City Council Agenda
Monday, April 13, 2015
6:00 p.m.
City Council Chambers
(Times are Approximate – please note that items may be earlier or later than listed on the agenda)

6:00 p.m.

1.

6:02 p.m.

2.

Roll Call
Voting & Seating Order: McGehee, Willmus, Laliberte,
Etten, Roe
Pledge of Allegiance

6:04 p.m.

3.

Approve Agenda

6:06 p.m.

4.

Public Comment

6:11 p.m.

5.

Council Communications, Reports and Announcements

6.

Recognitions, Donations and Communications

7.

Approve Minutes

8.

Approve Consent Agenda

6:15 p.m.

a. Deny Appeal Submitted by G&G Management
9.

Consider Items Removed from Consent

10. General Ordinances for Adoption
11. Presentations
12. Public Hearings
13. Budget Items
14. Business Items (Action Items)
15. Business Items – Presentations/Discussions
6:20 p.m.

a. Roseville Deer Population Discussion

7:20 p.m.

b. Discuss Leaf Collection Program

7:50 p.m.

c. Discuss Pavement Maintenance Strategies

8:20 p.m.

d. Twin Lakes Discussion of Next Steps

8:50 p.m.

16.

8:55 p.m.

City Manager Future Agenda Review
17. Councilmember Initiated Items for Future Meetings

9:00 p.m.

18. Adjourn
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Some Upcoming Public Meetings………
Wednesday
Monday
Tuesday
Tuesday
May
Monday
Tuesday
Wednesday
Monday
Tuesday
Wednesday
Thursday

Apr 15
Apr 20
Apr 21
Apr 28

6:30 p.m.
6:00 p.m.
6:30 p.m.
6:30 p.m.

Human Rights Commission
City Council Meeting
Housing & Redevelopment Authority
Public Works, Environment & Transportation Commission

May 4
May 5
May 6
May 11
May 12
May 13
May 14

6:00 p.m.
6:30 p.m.
6:30 p.m.
6:00 p.m.
6:30 p.m.
6:30 p.m.
6:30 p.m.

City Council Meeting
Parks & Recreation Commission
Planning Commission
City Council Meeting
Finance Commission
Ethics Commission
Community Engagement Commission

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

REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION
DATE:
04/13/15
ITEM NO: 8.a
Department Approval

Item Description:

1
2
3

City Manager Approval

Request for Council Action for Approval of Resolution of Governing an Appeal
by G & G Management, LLC, Regarding Rental Licenses Issued for 175, 195,
221 Larpenteur Ave W, 1722, 1725, 1735, 1736 Woodbridge Ct., and 1720,
1735, 1740, 1745, 1750 Marion St. Roseville MN.

BACKGROUND
The City Council acts as the Board of Adjustments and Appeals for appeals made under the
rental licensing ordinance (Chapter 908).

4
5
6
7

At the April 6, 2015 City Council Meeting, the appeal of G & G Management, LLC, was denied in
its entirety and City staff shall continue to apply Chapter 908 of the City Code to the subject
property in accordance with its original licensing decisions.

8
9

10
11
12
13

The City Attorney has submitted the Resolution of Findings of Fact for Council review.
REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION
Staff recommends that the Council approve the Resolution of Governing an Appeal by G & G
Management, LLC, Regarding Rental Licenses Issued for 175, 195, 221 Larpenteur Ave W,
1722, 1725, 1735, 1736 Woodbridge Ct., and 1720, 1735, 1740, 1745, 1750 Marion St.

14
15

Prepared by:

Don Munson, Codes Coordinator

Attachments:

A: Resolution of Findings of Fact
B: Request for Council Action - April 6, 2015
C: Materials submitted by G & G Management at the April 6, 2015 Council Meeting

16
17
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ATTACHMENT A

EXTRACT OF MINUTES OF MEETING
OF THE
CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ROSEVILLE
IN ITS CAPACITY AS THE BOARD OF ADJUSTMENTS AND
APPEALS
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16

Pursuant to due call and notice thereof, a meeting of the City Council of the City of
Roseville, County of Ramsey, Minnesota, acting in its capacity as the Board of
Adjustments and Appeals was duly held on the 6th day of April, 2015, at 6:00 o'clock
p.m.

17
18
19

WHEREAS, the City of Roseville has enacted Chapter 908 of City Code governing the
inspection and licensing of multi-family rental properties located within City boundaries;
and,

20
21
22

WHEREAS, certain property owned and maintained by G & G Management, LLC, is
governed by and subject to the regulations contained within Chapter 908 of the City
Code, to wit:

The following members were present: Roe, Willmus, Etten, Laliberte, and McGehee
and the following were absent: None .
Boardmember Willmus introduced the following Resolution and moved its adoption:
RESOLUTION No.
RESOLUTION GOVERNING AN APPEAL BY G & G MANAGEMENT, LLC,
REGARDING RENTAL LICENSE CLASSIFICATION PURSUANT TO
CHAPTER 908 OF CITY CODE

23

175, 195, and 221 Larpenteur Avenue, Roseville, Minnesota

24

1722, 1725, 1735, and 1736 Woodbridge Court, Roseville, Minnesota

25

1720, 1735, 1740, 1745, and 1750 Marion Street, Roseville, Minnesota; and,

26
27

WHEREAS, authorized City staff performed inspections and licensing classifications
pursuant to Chapter 908 of the City Code; and,

28
29
30

WHEREAS, property owner G & G Management, LLC, appeals the licensing decisions
of City staff pertaining to said inspections and classifications pursuant to section 908.08
of City Code; and,

31
32

WHEREAS, section 908.08 permits the City Council to consider the merits of such
appeal in its capacity as the Board of Adjustments and Appeals; and,
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33
34

WHEREAS, the City Council, acting as the Board of Adjustments and Appeals, intends
to announce and memorialize its findings and conclusions regarding said appeal.

35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that, based upon all submitted written reports,
correspondence, visual aids, and any other portion of the written record contained within
the official meeting agenda packet, all of which is attached hereto as Exhibit A and
incorporated herein as if set forth in its entirety, together with any and all oral testimony
and evidence offered and recorded at public hearing on April 6, 2015, the Roseville City
Council, acting in its capacity as the Board of Adjustments and Appeals, declares the
following:

43

FINDINGS OF FACT

44
45

1. City staff provided the property owner with advance notice of the City’s
inspection process.

46
47

2. City staff provided the property owner with advance notice of typical property
violations that may be uncovered in the City’s inspection process.

48
49

3. Each of the property owner’s buildings were inspected and evaluated by City staff
on their own merits.

50
51

4. City staff has taken no action against the property owner’s property outside of the
express provisions of the City Code.

52
53

5. City staff provided the property owner with a clear recitation of discovered
violations.

54
55
56

6. Even if the Board removed the discovered violations to which the property
owner’s have objected, the property classification would still not be elevated
above City staff’s determination.

57
58
59

7. Many cited violations, particularly those regarding trash debris, have been known
and on-going on the property owner’s property for years, which undermines the
property owner’s assertion of diligent clean-up efforts.

60
61

8. City Code provides a clear process through which the property owner can
improve the property’s classification.

62
63

9. The property owner’s properties were inspected and classified consistent with all
other inspected properties within the City.

64
65
66

10. Given the consistent application of inspection and classification processes for all
properties in the City, providing an exception to this property owner would be
inappropriate.

67
68

11. Unique cultural challenges do not provide a basis for an exemption to the
corrective safety and blight purposes of the City Code.

69
70

12. Energy efficiency undertakings to not provide a basis for an exemption to the
corrective safety and blight purposes of the City Code.

71
72

13. City staff applied objective and quantifiable criteria and methodologies to
evaluate and classify the property owner’s property.
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73
74

14. City staff’s responses to the property owner’s written objections, as set forth in
the written record before the Board, were reasonable and prudent.

75
76

DECISION OF THE BOARD

77
78
79

The appeal of G & G Management, LLC, is therefore DENIED in its entirety and City
staff shall continue to apply Chapter 908 of the City Code to the subject property in
accordance with its original licensing decisions.

80
81
82
83
84
85
86

The motion for the adoption of the foregoing Rresolution was duly seconded by Member
Etten and upon vote being taken thereon, the following voted in favor thereof: Roe,
Willmus, Etten, Laliberte, and McGehee and the following voted against the same:
None.

87
88

WHEREUPON said Resolution was declared duly passed and adopted.
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Title of Resolution Goes Here

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 ____of _____, 201_, with the original thereof on file in my office.
WITNESS MY HAND officially as such Manager this ___ of ______, 201__.

Patrick Trudgeon, City Manager
(SEAL)

ATTACHMENT B

REQUEST FOR BOARD OF ADJUSTMENTS AND APPEALS ACTION
DATE:
04/06/15
ITEM NO:
Department Approval

Item Description:

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16

City Manager Approval

Board of Adjustments and Appeals review and determination on an appeal by G
& G Management LLC pertaining to licensing decisions regarding Rental
Licenses issued for 175, 195, 221 Larpenteur Ave W, 1722, 1725, 1735, 1736
Woodbridge Ct., and 1720, 1735, 1740, 1745, 1750 Marion St. Roseville MN.

BACKGROUND
In October of 2013 the City Council approved Ordinance No. 1456 which created Chapter 908
of the City Code titled ‘Rental Licensing for Multifamily Properties of 5 or more Units’.
The rental license ordinance:
 Requires rental properties obtain a valid license.
 Requires inspections of rental properties (interior and exterior).
 Specifies a specific License Type to be assigned, determined by the number of violations
(per unit) observed during the inspection.
 Incentivizes licensing renewal intervals (with subsequent payment of fees) to encourage
property owners to maintain buildings in good repair (shorter intervals for buildings less
well maintained, longer intervals for buildings kept in good repair).
During inspections, violations observed are based upon Roseville’s City Code Chapter 906:
‘Building Maintenance and Preservation Code’ and Chapter 407: ‘Nuisances’. Staff also refer to
other nationally referenced standards to clarify trigger points when local codes may not be
specific (i.e. City Code calls for walls to be kept in good repair. National standards specify a
wall section is to be repainted if over 10% of the paint on a wall section is in disrepair).

20

When informing property owners of the new rental license program, staff included brochures
and other information which identified the types of violations the ordinance prohibits, and, staff
encouraged property owners to pre-inspect their buildings in order to achieve as high a rating as
possible.

21

Rental property owners may appeal any licensing decision of staff.

17
18
19

22
23

The City Council acts as the Board of Adjustments and Appeals for appeals made under the
rental licensing ordinance (Chapter 908).

24
25
26
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27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69

G & G Management operates 12 Multifamily Residential Dwelling buildings. The company
applied for 12 licenses and all 12 buildings were inspected between October 6th and 10th, 2014.
On December 26, 2014, the Community Development Department sent the owner copies of
inspection reports and notices of license type. The inspection reports identified violations and
included an explanatory letter (Attachment A and A.1). All 12 buildings received a ‘D’ type
license.
On January 9, 2015, a meeting was held at Roseville City Hall with: Ramesh Gupta and Nidhi
Joshi ( G & G Management LLC), Paul Bilotta (Community Development Director), Don
Munson (Codes Coordinator) and David Englund (Code Compliance Officer). Mr. Gupta
requested the meeting to discuss the Inspection Reports and the ‘D’ type licenses assigned to the
buildings. The issues discussed during the meeting were the same issues listed in their appeal.
On February 9, 2015, the City Manager received one email containing multiple appeals of
licensing decisions regarding the 12 properties (Attachment B Submittal 1). G & G Management
LLC is requesting:
 A re-evaluation of the 12 buildings be conducted and their License Types be adjusted.
 If re-evaluation is not possible; postpone the 6 month license renewal and waive the
renewal license fee until January of 2016.
Attached to the email appeal were several other documents and photos (Submittals 2, 3, 4, 5, 6,
7). There are 13 specific points listed in the appeal objecting to the initial inspection, including:
1. Disagree with inspection results:
Staff response: It is assumed the disagreement is with the ‘D’ type licenses
assigned to the 12 buildings. License types are assigned based on the number of
violations observed (interior and exterior) during the inspection. This number is
then divided by the numbers of units actually inspected. The violations/unit are
then compared to the pre-set schedule, which determines the license type assigned.
All apartment buildings in Roseville were inspected to the same criteria and all
license types were calculated in the same way. Using the same methods and
criteria, there were 81-A, 28-B, 19-C and 30-D licenses issued.
2. List of duplicate violations recorded:
Staff response: Per inspection procedures, violations are aggregated at the unit
level, so multiple violations inside an individual unit are counted only once (for
example, if a unit is missing 2 smoke detectors, it is counted as one violation
against the unit). However, if the same violation occurs in multiple units, this
would be counted as 1 violation against each of the separate units. This gives clear
direction to the property manager for ordering repairs. These same procedures
were applied to all properties throughout Roseville.
3. List of Violations which were corrected right away during inspection:
Staff response: Many observed and noted violations were corrected as the
individual inspections progressed. However, procedure is for all violations
observed during the inspection to be noted on the inspection report. It is not the
intent of the ordinance for city staff to enter buildings and identify routine
maintenance for the property manager. The intent of the ordinance is to ensure
property owners self-inspect and maintain their properties in good repair. As
1 Request for Board of Adjustments and Appeals
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70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83

mentioned previously, each property is mailed a pre-packet that includes a list of
common violations with the intent that the property manager pre-inspect and
correct violations in each building before the scheduled inspection.
4. Use funds for improvements instead of paying license fee every 6 months,
recommend yearly inspection and license fee every three years:
Staff response: The ordinance is incentivized to encourage property owners to
maintain buildings in good repair and to recognize the costs associated with more
frequent inspections. The 12 buildings in question had numerous violations and
they all received Type D licenses (with renewal inspections and payment of fees
due in 6 months). If the buildings are repaired and maintained in good repair, they
could receive Type A or B licenses with renewals every 2 or 3 years and with fees
due every 2 or 3 years. The City’s HRA maintains funds in programs that can
assist property owners in maintaining their properties. This is the appropriate
mechanism for resolving any funding concerns, not waiving license fees.

84

Requirement 
Inspections and
Licensing Fee

Memorandum of
Understanding for
correction of
nuisance

Monthly
Updates

Type A

Once every 3 years

Optional

Optional

Type B

Once every 2 years

Optional

Optional

Type C

Once a year

Optional

Optional

Type D

Once every 6 months

Required

Required

License Type


85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92
93
94

5. Tenants (refugees with small children) are very hard on property. Photos
attached (see attachment B.1):
Staff response: The ordinance requires deficiencies be corrected by the property
owner. Staff cannot determine who may have caused wear-and-tear or damage to
a building. This is an issue between property management and its tenants.
6. List of improvements completed during 2013 & 2014 (see attachment B.2):
Staff response: It is acknowledged that the property owner has made some
significant re-investment into various buildings. However, numerous City Code
violations were still observed.

95
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Page 3 of 6

ATTACHMENT B
96
97
98
99
100
101
102
103
104
105
106
107
108
109
110
111
112
113
114
115
116
117
118
119
120
121
122
123
124
125
126
127
128
129
130
131
132
133
134
135
136

7. Environmentally conscience, using efficient LED lights in hallways & laundry
rooms, water efficient toilets, shower heads and kitchen aerators, see attached
report (see Attachment B.3):
Staff response: We appreciate efforts to increase energy efficiency. However,
energy efficiency is not a primary focus of the licensing program which focuses
on safety, blight and other code enforcement issues.
8. Trivial violations, such as paint on outlets, paint peeling here there, no health or
safety issues:
Staff response: Paint on outlets can interfere with the operation of the outlet and
can be a fire hazard. Peeling paint on other surfaces can contain lead, which can
be a significant health hazard to children. Additionally, the ordinance requires
building elements be maintained functional; if a window or door lock for
example are broken, it is required they be repaired. See Attachment A for a list of
violations noted at these properties.
9. Small maintenance issues are not reported by tenants, such as blinds broken,
faucet leaking, drawer not operating, bath door knob not working etc:
Staff response: Property owners and managers were encouraged, prior to the
scheduled inspection date, to conduct self-inspections of their properties using
the same inspection checklist (which was included in the initial application
packet) that is used by the City Inspector during the rental license inspection. If
tenants are not reporting issues to the property manager, that is a landlord
operational issue, not one that involves the City.
10. Tenants caused violations such as bed in the living room, blocked egress window,
removed CO detectors & smoke detectors:
Staff response: Rental properties are businesses and owners are responsible for
maintaining their buildings in a safe manner. It is the responsibility of
management to ensure that one tenant does not endanger the lives of others in the
building. This may mean periodic inspections by management to ensure tenants
understand and avoid causing dangers. Staff has also provided the property
manager with a guide for how to live in and maintain an apartment, written in the
Karen language, which can be used as an educational tool with residents.
11. No motivation to spend any funds for improvements when licensing cost is $6,740
and get D license anyway every six months. NO INCENTIVE FOR MAKING
IMPROVEMENTS and to raise building standard:
Staff response: The rental license ordinance is incentivized to encourage property
owners to maintain buildings in good repair. These 12 buildings had numerous
violations and they received Type D licenses with renewal inspections and
payment of fees due in 6 months. If the buildings are repaired and maintained in
good repair, they could receive Type A licenses at the next inspection with
renewals every 3 years and fees due every 3 years. This would save a significant
amount in fees for the landlord.

137

1 Request for Board of Adjustments and Appeals
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138
139
140
141
142
143
144
145
146
147
148
149
150
151
152
153
154
155

12. Request for reevaluation of the License Type:
Staff response: Based upon the license types assigned, all 12 buildings are
subject to renewal inspections after 6 months (with payment of license fees).
Renewals for this project will be July 1, 2015 (the same date as for the other 18
buildings that also received D type licenses). If the owner self-inspects each
building and corrects all similar violations, the license type assigned to each
building should improve, with a longer timeframe between renewal dates.
However, it should be noted that there were exterior violations identified in the
inspection report which could not be corrected during the cold winter months.
Based on the City Council’s action on February 23rd, any property owner may
enter into a Memorandum of Understanding, for repairs that will take longer
timeframes, and therefore, receive a higher type of license.
13. Postpone 6 month (06/30/2015) inspection and waive license fee until January
2016 or later:
Staff response: Due to the Type D License Types assigned at the initial
inspection, the ordinance stipulates the 12 buildings are to be re-inspected after a
6 month period. The renewal packet has been sent to G & G Management and
includes assigned inspection dates of May 18–22, 2015.

159

Note: No pictures of violations are taken during rental license inspections out of deference to
residents and for privacy purposes. If appeals board members wish to have a visual reference of
the issues under appeal, it is recommended they visit the complex of 12 buildings prior to the
scheduled meeting.

160

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

156
157
158

161
162
163
164
165
166
167
168
169
170
171
172
173
174
175
176
177
178
179
180
181

Staff recommends that City Council deny the appeal by G & G Management and require the
renewal inspections and payment of fees remain at the 6 month interval as required in the
ordinance (based on the License Type assigned to each of the 12 buildings). This
recommendation is based on the following:
 Roseville’s City Council adopted Ordinance Number 1456 requiring all multi-family
buildings of 5 or more dwelling units to undergo inspections, be licensed by the City,
and, be subject to renewal licensing, inspections and fees.
 The ordinance implementation plan assigns a specific license type to each individual
multi-family building based upon the number of Roseville City Code building
maintenance and public nuisance violations identified during the inspection
 Well in advance of the initial inspection date a brochure and additional information,
identifying the most common and typical types of violations, was sent to all multifamily building owners (including G & G Management LLC). This information
included an encouragement to pre-inspect and repair their buildings before their
inspection date in-order to achieve a higher license type.
 All multifamily rental buildings throughout Roseville were inspected and subject to the
same inspection process and the same inspection criteria.
 All twelve of G & G Management’s multi-family buildings received a D type license
based on the number of building maintenance and public nuisance violations observed.
 The ordinance requires all D licensed properties to renew their license, pay the renewal
fee, and be re-inspected, at a 6-month interval.
1 Request for Board of Adjustments and Appeals
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182
183
184

REQUESTED BOARD OF ADJUSTMENTS AND APPEALS ACTION
Decide on the appeal request made by G & G Management LLC. Staff and the City Attorney
will then prepare a resolution to be crafted on Monday night following the hearing.

185
186

Prepared by:

Don Munson, Codes Coordinator

187

Attachments:

A: City of Roseville Inspections Reports of the 12 properties, dated 12-26-2014
A.1: Accompanying Explanatory letter mailed with inspection reports dated 12-26-2014
B: Submitted items from G & G Management LLC:
1: Emailed appeal by G & G Management
2: Duplicate and inaccurate violations
3: Disputed Inspection results
4: Electrical and Water Consumption
5: Property Improvements 2013-14
6: Incentive for making improvements
7: Photos supplied by G & G Management

188
189
190
191
192
193
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Attachment A

Rental License Program

Assigned License Type and Inspection Report
Date: April 1, 2015
Re: G & G, 175 Larpenteur Ave W, Roseville MN 55113-6790
Thank you for attending your rental license inspection for this property on October 9, 2014, 12:00-4:00
p.m.. The purpose of this inspection is to verify compliance with city and state codes and ordinances,
thereby ensuring all rental properties in Roseville are safe, sanitary and well maintained.

The results of this inspection are:

 Number of violations:
20
 The number of violations has resulted in a License Type ‘D‘ being assigned to this multifamily
rental dwelling.
 An inspection report, and timeframe for correcting any violations, is on the reverse side of this
form.
 Please return the enclosed Rental License Invoice and license fee to our office by December 31,
2014.
 Upon receipt of payment, your license will be mailed to you.

This building has been assigned a ‘D’ Type License:




Your license will remain valid for 6 months and expire on 06/30/2015.
o Your license must be renewed at that time. Renewal will include a re-inspection and the
payment of fees. We encourage you to inspect your property and correct any deficiencies
or violations before the licensing inspection so that your building can attain the highest
license type possible. You will be sent a renewal application approximately 120 days
prior to expiration.
Attendance at 100% of Roseville Multifamily Property Owners Meetings is required. These
quarterly meetings will begin in 2015 and will be held at Roseville City Hall. You will be notified
of dates and times.

