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APPLICATION INFORMATION 

Applicant: City of Roseville 

Property Owner: N/A 

Open House Meeting: July 23, 2015 

Application Submission: N/A 

Public Hearing: September 2, 2015 

City Action Deadline: N/A 

Planning Commission Actions: 
On September 2, 2015, the Planning Commission held the public 
hearing for the proposed Zoning Map change. 

On September 17, 2015, the Planning Commission held a special 
meeting devoted to the proposed changes and voted 5 – 0 to 
recommend approval of the proposed change to the Zoning Map. 

BACKGROUND 1 

The history of planning for development in Twin Lakes spans decades, but the present proposal 2 
is the culmination of a planning process beginning with public input meetings in January and 3 
February 2015, which led to a progression of discussions with the City Council in March, April, 4 
May, and June of that year, as well as presentation of the proposed, amended zoning map at an 5 
open house meeting held in July 2015. At the last of these City Council meetings, Planning 6 
Division staff was directed to initiate this process of amending the Comprehensive Land Use 7 
Plan map, amending the zoning map, and amending the text of the zoning code to effect the 8 
changes to Twin Lakes development regulations which came out of the public input sessions and 9 
the subsequent Council discussions. There is a robust public record of these meetings and 10 
discussions in the form of written reports, meeting minutes, and archived video, detailing how 11 
the present proposal took shape from the initial input sessions; much of this information 12 
available from Roseville’s website (http://www.cityofroseville.com/twinlakes). 13 

On October 26, 2015, the City Council passed Ordinance 1483, which established zoning 14 
districts CMU-1, CMU-2, CMU-3, and CMU-4, as well as the regulations applicable in each of 15 
those districts, and passed City Council Resolution 11269, which changed the Comprehensive 16 
Plan’s land use guidance from High-Density Residential (HR) to Community Mixed-Use (CMU) 17 
for the parcels addressed as 2805 – 2837 Fairview Avenue, 2830 Fairview Avenue, and 1633 – 18 
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1775 Terrace Drive. These actions were taken as part of the process of rezoning these parcels as 19 
CMU-1 District. Before the City Council could rezone these subject properties as intended, the 20 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment (CPA) fundamental to the rezoning needed to be reviewed and 21 
approved by the Metropolitan Council. On December 10, 2015, the Metropolitan Council issued 22 
a letter confirming its approval of the CPA; a copy of the approval letter is included with this 23 
RCA as Exhibit A. 24 

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO THE ZONING MAP 25 

As noted above, the Planning Commission recommended approval of the proposed change in 26 
Zoning Map designation from High-Density Residential-1 (HDR-1) District to Community 27 
Mixed-Use-1 (CMU-1) District for the parcels addressed as 2805 – 2837 Fairview Avenue, 2830 28 
Fairview Avenue, and 1633 – 1775 Terrace Drive. State statute requires that a community’s 29 
zoning map be consistent with its comprehensive plan land use map; because the City Council 30 
has already taken action to amend the Comprehensive Plan land use guidance for the subject 31 
parcels, rezoning the subject parcels to one of the newly-created CMU districts is a technical 32 
necessity to comply with the pertinent statute. The Planning Commission and the City Council, 33 
with the assistance of public input, tailored the CMU-1 District for these subject parcels (and 34 
others like them) in order to expand the range of development types allowed on them while 35 
ensuring that their potential impacts to the adjacent low-density residential neighborhood are 36 
minimized. The draft ordinance to rezone the subject properties is included with this RCA as 37 
Exhibit B. 38 

