrysler Dodge Jeep
Vehicle
RAM
Supplies
Konrad Material Sales, LLC.
Crack Seelant
Suburban Tire Wholesale, Inc.
Vehicle Supplies
Upper Cut Tree Service
2021 fDiseased & Hazardous Tree Removal
Total for Department: 03 Public Works
Total for Fund:100 General Fund

BR-Board Audit (09/07/2021 - 12:20 PM)

Date
08/19/2021
09/01/2021
09/02/2021
08/19/2021
08/18/2021
09/01/2021
08/19/2021
09/02/2021
08/19/2021
09/02/2021
08/19/2021
08/18/2021
09/02/2021
08/19/2021
08/25/2021
09/01/2021
08/25/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021

Attachment A

Amount
232.30
1,644.10
118.10
19.31
64.47
771.03
210.00
453.34
7.71
11.99
317.10
586.30
21.54
226.56
14,724.89
2,600.00
26.83
29.90
74.96
2,852.62
429.75
4,032.62
4,950.00
80.00
580.66
694.38
8.21
93.28
247.48
489.00
70.25
321.44
1,927.46
57.40
2,201.83
4,950.00
776.00
1,925.00
78,964.32
248,912.68

Page 4

Check No.

Vendor/Employee

Transaction Description

Date

Attachment A

Amount

Fund: 101 General Fund Donations
Department: 02 Public Safety
0

Twin Cities Inflatables-CC

BR-Board Audit (09/07/2021 - 12:20 PM)

Inflatables, Dunk Tank Rental

08/19/2021

1,248.00

Total for Department: 02 Public Safety

1,248.00

Total for Fund:101 General Fund Donations

1,248.00

Page 5

Check No.

Vendor/Employee

Transaction Description

Date

Attachment A

Amount

Fund: 103 Contracted Engineering Svcs
Department: 00 General Function
0
0
101017
101064
101094

SEH
SRF Consulting Group, Inc.
LINA
Bolton & Menk, Inc.
Java Capital Partners

AT&T Cellulary Lattice Tower Escrow
Larpenteur Ave Gas Station Traffic Study
Life Insurance Premium-August 2021
TwinLakes Station Development
Erosion Control Escrow Refund for EC16-023

09/01/2021
09/01/2021
08/25/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021

1,130.19
2,516.08
85.57
2,211.00
11,360.00
17,302.84

Total for Department: 00 General Function
Department: 03 Public Works
0
0
101100

SEH
T Mobile-CC
Bertrand Kolles

Telecom Cloud Service-July 2021
Cell Phones
Right Of Way Permit Fee Refund-965 Lydia Ave

09/01/2021
08/19/2021
09/01/2021

Total for Department: 03 Public Works
Total for Fund:103 Contracted Engineering Svcs

BR-Board Audit (09/07/2021 - 12:20 PM)

300.00
9.60
50.00
359.60
17,662.44

Page 6

Check No.

Vendor/Employee

Transaction Description

Date

Attachment A

Amount

Fund: 109 Information Technology
Department: 00 General Function
101017

LINA

Life Insurance Premium-August 2021

08/25/2021

799.91
799.91

Total for Department: 00 General Function
Department: 01 General Government
0
0
0
100933
100937
100955
100991
101001
101003
101048
101055
101068
101073
101119
101129
101138

Amazon.com- CC
Wireless Headsets
Duo-CC
Monthly Fee
Jim Ellison
Mileage Reimbursement
CenturyLink
Telephone
Computer Integration Technologies, Inc.Engineer Network Remote Supplies
Level 3 Communications. LLC
Telephone
Anoka County
Internet
CenturyLink
Telephone
City of North St. Paul
Data Center Interconnects
Verizon
Cell Phones
Allstream
Telephone
CenturyLink
Telephone
Comcast
Internet
Progress Software Corporation
Maintenance Renewal
SolarWinds
Maintenance Renewal
US Internet Corp.
Secondary DNS

BR-Board Audit (09/07/2021 - 12:20 PM)

09/02/2021
08/19/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021

129.96
273.00
131.82
592.67
29.60
148.04
32.46
264.32
443.22
40.05
359.84
917.55
109.77
2,990.00
373.67
4.17

Total for Department: 01 General Government

6,840.14

Total for Fund:109 Information Technology

7,640.05

Page 7

Check No.

Vendor/Employee

Transaction Description

Date

Attachment A

Amount

Fund: 110 Telecommunications
Department: 00 General Function
101017

LINA

Life Insurance Premium-August 2021

08/25/2021

115.04
115.04

Total for Department: 00 General Function
Department: 01 General Government
0
0
0

NineNorth
Pioneer Press-CC
Star Tribune-CC

BR-Board Audit (09/07/2021 - 12:20 PM)

Cablecastinig, Webstreaming Services
Monthly Fee
Monthly Fee

08/25/2021
09/02/2021
08/19/2021

1,521.27
10.00
19.99

Total for Department: 01 General Government

1,551.26

Total for Fund:110 Telecommunications

1,666.30

Page 8

Check No.

Vendor/Employee

Transaction Description

Date

Attachment A

Amount

Fund: 111 IT: Roseville Capital
Department: 01 General Government
0
101076

SHI International Corp
Veeam Maintenance/Support Renewal
Computer Integration Technologies, Inc.Dell Storage Array

BR-Board Audit (09/07/2021 - 12:20 PM)

09/01/2021
09/01/2021

686.04
4,832.00

Total for Department: 01 General Government

5,518.04

Total for Fund:111 IT: Roseville Capital

5,518.04

Page 9

Check No.

Vendor/Employee

Transaction Description

Date

Attachment A

Amount

Fund: 112 IT: Other Agency Operational
Department: 01 General Government
0
0
0
0
0
100933
100937
100955
100991
101001
101003
101055
101068
101073

Aldi-CC
Staff Meeting Supplies
Cub Foods- CC
Staff Meeting Supplies
Duo-CC
Monthly Fee
Microsoft-CC
Online Services
Network Solutions- CC
Domain Renewals
CenturyLink
Telephone
Computer Integration Technologies, Inc.Engineer Network Remote Supplies
Level 3 Communications. LLC
Telephone
Anoka County
Internet
CenturyLink
Telephone
City of North St. Paul
Billing Interconnects
Allstream
Telephone
CenturyLink
Telephone
Comcast
Internet

BR-Board Audit (09/07/2021 - 12:20 PM)

09/02/2021
09/02/2021
08/19/2021
08/19/2021
09/02/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021

17.59
61.16
777.00
40.00
81.96
2,370.68
155.40
1,670.67
367.54
801.55
5,001.78
47.82
3,670.18
1,238.76

Total for Department: 01 General Government

16,302.09

Total for Fund:112 IT: Other Agency Operational

16,302.09
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Check No.