Requirements based on License Type:
Requirement
License Type
Type A
Type B
Type C
Type D

Attend Roseville
Multifamily
Property Owners
Quarterly Meetings
Attend 25%
Attend 50%
Attend 75%
Attend 100%

Inspections and
Licensing Fee
Once every 3 years
Once every 2 years
Once a year
Once every 6
months

Memorandum of
Understanding for
correction of
nuisance
N/A
N/A
May be required
Required (Shall be

brought to Council)

Monthly Updates
N/A
N/A
N/A
Required

ATTACHMENT B

Attachment A

Inspection Report

-over-

The inspection revealed:
 Rubber drain connection under laundry tub
 Door locks at entry not functional
 Backdraft damper missing from exterior dryer exhaust hood
 Missing exterior exhaust hood east side
 Bathroom exhaust hoods in disrepair – west side
 Unsealed opening in building exterior near downspout
 Banner sign on building
 Common/Laundry area outlets are painted over
 Common area windows in disrepair/paint peeling – Laundry area
 Peeling Paint on soffits
 Chain link fence in disrepair
 Window screen in disrepair – Unit 15
 Bed in living room *smoke co detector rules apply if allowed to be sleeping room – Unit 15
 Missing smoke detectors inside sleeping rooms
 Flexible drain connector under bathroom sink – Unit 16, 9
 Rubber drain connection under kitchen sink – Unit 3
 Egress window blocked in bedroom – Unit 3
 Outlet painted over – Unit - Bedroom
 Exterior building lighting not operable
 Bare ground in excess of 20 square feet
 Dumpster enclosure is in disrepair, Dumpster must remain behind screen (out of view from
public right of way)
 Junk and debris on grounds/outside of dumpster enclosure – needs to be placed in dumpster
These conditions are violations of Roseville’s City Code, specifically:
 Section 906 which requires Exterior/Interior/Site shall be maintained in good repair
 Section 906.09 which requires Smoke Detectors in each sleeping room
 Minnesota State Statute 299F.51 which requires Carbon Monoxide detectors within 10 feet of
each sleeping room
The City is requesting that steps be taken to:
 Repair noted items
 Install smoke detectors inside each sleeping room
 Install Carbon Monoxide detectors within 10 feet of sleeping rooms
Timeframe for Compliance:
5 days for: Smoke/Carbon Monoxide Detector Installation *
30 days for: Maintenance/Repair of noted items*
*If the timeline for this request creates a hardship for you or if you have any questions or concerns

regarding this notice or licensing requirements, please contact me at 651-792-7013.

Again, thank you for your attention and cooperation with Roseville’s Rental License Program.
Dave Englund, Code Enforcement Officer City of Roseville dave.englund@ci.roseville.mn.us

ATTACHMENT B

Attachment A

Rental License Program

Assigned License Type and Inspection Report
Date: February 18, 2015
Re: G & G, 195 Larpenteur Ave W, Roseville MN 55113-6797
Thank you for attending your rental license inspection for this property on October 9, 2014, 12:00-4:00
p.m.. The purpose of this inspection is to verify compliance with city and state codes and ordinances,
thereby ensuring all rental properties in Roseville are safe, sanitary and well maintained.

The results of this inspection are:

 Number of violations:
23
 The number of violations has resulted in a License Type ‘D‘ being assigned to this multifamily
rental dwelling.
 An inspection report, and timeframe for correcting any violations, is on the reverse side of this
form.
 Please return the enclosed Rental License Invoice and license fee to our office by December 31,
2014.
 Upon receipt of payment, your license will be mailed to you.

This building has been assigned a ‘D’ Type License:




Your license will remain valid for 6 months and expire on 06/30/2015.
o Your license must be renewed at that time. Renewal will include a re-inspection and the
payment of fees. We encourage you to inspect your property and correct any deficiencies
or violations before the licensing inspection so that your building can attain the highest
license type possible. You will be sent a renewal application approximately 120 days
prior to expiration.
Attendance at 100% of Roseville Multifamily Property Owners Meetings is required. These
quarterly meetings will begin in 2015 and will be held at Roseville City Hall. You will be notified
of dates and times.

Requirements based on License Type:
Requirement
License Type
Type A
Type B
Type C
Type D

Attend Roseville
Multifamily
Property Owners
Quarterly Meetings
Attend 25%
Attend 50%
Attend 75%
Attend 100%

Inspections and
Licensing Fee
Once every 3 years
Once every 2 years
Once a year
Once every 6
months

Memorandum of
Understanding for
correction of
nuisance
N/A
N/A
May be required
Required (Shall be

brought to Council)

Monthly Updates
N/A
N/A
N/A
Required
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Attachment A

Inspection Report

-over-

The inspection revealed:
 Rubber drain connection under laundry tub
 Door locks at entry not functional
 Backdraft damper missing from exterior dryer exhaust hood
 Common area outlets are painted over
 Common area windows in disrepair/paint peeling – Screen in disrepair – 3rd floor east side
 Dryer exhaust ducting has screws penetrating duct
 Extension cord used as permanent wiring in mechanical room for water heater
 Trip hazard on north sidewalk near Woodbridge
 Exhaust vent for stove has exposed electrical connection (missing cover) – Unit 17
 Drawer on kitchen cabinet in disrepair – Unit 24
 Bedroom window cracked – Unit 24
 Bed in living room *smoke co detector rules apply if allowed to be sleeping room – Unit 12
 Carbon Monoxide detector required within 10 feet of sleeping room – Unit 27, 24, 12, 17 *please verify in
all units
 Missing smoke detectors inside sleeping rooms
 Flexible drain connector under bathroom sink – Unit 21
 Check valve and rubber drain connection under kitchen sink – Unit 17, 6, 3
 Kitchen faucet in disrepair – Unit 3
 Outlet painted over – Unit 2 - Bedroom
 Exterior building lighting not operable
 Bare ground in excess of 20 square feet
 Any and all deteriorated trim(failing paint, rotting material, broken mouldings) needs replacement around
garages and garage doors(any/all cladding within 6” of grade is required to be treated or other weather
resistant material)
 Horizontal joints in siding and/or trim require drip caps
 Siding sections with over 10% peeling/fading/deteriorated paint needs to be re-painted in its entirety
 Garage door panels having holes, dents, deteriorated paint or significant damage in excess of 25% (of each
individual panel) needs replacement
 All misaligned garage doors need re-alignment in their openings
These conditions are violations of Roseville’s City Code, specifically:
 Section 906 which requires Exterior/Interior/Site shall be maintained in good repair
 Section 906.09 which requires Smoke Detectors in each sleeping room
 Minnesota State Statute 299F.51 which requires Carbon Monoxide detectors within 10 feet of each
sleeping room
The City is requesting that steps be taken to:
 Repair noted items
 Install smoke detectors inside each sleeping room
 Install Carbon Monoxide detectors within 10 feet of sleeping rooms
Timeframe for Compliance:
5 days for: Smoke/Carbon Monoxide Detector Installation *
30 days for: Maintenance/Repair of noted items*
*If the timeline for this request creates a hardship for you or if you have any questions or concerns regarding this
notice or licensing requirements, please contact me at 651-792-7013.
Again, thank you for your attention and cooperation with Roseville’s Rental License Program.
Dave Englund, Code Enforcement Officer City of Roseville dave.englund@ci.roseville.mn.us

ATTACHMENT B

Attachment A
Rental License Program

Assigned License Type and Inspection Report
Date: April 1, 2015
Re: G & G, 221 Larpenteur Ave W, Roseville MN 55113-6798
Thank you for attending your rental license inspection for this property on October 6, 2014, 12:00-4:00
p.m.. The purpose of this inspection is to verify compliance with city and state codes and ordinances,
thereby ensuring all rental properties in Roseville are safe, sanitary and well maintained.

The results of this inspection are:

 Number of violations:
27
 The number of violations has resulted in a License Type ‘D‘ being assigned to this multifamily
rental dwelling.
 An inspection report, and timeframe for correcting any violations, is on the reverse side of this
form.
 Please return the enclosed Rental License Invoice and license fee to our office by December 31,
2014.
 Upon receipt of payment, your license will be mailed to you.

This building has been assigned a ‘D’ Type License:




Your license will remain valid for 6 months and expire on 06/30/2015.
o Your license must be renewed at that time. Renewal will include a re-inspection and the
payment of fees. We encourage you to inspect your property and correct any deficiencies
or violations before the licensing inspection so that your building can attain the highest
license type possible. You will be sent a renewal application approximately 120 days
prior to expiration.
Attendance at 100% of Roseville Multifamily Property Owners Meetings is required. These
quarterly meetings will begin in 2015 and will be held at Roseville City Hall. You will be notified
of dates and times.

Requirements based on License Type:
Requirement
License Type
Type A
Type B
Type C
Type D

Attend Roseville
Multifamily
Property Owners
Quarterly Meetings
Attend 25%
Attend 50%
Attend 75%
Attend 100%

Inspections and
Licensing Fee
Once every 3 years
Once every 2 years
Once a year
Once every 6
months

Memorandum of
Understanding for
correction of
nuisance
N/A
N/A
May be required
Required (Shall be

brought to Council)

Monthly Updates
N/A
N/A
N/A
Required

ATTACHMENT B

Attachment A

Inspection Report

-over-

The inspection revealed:
 Evidence of rodent harborage – Storage closet main floor
 Door locks at entry not functional
 Window covering in disrepair – numerous around building
 Common area outlets are painted over
 Dryer exhaust not connected – venting into room
 Dryer exhaust ducting has screws penetrating duct
 Exhaust vent for stove has unlisted covering/paint – Unit 21, 9
 Kitchen cabinet in disrepair – Unit 9
 Bed in living room *smoke co detector rules apply if allowed to be sleeping room – Unit 24
 Bedroom door knob in disrepair – Unit 24
 Carbon Monoxide detector required within 10 feet of sleeping room – Unit 10,3,4 *please verify in all units
 Paint Peeling in dining room – Unit 9
 Missing smoke detectors inside sleeping rooms
 Flexible drain connector under bathroom sink – Unit 3,9
 Kitchen sink drain leaking – Unit 4
 Check valve and rubber drain connection under kitchen sink – Unit 4
 Bathroom door lock/latch not functioning – Unit 10
 Outlet painted over – Unit 13, 3 – Living room, Unit 10 – Kitchen, Unit 3 - Bedroom
 Broken outlet in bedroom – unit 13
 Exterior building lighting not operable
 Bare ground in excess of 20 square feet
 Dumpster enclosure is in disrepair, Dumpster must remain behind screen (out of view from public right of
way)
 Junk and debris on grounds/outside of dumpster enclosure Any and all deteriorated trim(failing paint,
rotting material, broken mouldings) needs replacement around garages and garage doors(any/all cladding
within 6” of grade is required to be treated or other weather resistant material)
 Horizontal joints in siding and/or trim require drip caps
 Siding sections with over 10% peeling/fading/deteriorated paint needs to be re-painted in its entirety
 Garage door panels having holes, dents, deteriorated paint or significant damage in excess of 25% (of each
individual panel) needs replacement
 All misaligned garage doors need re-alignment in their openings
These conditions are violations of Roseville’s City Code, specifically:
 Section 906 which requires Exterior/Interior/Site shall be maintained in good repair
 Section 906.09 which requires Smoke Detectors in each sleeping room
 Minnesota State Statute 299F.51 which requires Carbon Monoxide detectors within 10 feet of each
sleeping room
The City is requesting that steps be taken to:
 Repair noted items
 Install smoke detectors inside each sleeping room
 Install Carbon Monoxide detectors within 10 feet of sleeping rooms
Timeframe for Compliance:
5 days for: Smoke/Carbon Monoxide Detector Installation *
30 days for: Maintenance/Repair of noted items*
*If the timeline for this request creates a hardship for you or if you have any questions or concerns regarding this
notice or licensing requirements, please contact me at 651-792-7013.
Again, thank you for your attention and cooperation with Roseville’s Rental License Program.
Dave Englund, Code Enforcement Officer City of Roseville dave.englund@ci.roseville.mn.us

ATTACHMENT B

Attachment A

Rental License Program

Assigned License Type and Inspection Report
Date: April 1, 2015
Re: G & G, 1720 Marion St, Roseville MN 55113-6786
Thank you for attending your rental license inspection for this property on October 6, 2014, 12:00-4:00
p.m.. The purpose of this inspection is to verify compliance with city and state codes and ordinances,
thereby ensuring all rental properties in Roseville are safe, sanitary and well maintained.

The results of this inspection are:

 Number of violations:
25
 The number of violations has resulted in a License Type ‘D‘ being assigned to this multifamily
rental dwelling.
 An inspection report, and timeframe for correcting any violations, is on the reverse side of this
form.
 Please return the enclosed Rental License Invoice and license fee to our office by December 31,
2014.
 Upon receipt of payment, your license will be mailed to you.

This building has been assigned a ‘D’ Type License:




Your license will remain valid for 6 months and expire on 06/30/2015.
o Your license must be renewed at that time. Renewal will include a re-inspection and the
payment of fees. We encourage you to inspect your property and correct any deficiencies
or violations before the licensing inspection so that your building can attain the highest
license type possible. You will be sent a renewal application approximately 120 days
prior to expiration.
Attendance at 100% of Roseville Multifamily Property Owners Meetings is required. These
quarterly meetings will begin in 2015 and will be held at Roseville City Hall. You will be notified
of dates and times.

Requirements based on License Type:
Requirement
License Type
Type A
Type B
Type C
Type D

Attend Roseville
Multifamily
Property Owners
Quarterly Meetings
Attend 25%
Attend 50%
Attend 75%
Attend 100%

Inspections and
Licensing Fee
Once every 3 years
Once every 2 years
Once a year
Once every 6
months

Memorandum of
Understanding for
correction of
nuisance
N/A
N/A
May be required
Required (Shall be

brought to Council)

Monthly Updates
N/A
N/A
N/A
Required

ATTACHMENT B

Attachment A

Inspection Report

-over-

The inspection revealed:
 Electrical meter panel in laundry in disrepair
 Entry door locks in disrepair
 Exterior water spigot leaking on south side
 Window coverings in disrepair
 Fascia in disrepair – south west corner
 Trip hazard – boiler room entrance on carpet
 Common area outlets are painted over
 Bathroom vanity in disrepair – Unit 15
 Carbon Monoxide detector required within 10 feet of sleeping room – Unit 17,14 *please verify in all units
 Paint Peeling in living room – Unit 22
 Living room used as sleeping room *smoke detector may be required if management allows room to be
used for sleeping purposes
 Outlet in living room broken/in disrepair – Unit 22
 Missing smoke detectors inside sleeping rooms
 Flexible drain connection used under kitchen sink – Unit 13 & 5
 Outlet painted over – Unit 28 – bed room
 Cockroaches under kitchen sink – Unit 3
 Window does not latch – ground floor unit – living room – Unit 8
 Missing carbon monoxide detector – Unit 8,15
 Exterior building lighting not operable
 Bare ground in excess of 20 square feet
 Dumpster enclosure is in disrepair, Dumpster must remain behind screen (out of view from public right of
way)
 Junk and debris on grounds/outside of dumpster enclosure
 Any and all deteriorated trim(failing paint, rotting material, broken mouldings) needs replacement around
garages and garage doors(any/all cladding within 6” of grade is required to be treated or other weather
resistant material)
 Horizontal joints in siding and/or trim require drip caps
 Siding sections with over 10% peeling/fading/deteriorated paint needs to be re-painted in its entirety
 Garage door panels having holes, dents, deteriorated paint or significant damage in excess of 25% (of each
individual panel) needs replacement
 All misaligned garage doors need re-alignment in their openings
These conditions are violations of Roseville’s City Code, specifically:
 Section 906 which requires Exterior/Interior/Site shall be maintained in good repair
 Section 906.09 which requires Smoke Detectors in each sleeping room
 Minnesota State Statute 299F.51 which requires Carbon Monoxide detectors within 10 feet of each
sleeping room
The City is requesting that steps be taken to:
 Repair noted items
 Install smoke detectors inside each sleeping room
 Install Carbon Monoxide detectors within 10 feet of sleeping rooms
Timeframe for Compliance:
5 days for: Smoke/Carbon Monoxide Detector Installation *
30 days for: Maintenance/Repair of noted items*
*If the timeline for this request creates a hardship for you or if you have any questions or concerns regarding this
notice or licensing requirements, please contact me at 651-792-7013.
Again, thank you for your attention and cooperation with Roseville’s Rental License Program.

ATTACHMENT B

Attachment A
Rental License Program

Assigned License Type and Inspection Report
Date: April 1, 2015
Re: G & G, 1722 Woodbridge Ct, Roseville MN 55113-6726
Thank you for attending your rental license inspection for this property on October 9, 2014, 12:00-4:00
p.m.. The purpose of this inspection is to verify compliance with city and state codes and ordinances,
thereby ensuring all rental properties in Roseville are safe, sanitary and well maintained.

The results of this inspection are:

 Number of violations:
19
 The number of violations has resulted in a License Type ‘D‘ being assigned to this multifamily
rental dwelling.
 An inspection report, and timeframe for correcting any violations, is on the reverse side of this
form.
 Please return the enclosed Rental License Invoice and license fee to our office by December 31,
2014.
 Upon receipt of payment, your license will be mailed to you.

This building has been assigned a ‘D’ Type License:




Your license will remain valid for 6 months and expire on 06/30/2015.
o Your license must be renewed at that time. Renewal will include a re-inspection and the
payment of fees. We encourage you to inspect your property and correct any deficiencies
or violations before the licensing inspection so that your building can attain the highest
license type possible. You will be sent a renewal application approximately 120 days
prior to expiration.
Attendance at 100% of Roseville Multifamily Property Owners Meetings is required. These
quarterly meetings will begin in 2015 and will be held at Roseville City Hall. You will be notified
of dates and times.

Requirements based on License Type:
Requirement
License Type
Type A
Type B
Type C
Type D

Attend Roseville
Multifamily
Property Owners
Quarterly Meetings
Attend 25%
Attend 50%
Attend 75%
Attend 100%

Inspections and
Licensing Fee
Once every 3 years
Once every 2 years
Once a year
Once every 6
months

Memorandum of
Understanding for
correction of
nuisance
N/A
N/A
May be required
Required (Shall be

brought to Council)

Monthly Updates
N/A
N/A
N/A
Required

ATTACHMENT B

Attachment A

Inspection Report

-over-

The inspection revealed:
 Screws in dryer exhaust duct
 Rubber drain connector in laundry area
 Missing switch plate cover in mechanical room
 Peeling Paint on Soffits
 Door locks at entry not functional
 Windows in disrepair – peeling paint – Front Common area
 Bed in living room *smoke/carbon monoxide detector rules apply if allowed to be sleeping room – Unit 3
 Flexible drain connection under sink – Unit 11 (bathroom)
 Bathroom exhaust fan not functioning – Unit 11
 Painted Outlets in bedroom – Unit 11, 4, 3
 Kitchen drain in disrepair – Unit 3 (Rubber drain connector and flexible connector)
 Missing smoke detectors inside all sleeping rooms
 Exterior building lighting not operable
 Bare ground in excess of 20 square feet
 Dumpster enclosure is in disrepair, Dumpster must remain behind screen (out of view from public right of
way)
 Junk and debris on grounds/outside of dumpster enclosure
 Any and all deteriorated trim(failing paint, rotting material, broken mouldings) needs replacement around
garages and garage doors(any/all cladding within 6” of grade is required to be treated or other weather
resistant material)
 Horizontal joints in siding and/or trim require drip caps
 Siding sections with over 10% peeling/fading/deteriorated paint needs to be re-painted in its entirety
 Garage door panels having holes, dents, deteriorated paint or significant damage in excess of 25% (of each
individual panel) needs replacement
 All misaligned garage doors need re-alignment in their openings
These conditions are violations of Roseville’s City Code, specifically:
 Section 906 which requires Exterior/Interior/Site shall be maintained in good repair
 Section 906.09 which requires Smoke Detectors in each sleeping room
 Minnesota State Statute 299F.51 which requires Carbon Monoxide detector installation within 10 feet of
sleeping rooms
The City is requesting that steps be taken to:
 Repair noted items
 Install smoke detectors inside each sleeping room
 Install Carbon Monoxide detectors where required
Timeframe for Compliance:
5 days for: Smoke/Carbon Monoxide Detector Installation *
30 days for: Maintenance/Repair of noted items*
*If the timeline for this request creates a hardship for you or if you have any questions or concerns regarding this
notice or licensing requirements, please contact me at 651-792-7013.
Again, thank you for your attention and cooperation with Roseville’s Rental License Program.
Dave Englund
Code Enforcement Officer
City of Roseville
dave.englund@ci.roseville.mn.us

ATTACHMENT B

Attachment A

Rental License Program

Assigned License Type and Inspection Report
Date: April 1, 2015
Re: G & G, 1725 Woodbridge Ct, Roseville MN 55113-6785
Thank you for attending your rental license inspection for this property on October 10, 2014, 12:00-4:00
p.m.. The purpose of this inspection is to verify compliance with city and state codes and ordinances,
thereby ensuring all rental properties in Roseville are safe, sanitary and well maintained.

The results of this inspection are:

 Number of violations:
24
 The number of violations has resulted in a License Type ‘D‘ being assigned to this multifamily
rental dwelling.
 An inspection report, and timeframe for correcting any violations, is on the reverse side of this
form.
 Please return the enclosed Rental License Invoice and license fee to our office by December 31,
2014.
 Upon receipt of payment, your license will be mailed to you.

This building has been assigned a ‘D’ Type License:




Your license will remain valid for 6 months and expire on 06/30/2015.
o Your license must be renewed at that time. Renewal will include a re-inspection and the
payment of fees. We encourage you to inspect your property and correct any deficiencies
or violations before the licensing inspection so that your building can attain the highest
license type possible. You will be sent a renewal application approximately 120 days
prior to expiration.
Attendance at 100% of Roseville Multifamily Property Owners Meetings is required. These
quarterly meetings will begin in 2015 and will be held at Roseville City Hall. You will be notified
of dates and times.