PUBLIC COMMENT 39 

At the July 23, 2015, open house meeting about the comprehensive plan and zoning changes 40 
contemplated for Twin Lakes, the only indication of concern about the CMU-1 District 41 
boundaries centered on the petition submitted earlier in the year requesting that these parcels be 42 
zoned Medium-Density Residential. The public hearing for the Comprehensive Plan and zoning 43 
amendments in Twin Lakes was held by the Planning Commission on September 2, 2015; 44 
written comments from the open house meeting and minutes of the public hearing are included 45 
with this RCA as part of Exhibit C. Because the public hearing was concluded at a late hour, the 46 
Planning Commission tabled the longer discussion, resuming it on September 17; after 47 
discussing the application and the public comment received both during the public hearing and at 48 
the special meeting, the Planning Commission voted unanimously to recommend approval of the 49 
proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code. Approved minutes of the 50 
Planning Commission’s September 17, 2015, and approved minutes of the City Council’s 51 
October 26, 2015, meeting are also included as part of Exhibit C. At the time this report was 52 
prepared, Planning Division staff has not received any additional public comments. 53 

RECOMMENDED ACTIONS 54 

Pass an ordinance rezoning existing HR-zoned parcels addressed as 2805 – 2837 Fairview 55 
Avenue, 2830 Fairview Avenue, and 1633 – 1775 Terrace Drive to CMU-1, based on the 56 
findings and recommendation of the Planning Commission, the content of this RCA, public 57 
input, and City Council deliberation. 58 

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS 59 

Pass a motion to table one or more of the actions for future action. While there’s no required 60 
timeline for approving City-initiated proposals such as this, deferring action into the future could 61 
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have adverse consequences for property owners or potential developers who may be following 62 
this process and anticipating its conclusion. 63 

By motion, deny the request. Denial should be supported by specific findings of fact based on 64 
the City Council’s review of the application, applicable City Code regulations, and the public 65 
record. 66 

Prepared by: Senior Planner Bryan Lloyd 
651-792-7073 | bryan.lloyd@cityofroseville.com 

RCA Exhibits: A: CPA approval letter from 
Metropolitan Council 
B: Draft rezoning ordinance 

C: Open House written comments; 
Planning Commission and City Council 
meeting minutes 
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ORDINANCE NO. ____ 1 

AN ORDNANCE AMENDING TITLE 10 OF THE CITY CODE, CHANGING THE 2 

ZONING DESIGNATION OF CERTAIN REAL PROPERTY FOR CONSISTENCY 3 

WITH ITS DESIGNATION IN THE COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE PLAN MAP4 

The City Council of the City of Roseville does ordain: 5 

Section 1.  Real Property Rezoned.  Pursuant to Section 1009.06 (Zoning Changes) of 6 

the Zoning Code of the City of Roseville, and after the City Council consideration of PROJ0026 7 

the following parcels are rezoned from High-Density Residential-1 (HDR-1) District to 8 

Community Mixed-Use-1 (CMU-1) District: 9 

PIN: 04-29-23-31-0018 10 

PIN: 04-29-23-31-0017 11 

PIN: 04-29-23-42-0030 12 

PIN: 04-29-23-42-0043 13 

Section 2.  Effective Date.  This ordinance amendment to the City Code and Zoning 14 

Map shall take effect upon the passage and publication of this ordinance. 15 

Passed this 25th day of January, 2016. 16 
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Open House― Ju!Y23′ 2015

To gather public input related to the continuing planning process for Twin Lakes. The City Council's discussions over
recent months have yielded a droft rezoning of oll properties in Twin Ldkes as well as a change in the comprehensive
plan's general land use guidance for the Twin Lakes parcels currently guided for high-density residential development.

This open house meeting is an important source of feedback from the community and is a required step in the process of
seeking City approval for the proposed comprehensive plan and zoning map changes. A summary of the comments and
questions raised at the open house meeting will become part of the formal application. (Ptanning Project File 0026)

Please shore your comments below:
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Open House - July 23,20t5
To gather public input related to the continuing planning process for Twin Lokes. The City Council's discussions over
recent months have yielded a drdft rezoning of all properties in Twin Lakes as well as a chonge in the comprehensive
plan's general land use guidance lor the Twin Lakes parcels currently guided for high-density residential development.