Vendor/Employee

Transaction Description

Date

Attachment A

Amount

Fund: 113 IT: Other Agency Capital
Department: 01
0
101076

SHI International Corp
Veeam Maintenance/Support Renewal
Computer Integration Technologies, Inc.Dell Storage Array

BR-Board Audit (09/07/2021 - 12:20 PM)

09/01/2021
09/01/2021

8,211.96
25,368.00

Total for Department: 01

33,579.96

Total for Fund:113 IT: Other Agency Capital

33,579.96
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Check No.

Vendor/Employee

Transaction Description

Date

Attachment A

Amount

Fund: 114 IT: Inventory - ALL
Department: 00
100949
101092

Insight Public Sector, Inc.
Insight Public Sector, Inc.

BR-Board Audit (09/07/2021 - 12:20 PM)

Cisco Phone Supplies
Cisco Digital Network

08/18/2021
09/01/2021

6,173.80
8,670.56

Total for Department: 00

14,844.36

Total for Fund:114 IT: Inventory - ALL

14,844.36
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Check No.

Vendor/Employee

Transaction Description

Date

Attachment A

Amount

Fund: 200 Recreation Fund
Department: 00 General Function
101017
101067

LINA
Central Park Foundation

Life Insurance Premium-August 2021
Brick Order Revenue Reimbursement

08/25/2021
09/01/2021

510.61
300.00
810.61

Total for Department: 00 General Function
Department: 04 Recreation
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
100928
100964
100965
100967
100977

Aldi-CC
Staff Training Supplies
Amazon.com- CC
Skate School Nametags
Amazon.com- CC
Summer Spec. Supplies
Comcast-CC
Business Services
Comcast-CC
Autumn Grove Internet
Cub Foods- CC
Recreation Supplies
Cub Foods- CC
Program Supplies
Davis Lock & Safe-CC
Keys
Dick's Sporting Goods-CC
Pop Up Tent
Dollar Tree-CC
Vegetable Seeds
Dollar Tree-CC
Spec. Supplies
Eggplant Urban Farm-CC
Composting Worms for Camp
Etsy-CC
Summer Spec. Supplies
Fikes, Inc.
Restroom Supplies
Fleet Farm-CC
Valve
Frattallones-CC
HANC Supplies
Gopher Sport- CC
Sports Whistles
High Pines-CC
Rose Fest Medallion Hunt Winner Gift Card
Joann-CC
Program Supplies
Joe's Sporting Goods-CC
Program Supplies
Kings County Mkt-CC
Program Supplies
Menards-CC
Tools, Flags
Michaels-CC
Art Supplies
Michaels-CC
Program Supplies
Mood Media, Inc.
Media Services
Nitti Sanitation-CC
Regular Service
Panera Bread-CC
Summer Spec. Supplies
PetSmart-CC
Animal Food
PetSmart-CC
Animal Supplies
Restaurant Depot- CC
Staff Training Supplies
Restaurant Depot- CC
Run For The Roses Supplies
Sams Club-CC
Summer Spec Supplies
Staples-CC
Summer Spec Supplies
Suburban Ace Hardware-CC
Program Supplies
Swank Motion Pictures-CC
The MIghty Ducks Widescreen DVD
Taho Sportswear, Inc.
T Shirts
Target- CC
Summer Spec Supplies
Target- CC
Passport To Play Supplies
UPS Store- CC
Ground Shipping
V & M Refereeing Service
Referee Service
Walgreens-CC
Phone Charger
Walmart-CC
Camp Supplies
Walmart-CC
Spec. Supplies
When I Work-CC
Monthly Fee
Xcel Energy
New Park Buildings
Xcel Energy
Skating Center
Zoom-CC
Standard Pro Annual
Molly Traynor
Parking Ticket Reimbursement
Willie McCray
Umpire Service
Action Sports of MN, Inc.
Skate Board Camp
MN Dept of Labor and Industry
Annual Elevator Inspection
MR Cutting Edge
Ice Scraper Blade
Ellie Nickel
Key Deposit Refund
Roseville Community Education Program
Stadium Rental

BR-Board Audit (09/07/2021 - 12:20 PM)

08/19/2021
08/19/2021
09/02/2021
08/19/2021
09/02/2021
08/19/2021
09/02/2021
09/02/2021
09/02/2021
08/19/2021
09/02/2021
08/19/2021
09/02/2021
08/18/2021
09/02/2021
08/19/2021
09/02/2021
09/02/2021
09/02/2021
09/02/2021
09/02/2021
09/02/2021
08/19/2021
09/02/2021
08/18/2021
09/02/2021
08/19/2021
08/19/2021
09/02/2021
08/19/2021
09/02/2021
08/19/2021
08/19/2021
09/02/2021
08/19/2021
08/18/2021
08/19/2021
09/02/2021
08/19/2021
08/18/2021
09/02/2021
08/19/2021
09/02/2021
08/19/2021
08/18/2021
08/25/2021
08/19/2021
09/01/2021
08/25/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021

22.47
136.35
102.55
290.18
304.20
178.91
116.97
107.84
284.14
19.86
4.30
22.65
6.56
88.50
50.23
46.97
30.25
75.00
27.46
103.80
23.86
27.28
56.05
108.05
67.95
367.20
474.68
16.41
47.09
136.07
78.31
110.20
38.39
21.34
395.00
756.30
338.94
372.31
30.83
1,360.00
20.38
243.55
154.50
60.00
1,982.33
14,642.76
160.96
12.00
2,015.00
2,130.00
200.00
90.00
50.00
525.00
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Check No.

Vendor/Employee

Transaction Description

100980
100982
100992
100996
101010
101014
101019
101023
101025
101026
101033
101038
101039
101046
101057
101058
101066
101072
101081
101097
101099
101101
101104
101107
101122
101127
101128
101135

Sherwin Williams Co.
Chris Simdorn
Asian Media Access, Inc.
Fred Bailey
Indigenous Roots
Elizabeth Leverty
Milky Way Enterprises, LLC
Bob Nielsen
North Shore Gym Sales
On Site Companie-OSSTC
Everett Smithson
Taiko Arts Midwest
Priscilla Thomas
Twin Cities Iranian Culture Collective
Howard Anderson
Art Spark
Natalie Buckman
The Cleaning Authority, Inc.
DG Central 1, LLC
John Kaczmarczyk
Kidcreate Studio
Maren Koncilja
Jessica Lee
Linn Building Maintenance
Revolutionary Sports, LLC
Victoria Seim
Cathy Skrip
Universal Athletic Service, Inc.