Requirements based on License Type:
Requirement
License Type
Type A
Type B
Type C
Type D

Attend Roseville
Multifamily
Property Owners
Quarterly Meetings
Attend 25%
Attend 50%
Attend 75%
Attend 100%

Inspections and
Licensing Fee
Once every 3 years
Once every 2 years
Once a year
Once every 6
months

Memorandum of
Understanding for
correction of
nuisance
N/A
N/A
May be required
Required (Shall be

brought to Council)

Monthly Updates
N/A
N/A
N/A
Required

ATTACHMENT B

Attachment A

Inspection Report

-over-

The inspection revealed:
 Screws in dryer exhaust ducting
 Exterior exhaust hoods in disrepair
 Paint covering outlets in common areas
 Storm windows in disrepair
 Rubber drain connection under laundry tub
 Extension cords used as permanent wiring in mechanical room at water heater
 Door locks at entry not functional
 Peeling paint – Unit 9 (living room)
 Paint covering outlet – Unit 6 (dining room) – Unit 7 – Unit 3 (living room)
 Bathroom exhaust fan not operable – Unit 7
 Window covering in disrepair – numerous around building
 Bed in living room *smoke/carbon monoxide detector rules apply if allowed to be sleeping room – Unit 14,
9
 Flexible drain connection under sink – Unit 3(kitchen)
 Missing smoke detectors inside all sleeping rooms
 Missing Carbon Monoxide detector – Unit 6
 Check valve and rubber drain connection under kitchen sink – Unit 3(kitchen)
 Exterior building lighting not operable
 Bare ground in excess of 20 square feet
 Dumpster enclosure is in disrepair, Dumpster must remain behind screen (out of view from public right of
way)
 Junk and debris on grounds/outside of dumpster enclosure – needs to be placed in dumpster
 Any and all deteriorated trim(failing paint, rotting material, broken mouldings) needs replacement around
garages and garage doors(any/all cladding within 6” of grade is required to be treated or other weather
resistant material)
 Horizontal joints in siding and/or trim require drip caps
 Siding sections with over 10% peeling/fading/deteriorated paint needs to be re-painted in its entirety
 Garage door panels having holes, dents, deteriorated paint or significant damage in excess of 25% (of each
individual panel) needs replacement
 All misaligned garage doors need re-alignment in their openings
These conditions are violations of Roseville’s City Code, specifically:
 Section 906 which requires Exterior/Interior/Site shall be maintained in good repair
 Section 906.09 which requires Smoke Detectors in each sleeping room
 Minnesota State Statute 299F.51 which requires Carbon Monoxide detector installation within 10 feet of
sleeping rooms
The City is requesting that steps be taken to:
 Repair noted items
 Install smoke detectors inside each sleeping room
 Install Carbon Monoxide detectors where required
Timeframe for Compliance:
5 days for: Smoke/Carbon Monoxide Detector Installation *
30 days for: Maintenance/Repair of noted items*
*If the timeline for this request creates a hardship for you or if you have any questions or concerns regarding this
notice or licensing requirements, please contact me at 651-792-7013.
Again, thank you for your attention and cooperation with Roseville’s Rental License Program.
Dave Englund, Code Enforcement Officer City of Roseville dave.englund@ci.roseville.mn.us

ATTACHMENT B

Attachment A

Rental License Program

Assigned License Type and Inspection Report
Date: April 1, 2015
Re: G & G, 1735 Marion St, Roseville MN 55113-6989
Thank you for attending your rental license inspection for this property on October 7, 2014, 12:00-4:00
p.m.. The purpose of this inspection is to verify compliance with city and state codes and ordinances,
thereby ensuring all rental properties in Roseville are safe, sanitary and well maintained.

The results of this inspection are:

 Number of violations:
26
 The number of violations has resulted in a License Type ‘D‘ being assigned to this multifamily
rental dwelling.
 An inspection report, and timeframe for correcting any violations, is on the reverse side of this
form.
 Please return the enclosed Rental License Invoice and license fee to our office by December 31,
2014.
 Upon receipt of payment, your license will be mailed to you.

This building has been assigned a ‘D’ Type License:




Your license will remain valid for 6 months and expire on 06/30/2015.
o Your license must be renewed at that time. Renewal will include a re-inspection and the
payment of fees. We encourage you to inspect your property and correct any deficiencies
or violations before the licensing inspection so that your building can attain the highest
license type possible. You will be sent a renewal application approximately 120 days
prior to expiration.
Attendance at 100% of Roseville Multifamily Property Owners Meetings is required. These
quarterly meetings will begin in 2015 and will be held at Roseville City Hall. You will be notified
of dates and times.

Requirements based on License Type:
Requirement
License Type
Type A
Type B
Type C
Type D

Attend Roseville
Multifamily
Property Owners
Quarterly Meetings
Attend 25%
Attend 50%
Attend 75%
Attend 100%

Inspections and
Licensing Fee
Once every 3 years
Once every 2 years
Once a year
Once every 6
months

Memorandum of
Understanding for
correction of
nuisance
N/A
N/A
May be required
Required (Shall be

brought to Council)

Monthly Updates
N/A
N/A
N/A
Required

ATTACHMENT B

Attachment A
-over-

Inspection Report
The inspection revealed:
 Brush/Branch on lawn south side of building
 Outside storage of items on south side
 Door locks at entry not functional
 Trip Hazard on Carpet –hallway at bedroom – Unit 23
 Trip hazard at entry – Unit 10
 Bathroom vanity in disrepair – Unit 23
 Windows in disrepair – does not latch – Unit 3
 Window covering in disrepair – numerous around building
 Common area outlets are painted over
 Dryer in dining room area – not properly vented to exterior – Unit 3
 Bed in living room *smoke co detector rules apply if allowed to be sleeping room – Unit 18
 Paint Peeling in living room – Unit 15,10
 Bathroom wall in disrepair – Unit 10
 Missing smoke detectors inside sleeping rooms
 Check valve and rubber drain connection under kitchen sink – Unit 15, 3
 Bathroom door lock/latch not functioning – Unit 10
 Outlet painted over – Unit 3 – Living room, Unit 15,10 – Kitchen, Unit 15 - Bedroom
 Broken outlet in bedroom – unit 15
 Exterior building lighting not operable
 Bare ground in excess of 20 square feet
 Any and all deteriorated trim(failing paint, rotting material, broken mouldings) needs replacement around
garages and garage doors(any/all cladding within 6” of grade is required to be treated or other weather
resistant material)
 Horizontal joints in siding and/or trim require drip caps
 Siding sections with over 10% peeling/fading/deteriorated paint needs to be re-painted in its entirety
 Garage door panels having holes, dents, deteriorated paint or significant damage in excess of 25% (of each
individual panel) needs replacement
 All misaligned garage doors need re-alignment in their openings
 Dumpster enclosure is in disrepair, Dumpster must remain behind screen (out of view from public right of
way)
 Junk and debris on grounds/outside of dumpster enclosure – needs to be placed in dumpster
These conditions are violations of Roseville’s City Code, specifically:
 Section 906 which requires Exterior/Interior/Site shall be maintained in good repair
 Section 906.09 which requires Smoke Detectors in each sleeping room
The City is requesting that steps be taken to:
 Repair noted items
 Install smoke detectors inside each sleeping room
Timeframe for Compliance:
5 days for: Smoke/Carbon Monoxide Detector Installation *
30 days for: Maintenance/Repair of noted items*
*If the timeline for this request creates a hardship for you or if you have any questions or concerns regarding this
notice or licensing requirements, please contact me at 651-792-7013.
Again, thank you for your attention and cooperation with Roseville’s Rental License Program.
Dave Englund, Code Enforcement Officer City of Roseville dave.englund@ci.roseville.mn.us

ATTACHMENT B

Attachment A

Rental License Program

Assigned License Type and Inspection Report
Date: April 1, 2015
Re: G & G, 1735 Woodbridge Ct, Roseville MN 55113-6784
Thank you for attending your rental license inspection for this property on October 10, 2014, 12:00-4:00
p.m.. The purpose of this inspection is to verify compliance with city and state codes and ordinances,
thereby ensuring all rental properties in Roseville are safe, sanitary and well maintained.

The results of this inspection are:

 Number of violations:
18
 The number of violations has resulted in a License Type ‘D‘ being assigned to this multifamily
rental dwelling.
 An inspection report, and timeframe for correcting any violations, is on the reverse side of this
form.
 Please return the enclosed Rental License Invoice and license fee to our office by December 31,
2014.
 Upon receipt of payment, your license will be mailed to you.

This building has been assigned a ‘D’ Type License:




Your license will remain valid for 6 months and expire on 06/30/2015.
o Your license must be renewed at that time. Renewal will include a re-inspection and the
payment of fees. We encourage you to inspect your property and correct any deficiencies
or violations before the licensing inspection so that your building can attain the highest
license type possible. You will be sent a renewal application approximately 120 days
prior to expiration.
Attendance at 100% of Roseville Multifamily Property Owners Meetings is required. These
quarterly meetings will begin in 2015 and will be held at Roseville City Hall. You will be notified
of dates and times.

Requirements based on License Type:
Requirement
License Type
Type A
Type B
Type C
Type D

Attend Roseville
Multifamily
Property Owners
Quarterly Meetings
Attend 25%
Attend 50%
Attend 75%
Attend 100%

Inspections and
Licensing Fee
Once every 3 years
Once every 2 years
Once a year
Once every 6
months

Memorandum of
Understanding for
correction of
nuisance
N/A
N/A
May be required
Required (Shall be

brought to Council)

Monthly Updates
N/A
N/A
N/A
Required

ATTACHMENT B

Attachment A

Inspection Report

-over-

The inspection revealed:
 Open socket in electrical panel – Laundry room
 Exterior dryer hood in disrepair
 Door locks at entry not functional
 Windows in disrepair – peeling paint – Unit 16, 17
 Window covering in disrepair – numerous around building
 Bed in living room *smoke/carbon monoxide detector rules apply if allowed to be sleeping room – Unit 17
 Flexible drain connection under sink – Unit 16, 4, 1 (bathroom)
 Kitchen drain in disrepair – Unit 17
 Missing smoke detectors inside all sleeping rooms
 Missing Carbon Monoxide detector – Unit 1
 Check valve and rubber drain connection under kitchen sink – Unit 4
 Exterior building lighting not operable
 Bare ground in excess of 20 square feet
 Any and all deteriorated trim(failing paint, rotting material, broken mouldings) needs replacement around
garages and garage doors(any/all cladding within 6” of grade is required to be treated or other weather
resistant material)
 Horizontal joints in siding and/or trim require drip caps
 Siding sections with over 10% peeling/fading/deteriorated paint needs to be re-painted in its entirety
 Garage door panels having holes, dents, deteriorated paint or significant damage in excess of 25% (of each
individual panel) needs replacement
 All misaligned garage doors need re-alignment in their openings
 Dumpster enclosure is in disrepair, Dumpster must remain behind screen (out of view from public right of
way)
 Junk and debris on grounds/outside of dumpster enclosure – needs to be placed in dumpster
These conditions are violations of Roseville’s City Code, specifically:
 Section 906 which requires Exterior/Interior/Site shall be maintained in good repair
 Section 906.09 which requires Smoke Detectors in each sleeping room
 Minnesota State Statute 299F.51 which requires Carbon Monoxide detector installation within 10 feet of
sleeping rooms
The City is requesting that steps be taken to:
 Repair noted items
 Install smoke detectors inside each sleeping room
 Install Carbon Monoxide detectors where required
Timeframe for Compliance:
5 days for: Smoke/Carbon Monoxide Detector Installation *
30 days for: Maintenance/Repair of noted items*
*If the timeline for this request creates a hardship for you or if you have any questions or concerns regarding this
notice or licensing requirements, please contact me at 651-792-7013.
Again, thank you for your attention and cooperation with Roseville’s Rental License Program.
Dave Englund
Code Enforcement Officer
City of Roseville
dave.englund@ci.roseville.mn.us

ATTACHMENT B

Attachment A

Rental License Program

Assigned License Type and Inspection Report
Date: April 1, 2015
Re: G & G, 1736 Woodbridge Ct, Roseville MN 55113-6783
Thank you for attending your rental license inspection for this property on October 10, 2014, 12:00-4:00
p.m.. The purpose of this inspection is to verify compliance with city and state codes and ordinances,
thereby ensuring all rental properties in Roseville are safe, sanitary and well maintained.

The results of this inspection are:

 Number of violations:
26
 The number of violations has resulted in a License Type ‘D‘ being assigned to this multifamily
rental dwelling.
 An inspection report, and timeframe for correcting any violations, is on the reverse side of this
form.
 Please return the enclosed Rental License Invoice and license fee to our office by December 31,
2014.
 Upon receipt of payment, your license will be mailed to you.

This building has been assigned a ‘D’ Type License:




Your license will remain valid for 6 months and expire on 06/30/2015.
o Your license must be renewed at that time. Renewal will include a re-inspection and the
payment of fees. We encourage you to inspect your property and correct any deficiencies
or violations before the licensing inspection so that your building can attain the highest
license type possible. You will be sent a renewal application approximately 120 days
prior to expiration.
Attendance at 100% of Roseville Multifamily Property Owners Meetings is required. These
quarterly meetings will begin in 2015 and will be held at Roseville City Hall. You will be notified
of dates and times.

Requirements based on License Type:
Requirement
License Type
Type A
Type B
Type C
Type D

Attend Roseville
Multifamily
Property Owners
Quarterly Meetings
Attend 25%
Attend 50%
Attend 75%
Attend 100%

Inspections and
Licensing Fee
Once every 3 years
Once every 2 years
Once a year
Once every 6
months

Memorandum of
Understanding for
correction of
nuisance
N/A
N/A
May be required
Required (Shall be

brought to Council)

Monthly Updates
N/A
N/A
N/A
Required

ATTACHMENT B

Attachment A

Inspection Report

-over-

The inspection revealed:
 Chain link fence in disrepair
 Paint covering outlets in common areas
 Peeling Paint on front window in Common area
 Trip hazard on floor covering at entry to unit – Unit 6
 Bedroom window Broken Unit 13
 Door locks at entry not functional
 Unit entry door hardware in disrepair – Unit 1
 Paint covering outlet – Unit 13 (dining room) – Unit 1 (kitchen – Unit 13 (living room)
 Bathroom exhaust fan not operable – Unit 13, 1
 Kitchen cabinet at sink in disrepair – Unit 1
 Insect infestation – bedroom walls (stains) – Unit 1
 Bedroom door hardware in disrepair – Unit 1
 Window covering in disrepair – numerous around building
 Flexible drain connection under sink – Unit 5,1(kitchen)
 Missing smoke detectors inside all sleeping rooms
 Missing Carbon Monoxide detector – Unit 13, 1, 5
 Exterior building lighting not operable
 Bare ground in excess of 20 square feet
 Any and all deteriorated trim(failing paint, rotting material, broken mouldings) needs replacement around
garages and garage doors(any/all cladding within 6” of grade is required to be treated or other weather
resistant material)
 Horizontal joints in siding and/or trim require drip caps
 Siding sections with over 10% peeling/fading/deteriorated paint needs to be re-painted in its entirety
 Garage door panels having holes, dents, deteriorated paint or significant damage in excess of 25% (of each
individual panel) needs replacement
 All misaligned garage doors need re-alignment in their openings
 Dumpster enclosure is in disrepair, Dumpster must remain behind screen (out of view from public right of
way)
 Junk and debris on grounds/outside of dumpster enclosure – needs to be placed in dumpster
 Tree limbs on ground by garage- needs removal
 Garage structure in disrepair (far right, east side)
These conditions are violations of Roseville’s City Code, specifically:
 Section 906 which requires Exterior/Interior/Site shall be maintained in good repair
 Section 906.09 which requires Smoke Detectors in each sleeping room
 Minnesota State Statute 299F.51 which requires Carbon Monoxide detector installation within 10 feet of
sleeping rooms
The City is requesting that steps be taken to:

Repair noted items

Install smoke detectors inside each sleeping room

Install Carbon Monoxide detectors where required
Timeframe for Compliance:
5 days for: Smoke/Carbon Monoxide Detector Installation *
30 days for: Maintenance/Repair of noted items*

*If the timeline for this request creates a hardship for you or if you have any questions or concerns regarding this
notice or licensing requirements, please contact me at 651-792-7013.
Again, thank you for your attention and cooperation with Roseville’s Rental License Program.
Dave Englund, Code Enforcement Officer City of Roseville dave.englund@ci.roseville.mn.us

ATTACHMENT B

Attachment A

Rental License Program

Assigned License Type and Inspection Report
Date: April 1, 2015
Re: G & G, 1740 Marion St, Roseville MN 55113-6788
Thank you for attending your rental license inspection for this property on October 7, 2014, 12:00-4:00
p.m.. The purpose of this inspection is to verify compliance with city and state codes and ordinances,
thereby ensuring all rental properties in Roseville are safe, sanitary and well maintained.

The results of this inspection are:

 Number of violations:
19
 The number of violations has resulted in a License Type ‘D‘ being assigned to this multifamily
rental dwelling.
 An inspection report, and timeframe for correcting any violations, is on the reverse side of this
form.
 Please return the enclosed Rental License Invoice and license fee to our office by December 31,
2014.
 Upon receipt of payment, your license will be mailed to you.

This building has been assigned a ‘D’ Type License:




Your license will remain valid for 6 months and expire on 06/30/2015.
o Your license must be renewed at that time. Renewal will include a re-inspection and the
payment of fees. We encourage you to inspect your property and correct any deficiencies
or violations before the licensing inspection so that your building can attain the highest
license type possible. You will be sent a renewal application approximately 120 days
prior to expiration.
Attendance at 100% of Roseville Multifamily Property Owners Meetings is required. These
quarterly meetings will begin in 2015 and will be held at Roseville City Hall. You will be notified
of dates and times.

Requirements based on License Type:
Requirement
License Type
Type A
Type B
Type C
Type D

Attend Roseville
Multifamily
Property Owners
Quarterly Meetings
Attend 25%
Attend 50%
Attend 75%
Attend 100%

Inspections and
Licensing Fee
Once every 3 years
Once every 2 years
Once a year
Once every 6
months

Memorandum of
Understanding for
correction of
nuisance
N/A
N/A
May be required
Required (Shall be

brought to Council)

Monthly Updates
N/A
N/A
N/A
Required

ATTACHMENT B

Attachment A
-over-

Inspection Report

The inspection revealed:
 Unsealed opening in brick exterior
 Common area outlets are painted over
 Screen in disrepair – Unit 26
 Exhaust vent for stove not functioning – Unit 26
 Bathroom vanity in disrepair – Unit 17
 Carbon Monoxide detector required within 10 feet of sleeping room – Unit 17,14 *please verify in all units
 Paint Peeling on Bathroom ceiling – Unit 14
 Missing smoke detectors inside sleeping rooms
 Flexible drain connection used under kitchen sink – Unit 13 & 5
 Kitchen outlet painted over – Unit 7
 Exterior building lighting not operable
 Bare ground in excess of 20 square feet
 Any and all deteriorated trim(failing paint, rotting material, broken mouldings) needs replacement around
garages and garage doors(any/all cladding within 6” of grade is required to be treated or other weather
resistant material)
 Horizontal joints in siding and/or trim require drip caps
 Siding sections with over 10% peeling/fading/deteriorated paint needs to be re-painted in its entirety
 Garage door panels having holes, dents, deteriorated paint or significant damage in excess of 25% (of each
individual panel) needs replacement
 All misaligned garage doors need re-alignment in their openings
 Garage roof in disrepair
 Dumpster enclosure is in disrepair, Dumpster must remain behind screen (out of view from public right of
way)
 Junk and debris on grounds/outside of dumpster enclosure
These conditions are violations of Roseville’s City Code, specifically:




Section 906 which requires Exterior/Interior/Site shall be maintained in good repair
Section 906.09 which requires Smoke Detectors in each sleeping room
Minnesota State Statute 299F.51 which requires Carbon Monoxide detectors within 10 feet of each
sleeping room

The City is requesting that steps be taken to:




Repair noted items
Install smoke detectors inside each sleeping room
Install Carbon Monoxide detectors within 10 feet of sleeping rooms

Timeframe for Compliance:
5 days for: Smoke/Carbon Monoxide Detector Installation *
30 days for: Maintenance/Repair of noted items*
*If the timeline for this request creates a hardship for you or if you have any questions or concerns regarding this
notice or licensing requirements, please contact me at 651-792-7013.
Again, thank you for your attention and cooperation with Roseville’s Rental License Program.
Dave Englund
Code Enforcement Officer City of Roseville dave.englund@ci.roseville.mn.us

ATTACHMENT B

Attachment A
Rental License Program

Assigned License Type and Inspection Report
Date: April 1, 2015
Re: G & G, 1745 Marion St, Roseville MN 55113-6789
Thank you for attending your rental license inspection for this property on October 8, 2014, 12:00-4:00
p.m.. The purpose of this inspection is to verify compliance with city and state codes and ordinances,
thereby ensuring all rental properties in Roseville are safe, sanitary and well maintained.

The results of this inspection are:

 Number of violations:
21
 The number of violations has resulted in a License Type ‘D‘ being assigned to this multifamily
rental dwelling.
 An inspection report, and timeframe for correcting any violations, is on the reverse side of this
form.
 Please return the enclosed Rental License Invoice and license fee to our office by December 31,
2014.
 Upon receipt of payment, your license will be mailed to you.

This building has been assigned a ‘D’ Type License:




Your license will remain valid for 6 months and expire on 06/30/2015.
o Your license must be renewed at that time. Renewal will include a re-inspection and the
payment of fees. We encourage you to inspect your property and correct any deficiencies
or violations before the licensing inspection so that your building can attain the highest
license type possible. You will be sent a renewal application approximately 120 days
prior to expiration.
Attendance at 100% of Roseville Multifamily Property Owners Meetings is required. These
quarterly meetings will begin in 2015 and will be held at Roseville City Hall. You will be notified
of dates and times.