This open house meeting is an important source of feedback from the community and is a required step in the process of
seeking City approval for the proposed comprehensive plan and zoning map changes. A summary of the comments and
questions raised at the open house meeting will become part of the formal application. (Planning Project File 0026)

Pleose share your comments below:
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Open House― July 23′ 2015

To gather public input related to the continuing plonning process for Twin Lokes. The City Council's discussions over
recent months hove yielded a draft rezoning ol oll properties in Twin Lakes as well os a change in the comprehensive
plan's generdl land use guidance for the Twin Lakes parcels currently guided for high-density residential development.

This open house meeting is an important source of feedback from the community and is a required step in the process of
seeking City approval for the proposed comprehensive plan and zoning map changes. A summary of the comments and
questions raised at the open house meeting will become part of the formal application. (Planning Project File 0026)

Pleose share your comments below:
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ORDINANCE NO. ____ 1 

AN ORDNANCE AMENDING TITLE 10 OF THE CITY CODE, CHANGING THE 2 

ZONING DESIGNATION OF CERTAIN REAL PROPERTY FOR CONSISTENCY 3 

WITH ITS DESIGNATION IN THE COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE PLAN MAP4 

The City Council of the City of Roseville does ordain: 5 

Section 1.  Real Property Rezoned.  Pursuant to Section 1009.06 (Zoning Changes) of 6 

the Zoning Code of the City of Roseville, and after the City Council consideration of PROJ0026 7 

the following parcels are rezoned from High-Density Residential-1 (HDR-1) District to 8 

Community Mixed-Use-1 (CMU-1) District: 9 

PIN: 04-29-23-31-0018 10 

PIN: 04-29-23-31-0017 11 

PIN: 04-29-23-42-0030 12 

PIN: 04-29-23-42-0043 13 

Section 2.  Effective Date.  This ordinance amendment to the City Code and Zoning 14 

Map shall take effect upon the passage and publication of this ordinance. 15 

Passed this 25th day of January, 2016. 16 
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Regular Planning Commission Meeting 
Minutes – Wednesday, September 2, 2015 
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f. PROJECT FILE 0026 1112 
Request by City of Roseville for approval of amendments to the 2030 1113 
Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code pertaining to various properties within the 1114 
Twin Lakes Redevelopment Area 1115 

Chair Boguszewski opened the public hearing for Project File 0026 at 9:32 p.m. 1116 

Senior Planner Bryan Lloyd briefly reviewed the request for amendment of the 2030 1117 
Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code for the Twin Lakes Redevelopment Area as 1118 
detailed in the staff report dated September 2, 2015. Mr. Lloyd noted this would include 1119 
changes to the existing Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map (Attachment A) guiding 1120 
future Community Mixed Use (CMU) land use designation that provided much broader 1121 
language than guidance currently found in the High Density Residential (HDR) zoned 1122 
designation. Mr. Lloyd advised that the Comprehensive Plan change would be a 1123 
foundational elemental in amending current zoning code. Mr. Lloyd advised that this 1124 
request currently before the Planning Commission was a result of months of public input 1125 
and City Council review and discussion, and creation of the proposed zoning map 1126 
(Attachment B) showing four use designations within the CMU zoning in the Twin Lakes 1127 
Redevelopment Area. 1128 

Mr. Lloyd directed the Commission’s attention to Table 1005-5 detailing uses in these 1129 
four zoning districts (Attachment C). 1130 

At the request of Member Murphy regarding the hash markings in the area bordering the 1131 
lake, Mr. Lloyd noted that existing CMU regulations limited height to some extent, and 1132 
this buffer area suggested even further height reductions to minimize massing along 1133 
street frontages and along lake borders to improve pedestrian aesthetics. Mr. Lloyd noted 1134 
that this would implement absolute height limitations for that area, with the proposed 1135 
CMU-1 designation allowing a maximum height of 35’, and overall height limited to 65’ in 1136 
CMU-2 designations; with the further provision for that 35’ height restriction within the 1137 
“hashed” areas. 1138 