Paint Supplies
High School Football Camp
Summer Entertainment
Summer Entertainment
Summer Entertainment
Dance Supplies Reimbursement
Summer Entertainment
Big Band Services
Balance Beam Recovery Kit
Restroom Rentals
Summer Entertainment
Summer Entertainment
Summer Entertainment
Summer Entertainment
Key Deposit Refund
Art Camp
Yoga in the Park Instruction
Monthly Cleaning-July 2021
Solar Gardens
Key Deposit Refund
Heart Sparkles Class
Yoga In The Park Instruction
Ensemble Music Classes
General Cleaning-August 2021
Football Camp
Park Building Deposit Refund
Sunrise Yoga-Walk In
Softballs

BR-Board Audit (09/07/2021 - 12:20 PM)

Date
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021

Attachment A

Amount
66.16
3,477.00
1,200.00
170.00
1,000.00
46.11
150.00
55.00
4,870.00
1,367.50
700.00
1,850.00
350.00
1,200.00
50.00
2,964.00
210.00
3,855.60
1,369.21
50.00
2,436.00
210.00
2,587.50
2,368.00
2,433.20
85.53
953.40
2,069.55

Total for Department: 04 Recreation

67,275.69

Total for Fund:200 Recreation Fund

68,086.30
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Check No.

Vendor/Employee

Transaction Description

Date

Attachment A

Amount

Fund: 204 P & R Contract Mantenance
Department: 00 General Function
101017

LINA

Life Insurance Premium-August 2021

08/25/2021

239.31
239.31

Total for Department: 00 General Function
Department: 04 Recreation
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
101026
101044
101063
101065
101070
101080
101112
101121
101135
101136

Albrecht-CC
Amazon.com- CC
Bachmans Inc
Bachman's-CC
Batteries Plus-CC
Beacon Athletics-CC
Carlin Sales-CC
Certified Laboratories, Inc.
Dick's Sporting Goods-CC
Fastenal-CC
Fastsigns-CC
Fikes, Inc.
Fra Dor-CC
Frattallones-CC
Frattallones-CC
Home Depot- CC
Home Depot- CC
Menards-CC
Menards-CC
Metal Supermarkets
MIDC Enterprises- CC
MIDC Enterprises- CC
MTI Distributing, Inc.
Nitti Sanitation-CC
Park Supply of America-CC
Prowire, Inc.
Suburban Ace Hardware-CC
Uline-CC
Urbans Farm-CC
Verizon-CC
Walmart-CC
Xcel Energy
On Site Companie-OSSTC
Trugreen Processing Center
BNSF Railway Company
Brin Glass Co.
Cintas Corporation
Davis Lock & Safe Inc
MIDC Enterprises
Reinders Inc.
Universal Athletic Service, Inc.
Upper Cut Tree Service

BR-Board Audit (09/07/2021 - 12:20 PM)

Park Maintenance Supplies
Park Maintenance Supplies
Arboretum Supplies
Arboretum Supplies
Batteries
Pro cord String Winder
Arboretum Supplies
Nitrile Gloves
Soccer Goal
Park Maintenance Supplies
Signs
Restroom Supplies
Arboretum Supplies
Paint Supplies, Fasteners
Grafitti Remover
Arboretum Supplies
Light
Park Maintenance Supplies
Filters
Rolled Round Bar
Arboretum Supplies
Park Maintenance Supplies
Vehicle Supplies
Regular Service
Park Maintenance Supplies
Security Panel Labor
Park Maintenance Supplies
Steel Dome Lid
Arboretum Supplies
Cell Phones
Arboretum Supplies
P&R
Restroom Rentals
Lawn Service
Walking & Bike Path Land Lease
Tempered Glass
Uniform Supplies
Lock
Zone Decoder, Rain Pro Sport Rotor
Turf Supplies
Field Chalk
EAB Tree Program

09/02/2021
08/19/2021
08/18/2021
08/19/2021
08/19/2021
09/02/2021
09/02/2021
09/01/2021
08/19/2021
08/19/2021
08/19/2021
09/01/2021
09/02/2021
08/19/2021
09/02/2021
08/19/2021
09/02/2021
08/19/2021
09/02/2021
09/01/2021
08/19/2021
09/02/2021
09/01/2021
09/02/2021
08/19/2021
09/01/2021
09/02/2021
09/02/2021
09/02/2021
08/19/2021
08/19/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021

148.00
95.40
1,141.42
30.05
19.75
98.40
42.57
474.80
214.71
101.46
195.68
1,268.30
577.00
88.93
72.88
106.94
194.11
113.69
115.54
557.94
466.16
334.32
2,594.23
688.50
140.42
379.95
64.74
1,157.34
109.95
440.12
-91.19
5,933.17
59.00
9,738.86
300.00
1,380.00
13.98
702.00
462.76
280.00
1,814.00
7,383.50

Total for Department: 04 Recreation

40,009.38

Total for Fund:204 P & R Contract Mantenance

40,248.69
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Check No.

Vendor/Employee

Transaction Description

Date

Attachment A

Amount

Fund: 221 Municipal Jazz Band
Department: 04 Recreation
0

Glen Newton

BR-Board Audit (09/07/2021 - 12:20 PM)

Big Band Players Cash Payment Reimbursements

08/25/2021

420.00

Total for Department: 04 Recreation

420.00

Total for Fund:221 Municipal Jazz Band

420.00
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Check No.

Vendor/Employee

Transaction Description

Date

Attachment A

Amount

Fund: 260 Community Development
Department: 00 General Function
0
101017
101082
101098
101105

Mn Dept of Labor-CC
LINA
Ehlers & Associates, Inc.
Kennedy & Graven, Chartered
Lexington Woods, LLC

Building Permit Surcharges
08/19/2021
Life Insurance Premium-August 2021
08/25/2021
Abatement Estimates
09/01/2021
Dominium Harbor at Twin Lakes Redevelopment
09/01/2021
Open House, Tree Preservation & Preliminary Plat Escrows Return
09/01/2021

1,880.56
747.87
295.00
4,200.00
3,500.00
10,623.43

Total for Department: 00 General Function
Department: 02 Public Safety
0
0
0
100942
100976
101005

Amazon.com- CC
Innovative Office Solutions
Run N Fun-CC
Fastsigns
Restoration Professionals
Dell Marketing, L.P.

Front Kiosk Items
Office Supplies
Inspector Supplies
Commercial Vehicle Signs
Emergency Board Up-939 County Road B2
Computer Supplies

09/02/2021
09/01/2021
08/19/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/25/2021

86.67
60.02
97.50
137.20
650.00
1,654.82
2,686.21

Total for Department: 02 Public Safety
Department: 10 Community Development
0
0
101035
101091

Amazon.com- CC
Time Saver Off Site Secretarial, Inc.
St. Paul Pioneer Press
Hoisington Koegler Group Inc

Laptop Tower Stand
Meeting Minutes
Legal Notices
Zoning Code Update

09/02/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
09/01/2021

Total for Department: 10 Community Development
Total for Fund:260 Community Development

BR-Board Audit (09/07/2021 - 12:20 PM)

75.15
302.00
186.75
4,658.18
5,222.08
18,531.72
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Check No.