Requirements based on License Type:
Requirement
License Type
Type A
Type B
Type C
Type D

Attend Roseville
Multifamily
Property Owners
Quarterly Meetings
Attend 25%
Attend 50%
Attend 75%
Attend 100%

Inspections and
Licensing Fee
Once every 3 years
Once every 2 years
Once a year
Once every 6
months

Memorandum of
Understanding for
correction of
nuisance
N/A
N/A
May be required
Required (Shall be

brought to Council)

Monthly Updates
N/A
N/A
N/A
Required

ATTACHMENT B

Attachment A

Inspection Report

-over-

The inspection revealed:
 Screen in disrepair – 3rd floor, north side
 Screws in dryer exhaust ducting
 Exterior dryer hood not sealed to building
 Rubber drain connection under laundry tub
 Door locks at entry not functional
 Insect infestation – Kitchen/Bathroom – Unit 24, 27, 8
 Windows in disrepair – peeling paint – Unit 11
 Window covering in disrepair – numerous around building
 Common area outlets are painted over
 Outlet cover missing/exposed wires – air conditioning outlet – Unit 8
 Stove vent not functioning – Unit 2
 Stove vent hood painted/covered with non-rated material – Unit 2
 Bed in living room *smoke/carbon monoxide detector rules apply if allowed to be sleeping room – Unit 18,
27
 Bathroom mirror broken – Unit 2
 Flexible drain connection under kitchen sink – Unit 2, 8
 Missing smoke detectors inside all sleeping rooms
 Missing Carbon Monoxide detector – Unit 8
 Check valve and rubber drain connection under kitchen sink – Unit 3
 Outlet painted over – Unit 3,2 – Living room, Unit 15,10,2 – Kitchen, Unit 15,2 – Bedroom, Unit 24,18,2 –
Dining room
 Broken outlet in dining room – unit 18
 Exterior building lighting not operable
 Bare ground in excess of 20 square feet
 Any and all deteriorated trim(failing paint, rotting material, missing drip-caps) needs replacement around
garages and garage doors(any/all cladding within 6” of grade is required to be treated or other weather
resistant material)
 Siding sections with over 10% peeling/fading/deteriorated paint needs to be re-painted in its entirety
 Garage roofs have debris and vegetation – requires maintenance/cleaning
 Garage door panels having holes, dents, deteriorated paint or significant damage in excess of 25% of each
door needs replacement
 All misaligned garage doors need re-alignment in their openings
 Dumpster enclosure is in disrepair, Dumpster must remain behind screen (out of view from public right of
way)
 Junk and debris on grounds/outside of dumpster enclosure – needs to be placed in dumpster
These conditions are violations of Roseville’s City Code, specifically:

Section 906 which requires Exterior/Interior/Site shall be maintained in good repair

Section 906.09 which requires Smoke Detectors in each sleeping room

Minnesota State Statute 299F.51 which requires Carbon Monoxide detector installation within 10 feet of sleeping rooms
The City is requesting that steps be taken to:

Repair noted items

Install smoke detectors inside each sleeping room

Install Carbon Monoxide detectors where required
Timeframe for Compliance:
5 days for: Smoke/Carbon Monoxide Detector Installation *
30 days for: Maintenance/Repair of noted items*

*If the timeline for this request creates a hardship for you or if you have any questions or concerns regarding this
notice or licensing requirements, please contact me at 651-792-7013.
Again, thank you for your attention and cooperation with Roseville’s Rental License Program.
Dave Englund
Code Enforcement Officer City of Roseville dave.englund@ci.roseville.mn.us

ATTACHMENT B

Attachment A

Rental License Program

Assigned License Type and Inspection Report
Date: April 1, 2015
Re: G & G, 1750 Marion St, Roseville MN 55113-6788
Thank you for attending your rental license inspection for this property on October 8, 2014, 12:00-4:00
p.m.. The purpose of this inspection is to verify compliance with city and state codes and ordinances,
thereby ensuring all rental properties in Roseville are safe, sanitary and well maintained.

The results of this inspection are:

 Number of violations:
15
 The number of violations has resulted in a License Type ‘D‘ being assigned to this multifamily
rental dwelling.
 An inspection report, and timeframe for correcting any violations, is on the reverse side of this
form.
 Please return the enclosed Rental License Invoice and license fee to our office by December 31,
2014.
 Upon receipt of payment, your license will be mailed to you.

This building has been assigned a ‘D’ Type License:




Your license will remain valid for 6 months and expire on 06/30/2015.
o Your license must be renewed at that time. Renewal will include a re-inspection and the
payment of fees. We encourage you to inspect your property and correct any deficiencies
or violations before the licensing inspection so that your building can attain the highest
license type possible. You will be sent a renewal application approximately 120 days
prior to expiration.
Attendance at 100% of Roseville Multifamily Property Owners Meetings is required. These
quarterly meetings will begin in 2015 and will be held at Roseville City Hall. You will be notified
of dates and times.

Requirements based on License Type:
Requirement
License Type
Type A
Type B
Type C
Type D

Attend Roseville
Multifamily
Property Owners
Quarterly Meetings
Attend 25%
Attend 50%
Attend 75%
Attend 100%

Inspections and
Licensing Fee
Once every 3 years
Once every 2 years
Once a year
Once every 6
months

Memorandum of
Understanding for
correction of
nuisance
N/A
N/A
May be required
Required (Shall be

brought to Council)

Monthly Updates
N/A
N/A
N/A
Required

ATTACHMENT B

Attachment A
-over-

Inspection Report
The inspection revealed:
 Unsealed opening at gas line entry to building
 Missing TPR discharge tube on water heater
 Dryer exhaust duct has screws penetrating duct
 Exterior dryer hood in disrepair
 Unsupported electrical conduit – exterior north side between 2nd & 3rd floors
 Open socket in electrical panel – Unit 20, 21 &14
 Screen in disrepair – Unit 21 – living room
 Bedroom carpet in disrepair – Unit 21
 Missing smoke detectors inside sleeping rooms
 Flexible drain connection used under bathroom sink – Unit 20 & 7
 Exterior building lighting not operable
 Bare ground in excess of 20 square feet
 Junk and debris on grounds/outside of dumpster enclosure
 Dumpster enclosure is in disrepair, Dumpster must remain behind screen (out of view from public right of
way)
 Any and all deteriorated trim(failing paint, rotting material, broken mouldings) needs replacement around
garages and garage doors(any/all cladding within 6” of grade is required to be treated or other weather
resistant material)
 Horizontal joints in siding and/or trim require drip caps
 Siding sections with over 10% peeling/fading/deteriorated paint needs to be re-painted in its entirety
 Garage door panels having holes, dents, deteriorated paint or significant damage in excess of 25% (of each
individual panel) needs replacement
 All misaligned garage doors need re-alignment in their openings
These conditions are violations of Roseville’s City Code, specifically:



Section 906 which requires Exterior/Interior/Site shall be maintained in good repair
Section 906.09 which requires Smoke Detectors in each sleeping room

The City is requesting that steps be taken to:



Repair noted items
Install smoke detectors inside each sleeping room

Timeframe for Compliance:
5 days for: Smoke Detector Installation *
30 days for: Maintenance/Repair of noted items*
*If the timeline for this request creates a hardship for you or if you have any questions or concerns regarding this
notice or licensing requirements, please contact me at 651-792-7013.
Again, thank you for your attention and cooperation with Roseville’s Rental License Program.
Dave Englund
Code Enforcement Officer City of Roseville dave.englund@ci.roseville.mn.us

ATTACHMENT B

Attachment A.1

Community Development Department

2660 Civic Center Drive  Roseville, Minnesota 55113
651-792-7013  fax 651-792-7070  www.cityofroseville.com

12/26/2014

Ms. Nidhi Joshi
G & G Management
195 Larpenteur Avenue #19
St. Paul, MN 55113

Ms. Joshi,
Thank you for accompanying me during the Rental License Inspection in late October. I have enclosed the
Inspection Reports for each building.
The updates and improvements initiated on the properties you manage, begun even prior to Roseville’s Rental
License Program, are improving the properties and are appreciated.
The noted violations and the subsequent ratings in the attached reports may be disappointing given the amount of
work and effort you have already put into these properties. While the numbers of violations may appear high,
many other property managers are experiencing similar results. As we discussed, this initial license cycle is meant
to educate owners, managers and residents on Roseville’s Building Maintenance and Preservation Code relating to
multi-family rental properties. I believe that with your continued effort, each property and rating will continue to
improve.
I appreciate your continued efforts and your attention to the inspection reports. If you have questions or wish
clarification of any of the noted items, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Sincerely,
David Englund
Code Compliance officer
Rental License Program
City of Roseville
2660 Civic Center Drive
Roseville, MN 55113
651-792-7013
david.englund@ci.roseville.mn.us

ATTACHMENT B

Attachment B Submittal 1
From: Nidhi Joshi [mailto:marionapts@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, February 09, 2015 12:04 PM
To: Pat Trudgeon
Subject: Letter of Appeal

Pat Trudgeon
City Manager
2660 Civic Center Drive
Roseville, MN 55113.

February 09, 2015

Letter of Appeal to the City Council
Dear Mr. Trudgeon
We are writing to you in regards to City Rental License Program. With all due respect, we feel we
must come to you with a very big concern we have over the City inspection report. While we
respect City inspector’s opinion, we disagree with the findings and negative evaluation of our
buildings.
The grounds on which we wish to appeal are listed below.
1.
2.
3.
4.

Disagree with Inspection result
List of Duplicate Violations
List of Violations which were corrected right away during inspection.
Use funds for improvements instead of paying License fee every 6 month, recommend
yearly inspection and license fee every three year.
5. Tenants (Refuges with small children) are very hard on property. Photos attached
6. List of Improvements completed during 2013 & 2014
7. Environmentally conscience, using efficient LED Lights in hallways & Laundry rooms,
water efficient toilets, shower heads and kitchen aerators, See attached report
8. Trivial Violations, such as paint on outlets, paint peeling here there, no health or safety
issues
9. Small maintenance issues are not reported by tenants, such as blinds broken, faucet leaking,
drawer not operating, bath door knob not working etc
10. Tenants caused violations such as bed in the living room, blocked egress window, removed
CO detectors & smoke detectors
11. No motivation to spend any funds for improvements when licensing cost is $6,740 and get
D license anyway every six months. NO INCENTIVE FOR MAKING
IMPROVEMENTS and to raise building standard
12. Request for reevaluation of the License Type.
13. Postpone 6 month (06/30/2015) inspection and waive license fee till January 2016 or later.

ATTACHMENT B

Attachment B Submittal 1
We have noticed that the city inspection report is inaccurate on many points and strongly disagree
with many violation listed in the report. There are number of duplicate violations.
For example flexible drain connector violation is mentioned 3 times in 175 building report and
should be corrected as soon as possible. Check item # 1, 15, and 16.
We do understand the necessity of correcting the flexible drain connector, however, we do not agree
with the idea of mentioning it 3 times. Our team has worked hard, efficiently and effectively to
implement all city code last year. We take pride in correcting any violation as soon we know about it
or city inspector(s) bring it to our attention.
City inspector inspected our 12 buildings in 5 days. Most of the violations were corrected during the
inspection, but those violations are still showing in inspection report. For example Garage Roof in
disrepair 1740 – our maintenance staff worked overnight and fixed the roof and next day city
inspector came and verified. Unsealed opening in brick exterior 1740 building was fixed right away
and showed to the inspector, but these repairs are listed as violations in inspection report.
We hired an electrician to go through all apartments, laundry rooms and common areas to
check/repair/ replace every electric issue, smoke alarm, CO alarm, broken outlet/ switches. We paid
him around $11,000. Our intent was to fix everything and be ready for inspection. But he still
missed a few items mentioned in the report.
We hired a handyman to fix and/or replace all screens in all the buildings. He still missed a few
screens. Our intent was to meet all city requirements.
We have more than 50% tenants who are recently immigrated refugees in our buildings. They are
very hard on our property. We are having regular meetings with Caretakers and organizations like
KOM (Karen organization of MN ), International Insinuate of Minnesota, World relief, Arrive
Ministries etc. to explain recently moved immigrants (Karen tenants) in their language about
following building rules regarding apartment care and sanitation standards.
We appreciate the opportunity to discuss with you the improvements we are doing and the
challenges to meet city requirements, and to maintain sanitation standards inside and outside the
apartments. We were shocked to see a D license even with two years of improvement efforts. We
were expecting a B license if not A, because we did not have any major life and health safety type of
Violations.
There are violations which can’t be corrected right away or before July 2015 because of weather
such as fixing garage panels, garage doors, painting soffit, fixing dumpster enclosure etc. If city
inspect our building again in 6 months we wouldn’t get enough time to work on these violations and
we will get D License again.
We are therefore appealing that a reevaluation should be carried out as soon as possible and type of
license should be corrected. If reevaluation is not possible with in 30 calendar days, we request you
to postpone 6 month (06/30/2015) inspection and waive license fee till January 2016 or later.

ATTACHMENT B

Attachment B Submittal 1
We are also requesting that a meeting should be set up to discuss our concerns within 30 calendar
days of receipt of this letter. Please contact us the time and date of the meeting.
On behalf of our Management team, we would like to thank you again for taking the time out of
your busy schedule to discuss these important matters. Should you have any questions or comments
with this request, please contact us at the following number(s) or by e-mail at
marionapts@gmail.com
Thank you,
Ramesh Gupta
Manager
Marion Street & Brittany's Apartments
Tel : 612-396-4950 (C)
651-489-5854 (O)
763-439-7674 (C)
Fax : 651-488-7190

G & G Managements LLC
195 W Larpenteur Ave. # 19
Roseville, MN - 55113
Office Hours - Monday to Friday, 10am - 6pm.

Confidentiality Statement: The documents accompanying this transmission contain confidential information that is legally privileged. This
information is intended only for the use of the individuals or entities listed above. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified
that any disclosure, copying, distribution, or action taken in reliance on the contents of these documents is strictly prohibited. If you have
received this information in error, please notify the sender immediately and arrange for the return or destruction of these documents.
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Attachment B Submittal 2
Marion Street/The Brittanys
G & G Management, LLC

195 W Larpenteur Ave., Ste. 19, Roseville, MN 55113. Ph: 651-489-5854, Fx: 651-488-7190

Duplicate & Inaccurate Violations
175 Building
 Violation # 1, 15, 16 are same – why mentioned 3 times?
 Violation # 3 ,4, 5, 6 are same
 Violation # 9, 10 are same – Paint Peeling why mentioned 2 time
195 Larpenteur
 Violation # 1, 15, 16 Regarding drain connector – listed 3 time
 Violation # 4 & 18
221 Larpenteur
Violation # 4 & 18 Listed twice
Violation # 14 & 16 Listed twice
Violation # 10 & 17 Listed twice
Violation # 5 was corrected in front of inspector






1720 Marion






Violation # 1 Already repaired
Violation # 2 Not True
Violation # 7, 12 & 15 are same
Violation # 8 Not true, please verify again
Violation # 9 & 10 Duplicate Entry

1735 Marion






Violation # 4 & 5 should be under same category
Violation # 12 & 13 are same
Violation # 9, 17, 18 should be under same category
Violation # 1 & 2 should be 1 violation
Violation # 3 Not true Door Lock does work, Check again

ATTACHMENT B
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1740 Marion





Violation # 1 was corrected and showed to inspector right away
Violation # 18 - was fixed the same day. city inspector came and verified
Violation # 2 & 10 should be 1 violation
Violation # 12 & 11 Not true

1745 Marion
 Violation # 4 , 15, 18 are same
 Violation # 9 , 10 , 20, 19 are same
 Violation # 4, 15, 18
1750 Marion
 Violation # 1, 2 & 6 was corrected and showed to inspector right away
 Violation # 7 & 8 Tenant told inspector in front of Manager that she didn’t
complaint to management about these issues.
1725 Woodbridge Ct.
 Violation # 2 & 9 are same
 Violation # 5, 13, 16 are same
1735 Woodbridge Ct.
 Violation # 1 was corrected and showed to inspector right away
 Violation # 7 & 11 are same
 Violation # 12 &13 Not true
1736 Woodbridge Ct.
 Violation # 2 & 5 are same
 Violation # 22 & 27 are same
 Violation # 7& 12 are same

ATTACHMENT B
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Marion Street/The Brittanys
G & G Management, LLC

195 W Larpenteur Ave., Ste. 19, Roseville, MN 55113. Ph: 651-489-5854, Fx: 651-488-7190

1. Door Lock not functional

-195, 1735, 1745, 1720

Not true, 195 kept open during the business hours for convenient of our tenants. 1735, 1720 &
1745 Marion, not true, check again
2. Repair Needed in Units - Tenants did not report the problems in their units
Kitchen Cabinet drawer in Disrepair 195-24
Bathroom Door Lock Latch not functioning 1735M-10
Bathroom Vanity in disrepair 1740-17
Bedroom carpet in disrepair 1750-21
Kitchen drain in disrepair 1735W-17
Kitchen Sink leaking 221-04 - Sink is not leaking. As per maintenance and tenant there is no
problem with the sink.
3. Bed in Living Room – 195, 175, 221, 1720, 1735M, 1745, 1722, 1725, 1735W
We have no control on that. It is not practical for us to check that every day. Tenant considers it
harassment. If we knew anyone having bed in living room, we will add SD.
4. CO Detectors – 195, 221, 1720, 1735M, 1740, 1745, 1725, 1735W, 1736
All units have CO Detectors. We hired an electrician to check batteries, inspect, replace and
maintain CO detectors in each unit. Tenants may have disabled/ removed CO detectors. No way
to verify it every day without going into each unit.
5. Exterior Building Lights Not operable – 195, 175,1720, 1735M, 1740, 1750, 1722, 1725,
1736
Not true, these were all working.
6. Missing Smoke Detector inside sleeping rooms - 195, 175, 221, 1720, 1735M, 1740,
1745, 1722, 1725, 1735W, 1736.
Each Apt. has smoke detectors working properly. 906.09 D2a Fire Safety Requirements, copy
attached, SD required within 10 ft of each bedroom.
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7. Egress Window Blocked - 175
Tenants have been informed not to block Egress Windows. City should charge / contact Tenant

8. Dumpster enclosure in disrepair, junk and debris by dumpster – 175, 221, 1720, 1735M,
1740, 1745, 1750, 1722, 1725, 1735W, 1736
Not True. Any time there is debris/junk outside the dumpster, our caretakers promptly put the
trash inside the dumpster as soon as they see it. Most of the refugees do not understand that and
they leave it outside.
9. Window Covering in disrepair - 221 , 1720,1735 M, 1745, 1725, 1735W, 1736
Tenants are responsible for keeping and maintaining the window blinds as per our lease
10. Bathroom Vanity in disrepair - 1720 # 15
Not true – Check Again
11. Bare ground in excess of 20 sq ft - 221, 195, 175, 1720, 175, 195, 1740, 1735M, 1745, 1750,
1722,1725, 1735W, 1736
Petty stuff. We spent about $18,256 for landscaping last year.
12. Garage Roof in disrepair 1740 - was fixed the same day and city inspector came and
verified. Please verify and remove from report.

13. Petty Items –
1. Painted Outlets – 195, 175, 221, 1720, 1735M, 1740, 1745, 1722, 1725, 1735W, 1736
Not a safety issue
2. Paint Peeling – 195, 175, 221, 1735M - units 15 & 10, 1722 in laundry rooms & soffit
3. Screws penetrating duct – 195, 175, 221, 1745, 1750, 1722, 1725
Below points are not specific and clear enough. Looks like copied and pasted for all
buildings.
1. Horizontal joints in siding and /or trim require drip caps.
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2. Siding sections with over 10% peeling /padding / deteriorated paint needs to be repainted in
its entirety
3. Garage door panels having holes, dents, deteriorated paint or significant damage in excess
of 25% needs replacement.
4. all misaligned garage doors need realignment in their openings
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Marion Street / The Brittanys
G & G Management, LLC

195 W. Larpenteur Ave., Suite 19, Roseville, MN 55113 (651) 489-5854
Electrical Demand & Consumption - City Of Roseville
No.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11

Address
175 Larpenteur Ave
1722 Woodbridge Ct
1725 Woodbridge Ct
1735 Woodbridge Ct
1736 Woodbridge Ct
195 Larpenteur Ave
221 Larpenteur Ave
1720 Marion Street
1735 Marion Street
1740 Marion Street
1745 Marion Street

Electrical
demand savings
in KW
0.846
0.744
0.316
1.437
1.275
1.026
0.488
0.845
0.836
0.865
0.88
9.558

Electrical
consumption
savings in
KWH/yr
4926
4417
2484
10997
9179
5622
3986
7116
7041
8421
7421

71610

Reduction of 71,610 KWH/yr in electrical consumption will prevent 73,759 Kg of CO2
going into atmosphere, thus reducing global warming. (Assuming coal is used to produce electricity.
And it will reduce 22,975 Kg of CARBON going into atmosphere.

ATTACHMENT B

Attachment B Submittal 4
Marion Street / The Brittanys
G & G Management, LLC

195 W. Larpenteur Ave., Suite 19, Roseville, MN 55113 (651) 489-5854
Water Consumption - City Of Roseville
No.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11

Address
175 Larpenteur Ave
1722 Woodbridge Ct
1725 Woodbridge Ct
1735 Woodbridge Ct
1736 Woodbridge Ct
195 Larpenteur Ave
221 Larpenteur Ave
1720 Marion Street
1735 Marion Street
1740 Marion Street
1745 Marion Street

Consumption in UNITS
July - Sep 2012
July - Sep 2014
547
304
368
251
748
313
561
397
407
382
524
398
761
396
635
416
753
453
757
536
624
460
6685
4306

Saving in UNITS

% Saving

243
117
435
164
25
126
365
219
300
221
164

44

2379

36

32
58
29
6
24
48
34
40
29
26

Reduction of water consumption will prevent same amount of SEWER going to the "SEWAGE TREATMENT
PLANT".

2,379,000 Gallons of water is saved over a 3 months period of July – Sep 2014 as
compared to 3 months of July – Sep 2012, before improvements.
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Attachment B Submittal 5
Marion Street / The Brittanys
G & G Management, LLC
195 W. Larpenteur Ave., Suite 19, Roseville, MN 55113 (651) 489-5854
Improvements 2013 - 14
Categories
2013
Stove Replacements
$5,079
Refrigerator Replacements
$13,059
A/C Replacements
$3,944
Carpet / Vinyl Flooring
$47,194
Painting/Wall Repair
$8,478
Toilets, Sinks & Faucets
$34,094
Kitchen Cabinets repair / replace.
$4,660
Bath Vanities Replacements
$8,085
Water Heater / Boiler Repair
$8,339
Windows Replacements
$51,570
Landscaping/ sod/ seeding/ bare covering
$8,387
New Fire Panels
$5,666
Lighting Upgrade w/ LED
$7,629
Door & Locks
$2,000
Smoke and Co Alarms / Outlets
$3,500
$3,500
Pest Control
$12,655
Roof Repair/Replacement
$2,500
Garages/Dumpster Enclosures
$15,000
Repair/ Replace. Window Locks, Screens, Glass
$9,580
Miscellaneous Supplies
Asphalt Parking Lot
$40,994
Repair/ Replace Concrete sidewalk and stairs
$10,014
Grand Total
$305,928

2014
$4,500
$3,500
$1,250
$38,582
$17,465
$3,330
$500
$3,000
$2,000
$31,460
$9,869
$2,073
$28,821
$2,500
$11,135
$15,895
$24,758
$12,575
$35,566
$15,000
$0
$3,927
$267,706

Total
$9,579
$16,559
$5,194
$85,776
$25,943
$37,424
$5,160
$11,085
$10,339
$83,030
$18,256
$7,739
$36,450
$4,500
$14,635
$19,395
$37,413
$15,075
$50,566
24580
$40,994
$13,941
$573,634

ATTACHMENT B

Attachment B Submittal 6
Marion Street/The Brittanys
G & G Management, LLC

195 W Larpenteur Ave., Ste. 19, Roseville, MN 55113. Ph: 651-489-5854, Fx: 651-488-7190

INCENTIVE FOR MAKING IMPROVEMENTS
We believe that the goal of rental license program is to provide safe, clean and healthy standard of
living to residents and children by meeting city & state code requirements.
G & G Management LLC is also focused and proud to maintain all our buildings in good
condition, meeting or exceeding all applicable codes for the safety of our tenants & office
personnel. We have spent more than half million dollars in last two years on improvements.
License fee is an additional burden for property owners especially if we got a list of violations
which needs to be completed in limited time frame and be ready for second inspection in 6
months.
Instead of paying fee in 6 months we can use the same founds to achieve city and our goal to
provide safe and sanitary standard of living to our residents and their children.
We are requesting city council to please help us achieving our goal quicker by waving the fee for
July 2015 inspections so that we can use those founds for improvements.
We hope you can take this in to consideration.
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ATTACHMENT C
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ATTACHMENT C
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION
Date: 4-13-15
Item No.: 15.a
Department Approval

Item Description:
1
2
3
4
5

City Manager Approval

Roseville Deer Population Discussion

BACKGROUND
At the November 17, 2014 joint meeting of the Parks and Recreation Commission and the City Council,
one of the topics discussed and agreed upon that needed further research was the Roseville deer
population. It was requested that the Parks and Recreation Commission gather further information and
provide a recommendation.

6
7
8
9

On March 9, 2015, the Parks and Recreation Commission presented their information and provided a
recommendation. It was determined that a further discussion about the deer population in Roseville
would occur at the April 13 City Council work session.

10
11
12

Included in your packet is the background report with a recommendation and a number of attachments
that was presented on March 9, 2015.

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

Prepared by:

Lonnie Brokke, Director of Parks and Recreation

Attachments:
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.
H.
I.

March 9, 2015 RCA
2014 Ramsey County Map, including Roseville, showing the location where deer were counted
Highlighted Map of the .77 sq. miles of habitat in Roseville
Ramsey County Deer Management Study, including a survey conducted in 2012
Survey of Ramsey County Cities updated in December 2014
Ramsey County Natural Resource Management Plan - Wildlife Section
A sample comprehensive ordinance from the City of Shoreview
Summary presentation made in February 2015 to the Parks and Recreation Commission
A spreadsheet of deer population related comments received over the last year
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION
Date: 3-9-15
Item No.:Prepacket #3
Department Approval

Item Description:
1
2
3

City Manager Approval

Parks and Recreation Commission Meeting with the City Council

BACKGROUND
The Parks and Recreation Commission have traditionally met with the City Council annually. At the
joint meeting on June 9, 2014, it was determined that it would be beneficial for more regular discussion.

4
5
6
7

At the November 17, 2014 meeting with the City Council, one of the topics discussed and agreed upon
that needed further research was the Roseville deer population. It was requested that the Parks and
Recreation Commission gather further information and provide a recommendation.

8
9
10

Included in your packet is a background report with a number of attachments. Parks and Recreation
Commission representatives will be at your March 9, 2015 meeting to discuss further.

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

Prepared by:
Attachments:

Lonnie Brokke, Staff Liaison
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.
H.

2014 Ramsey County Map, including Roseville, showing the location where deer were counted
Highlighted Map of the .77 sq. miles of habitat in Roseville
Ramsey County Deer Management Study, including a survey conducted in 2012
Survey of Ramsey County Cities updated in December 2014
Ramsey County Natural Resource Management Plan - Wildlife Section
A sample comprehensive ordinance from the City of Shoreview
Summary presentation made in February 2015 to the Parks and Recreation Commission
A spreadsheet of deer population related comments received over the last year
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The yellow shaded areas are what make up the .77 square miles of Deer habitat in Roseville

Ramsey County Deer Management:
The Human Dimension
Photo credit: John Moriarty
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This project and the accompanying documents were created by students from the University of
Minnesota, Department of Forest Resources, Urban Greenspaces Management capstone course
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Development of the project, the deer management report, and the Frequently Asked Questions
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Department, Minnesota.
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Executive Summary
Ramsey County Deer Management: The Human Dimension reviews the current state of deer
overpopulation in Ramsey County, Minnesota. Furthermore, we provide strategies on how best
to handle the deer overpopulation problem and how to implement a sustained deer management
program for the county.
The most cost-effective, safest solution to limit deer overpopulation appears to be ―
harvesting‖,
either with cycles of sharpshooting or bow hunting. Because solutions to deer overpopulation are
clearly delineated, both in terms of costs and effectiveness, the remaining concern is how to
handle and explain the situation to the population in terms it can readily understand, while
fostering interest and support for the long-term success of the project.
The objective of this plan is to enhance Ramsey County’s deer management program by creating
a holistic management plan that overcomes the sociopolitical barriers dividing the county in
order to make one feasible and sustainable program for the
whole county.
A survey for each of the 19 cities in Ramsey County was
conducted to identify the commonalities, current approaches,
and funding sources leveraged for each deer management
plan. The survey results highlight a wide-range of responses
to deer management policy for the county, emphasizing the
need for a unified, cost-savvy approach.

[The F.A.Q. and Fact
Sheet]… are quality
information that people in
all walks of life can
understand…Wildlife
management is one of the
least understood
practices…

In addition, the survey was aimed at identifying the most
common citizen-provided comments on deer management.
Both the understanding and the leveraging of public
- Steve Dazenski
sentiment are invaluable to framing our holistic management
Parks Supervisor,
plan and its long-term success. To that effect, this report
City of Mounds View
delivers a deer management ―
best practices‖ program for
Ramsey County and its municipalities; a simple toolkit designed for ease of use.

The authors of this document were undergraduate and graduate students of the University of
Minnesota studying Urban Forest Management: Managing Greenspaces for People (Spring 2012)
led by Professor Gary Johnson. This project was conceived under the direction and consultation
of the Ramsey County Parks and Recreation with the help of John Moriarty, Natural Resources
Manager for Ramsey County.
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Introduction
Deer management is often a complex issue that results from the confluence of the built and
natural environments. These issues require multiple
approaches to provide the most appropriate solution. How
―
In nature there are
those issues are handled is a biological, political, economic,
neither rewards nor
and social question that differs from community to
punishments – there
community with many different stakeholders needing to
compromise on a viable solution.
are consequences.” –

Robert G. Ingersoll
Nature and human development have collided, in some
cases quite literally, in Ramsey County, Minnesota. Urban
deer populations in Ramsey County are creating issues of property damage, car collisions, and
injury to people. However, the main problem is neither deer nor people; the problem is the
interactions of the two in a built landscape.
General deer biology
The deer species in Minnesota is Odocoileus virginianus, better known as the white-tailed deer.
White-tailed deer have a range which covers most of the United States, southern Canada, and
into Central America and northern South America. In Minnesota, white-tailed deer habitat can be
found throughout the state.

Figure 1 Range map of white-tailed deer

White-tailed deer stand on average 2 to 3 feet tall and are 4 to 6 feet in length. Male deer weigh
100 to 300 pounds and female weigh 85 to 130 pounds. During the summer months white-tailed
deer have a reddish brown coat which changes to a grayish brown during the winter months
(Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, 2012).
All deer have an excellent sense of smell and hearing which they use during mating, warning
other deer of potential danger, or marking their territory. Deer also use a series of snorts, grunts,
and bleats to communicate with other deer (Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, 2012).
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Mating season in Minnesota for white-tailed deer can start as early as late October and can
continue as late as early December. Female deer (doe) come to sexual maturity between one and
two years of age. Each doe can produce one to three offspring usually in May or June of the
following year. The gestation period for white-tailed deer is seven months. Fawns have whitespotted coats and nurse for three to four months. Female offspring will stay with the doe for up
to two years, whereas male offspring typically leave after one year. Male deer grow and shed
their antlers annually. Antlers are used in fights over mating territories (Minnesota Department
of Natural Resources, 2012).
White-tailed deer are herbivores equipped with a four-chambered stomach that allow them to eat
a wide variety of vegetation. Deer are known to graze on grasses, leaves, twigs, fruits, nuts, corn,
alfalfa, lichens, fungi, and many other commonly
planted ornamental plants (National Geographic,
Photo credit: Irek Akhmadulin
2012). In Minnesota, white-tailed deer are known
to favor white pine seedlings and northern white
cedar or arborvitae.
White-tailed deer can be seen during daylight
hours, but are most active during dusk and dawn
after feeding during the night. Natural deer
predators include bobcats, mountain lions,
Figure 2 Grazing deer
coyotes, and lynx. Deer can sprint at speeds of up
to 30 miles per hour, are capable of leaping 10 feet vertically, and horizontally jumping over 30
feet. Their lifespan is 6 to 14 years or age (National Geographic, 2012).
Carrying capacity is the maximum species population that can be
Carrying
supported indefinitely in a specific environment. Carrying capacities
vary greatly not only by species, but also by the environment the
Capacity:
species inhabits. The biological carrying capacity for white-tailed
deer will vary based on available food sources and shelter. Some
1 deer per
carrying capacity estimates are 1 deer for every 20 acres, habitat
20 acres
permitting. There are currently estimated between 900,000 and
1,000,000 deer in the state of Minnesota (USDA APHIS, 2012).
However, in an urban area the carrying capacity will be considerably less.

every
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Description of Ramsey County
Ramsey County has a population of approximately 511,000 residents with a density of 3,281
residents per square mile. The following are the 19 communities which are either entirely or
partially within Ramsey County:
Arden Hills
Blaine
Falcon Heights
Gem Lake
Lauderdale
Little Canada
Maplewood
Mounds View
New Brighton
North Oaks
North St Paul
Roseville
Shoreview
St Anthony
St Paul
Spring Lake Park
Vadnais Heights
White Bear Lake
White Bear Lake Township

Figure 3 Ramsey county map

Ramsey County is approximately 156 square miles in area. It contains 9 regional parks, 5
regional trails, and 5 county parks. That said, there are many more parks and open spaces in
Ramsey County that are not owned or managed by Ramsey County. There are 4,378 employees
currently working for Ramsey County and only part of one person’s time is allocated to deer
management (Ramsey County, 2012).

Deer in Ramsey County
According to the data collected by the Minnesota Department of Transportation (MNDOT) and
Ramsey County Public Works, more than 250 deer were involved in car accidents in 2010. The
number is based on the reported number of deer collisions, which is likely lower than the actual
number as not every incident is reported. In 2004, the Insurance Federation of Minnesota
estimated each automobile and deer- related incident cost between $2,000 - $3,500-which means
in Ramsey County alone, deer incidents had an economic cost of approximately $500,000 to
$875,000.
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Ramsey County performs a yearly aerial survey of deer within selected portions of the county
during the winter months as the snow cover makes spotting deer easier. Aerial surveys are a
relatively inexpensive and easy way to survey deer populations. As of the 2011 aerial survey,
1115 deer were counted. However, this is an underestimated number of deer currently in Ramsey
County communities, as not all areas of the county are surveyed.
Once the numbers of deer are known, a deer reduction plan can be established. There are two
methods of deer reduction currently used: an archery hunt coordinated with the help of Metro
Bow Hunters, and a special hunt using contracted sharp shooters.
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Survey of Ramsey County Communities
Table 1 Summary of city deer management survey

Arden Hills

Deer
management
contact
Michelle Olson

Are deer an
issue in the
community?
Deer are not
currently an
issue

Blaine

Jim Kappelhoff

North Saint
Paul

Keith
Stachowski

Occasional road
kills which are
handled by the
police
department
Deer are not
currently an
issue. They get
very few calls.

Lauderdale

Heather
Butkowski

Maplewood

Ginny Gainer

Little
Canada

Joel Hanson

They were. But
recently less so
because of the
hunt. Annual
hunt - contract
through bull
hunters

 Complaints of
vegetative damage

Roseville

Lonnie Brokke

Yes, monitoring
the deer
population with
Ramsey
County. Deer
counts have
stayed constant.

 During gardening
season complaints
of vegetative
destruction.

Community

Deer are not
currently an
issue
Yes - a few
areas have an
overpopulation
of deer.

Common complaints
regarding deer?
 No specific
complaints

 Complaints are
handled by the
police department.
 No resident
complaints in 14
years
 Southwood Park
project leaders have
mentioned a few
deer are eating some
of the vegetation
and newly planted
trees
 None, turkeys are
more of an issue
 Too many deer
gardens
 Vegetative damage
 Concern with
potential auto
accidents

Do you have a deer policy?
 No deer policy in place
 Arden Hills would be open to
considering developing a deer
management policy
 National Guard and Ramsey
County do some hunts to control
deer
 Yes – An Anoka County deer
policy
 Special permit limited bow
hunting season within the city
limits
 No deer policy in place
 Average one deer road kill every
5 years which is handled by the
Community Services Department

 No deer policy
 Deer ordinance - people not
allowed to feed deer
 Specifics about what that means
(bird feeders)
 People not allowed to interfere
with deer management
 Also use deer repellants
 Yes there is a deer policy






No deer policy
Monitoring deer since 2004
Deer range is usually 15 – 51
The last 5 years, the average deer
has been 45
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Community
Spring Lake
Park

Deer
management
contact
Marian Rygwall

Are deer an
issue in the
community?
Deer are not
currently an
issue
Yes, in open
spaces. Over
population of
deer.

Common complaints
regarding deer?

Do you have a deer policy?

 No complaints

 No

 None related to
lymes disease
 Complaints of
vegetative damage
 Deer roaming in to
yards

 Our ordinance works in
conjunction with Ramsey County
 Utilize archery through Metro
Bow-hunters Resource Base
(October-November)
 Discussed sharpshooting with
council, but decided no because
of costs
 Have done private hunts on apple
orchard
 No feeding of wildlife!
Sometimes hand out citations to
those feeding wildlife.
 Discourage feeding wildlife
 No other plan

Shoreview

Terry Schwerm

Mounds
View

Steve Dazenski

Yes, over
population

 Two incidents on
city streets in the
past year
 Most concern in
centered around
wooded areas near
airport and nearby
Ramsey Park
 No formal
complaints

Vadnais
Heights

Joan Lenzmeier

Yes

 Vegetation damage
is the most common
complaint
 Some calls
regarding car
crashes with deer

 Yes there is a deer policy.
 Deer Management Task Force
 Work with the DNR to get
recommendations for the number
of deer that should be in the area.
 Archery hunt every year to reduce
deer populations
 Work with Ramsey County to
support the aerial survey of deer

Gem Lake

No specific
contact

Deer are not
currently an
issue

 Deer collisions,
referred to the
Ramsey County
Sheriff or Pest
Control

 No policy in place
 Falls under their "No hunting"
ordinance.

Falcon
Heights

No specific
contact

Deer are not
currently an
issue

 Not aware of
complaints

 No practice in place
 Falls under their "No hunting"
ordinance.
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Community
Saint Paul

Deer
management
contact
Animal Control

Are deer an
issue in the
community?
Yes - Deer are a
public nuisance
where the deer
exceed the
carrying
capacity. The
Highwood
neighborhood
of Saint Paul
harbors the
densest deer
population in
the city.

Common complaints
regarding deer?
 The most common
complaint is
vegetation damage
 Personal safety
children with
respect to 'tame',
wild deer
 Complaints
regarding violating
the city's wildlife
feeding ordinance.

Do you have a deer policy?
 Yes deer hunts are organized in
parks
 Wildlife feeding ordinance
http://www.stpaul.gov/index.aspx
?NID=1038
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Description of the plan
There are three basic components of any good natural resources management plan: monitoring,
action, and education of the public. A deer management plan for the communities of Ramsey
County is no different. In this section we will briefly describe the importance of each area.
Monitoring/Inventorying
In order to effectively manage a resource of any kind, natural or otherwise, the management
entity must first have working knowledge of the size, location, and type of resource to be
managed. Inventorying and monitoring a resource allows managers to effectively allocate time
and money in areas. To manage deer, managers must first know where the deer are likely to be
and approximately how many deer in each area.
While there are several ways to inventory and monitor deer, such as GPS tracking collars or
manually identifying and counting deer, one of the most cost-effective ways to get a good
approximation of the number of deer in an urban setting is through the use of aerial surveys.
Aerial surveys of deer in Minnesota are typically done during the winter months of year where
good snow cover and increased visibility through leafless trees provides ideal conditions for
spotting deer. Helicopters are flown over an area at between 100 and 200 feet above ground
level.
Helicopter aerial surveys provide a quick, accurate, and economically feasible method for
counting deer in urban areas. The more area covered the better or more accurate the estimated
number of deer will be. Once a baseline deer population is established, fluctuations in deer
population from year to year can give managers a better understanding of the effects of
management actions (i.e., whether the deer population increasing or decreasing).
Actions
There are many established methods for controlling deer populations: chemical birth control, trap
and release, and even introducing natural predators. The method which has proven the most
effective and least costly is control through managed hunts. In Ramsey County communities,
two types of hunts are currently available: a special archery hunt and specially trained sharp
shooters.
Through the Metro Bow Hunters Resource Base individual citizens can participate in urban
archery hunts. During these hunts, hunters emphasize shooting antlerless deer in the hopes of
reducing the number of does in the deer population. Deer populations are more quickly reduced
when the number of does is reduced.
Sharp shooting in is another method which has proven successful. Specially-trained deer sharp
shooters are hired to come into a community with the purpose of removing a large amount of
deer at one time. They are trained to shoot as efficiently and effectively as possible to minimize
9|Page

the possibility of the herd scattering, and to quickly dispatch deer and maintain safety to
surrounding residents.
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Frequently Asked Questions (F.A.Q)
How do we know how many deer are in Ramsey County?
The Ramsey County Parks and Recreation Department usually performs an annual aerial survey
of selected communities within the county (depending upon weather conditions). Communities
can opt in to this survey if they wish.
How many deer are in Ramsey County?
As of the 2011 deer survey, there was a minimum 1,115 deer in Ramsey County.
What are the most common complaints about deer in Ramsey County?
While one of the major concerns with deer in Ramsey County involves the potential for auto
collisions, the most common concerns involve vegetative destruction on public and/or private
property. This is especially exacerbated during the spring planting season, when deer can be
quite common in gardens, wooded areas, and even in backyards! Many residents have also
voiced concern about the large presence of deer on their property during the warmer seasons.
Is it safe to approach deer?
Although deer may look cute, they actually are quite skittish. Never corner a deer - they are wild
animals and are unpredictable.
Should I feed deer?
Please do not feed the deer. This will only encourage them to continue to seek food on your
property, which may lead to continued destruction and/or nuisance. This could also cause deer to
lose their natural fear of humans, which could be dangerous to both the animals and your
community. In addition, many communities have ordinances against feeding deer (e.g., Saint
Paul, Maplewood, Shoreview).
Do deer carry disease that put my family at risk?
Deer can be a host for ticks that may carry Lyme Disease. Deer themselves do not cause Lyme
Disease. However, it is best to exercise caution and never touch an immobile or dead deer.
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How do I keep deer out of my backyard?
Fencing is one of the most effective ways known to keep deer out of yards and gardens. Special
permits may be required from your community in order to erect fences. However, fences are not
guaranteed to keep deer out of yards.
Is there a policy in place for deer management?
Deer management policies vary from community to community. Ramsey County has special (by
permit) archery hunts in selected parks (9 different parks) in order to manage the urban deer
population. Participants need to sign an ethics pledge, take a safety class, and take an accuracy
test. Hunting without permission in Ramsey County Parks is prohibited. For more information,
contact the Ramsey County Parks and Recreation Department. Several cities allow hunting on
private property by permit. Contact your city to check
on ordinances.

Did you know?

How do I avoid hitting deer with my car?

Minnesota is in the
top 10 states for the
most deer/car
collisions in the
nation!

The best way to minimize deer-auto collisions is to pay
attention and drive at safe speeds. Most deer vehicle
crashes occur during dawn and dusk, when visibility is
less than ideal. Watch the shoulder for deer silhouettes
and the reflection of the eyes of deer. If you see a deer,
honk your horn in order to startle the deer away from
the road (they should flee away from the noise). Deer
frequently travel in groups - if you see one, keep a lookout for more. Don’t count on deer
whistles and deer deterrents to keep deer off the roads—research has shown that they are
ineffective at repelling deer. Never swerve into oncoming traffic to avoid a deer collision.
Who should I contact if I have a question about deer in my community?