Vendor/Employee

Transaction Description

Date

Attachment A

Amount

Fund: 265 License Center
Department: 00 General Function
101017

LINA

Life Insurance Premium-August 2021

08/25/2021

517.80
517.80

Total for Department: 00 General Function
Department: 01 General Government
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
100932
100948
100960
101107

Amazon.com- CC
Costco-CC
Fikes, Inc.
Full Slate-CC
Greenhaven Printing
Imaging Spectrum-CC
Innovative Office Solutions
St. Paul Stamp Works-CC
USPS-CC
USPS-CC
Walgreens-CC
Xcel Energy
BCA
Hunt Electric Corp
McGough Facility Management, LLC
Linn Building Maintenance

BR-Board Audit (09/07/2021 - 12:20 PM)

First Aid Supplies
Office Supplies
Restroom Supplies
Ulimited Scheduling Monthly Fee
Envelopes
Passport Photo Paper
Office Supplies
State Stamper
Passport Postage
Passport Postage
Alcohol for Vision Machine
License Center
New Employee Fingerprinting
Furniture Partitions Power Modification
Facility Management
General Cleaning-August 2021

09/02/2021
09/02/2021
08/18/2021
09/02/2021
08/18/2021
09/02/2021
09/01/2021
09/02/2021
08/19/2021
09/02/2021
08/19/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
09/01/2021

27.38
71.53
84.70
49.95
212.60
1,139.73
685.42
27.15
999.00
1,235.85
8.72
727.06
33.25
2,628.76
128.75
880.00

Total for Department: 01 General Government

8,939.85

Total for Fund:265 License Center

9,457.65
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Check No.

Vendor/Employee

Transaction Description

Date

Attachment A

Amount

Fund: 290 Police Forfeiture Fund
Department: 00 General Function
101017

LINA

Life Insurance Premium-August 2021

08/25/2021

5.15
5.15

Total for Department: 00 General Function
Department: 02 Public Safety
0
101043
101048
101133
101139

Winners Gas-CC
Truax Patient Services
Verizon
Symbol Arts
Verizon

BR-Board Audit (09/07/2021 - 12:20 PM)

Suspect Surrender Supplies
Narcan
Cell Phones
Fire Dept. Squad 7 Coin Minnesota Set Up Charge
Cell Phones

09/02/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021

10.90
4,875.00
80.02
50.00
50.75

Total for Department: 02 Public Safety

5,066.67

Total for Fund:290 Police Forfeiture Fund

5,071.82
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Check No.

Vendor/Employee

Transaction Description

Date

Attachment A

Amount

Fund: 294 Police - DWI Enforcement
Department: 02 Public Safety
0

Intoximeters, Inc.

BR-Board Audit (09/07/2021 - 12:20 PM)

ASIV Screeners, Case Kits, Mouthpieces

08/25/2021

2,875.00

Total for Department: 02 Public Safety

2,875.00

Total for Fund:294 Police - DWI Enforcement

2,875.00
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Check No.

Vendor/Employee

Transaction Description

Date

Attachment A

Amount

Fund: 295 Police Grants
Department: 02 Public Safety
0

Streicher's

BR-Board Audit (09/07/2021 - 12:20 PM)

Thermal Imager

08/25/2021

1,795.00

Total for Department: 02 Public Safety

1,795.00

Total for Fund:295 Police Grants

1,795.00

Page 21

Check No.

Vendor/Employee

Transaction Description

Date

Attachment A

Amount

Fund: 400 Police Vehicle Revolving
Department: 02 Public Safety
0
0
0
0
0
101029
101034
101079

Best Buy- CC
Best Buy- CC
Emergency Automotive Tech Inc
FastStone-CC
Mitchell Christensen
Police Service Dogs, Inc.
SOS Office Furniture
CovertTrack Group, Inc.

BR-Board Audit (09/07/2021 - 12:20 PM)

Computer Supplies
Bait Car Laptop
Vehicle Service
Computer Software
K9 Equipment Reimbursement
Young Dog Arm Sleeve
Patrol Area Offices Redesign
GPS Supplies

08/19/2021
09/02/2021
08/25/2021
09/02/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
09/01/2021

204.00
236.21
18,936.31
73.02
179.00
137.60
850.95
453.75

Total for Department: 02 Public Safety

21,070.84

Total for Fund:400 Police Vehicle Revolving

21,070.84

Page 22

Check No.

Vendor/Employee

Transaction Description

Date

Attachment A

Amount

Fund: 408 Pathway Maintenance Fund
Department: 03 Public Works
0
101113
101120

T. A. Schifsky & Sons, Inc.
Midstate Reclamation, Inc.
Rehbeins Black Dirt

BR-Board Audit (09/07/2021 - 12:20 PM)

Centre Pointe Pathway, Larpenteur Pathway and Langton Lake
09/01/2021
Parki
Mill Bit Surface
09/01/2021
Pulverized Black Dirt
09/01/2021

45,630.00
4,500.00
600.00

Total for Department: 03 Public Works

50,730.00

Total for Fund:408 Pathway Maintenance Fund

50,730.00
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Check No.

Vendor/Employee

Transaction Description

Date

Attachment A

Amount

Fund: 409 Central Svcs Equip Revolving
Department: 01 General Government
100970

Pitney Bowes Global Financial Services Postage Machine Rental

BR-Board Audit (09/07/2021 - 12:20 PM)

08/18/2021

926.97

Total for Department: 01 General Government

926.97

Total for Fund:409 Central Svcs Equip Revolving

926.97
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Check No.

Vendor/Employee

Transaction Description

Date

Attachment A

Amount

Fund: 410 Building Improvements
Department: 01 General Government
101096

Julius B. Nelson & Sons

BR-Board Audit (09/07/2021 - 12:20 PM)

2021 Interior Painting of City Hall and Police Deparment Project
09/01/2021

18,580.00

Total for Department: 01 General Government

18,580.00

Total for Fund:410 Building Improvements

18,580.00
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Check No.

Vendor/Employee

Transaction Description

Date

Attachment A

Amount

Fund: 417 Boulevard Landscaping
Department: 03 Public Works
0
0
0
0
100957
101036
101130

Menards-CC
MIDC Enterprises- CC
MIDC Enterprises- CC
Site One Landscapes-CC
LTG Power Equipment
St. Paul Regional Water Services
St. Paul Regional Water Services

BR-Board Audit (09/07/2021 - 12:20 PM)

Paint Supplies
Irrigation Supplies
Irrigation Supplies
Irrigation Supplies
Blower Tube Throttle
Water Service-1201 Larpenteur Ave W
Meter Readings

09/02/2021
08/19/2021
09/02/2021
09/02/2021
08/18/2021
08/25/2021
09/01/2021

73.86
136.23
150.30
137.57
449.99
286.22
808.83

Total for Department: 03 Public Works

2,043.00

Total for Fund:417 Boulevard Landscaping

2,043.00
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Check No.