Deer policies vary from community to community check your cities website for information
regarding deer or wildlife policies.
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Deer Fact sheet
Basic Deer Biology
Diet
 Eats green plants in spring and summer; corn, acorns, nuts in fall; buds and twigs

of woody plants and conifers (especially white cedar and white pine) in winter.
 White-tailed deer are ruminants, meaning that they have a four-chambered
stomach.

Reproduction
 Mate in November or December.
 Does have 1-3 fawns in the spring.
 Fawns usually hidden in tall grass while doe feeds.
 Fawns normally stay with mother for one year.
 Bucks re-grow antlers every year.
 Antlers shed in late winter after breeding season.
 When new ones grow in spring, they are covered with ―
velvet‖ which
supplies nutrients to the growing bone.
Predators
 Coyote, dogs (among others such as gray wolf, black bear, and lynx which are
usually not present in urban environments).
Other Facts
 Can run up to 30 miles per hour, leap as high as 10 feet and as far as 30 feet in a
single bound; they are also good swimmers.
 When alarmed, a deer will raise its tail to show the white underside as a flag. This
signals other deer to danger in the area.
Why are deer overpopulated?
Deer thrive on edge habitat. Edge habitats are transitional areas between forests and open spaces.
Humans have greatly increased the acreage of edge habitat. Croplands, parks, and
urban/suburban landscaping are convenient year-round food sources for deer. Many of these
areas were formerly forests or fields. In addition, fertilized vegetation can be more nutrient-rich
than vegetation in the forest.
At the same time, landscape changes have reduced the numbers of natural predators of deer, such
as wolves and mountain lions.
Problems of Overpopulation
Minnesota is the 10th state in automobile collision risks from deer. About 2,500 deer collisions
are reported each year (Minnesota Department of Public Safety, 2011). November is the worst
month for collisions with motorists due to the mating season and other factors like hunting.
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High deer numbers are changing the composition of forests. Plants that deer prefer (e.g., cedar,
white pine, aspen, and dogwoods) are being eaten so much that they can no longer grow to
maturity--thus, deer reduce the diversity of plants in the forest, which in turn affects other forest
animals.
Buck rubbings in the fall can also injure trees. In August, male deer will rub their antlers against
the bark of a tree to get rid of the dead velvet. This can scrape the bark off of the tree which
interrupts the tree’s transfer of nutrients to the leaves (Gaston, Columbia, Martin, & Sharpe,
2002).

Other Options for Controlling Deer Populations (Hunting and sharpshooting are the main options)
Relocation
Relocating deer is costly, impractical, and ineffective. Relocation is also very stressful to deer,
and high mortality rates are associated with relocation. The spread of deer diseases is another
concern. The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources does not allow this technique.
Contraceptives/Sterilization
While effective for the individual deer, contraceptives are not an efficient means of overall deer
population control because they must be applied to nearly every female in the herd. A booster
would also have to be applied annually. This process is estimated to cost $800-$1000 per doe,
with $200-$300 per year maintenance. The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources does
not allow this technique.
Introducing Predators
Reintroducing predators would not be feasible in an urban setting for three reasons:
 There is no suitable habitat for deer predators.
 There is a potential for these predators to kill non-deer targets.
 Close proximity to humans would negatively impact public safety.
Options for Repelling Deer from Your Property
 Organic repellents are marketed across the country, with anecdotal evidence to their
efficacy: compounds using garlic, rotten eggs, blood-meal, and capsaicin (the heat in hot
peppers) appear to be the most effective.
 Adequate fences around property or vegetation.
 Presence of ―
predatory‖ animals: e.g., dogs.
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Deer and Plants
Plants Deer Avoid
 Barberry (invasive – should not be planted)
 Common Buckthorn (invasive – should not be planted)
 Russian olive (invasive – should not be planted)
 Anthony Waterer spirea
 Honeysuckle (invasive – should not be planted)
 Lilac
 Nannyberry Viburnum
 Potentilla
 Ural Falsespirea
Plants Deer Will Sometimes Eat
 American Highbush Cranberry
 Bush Honeysuckle/Diervilla
 Douglas Fir
 Forsythia
 Hazelnut
 Hemlock
 Junipers
 Maples
 Mountain ash

Plants Deer Prefer
 Apples
 Arborvitae/White cedar
 Arrowwood Viburnum
 Birch
 Daylilies
 Dogwood









Roses
Spruce
Sumac
Wayfaring Tree Viburnum
White Fir
White pine
Young fruit trees









Euonymus
Garden lilies
Hostas
Hydrangea
Impatiens
Linden/basswood
Yews
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For More Information on Deer Management:
Gaston, A. J., Columbia, T. E., Martin, J.-L., & Sharpe, S. T. (2002). Lessons fromt the islands:
Introduced species and what they tell us about how ecosystems work. Queen Charloette
City: Special Publication Candian Wildlife Service.
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources. (2012). White tailed deer. Retrieved from
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources:
http://www.dnr.state.mn.us/mammals/whitetaileddeer.html
Minnesota Department of Public Safety. (2011, June). 2010 Deer/Motor Vehicle Traffic Crashes,
Fatalities, and Injuries. Retrieved April 2012, from Minnesota Department of Public
Safety: https://dps.mn.gov/divisions/ots/educational-materials/Documents/deer-fs.pdf
National Geographic. (2012). Wild Animals. Retrieved from National Geographic:
http://animals.nationalgeographic.com/animals/mammals/white-tailed-deer/
Ramsey County. (2012). About Ramsey County. Retrieved from Ramsey Count:
http://www.co.ramsey.mn.us/home/history.htm
USDA APHIS. (2012, April 4th). Living with Wildelife. Retrieved April 2012, from Wildelife
Damage Management:
http://www.aphis.usda.gov/wildlife_damage/nwrc/publications/living/deer.pdf
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Survey of Ramsey County Communites
Table 1 Summary of city deer managment survey

Community

Deer Management
Contact

Are deer an issue in the community?

Common Complaints

Do you have a Deer
policy?

Bow hunt

Sharp Shoot

Success?

Private
land

Public
land

Wildlife Management
Plan?

No

No

No

N/A

N/A

N/A

No

Arden Hills

Pam Sweeney

Not currently.

Many of the deer are in the open
area of the arsenal, if there is a
dead deer, it is picked up by
animal control & brought to the
arsenal for coyotes to feed on.

Blaine

Diane Heitkamp

2012 - occasional road kill handled by
the police dept.

2012 - Complaints are handled by
the police department.

Yes

Tim Sandvik

Deer are not currently an issue. Other
than the University of MN property,
there is not a lot of Open space in FH.

There have been more coyote
calles, a few of those have bedded
down in Community parks. They
direct individuals the do's & don't
and DNR links for education.

No

No

No

N/A

N/A

N/A

Yes

Have learned to live with them.
Deer collisions are handled by
Ramsey County Sheriff or pest
control if it's not on a county road.

Yes

No

No

N/A

N/A

N/A

Yes

Feel like Turkeys are more of an
issue.

No

No

No

N/A

N/A

N/A

No

Falcon Heights

No

Gem Lake

Gloria Tessier

Currently not an issue.

Lauderdale

Heather Butkowski

Not currently.

Little Canada

Joel Hanson

They were, but have been reduced due to
the annuals hunts.

Vegetative damage, have tried
deer repellents.

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Maplewood

Virginia Gaynor

Over populated currently.

Vegetative damage, and auto
accidents.

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Mounds View

Sam Drery

Yes, over population and occasional
feeding issues

9 reports documenting
issues/encounters with deer in
2014 ranging from injured deer ,
der hit by cars/impeding traffic.

No

No

No

N/A

N/A

N/A

No

North Oaks

Mike Robertson

Deer are a major problem in North
Oaks.

Most of the complains are due to
the removal. Very controversial.

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

No response to
updated survey to
date

Added Community
since 2012 Survey

1

Prepared by Kara Thomas, Department Assistant 12/18/2014

Survey of Ramsey County Communites
Table 1 Summary of city deer managment survey

North St. Paul

Community

Roseville

Saint Paul

Keith Stachowski

2012 - Southwood Park project
leaders have mentioned a few deer
2012 - Deer are not an issue, no resident
eating vegetation. 1 deer killed on
complaints in 14 years.
the roads every 5 years handled by
Community Service Dept.

No response to
updated survey to
date

No

Are Deer an issue in the community?

Common Complaints

Do you have a Deer
policy?

Bow hunt

Sharp Shoot

Success?

Private
land

Public
land

Wildlife Management
Plan?

Lonnie Brokke

Yes, overpopulation. Track numbers
determined by Ramsey County fly overs
each year.

Vegetative destruction.Tameness
of deer & health concerns.

No

No

No

N/A

N/A

N/A

No

Mike Koranda

Deer are an issue, they are a public
nuisance. St. Paul harbors the densest
deer population in the City.

Vegetation damage. Personal
safety children with respect to
tame wild deer. Complaints
Violating the city law feeding
ordinance.

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Deer Management
Contact

Shoreview

Terry Schwerm

Overpopulation of deer in open spaces.

None related to Lyme disease.
Complaints of vegetative damage.
Deer roaming into yards.
Citations to those that feed
wildlife. Blanket ordinance for the
orchard from Nov. - Jan. Gets
most complaints about the
southern border, Northern
Roseville.

Spring Lake
Park

Marian Rygwall

2012 - Deer are currently not an issue.
No complaints.

2012 - Deer are currently not an
issue. No complaints.

Vadnais Heights Chris Hearden

Many calls are forwarded to the
Many calls are forwarded to the DNR.
DNR. They rely on the DNR
They rely on the DNR studies. There is
studies. There is a deer
a deer management task force. Work
management task force. Work with
with DNR to get recommendations.
DNR to get recommendations.

Yes

No response to
updated survey to
date

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes
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City of Shoreview Municipal Code

Chapter 600. General Regulations

(C) A quarantined animal shall not be removed from the place of confinement
without the written permission of the Animal Control Officer.
(D) A quarantined animal shall be confined in an enclosure constructed of
materials suitable to prevent the animal from escaping. All openings to the
enclosure shall be locked at all times and the animal shall not be removed
from the enclosure unless the animal is muzzled on a leash not exceeding
four (4) feet in length and in control of a competent person.
601.100

Additional Fee and Proof of Insurance as to Potentially Dangerous Animals.
The owner of a potentially dangerous animal shall pay an additional annual fee as
determined by Council Resolution and shall provide the City Manager, annually,
with proof of liability insurance which covers damages that may be caused by
such animal.

601.110

Summary Destruction. Whenever an Animal Control Officer has reasonable
cause to believe that a particular animal represents a clear and immediate danger
to the residents of the City of Shoreview because it is infected with rabies or
because it is a dangerous animal, the Animal Control Officer, after making
reasonable attempts to impound such animal, may summarily destroy the animal.

601.130

Intentional Feeding of Wild Animals
(A) Feeding Prohibited. Except as hereinafter provided in Section 601.130(B),
no person shall intentionally feed wild animals within the City. Intentional
feeding means the provision of any grain, fruit, vegetables, nuts, salt licks, or
any other food that attracts wild animals. Living food sources such as trees
and other live vegetation shall not be considered food for wild animals.

Ord. 870
Rev. 10/16/10

(B) Feeding Songbirds. The feeding of songbirds is permitted under the
following conditions:
(1)

Feeding is done from a bird feeder that is designed to prevent other
wild animals from feeding and is placed at least 5 feet above the
ground;

(2)

The bird feeder does not become an attractive nuisance to other wild
animals;

(3)

Songbird feeding does not attract songbirds in such numbers to
become a nuisance or damage property; and

(4)

Songbird feeding occurs on private property owned or controlled by
the person responsible for the feeder.

Section 601. Animal Licensing and Control
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City of Shoreview Municipal Code

Chapter 600. General Regulations

(C) Exception. The provisions of Section 601.130(A) shall not apply to the
employees or agents of the City, County, the State, the Federal government or
veterinarians who in the course of their official duties have wild animals in
their custody or under their management.
(D) Violations. Violations of this ordinance provision will be subject to a fine of
$100 for the first violation, $200 for a second violation, and $300 for each
subsequent violation within a 24-month period.
601.150

Wildlife Management Programs
(A) Authorization. No person shall, within the City limits, hunt or engage in the
business of removal of wild animals, unless such person shall be acting on
behalf of Ramsey County or the City as part of an authorized Wildlife
Management Program.
(B) Restrictions.
(1)

No person shall threaten, intimidate, obstruct or interfere with an
authorized wildlife management program or agent providing such
services to the City.

(2) No person shall touch, damage, manipulate, disengage, make inoperative
or otherwise tamper with equipment that is being used as part of an
authorized wildlife management program.
(3) No person shall be within 100 feet of a trap or other equipment or
material being used as part of an authorized wildlife management
program unless the person is on land which they own or has the express
permission of the City or County, the City or County’s authorized agent,
or the owner of the property.
(4) No person shall enter any area which the City or County has closed to
the public as part of an authorized wildlife management program and the
City or County has provided notice of such closure by conspicuously
posting signs or by other reasonable means.

Section 601. Animal Licensing and Control
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Roseville Deer Population Discussion
Parks and Recreation Commission
February 2015

Background
•

Ramsey County has Wildlife Management
Program – City of Roseville does not

•

Ramsey County conducts an annual aerial
surveys – Roseville participates

•

Survey numbers considered minimum –
not all are seen

•

Ramsey County and DNR have general
criteria – 20 – 25 deer per sq. mile of
habitat

•

Roseville has approximately 0.77 square
miles of deer habitat

•

Roseville's numbers should be 15 – 19
deer

•

Status
• 61 deer - February, 2014 survey
•

43 deer – average over 9 yrs

•

Roseville’s deer population over the
carrying capacity of the land/habitat

Survey Information

YEAR

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

# of Deer

36

lack of
snow

15

34

44

51

44

50

lack of
snow

57

61

-

-

-

-

3

3

2

0

0

3

1

-

-

-

-

0

11*

16*

16*

15*

9*

0

-

2

3

3

5

6

3

5

6

6

10

# of cars
hit
Roseville
PD
# of cars
hit

State
patrol
# of dead
deer
picked up
in
Roseville Public
Works

* These figures are inclusive of all animals hit by vehicles, including deer, but not exclusively deer.

What are others doing?
2012
•

Surveyed 14 Ramsey County
Communities
• 7 communities had issues

2014
•

Surveyed 15 Ramsey County
Communities
• 9 communities have issues

• 7 communities had no issues

• 6 communities have no issues

• 5 had organized bow hunts

• 7 have bow and/or sharp shooter
organized hunts
• The 7 that had organized hunts
have all been successful

Typical Comments
Pro- Deer

Complaints
•

Too many deer

•

People feeding deer

•

Deer scat in yards

•

Vegetative damage

•

Deer repellant isn’t working

•

Vehicle/deer collision concerns

•

Diseases (ticks carrying Lyme)

•

Safety - Deer have become too tame

•

If we want natural areas in Roseville,
we will have to learn to live with the
deer

•

We love the deer, they were here
before us, we moved into their space

•

Enjoy the deer and don’t feel like
there are too many

•

Such beautiful, gentle creatures! No
complaints

Common Control Options
Sharp Shooting

Archery Hunts
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•

No cost
Archers pay an annual fee to the Metro
Bowhunters Resource Base (MBRB)
Archery hunts remove 10 deer on average
This method is used to maintain current
levels
Still may be growth
If conducted during the regular Archery
season no special permit is required from
the MN DNR
MBRB provide qualified archers to
conduct hunts
Archers keep their deer or they can
donate to food shelves
Appropriate City approval is required to
approve the use of bow & arrow hunting
within the City limits

•

Cost averages -$215 - $270 per deer

•

This method is an efficient way to quickly bring
down the population of the deer herd to
manageable levels

•

Several municipalities within the Metro use
sharpshooting

•

Private contractors and public agencies (i.e.
USDA) can provide sharp shooting services

•

Sharp shooting requires permits and approval
through the MN DNR

•

The venison is donated to local food shelves

•

Appropriate City approval is required to
approve the use of weapons for hunting within
the City limits

Other Control Options
Currently not used, or recommended

Relocation

Contraceptive/Sterilization

•

•

Cost averages $800 - $1000 per doe

•

Very stressful on the deer, and hasn’t
been proven to work per USDA studies

•

More feasible in a fenced areas, not in
open areas

•

Costs are unknown and have been known
to be more expensive
Very stressful on the deer, many die soon
after release, apparently due to the stress
of capture and handling

•

May cause more car/deer collisions due to
the deer trying to find a different habitat

•

Transferring of diseases is/has been a
concerning issue on transports

Other Control Options (con’t)
Living with Deer
•

Organic repellants on property, i.e.
rotten eggs, blood meal, hot peppers,
human hair ……

•

Adequate fencing

•

Predatory animals, i.e. dogs

•

Avoid plants deer eat

•

Feeding ban

Process
•

The decision to control deer is up to individual cities. In all cases, the City would
need to approve a cooperative agreement subject to all requirements

•

Monitoring and inventory

•

Decide whether or not a control is warranted

•

Pursue an ordinance change (Shoreview example)

•

Work with Ramsey County to determine control type and location

•

Work directly with the Minnesota Bowhunters Resource Base (MBRB) &/or United
States Department of Agriculture (USDA) depending on method desired

•

If a hunt is desired on private land, all land owners would need to sign an
agreement

Discussion

Questions/ Answers
From January 6, 2015 Parks & Recreation Commission meeting
Q. If there was a hunt in Roseville, what areas
would be recommended?
A. Ramsey County and the US Department of
Agriculture (USDA) and/or the Minnesota Bow
Hunters Resource Base (MBRB) would provide
a site review and work with us on
recommended areas.
o Areas recommended would include the highly
populated areas per the last aerial count or
where they feel the deer concentration is high.
o USDA - most likely would be the areas by
Lake Owasso.
o MBRB -most likely would include larger
areas such as Reservoir Woods and the
area by Lake Josephine.
Q. Have there been any bad incidents as a result
of a hunt?
A. None known

Q. What areas from the survey make up the .77
square miles of habitat?
A. The yellow highlighted areas (on the map) make up
the .77 square miles of deer habitat. Wetland and
park areas are typically deer areas of choice.

Q. Has there ever been any pro-activist
demonstrations as a result of a hunt?
A. No
Minimal opposition with no organized
demonstration efforts

Q. What types of weapons are used during an
organized hunt?
A. Rim fire .22 caliber suppressed (silenced) rifles and
center fire .223 and .308 caliber suppressed
(silenced) with the .223 being the most common.
The USDA is permitted to use silencers.
Standard bow and arrows are used
Cross bows are allowed for those that are 70 and
older and/or are physically disabled

2014 Deer Comments

Date

Received

Address

5/18/14

E‐mail

HighCourte

5/18/14

E‐mail

Little Bay Rd

5/19/14

E‐mail

HighCourte

5/27/14

E‐mail

Centennial Drive

5/19/14

Phone

5/19/14

E‐mail

Woodbridge St

5/18/14

E‐mail

Sandy Hook Drive

5/20/14
6/25/14
5/19/14

E‐mail
Phone
Phone

Sandy Hook Drive
Heinel Drive

5/19/14

E‐mail

Sandy Hook Drive

5/18/14

E‐mail

HighCourte

5/19/14

E‐mail

Highpoint Curve

6/3/14

Phone

5/18/14

E‐mail

Matilda Street

5/18/14

phone

Mapleview Park
Matilda

Summary of Comments

Follow up

Recently advised that you are the contact in Roseville regarding our concern over the deer population and damage they are causing to shrubs as
well as the danger they pose on the residential streets. Recently we watched at least 15 deer roam through our yard, nibble on a few shrubs,
wander out into the street and move on to the neighbors yard. Last fall we invested over $8,000 in landscaping & shrubs. The deer are a
definite threat to how well our plants will do. The deer population in this area is simply too much. I recently was sent an article suggesting bird
feeders are major reason the deer come onto our property. PLEASE, I have one feeder that is deer resistant, however I have never seen a deer
near it. They are here for the shrubs! Aside from above, driving our roads are like living in a video game, you never know when a deer will
come darting out. And as you quickly learn, where there is one there is more! If you have ever been in an accident with a deer you will
understand the damage they can do to a vehicle. Then of course there is the pain and suffering the animal experiences. Is there anything that
can/will be done by the city of Roseville? They are beautiful animals, but there are just too many of them in this residential area.

Sent E‐mail

The deer aren't the problem. The appearance of So. Owasso Blvd. is. The clear cutting has really taken away from what was once a nice barrier
with the tracks and the townhome area. If they could clean up a bit more it would help some.
The deer population is way to high. How about cutting it down to 0? They eat lots of trees & bushes, and leave lots of scat.
My husband & I bought our house almost 2 yrs ago. We love living in Rsvl & are looking for ways to update & improve our home, We would like
to do some landscaping @ the house to make it more attractive but are very concerned about the amount of deer in our yard. That has delayed
projects to our yard as we feel the money put into landscaping would be wasted. We currently have 4 or more deer that walk thru our yard on
a daily basis. We actually have a "Deer Trail" worn into our grass. My husband & I would both support action in Roseville to reduce the deep
population size.
Problem with deer. South Owasso neighborhood. Damaged shrubs. Droppings
There are a lot of folks complaining about the deer up in the S. Owasso neighborhood. I just want to register as a resident of this area who
understands that this neighborhood is RIGHT next to all of the natural area around Lake Owasso so yes, we have deer and no, we don't have a
problem with it. A few folds feeding the deer in the hood have not helped. I do not think we have too many deer, unless you just don't believe
in deer in the city at all, which is pretty had to accomplish with the natural areas we all appreciate so much.
Impossible to keep flowers, shrubbery & evergreens alive with 9 ‐ 12 deer browsing several times week. They are so used to people that they
will come right at you. 47 deer in our quadrant are too many. We would like Roseville to reduce the heard substantially.
I counted 12 or 13 near a house on S. Owasso Blvd. Pictures attached.
Too many deer. Support Harvest
Decimated. Havoc. Too many.
I believe the deer population along the track on So. Owasso Blvd has become a very big nuisensece. I counted 13 lingering along the railroad
crossing!!! This is a dangerous situation, as one or two or five could jump in front of ones vehicle. Many other communities have had hunts or
other ways of getting rid of them!!
We have been inundated with the deer population this past winter and spring. At one time we had anywhere from 7 ‐ 14 sleeping under the big
pine trees in our back yard. They are very docile and help themselves to eating our shrubs and deciduous trees. Anything you could do to help
us eliminate this huge problem would be appreciated. Thank you.
We love our deer!! We live in Owasso Hills. The deer were here before us. We moved into their space. We love seeing them!!! We wish people
were concern about all the garbage we see on the streets, intersections, highways etc. on our city of Roseville. Thank you.
Bothered that there is a campaign to eliminate deer. We can live with them. Eating trees are o.k. Not too many deer. Enjoy the deer. Deer
were here first. Not happy with everyone asking to call me to complain.
I just want to say I enjoy the deer and don't feel there are too many. I don't want them "Culled". There is a discussion on next door about this.
I don't want you to hear from only the ones who are concerned about deer eating their bushes, etc…
Too many deer. 17 deer in yard at once. No fear. Would like a bow hunt like Little Canada.