Vendor/Employee

Transaction Description

Date

Attachment A

Amount

Fund: 425 2719 Lexington Avenue
Department: 01
100953
101098

Land Title, Inc.
Kennedy & Graven, Chartered

BR-Board Audit (09/07/2021 - 12:20 PM)

Plat Recording for Fairview Fire Station
Recording Partners; Easment

08/18/2021
09/01/2021

86.00
1,662.10

Total for Department: 01

1,748.10

Total for Fund:425 2719 Lexington Avenue

1,748.10
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Check No.

Vendor/Employee

Transaction Description

Date

Attachment A

Amount

Fund: 426 Park Renewal 2011
Department: 04 Recreation
0

Stantec Consulting Services Inc.

BR-Board Audit (09/07/2021 - 12:20 PM)

P&R Renewal Program

09/01/2021

11,879.66

Total for Department: 04 Recreation

11,879.66

Total for Fund:426 Park Renewal 2011

11,879.66
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Check No.

Vendor/Employee

Transaction Description

Date

Attachment A

Amount

Fund: 583 TIF #21 CPC Redevelopment
Department: 10 Community Development
101098

Kennedy & Graven, Chartered

BR-Board Audit (09/07/2021 - 12:20 PM)

Colder Redevelopment TIF

09/01/2021

30.00

Total for Department: 10 Community Development

30.00

Total for Fund:583 TIF #21 CPC Redevelopment

30.00

Page 29

Check No.

Vendor/Employee

Transaction Description

Date

Attachment A

Amount

Fund: 585 TIF #17 Twin Lakes
Department: 10 Community Development
101050

2720 Fairview Group, LLC

BR-Board Audit (09/07/2021 - 12:20 PM)

Environmental Remediation Reimbursement HSS TIF #17A 08/25/2021

305,485.60

Total for Department: 10 Community Development

305,485.60

Total for Fund:585 TIF #17 Twin Lakes

305,485.60
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Check No.

Vendor/Employee

Transaction Description

Date

Attachment A

Amount

Fund: 586 TIF #18 Sienna Green
Department: 10 Community Development
101082

Ehlers & Associates, Inc.

BR-Board Audit (09/07/2021 - 12:20 PM)

General TIF Consulting

09/01/2021

472.50

Total for Department: 10 Community Development

472.50

Total for Fund:586 TIF #18 Sienna Green

472.50
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Check No.

Vendor/Employee

Transaction Description

Date

Attachment A

Amount

Fund: 588 TIF #20 McGough
Department: 10 Community Development
101082
101098

Ehlers & Associates, Inc.
Kennedy & Graven, Chartered

BR-Board Audit (09/07/2021 - 12:20 PM)

General TIF Consulting
McGough Redevelopment TIF

09/01/2021
09/01/2021

472.50
30.00

Total for Department: 10 Community Development

502.50

Total for Fund:588 TIF #20 McGough

502.50

Page 32

Check No.

Vendor/Employee

Transaction Description

Date

Attachment A

Amount

Fund: 590 Street Construction
Department: 03 Public Works
0
0
0

American Engineering Testing, Inc.
Bituminous Roadways Inc
City of St. Paul

BR-Board Audit (09/07/2021 - 12:20 PM)

Construction Materials Testing Project: P-0002199
Pavement Management Project
Signal Materials

09/01/2021
08/18/2021
09/01/2021

7,379.15
376,164.73
15,498.96

Total for Department: 03 Public Works

399,042.84

Total for Fund:590 Street Construction

399,042.84
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Check No.

Vendor/Employee

Transaction Description

Date

Attachment A

Amount

Fund: 600 Sanitary Sewer
Department: 00 General Function
100962
101017

Metropolitan Council
LINA

SAC Charges
Life Insurance Premium-August 2021

08/18/2021
08/25/2021

Total for Department: 00 General Function

546,153.30
196.63
546,349.93

Department: 05 Sanitary Sewer
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
100931
100938
101007
101051
101052
101111

American Engineering Testing, Inc.
Construction Materials Testing Project: P-0002199-INV-027894
09/01/2021
Bituminous Roadways Inc
Pavement Management Project
08/18/2021
Corporate Connection, Inc.
Uniform Supplies
08/18/2021
General Industrial Supply Co.
Leather Gloves
08/25/2021
Gopher State One Call
FTP Tickets
08/18/2021
InfoSend, Inc.
June 2021 Billings
09/01/2021
SGP Contracting, Inc.
County Road B & Cohansey Blvd Sanitary Sewer Service 09/01/2021
T Mobile-CC
Cell Phones
08/19/2021
Verizon-CC
Cell Phones
08/19/2021
Xcel Energy
Sanitary Sewer Lift Stations
08/18/2021
Automatic Systems Group, LLC
Galtier Lift Station Ventilation Additions
08/18/2021
Diamond Lake 1994, LLC
Irrigation Repair
08/18/2021
Grainger Inc
Gloves
08/25/2021
2277 Roseville West, LLC
PW Storage Lease Payment-September 2021
09/01/2021
Advanced Engineering & EnvironmentalSCADA
Services,
Server
Inc & Sofware Upgrade
09/01/2021
Metropolitan Council
Waste Water Services-September 2021
09/01/2021
Total for Department: 05 Sanitary Sewer
Total for Fund:600 Sanitary Sewer

BR-Board Audit (09/07/2021 - 12:20 PM)

480.20
73,247.83
511.43
170.34
272.70
607.25
130,268.16
206.11
75.02
2,182.26
2,784.00
3,500.00
241.56
1,570.45
490.00
248,565.85
465,173.16
1,011,523.09
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Check No.

Vendor/Employee

Transaction Description

Date

Attachment A

Amount

Fund: 610 Water Fund
Department: 00 General Function
100929
100940
100943
100946
100952
100956
100959
100969
100972
100989
101004
101008
101009
101015
101017
101027
101069
101085
101087
101088
101103
101106
101110
101117
101124
101126
101134
101140

DANIEL ALMEIDA
Refund Check 021535-000, 20 MID OAKS LN
MARILYN DOYLE
Refund Check 002845-000, 1947 ELDRIDGE AVE
PAUL & LAURIE GERTSEN
Refund Check 013034-000, 930 W CO RD B
NANCY HAMES
Refund Check 007121-000, 3121 RIDGEWOOD RD
JIM KURKOWSKI
Refund Check 004453-000, 1955 HYTHE ST
MATTHEW LINDSTROM
Refund Check 019838-000, 1719 MAPLE LN
Matt's Plumbing
Hydrant Meter Refund
TONY NOWICKE
Refund Check 013538-000, 1441 BRENNER AVE
MARY ELLEN PORWOLL
Refund Check 008128-000, 1353 SHRYER AVE
DONALD VIZANKO
Refund Check 005994-000, 1724 MILLWOOD AVE
JOSEPH CROTTY
Refund Check 000692-000, 1113 BROOKS AVE
TRAVIS & KATHRYN HASSON
Refund Check 020553-000, 1255 SHRYER AVE
ROBERT HOLTZ
Refund Check 006552-000, 668 OVERLOOK DR.
LYNN LEVITT
Refund Check 022216-000, 772 SEXTANT AVE
LINA
Life Insurance Premium-August 2021
DAVID PIETILA
Refund Check 001338-000, 474 W CO RD B
NEHA OR ABHISHEK CHANDRA
Refund Check 014471-001, 2088 SO ROSEWOOD LN
GREGORY & KAREN GAIDES
Refund Check 010859-000, 1125 RYAN AVE
STEVE & HOLLY HALFORD
Refund Check 017845-000, 2911 MERRILL ST
MATTHEW HAROLD
Refund Check 019197-000, 2771 GALTIER ST
JIALIANG LE
Refund Check 017154-000, 2476 SHELDON ST
MATT BENSON & LIA CHRISTIANSEN
Refund Check 018674-000, 2808 LAKEVIEW AVE
CHRISTOPHER MESKIMEN
Refund Check 018943-000, 924 TRANSIT AVE
MICHAEL & CATHERINE MURPHY Refund Check 004572-000, 630 IONA LN
ERIC SALAZAR
Refund Check 020666-000, 271 CO RD C2
BRYAN SCHUMANN
Refund Check 017473-000, 2636 FAIRVIEW AVE
VIRGINIA TIERNEY
Refund Check 012597-000, 1011 DRAPER AVE
STEVE WOOD
Refund Check 019776-000, 941 ROSELAWN AVE

08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/01/2021

164.14
80.91
47.61
59.53
91.64
156.09
1,099.53
87.71
45.51
62.35
15.47
370.78
100.68
181.54
253.08
0.35
79.49
41.98
50.96
40.43
53.09
1.44
187.07
58.93
9.31
86.49
37.01
107.61
3,570.73

Total for Department: 00 General Function
Department: 06 Water Fund
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
100936
100945
100959
100971
100973
100986
101032
101047
101049
101051

Aggregate Industries-MWR, Inc.
American Engineering Testing, Inc.
Appointment Plus-CC
Bituminous Roadways Inc
Corporate Connection, Inc.
Fastenal Company Inc.
Ferguson Waterworks #2518
Gopher State One Call
InfoSend, Inc.
Menards-CC
Mister Car Wash- CC
SGP Contracting, Inc.
Suburban Ace Hardware-CC
Suburban Ace Hardware-CC
T Mobile-CC
Verizon-CC
Walmart-CC
Xcel Energy
Commercial Asphalt Co
Haberman Machine
Matt's Plumbing
Plaisted Co
Q3 Contracting, Inc.
St. Paul Regional Water Services
Sherwin Williams Co.
Twin City Water Clinic, Inc.
Water Conservation Service, Inc.
2277 Roseville West, LLC

BR-Board Audit (09/07/2021 - 12:20 PM)

Road Base
Construction Materials Testing Project: P-0002199
Annual Fee
Pavement Management Project
Uniform Supplies
Utility Supplies
Water/Meter Supplies
FTP Tickets
June 2021 Billings
Pry Bars
Vehicle Washes
Watermain Project
Batteries
Sawzal Blades
Cell Phones
Cell Phones
Meter Van Supplies
Water Infrastructure
Hotmix
Thread and Turn Rods
Hydrant Meter Refund
Material Dump
Barrel, Signs, Arrows
Water-Acct: 0709535
Paint Supplies
Coliform Bacteria-July Samples
Leak Location Service
PW Storage Lease Payment-September 2021

09/01/2021
09/01/2021
09/02/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
09/01/2021
08/19/2021
09/02/2021
08/18/2021
08/19/2021
09/02/2021
08/19/2021
08/19/2021
09/02/2021
08/25/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/18/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
08/25/2021
09/01/2021

2,079.22
4,370.00
1,782.00
19,905.68
235.45
898.15
14,906.83
272.70
607.24
32.12
35.42
221,069.03
33.98
89.08
164.65
156.56
17.44
9,425.76
1,466.73
1,400.00
-168.69
600.00
1,806.40
1,374,990.28
176.78
600.00
470.88
1,570.45
Page 35

Check No.

Vendor/Employee

101052
101075

Server
Advanced Engineering & EnvironmentalSCADA
Services,
Inc & Sofware Upgrade
Commercial Asphalt Co
Water Break Supplies

BR-Board Audit (09/07/2021 - 12:20 PM)

Transaction Description

Date
09/01/2021
09/01/2021

Attachment A

Amount
3,662.00
1,532.01

Total for Department: 06 Water Fund

1,664,188.15

Total for Fund:610 Water Fund

1,667,758.88

Page 36

Check No.

Vendor/Employee

Transaction Description

Date

Attachment A

Amount

Fund: 620 Golf Course
Department: 00 General Function
0
101017

Xcel Energy
LINA

Sales/Use Tax
Life Insurance Premium-August 2021

08/25/2021
08/25/2021

Total for Department: 00 General Function

-100.97
206.81
105.84

Department: 07 Golf Course
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
100966
100979
100984
101121
101125

Comcast-CC
Cub Foods- CC
Cub Foods- CC
Donut Hut-CC
Ebay Inc-CC
ECR Software-CC
Fikes, Inc.
Granite City-CC
Harbor Freight Tools-CC
Langers Tree Service-CC
Lettermen Sports-CC
MTI Distributing, Inc.
Nitti Sanitation-CC
Office Depot- CC
Restaurant Depot- CC
Restaurant Depot- CC
Serving Alcohol-CC
Suburban Ace Hardware-CC
Suburban Ace Hardware-CC
Webstaurant Store-CC
Xcel Energy
Nardini Fire Equipment Co, Inc
Shamrock Group, Inc.
St. Albans COGIC
Reinders Inc.
Schelen Gray Auto Electric

BR-Board Audit (09/07/2021 - 12:20 PM)

Business Services
08/19/2021
Water
08/19/2021
Rosefest Supplies
09/02/2021
Rosefest Supplies
09/02/2021
Aerator Parts
09/02/2021
Point of Sale Monthly Payment
09/02/2021
Restroom Supplies
08/18/2021
Rosefest Golf Tournament Gift Cards
09/02/2021
Golf Course Supplies
08/19/2021
Golf Course Supplies
09/02/2021
Staff Shirts
08/19/2021
Steel Spring
09/01/2021
Regular Service
09/02/2021
Envelopes
09/02/2021
Concession Items for Resale
08/19/2021
Concession Items for Resale
09/02/2021
Alcohol Training
08/19/2021
Golf Course Supplies
08/19/2021
Golf Course Supplies
09/02/2021
Concession Items for Resale
09/02/2021
Golf Course
08/25/2021
Fire Extinguisher Inspections
08/18/2021
Beverage Supplies
08/18/2021
Banquet Room Security Deposit Refund
08/18/2021
Turf Supplies
09/01/2021
Vehicle Service-(Double check invoice number could not make
09/01/2021
out)

212.85
7.00
61.82
64.75
42.90
140.20
383.70
320.00
78.37
160.00
157.00
256.21
378.07
33.48
779.51
808.53
38.12
24.65
19.99
162.51
1,469.12
102.44
31.40
200.00
414.60
228.99

Total for Department: 07 Golf Course

6,576.21

Total for Fund:620 Golf Course

6,682.05

Page 37

Check No.