Sent E‐mail

Sent E‐mail

Called LM ‐ 5/19/14

Sent E‐mail

E‐mail failed. Called

Did not want a call back
Phone Call 5/19/14
Sent E‐mail

Sent E‐mail

Sent E‐mail
Phone Call 6/3/14

No phone # left, sent E‐mail
1
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Date

5/19/14

Received

E‐mail

Address

Sandy Hook Drive

5/18/14

E‐mail

HighCourte

6/26/14

Phone

Terrace Drive

5/18/14

E‐mail

Sandy Hook Drive

5/18/14

E‐mail

HighCourte

5/21/14

Phone

Heinel Drive

5/19/14

E‐mail

Sandy Hook

5/27/14
5/16/14
5/19/14
5/16/14
5/17/14

Phone
Phone
VM
Phone
Phone

Heinel Drive
Rice Street

5/26/14

E‐mail

Little Bay Road

5/17/14

Phone

Centennial Drive

5/16/14

Phone

HighCourte
Matilda

Summary of Comments

Follow up

This is our 12th spring at their address & the deer damage is the worst that I've seen. I had 2 pots of pansies & they lasted one day before the
deer ate the flowers & pulled some of the plants out of the posts. They have chewed tops of lilies & Hostas when they have barely broken the
ground. The decimated the young strawberry plants. I have now covered them with netting & they are starting to come back. You have to be
careful where you walk in part of my back yard because of all the deer scat. Does Roseville have any plans of what to do about the deer
overpopulation?

sent E‐mail

The deer have taken over the NE corner of Roseville. They wander through our streets as if they owned them. It is only a matter of time before
there is a serious accident. I go through many gallons of anti deer spray to the point the deer think of it as salad dressing. They pay no
attention to you when we yell at them to stop eating our flowers, shrubs and small trees. I saw so many pregnant does this winter that the herd
has to increase by at least 50%. We need to get rid of them before they ruin our neighborhoods.

Sent E‐mail

Too many deer. Neighbor counted 20 ticks on herself.
We have too many deer in our neighborhood & their #'s are increasing. They eat plants & bushes, leave droppings and stand dangerously in the
street at night. We see as many as 8 at a time along the RR tracks beside S. Owasso Blvd. . Other suburbs reduce their deer population. I think
Roseville should too. Thanks for giving this problem consideration.
A lot of discussions about the deer around the neighborhood. (Link embedded in e‐mail) I just want to add to all the comments that we live in a
townhome development with a wide open green area, well maintained because of the work of volunteers and the money we put in. Other
parts of this neighborhood is composed by ramblers from the 50s, very often fenced and/or invisible fenced for dogs. The deer go where it's
easy to circulate, safe (no dogs) and where they could find easy food, meaning our area.
I totally agree that we are lucky to live in an area
where wild life is so vibrant, but there is a balance to find. Overpopulation of local isolated deer herds can be detrimental to both deer and
humans. With no predators except an occasional neighborhood dog and nowhere else to go, deer populations explode. I read somewhere that
deer population densities greater than 30 deer per square mile may cause problems with habitat and conflict with people. It seems we reach
this proportion. I really would like to hear from DNR about it and what the city consider to do?
25 yr residents, rare to see a deer eating flower, rhubarb. TOO many deer. Tracks. Repellent doesn't work. Definitely more in past 5 years.
Scared to walk after dark. Not afraid dogs or people. Herd of 6 or 8 deer. Garden damage. Tree damage. feeding ordinance/enforcement.
The deer have been in our area for a long time but are now in sight because Xcel and Wright Bros. destroyed thousands of trees, many old
growth, and bushes. The deer now have no cover. It is sad that Roseville allowed this to happen. Please do not blame the deer and destroy
them also. our neighborhood is not as beautiful and natural as it was.
While walking my dog ‐ a deer walked up to us & would not go away.
See lots all the time. 2 dead deer in yard‐Crossing at Rice Street. Has neighbor that feeds deer (need ordinance).
Highpoint curve. North of C, East of Dale. Upset about eating flowers, trees. Need to thin out herd.
15 or more at a time. Lyme Disease concern.
Too many deer. Eaten all in yard.
Saturday we found a newborn fawn on our back step. We took pictures & it did not move. We were afraid it was dead, but found info. on the
internet that said that is how newborn fawns act. Once it got dark, the doe took it away. I know the deer are terrible pests & eat all our plants,
but we still enjoy them so much. Such beautiful, gentle creatures! I have no complaints.
Too many deer. No fear. Eating Hostas. Concern of car accidents 4:30 p.m . 3 deer, dog barking, no fear. Should reduce.
Too many deer. They are not spooked at all. Damages to plants & shrubs, trimmed lilac bushes. Concerned about kids out in the yard. There
were 6‐8 in our back yard.

Phone Call 6/26/14
Sent E‐mail

Sent E‐mail

Phone Call 5/21/14

Sent E‐mail
Phone Call 5/27/14
Phone Call 5/19/14
Phone Call 5/18/14
No phone # left

No phone # left
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2015 Deer Comments
Date

1/5/2015

Received Address

E‐mail

Woodbridge St

Summary of Comments
Lives by Lady Slipper park, occasionally see deer in the neighborhood. Feels that the individuals that are complaining about the deer live next to,
or by someone that is feeding year round, in fact right outside their front door. That makes the deer congregate in that area, they cross the
road to that feeding station as well. Feels if that problem is fixed, the deer will eventually learn to go elsewhere. That same area also abuts a
formerly large, wooded lot that has been cleared & is being totally developed with large expensive homes backing right onto Ladyslipper Park ‐
where the deer used to hang out. Fails to see any part of the Park where a hunt could take place without being literally in peoples back yards.
Folks who live on the edge of "natural" areas normally appreciate the wildlife and put fences and other obstacles around planting so valuable
they don't want them eaten (we did with this with White Pines).

1/6/15

PR Comm Lydia Avenue

Does support the feeding ban. Can't even put a bird feeder in his yard because of the deer. Has bucks in his yard that wreck his trees. Uses
chicken wire around the trees or they shred the trees. Likes deer but feels there are too many Roseville.

1/6/15

PR Comm Chatsworth

Doesn't have a problem with deer, have lots of deer in his yard approx. 8 deer at one time. Has a problem with feeding them though. There are
folks that do feed between Co. Rd. D & Millwood. One with a trough.

1/6/15

PR Comm Woodbridge St

Map of .77 acres or square mile?

1/6/15

PR Comm Sandy Hook Drive

Lives near Ladyslipper park. Have lived in Roseville for 15 years. Wife likes planting flowers, over the last few years, she hasn't been able to plant
them.

1/6/15

PR Comm Chatsworth

See a lot of deer and wildlife. Supports the feeding ban. Feels challenged by deer when out walking his dog.
Lived in Roseville since 1978. Does not think Roseville has a deer problem. Does not have faith in the deer numbers that the DNR provides. Does
support the feeding ban.

1/6/15

PR Comm Wheaton

1/6/15

PR Comm N. Chatsworth

1/6/15

PR Comm Matilda Street

Have seen a lot fewer deer this year due to a neighbor selling off his land, the deer have moved. Enjoy seeing the deer.

PR Comm Woodbridge St

lives close to Ladyslipper. Has come close to hitting deer with his car, but feels it's only because someone on Western feeds them. Not big on
having a hunt in the Ladyslipper area would like to see other options first. Likes deer but doesn't like to see them in his yard, and people feeding
them. People have rights too, not just the deer. Would like to see people stop feeding them.

1/6/15

1/9/2015

1/21/2015

Lives by the DQ and loves the deer.

E‐mail

Not sure we should be looking at he population of the deer just in the "Roseville" area. It might be more interesting and information to look at
it from a neighborhood concentration standpoint,. In the Owasso area we have a large population of deer, I saw 6 of them in a swampy area.
I've seen them laying in the shade of the evergreens trees in our neighborhood ‐ no fear of people, this is their home and they have acclimated
to humans. I have seen as many as 8 ‐ 10 roaming the neighborhood looking for food. Lyme disease concerns. I have 4 family members (do not
live in Roseville) that have been diagnosed with Lymes.

E‐mail

Deer are gorgeous creatures that need our protection. It is a shame that we allow anyone to hunt them. Please protect the deer population in
Roseville, they are a delight to view and have gracing our lands. PROTECT OUR DEER POPULATION FROM PEOPLE WHO WANT AN EXCUSE TO
KILL.

1/22/2015 E‐mail

Schoolmaster Drv.

Please, Leave the deer alone. They have the right to live.

2015 Deer Comments
Date

1/22/2015

1/25/2015

1/26/2015

1/28/2015

Date

Letter

Date

Sandy Hook Drive

E‐mail

Since my family moved here in 2003, I have always enjoyed being both near the downtown cities and relatively close to the peaceful
countryside. Roseville is a great location, in my opinion, and has always made efforts to bring a harmonious agreement between nature and
human activity. We live near the Lady Slipper Park road expansion which always hosts its fair share of ducks, geese, and birds in the spring and
summer. I enjoy the neighbors slowing their cars to catch a glimpse of the tranquility of the deer family carefully crossing the street or just
watching from the brush by the side of the road. Often times neighbors will take a photo of these friendly creatures or just spend a few extra
moments. The deer population has grown a bit recently, but so has the wonder, the warmth, and excitement for fellow animal lovers. The
agreement between animals and human activity is, of course, a compromise. I just hope it will not be a sacrifice. I do believe there are always
other options for action. What alternatives have been suggested besides a city deer hunt? Hopefully, a no‐kill option will be the decision. What
problems do the deer pose to human activity? One answer voiced by residents is the deer feeding on gardens and vegetation. Some peaceful
options to consider are:
o Anything noisy, such as large wind chimes
o Anything that will throw off the deer's sense of smell, such as store bought repellent sprays or home remedies
o Motion‐activated sprinklers
o Planting thorny bushes or plants nearby o Mirrors displayed in gardens
o Bright lights
Please do not resort to deer hunting in Roseville it is totally unnecessary. There are so few deer it is a waste of resources for the City to hunt
deer based on a few citizens issues. If we had natural space in the area for deer it wouldn’t be a problem but we don't. Deer will continue to
show up even if you kill them because we are a completely developed City. I fear accidental shootings of people or their pets could result in this
attempt. I think coyotes & raccoons pose a much bigger nuisance than deer do. There are other ways to circumvent deer from our much
populated city. Dangerous people are much more of a threat to Roseville than deer.

E‐mail

E‐mail

Date

Matilda Street

Heinel Drive

Have deer passing through our yard, we enjoy them very much. We also enjoy seeing them in Acorn Park and want that to continue.
Appreciate the fact that we live in the city and have the abundance of wildlife around us, that is one of the reasons whey we chose to live where
we do. Used to have a bird feeder in our front yard, and the deer would clean it out. We have since removed it and most of the deer traffic
stopped. Simple solution would be to stop feeding them where we don't want deer. It worked for us. Roseville has done a wonderful job
creating green space & preserving natural habitat. As a result, wildlife is among us which we enjoy seeing. You can't pick & choose what
wildlife shows up at your house if you are putting feed out, just enjoy them all. Do not believe city tax $$'s should spent on this all.
We need some kind of deer thinning in Roseville. How this is achieved is up to your committee. I would be all for a deer hunt, but we probably
should start with a feeding regulation. Listing of 8 encounters with deer. 1. walking through a heard of 10‐11 is not pleasant. 2. deer sleep at
the end of my sidewalk (20 ft from house) 3. 8 point buck staring at me from 50' away while walking to my mailbox. 4. walking north of the RR
tracks a deer was grazing 6 ' away and didn't move. 5. South of the RR tracks on Dale where S. Owasso blvd. crosses deer jump out in front of
vehicles. 6. deer sleep in my hostas. 7. deer eat my tomato plants to the ground. 8. deer eat my rubarb, also to the ground. When I moved in
25+ years ago, I would see maybe 3‐4 deer per year. Now it is rare to NOT see a deer when driving at dusk. My opinion: The deer are too tame.
If a dog or human can walk within 6 feet of a grazing deer, that is too tame. The deer need something to be more afraid of humans. Only thing, I
can think of is hunting. The report that is widely circulated (Roseville/Ramsey county report?), says there are 3‐4 times too many deer. The
number of deer must be reduced. If the goose feeding policy helped on another lake, it would seem that a deer feeding policy would help the
deer problem. Many of the cities around Roseville have a feeding policy and hunting programs. If Roseville enacts a feeding policy, it may help
to eliminate hunting programs in other cities. Final comments: I like deer, but there are TOO many deer. Seeing deer should be a novel event
and not a daily nuisance event. Do not eliminate the deer, but definitely thin the deer population to the recommended numbers.

1
2
3
4

ROSEVILLE DEER POPULATION REPORT TO THE CITY COUNCIL
3/9/15

5
6
7
8

BACKGROUND
On average, until 2014, there have been less than 10 calls per year documented by Parks and Recreation.

9
10
11
12

In 2014, there have been raised concerns, specifically in the Owasso area. The concerns have primarily
been complaints regarding damage to gardens and vegetation in resident’s yards as well as the tameness of
deer and health concerns.

13
14
15

There have also been calls in support of deer indicating the population is fine and feel that there are
mechanisms to live with deer, i.e. fencing, types of plants that are planted, control feeding, etc.

16
17
18

In 2004 the City began working with Ramsey County to monitor the deer population. The method used by
the County is a helicopter “fly over” after a fresh snowfall counting the number of deer seen.

19
20
21
22
23

On November 17, 2014 at the joint meeting of the Parks and Recreation Commission and City Council, it
was determined that the Commission and staff will provide further study regarding the Roseville deer
population with an eventual recommendation back to the City Council. This study would include what
others in the area are doing.

24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33

Attachments to review include:
A. 2014 Ramsey County Map, including Roseville, showing the location where deer were counted
B. Highlighted Map of the .77 sq. miles of habitat in Roseville
C. Ramsey County Deer Management Study, including a survey conducted in 2012
D. Survey of Ramsey County Cities updated in December 2014
E. Ramsey County Natural Resource Management Plan - Wildlife Section
F. A sample comprehensive ordinance from the City of Shoreview
G. Summary presentation made in February 2015 to the Parks and Recreation Commission
H. A spreadsheet of deer population related comments received over the last year

34
35
36
37
38

Public Process
There has been a significant amount of public input through written corresponded and at the Commission
meetings in January and February, 2015. If the City Council decides to move forward with regulations
and/or control mechanisms, it is recommended that a public hearing be well advertised and conducted.

39
40
41
42
43
44

Monitoring, Tracking and Inventorying
Following is a history of Roseville indicating deer numbers spotted in Roseville each year since 2004 as
well as numbers supplied by Roseville Police Department and the MN Department of Public Safety listing
the number of auto vs. deer crashes where an accident report was filed and the number of dead deer picked
up in Roseville reported by Roseville Public Works.

45
46
47
48
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49
50

Year

2004

2005

2006 2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

# of Deer

36

lack
snow

15

34

44

51

44

50

lack
snow

57

61

# of cars hit
Roseville PD

-

-

-

-

3

3

2

0

0

3

1

# of cars hit
– State patrol

-

-

-

-

0

11*

16*

16*

15*

9*

0

# of dead
deer picked
Roseville Public Works

2

3

3

5

6

3

5

6

6

10

* These figures are inclusive of all animals hit by vehicles, including deer, but not exclusively deer.
51
52
53
54
55
56

Criteria
The general acceptable number of deer criteria used by Ramsey County and guided by the MN DNR is 2025 deer per square mile of habitat. The habitat area in Roseville is considered to be .77 sq. miles (see
yellow highlighted areas on map) of wetland and park areas. According to the guidelines, Roseville’s
population is considered to be over the optimal carrying capacity of 15-19 deer and the deer appear
concentrated in particular areas.

57
58
59
60
61

Authorization and Control Requirements
The decision to control deer is up to individual cities. To authorize a hunt, in all cases, the City i.e. City
Council, City Manager, Police Chief would need to approve a cooperative agreement subject to all
requirements.

62
63

If a hunt is desired on private land, all land owners would need to sign an agreement.

64
65

For any type of control by hunting, an amendment of the City weapons ordinance would be required.

66
67
68
69

A framework for a Wildlife Management Ordinance should be considered. Deer are the issue at this time
however; other wildlife control areas have previously been requested by residents including goose, turkey
and most recently coyotes.

70
71
72
73
74
75
76

Control Options
The options for control include repellents, introducing predators, relocation, contraceptive, sharp shooting
or bow hunting. Based on research of other communities including Ramsey County and the DNR, the most
common, successful and preferred types of control are sharp shooting or bow hunting. Relocation and
contraceptive control have been unsuccessful, expensive and are not used in Ramsey County or in the
metro areas. More specifics on each control method are as follows:

77
78
79
80
81
82
83

1. Options for Repelling Deer from Your Property
 Organic repellents are marketed across the country, with anecdotal evidence to their
efficacy: compounds using garlic, rotten eggs, blood-meal, and capsaicin (the heat in
hot peppers) appear to be the most effective.
 Adequate fences around property or vegetation.
 Presence of ―predatory animals: e.g., dogs.

84
85
86
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87
88
89
90
91
92

2. Introducing predators - reintroducing predators would not be feasible in an urban setting for
three reasons:
• There is no suitable habitat for deer predators.
• There is a potential for these predators to kill non-deer targets.
• Close proximity to humans would negatively impact public safety.

93
94
95
96
97
98

3. Relocation
Relocating deer is costly, impractical, and ineffective. Relocation is also very stressful to
deer, and high mortality rates are associated with relocation. The spread of deer diseases is
another concern. The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources does not allow this
technique.

99
100
101
102
103
104
105

4. Contraceptive
While effective for the individual deer, contraceptives are not an efficient means of overall
deer population control because they must be applied to nearly every female in the herd. A
booster would also have to be applied annually. This process is estimated to cost $800$1000 per doe, with $200-$300 per year maintenance. The Minnesota Department of
Natural Resources does not allow this technique.

106
107
108
109
110
111

5. Sharp Shooting
Through the Metro Bow Hunters Resource Base (MBRB) individual citizens can participate
in urban archery hunts. During these hunts, hunters emphasize shooting antlerless deer in the
hopes of reducing the number of does in the deer population. Deer populations are more
quickly reduced when the number of does is reduced.

112
113
114
115
116
117
118
119
120

6. Bow Hunting
Sharp shooting is another method which has proven successful. Specially-trained deer sharp
shooters are hired to come into a community with the purpose of removing a large amount
of deer at one time. They are trained to shoot as efficiently and effectively as possible to
minimize
the possibility of the herd scattering, and to quickly dispatch deer and maintain safety to
surrounding residents. This is done cooperatively with the USDA (United States Department
of Agriculture).

121
122
123

Costs
The cost of this new program would be the responsibility of the City.

124
125
126

There is no direct cost associated with an archery hunt. For sharp shooting, the direct cost is estimated at
$215-$270 per deer removed.

127
128

The annual monitoring and inventory costs are approximately $800.

129
130
131

There is also an indirect cost for such items as staff time, organization, supplies and materials,
enforcement… of administering a program. Currently capacity for Parks and Recreation staff is limited.

132
133
134

Partnerships
Ramsey County would be involved and help guide Roseville through a control process if desired.

135
136
137

Ramsey County and other cities in the County have allowed controlled deer hunts on private property
and/or public property, either by bow hunters or sharp shooters.

138
139
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140
141
142
143

Comprehensive Deer Management Plan Components
Currently there is not a full and active coordinated effort between Ramsey County and the cities in Ramsey
County. All efforts are up to each individual jurisdiction.

144
145
146
147

The potential components of a Comprehensive Deer Management Plan may include topics outlined in this
report, a plan for coordinated efforts with and between the County and surrounding cities, as well as
identifying the goals, objectives and policies of a city specific program.

148
149
150
151
152

Possible Locations for Control
Ramsey County and the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) and/or the Minnesota Bow
Hunters Resource Base (MBRB) would provide a site review and work with individual cities on
recommended areas.

153
154
155
156
157

Areas recommended would include the highly populated areas per the last aerial count.
o USDA (sharp shooting) - most likely would be the areas by Lake Owasso
o MBRB (bow hunting) - most likely would include larger areas such as Reservoir Woods and
the area by Lake Josephine.

158
159
160
161
162
163
164
165
166
167

Process
The general process will include:
• Roseville decides whether or not a control is warranted
• Roseville decides whether or not a feeding restriction is warranted
• Roseville pursues an ordinance change
• Roseville enforces ordinance with violation
• Roseville works with Ramsey County to determine control type and location
• Roseville works directly with the Minnesota Bow Hunters Resource Base (MBRB) &/or United
States Department of Agriculture (USDA) depending on method desired

168
169
170
171
172

Suggested Roseville Ordinance Components
a. Feeding Restriction/Ban
i. To include all wild animals including deer, geese, coyote, ….
ii. ……..

173
174
175
176
177
178

b. Exceptions to feeding restrictions to include:
i. Songbirds
ii. Use of Deer resistant feeders, i.e. enclosures accessible to birds only
iii. Food/garden plots
iv. ………

179
180
181
182
183

c. Penalties
i. Violations enforced – who does it and how?
ii. Penalty to include meaningful consequences
iii. ……….