Vendor/Employee

Transaction Description

Date

Attachment A

Amount

Fund: 640 Storm Drainage
Department: 00 General Function
101017

LINA

Life Insurance Premium-August 2021

08/25/2021

Total for Department: 00 General Function

188.08
188.08

Department: 08 Storm Water
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
100954
100957
100963
100973
101051
101052
101053
101062
101118
101123

American Engineering Testing, Inc.
Construction Materials Testing Project: P-0002199-INV-027894
09/01/2021
Bituminous Roadways Inc
Pavement Management Project
08/18/2021
Gopher State One Call
FTP Tickets
08/18/2021
InfoSend, Inc.
June 2021 Billings
09/01/2021
Sandstrom Land Management, LLC
Mowing Lot-County road B2-Three Mows
08/18/2021
Sandstrom Land Management, LLC
2701 Lincoln Drive Brush Cutting
09/01/2021
Stantec Consulting Services Inc.
Applewood Non-Park Restoration
08/18/2021
T Mobile-CC
Cell Phones
08/19/2021
Verizon-CC
Cell Phones
08/19/2021
WSB & Associates, Inc.
Twin Lakes Trail
08/18/2021
Xcel Energy
Storm Lift Stations
08/25/2021
League of MN Cities
Stormwater Coalition Contributions
08/18/2021
LTG Power Equipment
Blower Tube Throttle
08/18/2021
Meyer Contracting, Inc.
Storm Sewer Ditch Replacement & Trail
08/18/2021
Q3 Contracting, Inc.
Barrel, Signs, Arrows
08/18/2021
2277 Roseville West, LLC
PW Storage Lease Payment-September 2021
09/01/2021
Advanced Engineering & EnvironmentalSCADA
Services,
Server
Inc & Sofware Upgrade
09/01/2021
Alliant, Inc.
Soil Testing
09/01/2021
Batteries Plus Bulbs
Batteries
09/01/2021
Precise MRM, LLC
Flat Data Plan
09/01/2021
Roadkill Animal Control
Roadkill Services
09/01/2021

BR-Board Audit (09/07/2021 - 12:20 PM)

10,029.40
50,697.70
272.70
607.24
195.00
8,837.45
2,197.50
70.82
56.63
6,524.75
986.32
1,280.00
449.99
321,743.27
255.40
1,570.45
490.00
756.72
12.24
864.00
595.00

Total for Department: 08 Storm Water

408,492.58

Total for Fund:640 Storm Drainage

408,680.66

Page 38

Check No.

Vendor/Employee

Transaction Description

Date

Attachment A

Amount

Fund: 650 Solid Waste Recycle
Department: 00 General Function
101017

LINA

Life Insurance Premium-August 2021

08/25/2021

16.44
16.44

Total for Department: 00 General Function
Department: 09 Recycle
0
100981

Eureka Recycling
Shred-N-Go, Inc.

BR-Board Audit (09/07/2021 - 12:20 PM)

Curbside Recycling
Shredding Service

08/18/2021
08/18/2021

41,123.32
199.09

Total for Department: 09 Recycle

41,322.41

Total for Fund:650 Solid Waste Recycle

41,338.85

Page 39

Check No.

Vendor/Employee

Transaction Description

Date

Attachment A

Amount

Fund: 710 Risk Management
Department: 00 General Function
101037
101114

Stericycle, Inc.
Midwest Training Associates, LLC

BR-Board Audit (09/07/2021 - 12:20 PM)

Monthly Fee
Confined Space Entry Training

08/25/2021
09/01/2021

281.09
850.00

Total for Department: 00 General Function

1,131.09

Total for Fund:710 Risk Management

1,131.09

Page 40

Check No.

Vendor/Employee

Transaction Description

Date

Attachment A

Amount

Fund: 722 HRA Property Abatement Program
Department: 00 General Function
0
0

1-800 Got Junk-CC
1-800 Got Junk-CC

BR-Board Audit (09/07/2021 - 12:20 PM)

City Abatement-City Property
City Abatement Billing

08/19/2021
09/02/2021

579.00
1,647.00

Total for Department: 00 General Function

2,226.00

Total for Fund:722 HRA Property Abatement Program

2,226.00

Page 41

Check No.

Vendor/Employee

Transaction Description

Date

Attachment A

Amount

Fund: 725 EDA Operating Fund
Department: 00
0
0
0
101098

Golden Shovel Agency
Time Saver Off Site Secretarial, Inc.
Urban Land Institute- CC
Kennedy & Graven, Chartered

BR-Board Audit (09/07/2021 - 12:20 PM)

Economic Gateway & GateKeeper Service
Meeting Minutes
Membership Dues
General Legal Services

08/18/2021
08/25/2021
08/19/2021
09/01/2021

1,000.00
97.05
600.00
840.00

Total for Department: 00

2,537.05

Total for Fund:725 EDA Operating Fund

2,537.05

Page 42

Check No.

Vendor/Employee

Transaction Description

Date

Attachment A

Amount

Fund: 727 South East Roseville Intiative
Department: 00
100985

St. Paul Area Chamber of Commerce

BR-Board Audit (09/07/2021 - 12:20 PM)

Rice & Larpenteur-July Services

08/18/2021

10,416.67

Total for Department: 00

10,416.67

Total for Fund:727 South East Roseville Intiative

10,416.67

Page 43

Check No.

Vendor/Employee

Transaction Description

Grand Total

BR-Board Audit (09/07/2021 - 12:20 PM)

Date

Attachment A

Amount

4,458,666.45
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION
Date:
September 13, 2021
Item No.:
9.b
Department Approval

City Manager Approval

Item Description: Approve 1 Temporary Liquor License
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

BACKGROUND
Chapter 301 of the City Code requires all applications for business and other licenses to be submitted to the City
Council for approval. The following application is submitted for consideration:
Temporary Liquor License
High Pines Brewing
2704 Snelling Ave
Roseville, MN 55113
High Pines Brewing will be hosting Oktoberfest on October 1st and 2nd. This is their first event in 2021, their total
number of days is 1 out of the limit of 12 for the calendar year.
POLICY OBJECTIVE
Required by City Code
FINANCIAL IMPACTS
The correct fees were paid to the City at the time the application was made.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff has reviewed the application and has determined that the applicant meet all City requirements. Staff recommends
approval of the license.
REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION
Motion to approve the Temporary Liquor License.
Prepared by:

Katie Bruno, Deputy City Clerk
Attachments: A: Application

Attachment A

REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION
Date: September 13, 2021
Item No.:
9.c
Department Approval

Item Description:

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

City Manager Approval

Approve issuance of a Short Term Rental License for 1901 Shady Beach
Avenue

BACKGROUND
Chapter 909 of City Code requires the licensing of non-owner occupied short term rentals of dwelling
units, subject to certain exemptions. On August 9, 2021, an application for a short-term rental license
was submitted by the property owner. The property is a three bedroom, single family home. The
property owner has certified and attested to the requirement of lodging tax payment, as well as, the
maximum occupancy of four or less unrelated adults or one family. There have been no nuisance or
property maintenance violations in the last five years that impact the ability of the license to be issued.
Short-term rentals licenses include the requirement of minimum stays based on on-season (10 days)
and off-season (7 days) times of the year.
Upon issuance, the license will be valid for 365 days from issue date. A current copy of the license
must be posted in the rental unit, along with current copies of City Code Sections 405, 407 and 602.
A draft of the license is provided as Attachment B.

16

The applicant has supplied all required license information and paid the license fee of $515. In
accordance with Section 909.03, the process for licensure is outlined in Chapter 301, which requires
presentation to the City Council. Based upon the requirements outlined in ordinance, the property
owner is entitled to the license.

17

POLICY OBJECTIVE

18

Licensing required by Section 909, effective as of February 8, 2021.

19

BUDGET IMPLICATIONS

20

The correct fees were paid to the City at the time of application submittal.

21

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

13
14
15

23

Staff recommends the approval of a one year Short Term Rental License for 1901 Shady Beach
Avenue.

24

REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION

25

By Motion, approve the Short Term Rental License for 1901 Shady Beach Avenue.

22

Prepared by:
Attachments:

David Englund, Building Official, David.englund@cityofroseville.com 651-792-7087
A: Short Term Rental License Application
B: Draft copy of license

Page 1 of 1

Attachment A

City of Roseville Short-Term Rental License

ATTACHMENT B

This certificate must be posted in the rental unit

This rental dwelling unit is hereby licensed in
accordance with Chapter 909 of Roseville City Code.

License Number: STR21-003

• The Property Owner must comply with all
requirements set forth in Roseville City Code. This
license may be suspended or revoked for violations
of that code.
• Property owners must notify the City of any changes
in ownership or type of occupancy.
• Licenses are non‐transferable; new owners must
apply for a new license.

Owner: Connie Marty
Phone:651-XXX-XXXX
Email: connie80john@gmail.com
Address: 1885 Shady Beach Ave
Expiration: 9/13/2022

The City, its designees, the City Council, or its officers, agents, or employees do not warrant or guarantee the safety, fitness, or suitability of any dwelling in the
City. Owners or occupants should take whatever steps they deem appropriate to protect their interests, health, safety, and welfare.

MINIMUM STANDARDS AND CODES FOR RENTAL UNITS including but not limited to:
In the Unit:
Carbon Monoxide (CO) Detectors must be within 10 feet of
bedrooms; Smoke Detectors must be in each sleeping room, each
hallway outside sleeping rooms, and on each story, including the
basement but not uninhabitable attics/crawl spaces. CO and
Smoke Detectors must NOT be disabled.
Exits must be free from obstruction inside and out and Exterior
Doors should open and close easily, be weather tight, and
lock/unlock from the inside without a key or special knowledge.

Occupancy:
Rental Units may house 4 unrelated adults or 1 family.
Storage/Waste:
Rubbish must be stored in appropriate containers and removed
regularly. Containers must be stored out of public view except on
the day of collection and cannot remain at the curb for more than
24 hours. Outdoor Storage of junk is prohibited.

Vehicles/Driveway/Parking:
The Water Heater and Furnace must be clear (by at least 3 feet) of boxes,
junk, or flammable materials; the Water Heater must have a TPR All Vehicles parked outside must be parked on an approved hard
surface (not grass), street operable, and display current registration
valve and relief valve discharge pipe.
and proper license plates.
Toilets must flush and Bathrooms must have an exhaust fan or
Please observe all No Parking signs. Parking is not allowed on
window.
City streets after a snowfall of more than 2 inches until the
streets have been plowed.
Taps must have working hot and cold water; no leaking pipes or
dripping Faucets.
Do not put Snow into the street or onto neighboring properties.
Yard:
Outlets, Switches, and Panel Boxes must have covers; kitchens
and bathrooms should have grounded GFCI Outlets.
Grass/Weeds exceeding 8 inches are prohibited on any property.
Noise:
Rooms used for sleeping should have 1 window or 2 approved
Prohibited Music is any music audible at the property line or from
means of egress.
the adjacent apartment, common hallway, or 50 ft away from the

Interior Walls, Ceilings, and Window Sills must be clean and free source between 10 PM and 7 AM. Additionally, any Events (like
parties) that disturb others are prohibited.
of peeling paint.
Power Lawn Mowers or other Power Equipment may be operated
Floors must be structurally sound and Flooring in good condition
outside only between 7 AM and 9 PM on weekdays or between the
with no trip hazards such as ripped carpet or missing tiles.
hours of 9 AM and 9 PM on weekends or legal holidays. Snow
removal equipment is exempt.
Working Light Fixtures must be in all halls, stairways, laundry
rooms, and furnace rooms.
Pets:
Keeping more than 2 Dogs requires a kennel license from the
Handrails must be on all stairs with more than 4 steps and be
Police Department. Animal Waste must be removed regularly.
firmly attached with no missing or loose spindles.
Extension Cords may be used only for portable appliances.
Address Numbers must be clearly visible from the street.

WHEN ISSUES ARISE
For an emergency, call 9‐1‐1
• For maintenance issues, contact the property owner (see contact information in box above).
• For legal matters (such as leases), contact the Minnesota Attorney General’s Office at 651‐296‐3353 or
www.ag.state.mn.us
• If the property owner is not maintaining the property, call Roseville Code Enforcement at 651‐792‐7014.
Minnesota Statute 504B.181, subd.2(b) requires landlords to notify residential tenants that the handbook Landlords and Tenants:
Rights and Responsibilities is available to them. Published by the Office of the Minnesota Attorney General, the handbook can be
accessed at www.ag.state.mn.us