184
185
186
187
188

d. Include control mechanisms as warranted, i.e. hunts
i. Weapon use
ii. Permitting process
iii. ………

189
190
191
192
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193
194
195

Recommendation
1. Continue monitoring and inventorying

196
197
198
199
200
201
202

2. Develop an ordinance structure to include:
a. Wildlife feeding restriction
b. Exceptions
c. Penalties and enforcement
d. Options for as needed control mechanisms based upon survey numbers and criteria defined
by Ramsey County and the Department of Natural Resources (DNR)

203
204

3. Immediately pursue a wildlife feeding restriction with exceptions

205
206

4. Establish a feeding enforcement method with a penalty

207
208
209
210
211
212

5. Include an option in the ordinance for a controlled hunt based upon the following:
a. Reassessment after two years of feeding ban and subsequent surveying to determine deer
numbers and location
b. Proposal to pursue a hunt would be based on the established DNR carrying capacity criteria
c. A return to the City Council for approval

213
214

6. A proposed ordinance shall include a well publicized public hearing

215
216

7. Creation of a City Comprehensive Deer Management Plan

217
218

Prepared by Lonnie Brokke, Director of Parks and Recreation

219
220
221
222
223
224
225
226
227
228

Attachments:
A. 2014 Ramsey County Map, including Roseville, showing the location where deer were counted
B. Highlighted Map of the .77 sq. miles of habitat in Roseville
C. Ramsey County Deer Management Study, including a survey conducted in 2012
D. Survey of Ramsey County Cities updated in December 2014
E. Ramsey County Natural Resource Management Plan - Wildlife Section
F. A sample comprehensive ordinance from the City of Shoreview
G. Summary presentation made in February 2015 to the Parks and Recreation Commission
H. A spreadsheet of deer population related comments received over the last year

229
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION
Date: 3-9-15
Item No.:
Department Approval

Item Description:
1
2
3

City Manager Approval

Parks and Recreation Commission Meeting with the City Council

BACKGROUND
The Parks and Recreation Commission have traditionally met with the City Council annually. At the
joint meeting on June 9, 2014, it was determined that it would be beneficial for more regular discussion.

4
5
6
7

At the November 17, 2014 meeting with the City Council, one of the topics discussed and agreed upon
that needed further research was the Roseville deer population. It was requested that the Parks and
Recreation Commission gather further information and provide a recommendation.

8
9
10
11
12
13

Included in your packet is a background report with a number of attachments. Parks and Recreation
Commission representatives will be at your March 9, 2015 meeting to discuss further. (THE MARCH

MEETING OF THE COMMISSION IS TUESDAY MARCH 3 WHERE THEY WILL
BE AGAIN REVIEWING INFORMATION SO ADJUSTMENTS MAY COME OUT
OF THAT FOR THE FINAL PACKET).

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

Prepared by:
Attachments:

Lonnie Brokke, Staff Liaison
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.
H.

2014 Ramsey County Map, including Roseville, showing the location where deer were counted
Highlighted Map of the .77 sq. miles of habitat in Roseville
Ramsey County Deer Management Study, including a survey conducted in 2012
Survey of Ramsey County Cities updated in December 2014
Ramsey County Natural Resource Management Plan - Wildlife Section
A sample comprehensive ordinance from the City of Shoreview
Summary presentation made in February 2015 to the Parks and Recreation Commission
A spreadsheet of deer population related comments received over the last year
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION
Date: April 13, 2015
Item No.: 15.b
Department Approval

Item Description:

City Manager Approval

Discuss Leaf Collection Program

1

BACKGROUND

2

The City of Roseville has provided a curbside leaf pickup service to Roseville residents since
1970 when a state wide burning ban went into effect. In 1997, the City adopted a fee-for-service
program to help minimize direct costs to City operating budgets. The program has been
managed with a user fee since 1997. In more recent years the City Council direction to staff is to
annually recommend a registration fee that will cover the entire cost of the collection program.
The annual fee is fairly predictable based on labor and equipment cost increases except when the
weather does not cooperate during the program as happened last fall. As the fee has increased to
cover the full cost, participation rates have fallen to the most recent 2014 registration of just
under 700 properties. This is under 8% participation of all residential properties in the City.

3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

We are at a juncture where the majority of the specialized equipment used for this program is in
need of replacement. Staff feels it is a good time to revisit the need to provide this service to
residents and the alternatives available to them. It is a very labor intensive program utilizing
most of the Street Division staff for a period of three weeks each year. Staff will present the
recent registration history and costs of this program and other unmet needs where the resources
could be redirected if the Council chose to eliminate the collection portion of the leaf recycling
program.

20

This program was discussed with the Public Works, Environment, and Transportation
Commission at their March meeting. A copy of the draft minutes of that discussion is attached
(Attachment A).

21

Policy Objective

22

25

The City Council goals and strategic directives include sustainability as a priority. Recycling of
yard waste helps to meet this priority while helping to keep nutrients out of our stormwater
ponds and lakes. There are a number of alternatives available to residents to dispose of their
leaves.

26

Financial Impacts

27
28

The leaf collection program is funded from the Storm Water Utility enterprise fund when costs
exceed the fee revenue.

29

Staff Recommendations

30

Staff recommends the Council consider the elimination of the leaf collection due to low
participation and near term equipment replacement needs.

18
19

23
24

31
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32

Requested Council Action

33

Discuss the future of the Leaf Collection Program.

34

Prepared by:
Attachments:
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Duane Schwartz, Director of Public Works;
A: Draft March PWETC minutes

Attachment A

34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79

Chair Stenlund expressed his personal thanks and gratitude for the services of
Commissioners Felice and Gjerdingen as they completed their terms on the
PWETC. Chair Stenlund noted their invaluable knowledge of the City’s
pedestrian and bicycle trails in the community, as well as those segments still
needed. Chair Stenlund stated that he had been honored to serve with both
Commissioners; and encouraged them to be present at the April 6, 2015 City
Council meeting for a formal recognition of their service.
Public Works Director Schwartz concurred, and included staff’s appreciation of
Commissioners Felice and Gjerdingen.
5.

Communication Items
Mr. Schwartz and Mr. Culver each briefly reviewed project updates and
maintenance activities listed in the staff report and attachments dated March 24,
2015.
Mr. Culver expanded on the comments regarding the City Council’s rejection, at
staff’s recommendation, of all bids recently received for the Evergreen
Stormwater Re-use Project due to their wide variation in pricing and bids coming
in higher than the engineer’s estimate. Mr. Culver advised that staff had met with
the contractor, but with the uptick in the economic situation, contractor prices
were based on their increased business and private projects, with them no longer
being as needy for work. Mr. Culver noted that this system is relatively deep
compared to a typical system, and extra depth and complexity of the project
included the need to run it underneath the sanitary sewer line, increasing
unknowns for estimating by contractors, as well as their additional risk involved.
At the request of the PWETC, Mr. Culver advised that, while staff was still
reviewing the situation, it may be determined that it would not be prudent to rebid
the project later in the year, given the proximity to the ballfield and the actual
scope of a project that would not negatively impact the construction work planned
there; and while it may be possible, it would be challenging to find a design that
could work. Under the circumstanced, Mr. Culver noted that the City would most
likely be returning the $300,000 grant awarded for the project.
Further discussion included a report by staff that spring street sweeping had been
done in approximately half of the City; a review of types of curbs and annual
replacement as applicable and as funds allow; staff changes within the Public
Works Department with City Council approval of organizational changes related
to building maintenance management by a private firm on a one-year trial basis,
allowing for creation of an Office Assistant position for entry-level clerical duties;
and upcoming retirements of the Utility Working Foreman, as well as the
retirement of Public Works Director Schwartz at the end of April.

6.

Leaf Pickup Program Discussion
Mr. Schwartz provided a presentation on the current program and anticipated cost
impacts for equipment replacement in the next budget cycle. Mr. Schwartz
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advised that staff anticipated a discussion with the City Council at their April
Work session and was seeking input from the PWETC before that time.
Mr. Schwartz reviewed the background of this program since it was initiated in
the 1970 subsequent to the state-wide burning ban, and noted that Roseville was
one of the only cities in the metropolitan area offering such a service. Mr.
Schwartz further noted the change to a fee-based service in 1998, dramatically
reducing annual participation from approximately 4,500 participants prior to that
time. The City Council has adopted a 2015 fee of $55 per property to fully cover
the cost of the program, Mr. Schwartz advised that the drop in registrations has
occurred at the same time we are seeing an increase in residential use of the City’s
recycling site.
Mr. Schwartz noted that among the challenges with and costs of the program
include weather due to short window available for the services, typically three
weeks, while requiring having sufficient resources available to stay on schedule.
Mr. Schwartz advised that this requires most of the street division staff in addition
to temporary labor for clean-up raking; and in some years making it difficult to
meet customer expectations based on those challenges.
Regarding the decline in participants from 2000 to 2014, Mr. Schwartz reported
that it had been reduced from 2,313 registered users to 694 users. Mr. Schwartz
noted that there was an impact to the City’s stormwater system if leaves are not
disposed of properly, but advised that residents were finding alternatives to the
City’s leaf pickup program.
Mr. Schwartz advised that total program costs for 2014 were $88,696 with 694
participants, or approximately 7% of the City’s single-family residents; with
$39,325 in user fees collected. For 2014, Mr. Schwartz advised that the total cost
required a significant storm utility subsidy due to bad weather.
Discussion included the cost of the program defined by the number of
participants, as well as administrative and preparation costs, and the need to
increase fees as the number of users decreases to cover actual costs of the
program (e.g. equipment).
Further discussion included City Code violation for leaves raked onto City streets;
whether or not more leaves ended up in the wastewater system from leaving them
on boulevards while waiting for pickup and depending on weather conditions.
At the request of Chair Stenlund, Mr. Schwartz advised that staff had not yet
determined the demographics (e.g. elderly residents) using the program and
whether or not they would be significantly impacted if the program were
eliminated. Mr. Schwartz did advise that staff had observed that typical smaller
and less treed lots did not use the program as much as those larger area lots with
more trees.
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Member Lenz opined the way the program was promoted did not serve to
encourage interest its use, and suggested better promotion of the program if it was
to continue.
Member Cihacek questioned if better promotion would bring numbers up
sufficiently to make the program viable; stating that he personally transported his
leaves to the compost site and then returned in the spring to pick up compost,
noting that he found that of value as well.
Member Lenz suggested promotion of both the leaf pickup program and
availability of compost for residents to help the environment either way.
Mr. Schwartz briefly reviewed anticipated replacement equipment needs in 2015
and 2016 at a total of $350,000 specific to the leaf program itself, and not
including extraneous equipment such as dump trucks and equipment used for
other applications as well. Mr. Schwartz advised that, the reason staff was
seeking input from the PWETC was due to the current equipment being at the end
of its useful life, leaving no alternative but to replace it if the program was to
continue.
Specific to labor for the leaf program alone, Mr. Schwartz advised that in 2014,
the City documented 1,026 crew hours for this program. Other Street Division
activities at that time of year (e.g. tree trimming, tree storm damage removal, sign
maintenance, patching, sweeping and other preventative maintenance) are put on
hold.
At the request of Member Cihacek, Mr. Schwartz confirmed that hours currently
used for the leaf pickup program could be allocated to those other areas. Mr.
Schwartz noted that, if trees were not consistently and properly trimmed, it
created additional maintenance costs to the City when additional tree damage
occurs during storms.
At the request of Member Seigler, Mr. Schwartz advised that more users didn’t
necessarily mean a direct incremental cost to the City as the current smaller
number of participants required more travel time between stops for the crew.
While recognizing that promotion often impacted participation, in this case
Member Wozniak opined that it wouldn’t be highly evident. Personally, Member
Wozniak opined that, while a nice service, the program was not worth the money
required; and without a large population turnover in the community that might
increase participation or indicate a newer demographic not aware of or alert to the
program, he could see no major increases in the program through additional or
more enticing promotion of it.
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Member Felice observed that if no other municipalities were offering such a
program, new residents may not be looking for such a service, or even thinking
about using the service based on past experience.
Public Comment
Kathy Clink, 535 Ryan Avenue
As a current user, Ms. Clink spoke in support of the program, even though she
wasn’t sure the City should spend $350,000 on the program to update equipment.
Ms. Clink stated that when she mentions the Roseville program to residents in
other communities, they’re impressed with such a service being available. Ms.
Clink opined that, if you had a small property in Roseville, it probably wouldn’t
be cost-effective to pay a fee to have the leaves picked up by the City, but for
those with larger lots choosing to use the program, it was appreciated.
Chair Stenlund asked staff to determine if the primary users of the program were
Roseville’s elderly residents; and if so, if there may be a way to offer the service
through a privatized service outside the City. Chair Stenlund further questioned if
there was perhaps a correlation between mulching mowers and the decline in
participants, or if it was simply based on the cost to homeowners for the
previously no-cost program.
Mr. Schwartz noted that there were many alternative options now available for
residents, including backyard composting, mulching mowers, free access to the
recycling center and/or Ramsey County yard waste sites, or curbside pickup by
private trash haulers, even though some haulers may charge a fee for that service.
Member Felice suggested interesting civic or service organizations in providing a
leaf raking service versus offering car washes as a way to raise money.
Member Lenz suggested staff running the GIS program to determine ages of
users; and if senior citizens were predominantly using the program, it may suggest
a different approach since they would represent a different market and need and
eliminating the program may significantly impact their quality of life.
Member Seigler noted that 92% of residents were already using other options; and
his personal observation in his neighborhood was that only those with larger lots
used the program which he attributed to an economy of scale issue in the current
cost.
At the request of Chair Stenlund to provide staff’s recommendation, Mr. Schwartz
advised that the program had a high impact on existing resources of the
department, making it difficult to contract out a program of this magnitude,
particularly with the specialty equipment required. Given the alternatives
currently available for residents, Mr. Schwartz stated that staff’s recommendation
would be to discontinue the program and reallocate staff resources in other areas
where additional time was needed.
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At the request of Member Cihacek, Mr. Schwartz advised that the additional
resources for the 2014 program, were redirected from the Stormwater Fund. If
the leaf program was eliminated, Mr. Schwartz advised that those funds would
stay in the Stormwater Fund and go toward other programs to improve water
quality including increasing compost education efforts.
Member Wozniak stated that he would much rather see use of the compost site
increase in participation versus continuing the leaf program.
At the request of Member Gjerdingen, and recognizing the other tasks for staff
during that compressed period of time used for leaf pickup, Mr. Schwartz advised
that staff would continue to clean gutters at various times during the year to
prevent or reduce their impact to the stormwater system.
Chair Stenlund stated his gut feeling would be to look at alternatives in
eliminating the program.
With the upcoming additional equipment replacement costs, Member Gjerdingen
opined it would be worthwhile at this time to discontinue the leaf collection
program.
Member Seigler concurred that the program should be eliminated and replacement
equipment should not be purchased.
Member Cihacek agreed with his colleagues, but asked that staff explore
alternatives to the program and the demographics of those residents currently
using the program, with that request duly noted by staff.
Member Lenz recommended giving the program one more opportunity for 2015
with additional marketing and promotion, and if those efforts saw no significant
community support, then not replace the specific equipment.
At the request of Member Seigler, Mr. Schwartz advised that staff may be able to
provide the program with the existing equipment for the 2015 season.
While there was no formal action taken by the PWETC, by consensus, Chair
Stenlund noted that the body recognized that there were apparently not enough
users to justify the program with additional costs to replace existing equipment
specific to the leaf pickup program.
7.

Pavement District Issues Discussion
Mr. Culver advised that staff would be presenting this information to the City
Council in April for their input as well as this initial presentation to the PWETC.
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION
Date: April 13, 2015
Item No.: 15.c
Department Approval

Item Description:

City Manager Approval

Discuss Pavement Maintenance Strategies

1

BACKGROUND

2

The City of Roseville, along with many other cities in the metro area and around Minnesota, are
experiencing an accelerated deterioration of the top layer of bituminous pavement. We call this
delamination (pictured below). There has been some research on this item in the past year that
may indicate that this added distress is related to an interaction between the top layer of the
pavement and the seal coat treatment we apply to our roadways. Previous response from
MnDOT researchers had been that it was related to poor field construction methods. Staff has
been discussing this problem for several years as it became apparent it was affecting many of our
roadways that were reconstructed in the late 80’s and through the 90’s. This issue first appears
approximately 15 years after the pavement was placed and becomes increasingly apparent in
subsequent years.

3
4
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13

Staff will present information on this topic and recommend modification of our pavement
maintenance strategies in order to respond to this accelerated distress.

14

15
16
17
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18

Policy Objective

19
20

The Pavement Management Program goals are to utilize maintenance strategies that maximize
the life of these assets while providing the lowest life cycle cost.

21

Financial Impacts

22
23

The pavement management program is funded from street infrastructure funds, the general fund,
and MSA gas tax funds.

24

Staff Recommendations

25

Staff will present recommended changes to our pavement maintenance strategies at the meeting.

26

Requested Council Action

27

Discuss the city’s pavement maintenance strategies.

28

Prepared by:
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Marc Culver, City Engineer

REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION
Date: April 13, 2015
Item No.: 15.d
Department Approval

Item Description:

City Manager Approval

Twin Lakes Discussion of Next Steps

1

BACKGROUND

2

At the March 23, 2015 City Council work session the City Council provided input regarding a
wide range of implementation items for Twin Lakes grouped around 8 areas as follows:

3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

1. Seeking a strategic brownfields consultant
2. Whether any of the subareas where public input indicated very little support for
residential uses (Subareas 2, 5, 6 or 7) should be considered for rezoning to a more
traditional commercial district rather than a mixed use district.
3. Whether Big Box retail or 24 hours operations should be further restricted in any areas.
4. Whether height should be restricted in any areas.
5. Whether any areas that have not been redeveloped should be considered for upgrade
rather than redevelopment areas
6. Whether there are any other uses that should be reconsidered as far as permitted,
conditional or prohibited status based on the feedback that has been received
7. Whether expansion of Langton Lake Park should be considered
8. Whether the City Council would still like to pursue the previously tabled rezoning of the
HDR zoned area north of Terrace Drive or take some other action
Staff has reviewed the direction received from the City Council against existing
workload/staffing (with other urgent items such as the Dale Street project) and is proposing the
following schedule to start bringing items forward (subject to the normal Council agenda setting
process modifications):

21

1. April 9/10:

Consultant interviews for code writing assistance (PUD ordinance)

22

2. April 13:

Provide Big Box definition discussion to City Council

23

3. April 24:

Issue RFP for brownfields consultant

24

4. May 4:

Initiate CMU Land Use Table discussion with the City Council

25

5. TBD:

HRA Strategic Planning re: Terrace Drive subarea design/incentive study

26

6. May 21-22:

Brownfield Consultant Interviews

27

7. June 22:

Council Draft PUD Ordinance Work Session

28

8. Aug 4:

First meeting with Parks & Rec. Comm. to discuss Langton Lake Park

29
30

In addition, the City Council requested that staff return with some indication of how other
communities define “big box” retail.
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31
32
33

Big box retail (aka large format retail) is a term typically used for retail that is housed in
buildings that originally borrowed construction techniques from the warehousing industry in
order to lower operating costs and increase sales volumes.

37

Cities define the use based on the size characteristics of individual stores, although some will
also note the issues of height, lack of windows and even venture into how many Stock Keeping
Units (SKU) are carried. (The SKU standard would seem to be a problematic standard to have
from an implementation perspective).
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Some examples of representative text include the following:
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1. Big Box Store: A retail establishment having a gross floor area of 55,000 square feet or
greater that offers a variety of general merchandise or specialty products. Typical
characteristics may include a free-standing rectangular-shaped building with high ceilings
and standardized facades that have no windows or few windows.
2. Big Box Retail Facilities: Large, industrial-style buildings or stores with footprints that
generally range from 20,000 s.f. to 200,000 s.f. While most big boxes operate as a single
story structure, they typically have a three-story mass that stands more than 30 feet tall.
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The minimum sizes for defining Big Box often vary based on the size of the community. In a
larger community, the minimum size tends to be larger. Common minimum store sizes for
definition as Big Box is in the range of 40,000 – 80,000 s.f.
Retailers will, at times, get creative to bypass these sorts of standards with the most common
technique being to subdivide the store concept into whatever the minimal amount of separation is
that will still satisfy the definition. So a superstore might build a partial wall between the general
merchandise and the grocery or pharmacy in an attempt to define itself as two separate stores.
These bypass practices can be mitigated with the inclusion of standards related to calculating the
minimus size across all stores under related ownership, limiting between store entrances, and
similar techniques. If the City Council wanted to investigate establishing a Big Box definition,
staff would provide further recommendation regarding minimium size and additional language to
assist in preventing some of the efforts to bypass regulations.
Big Box is also differentiated from Rosedale style shopping malls (which have large anchor
tenants that will pass the big box threshold) by the definition of the regional mall. These
definitions often focus on items such as the large number of stores and the inward-facing
orientation of stores.
These methods of Big Box retail definition are common throughout the metropolitan area and
nation.
As part of surveying area cities for standards, one very different approach to regulating use
intensity was discovered in St. Louis Park. St. Louis Park has developed a table of use “intensity
classifications” that looks at a number of factors to determine a use’s intensity and then may
allow certain uses in one district vs. another based on the intensity class. So one sensitive district
may allow only Class 1 and 2 retail establishments where a more intense zoning district may
allow all 7 classes of retail activity to occur.
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St. Louis Park Intensity Classifications
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75
76

POLICY OBJECTIVE

77
78

Redevelopment of the Twin Lakes area has been a top City policy objective for more than two
decades.

79

BUDGET IMPLICATIONS

80

82

Depending on the direction provided by the City Council regarding next steps, there could be
budget implications either due to additional costs or revenues. As these action steps are clarified,
they will be brought back to the City Council with more explanation of any budget impact.

83

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

84

No actions are being requested at this time.

85

REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION

86

This is information as part of the broad discussion of a wide range of Twin Lakes topics. Staff
not seeking any formal Council action at this time.

81

87

Prepared by:
Attachments:

Paul Bilotta, Community Development Director
None.
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