Within the various CMU subareas, Mr. Lloyd noted that CMU-2 subareas provided less 1139 
density to the north, thus buffering more intense development from sensitive areas (e.g. 1140 
parks, natural areas, and wetlands) with the CMU-4 subarea the most intensive area. Mr. 1141 
Lloyd clarified that these subareas in CMU designated zoning did not necessarily apply to 1142 
the entire community, but was specific to the Twin Lakes Redevelopment Area. 1143 

In addition to the Commission focus tonight on the Table of Uses (Attachment C – pages 1144 
16 – 18), Mr. Lloyd noted the requested text changes (Attachment C, page 16) and 1145 
revised definition of the first section of Zoning Code Chapter 1001, Introduction, Section 1146 
1001.10: Definitions (Attachment C, Page 1). 1147 

Mr. Lloyd briefly reviewed the intent of each of the four subareas in the CMU zoning 1148 
designation as detailed in the staff report dated September 2, 2015, and further defined in 1149 
Attachment C, and the proposed uses for each. Mr. Lloyd noted that this resulted in 1150 
different land uses across those 4 subareas, providing for a unique situation with the 1151 
regulating plan providing a different layer of zoning, specially addressing setback 1152 
requirements, use regulations, and where 24-hour uses were or were not acceptable 1153 
given the subarea proximity to residential uses. 1154 

Mr. Lloyd addressed an email provided to staff earlier today from Member Stellmach 1155 
suggesting further simplifications that staff found valid, and with Mr. Lloyd’s responding e-1156 
mail to Commissioners, staff recommended they be included as a new section to page 16 1157 
of Attachment C specifically addressing limited business hours district-wide versus 1158 
basing them on use limitations. Mr. Lloyd further noted an observation by Member 1159 
Stellmach of a potential conflict in regulating customers within permitted uses as a 1160 
conditional use (CU) during nighttime while allowing hotels as permitted (P) use when 1161 
their guests were arriving or departing at all hours. Mr. Lloyd opined that the simplest way 1162 
to address it was to make lodging uses in the Land Use Table 1005-5 a CU in CMU-4 to 1163 

RCA Exhibit C
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avoid that conflict. If other conflicts or inconsistencies were found, Mr. Lloyd asked 1164 
Commissioners to point them out for the next iteration. 1165 

Mr. Lloyd noted in the Land Use Table for the Twin Lakes area, the laboratory/research 1166 
and development use was not expressly discussed as a permitted use in the table, but 1167 
seemed to be a natural fit with other P uses promoted for corporate or biotechnical firms 1168 
or offices of a similar nature in the Twin Lakes Redevelopment Area, making it a sensible 1169 
addition to the proposed revised Table of Uses at least in the Industrial section to 1170 
accommodate laboratories for research and development and/or testing. Mr. Lloyd 1171 
suggested it may be prudent to think more intentionally about what research and 1172 
development or testing could entail and how to regulate them to address outdoor 1173 
elements and concerns (e.g. testing explosives as a non-permitted – NP – use while a 1174 
more sensible use may be in testing driverless vehicles outdoors and whether or not to 1175 
regulate that type of implementation). 1176 

Regarding the requested zoning changes, Mr. Lloyd based on the proposed Table of 1177 
Uses for Twin Lakes, some uses were clearly P and others NP, while others were open 1178 
to interpretation, usually falling into the CU, and potentially falling into the Planned Unit 1179 
Development (PUD) area if the City Council ultimately decides to reinvent that option in 1180 
the near future and depending on specific for each case. With that PUD consideration 1181 
slated to come forward in the next few months, Mr. Lloyd advised that further refinement 1182 
could occur at that time. 1183 

In conclusion, Mr. Lloyd noted that staff was seeking two separate motions of the 1184 
Planning Commission tonight for subsequent recommendation to the City Council, as 1185 
detailed in the staff report. 1186 

Chair Boguszewski summarized staff’s requested actions: proposed changes to the 1187 
concept of the CMU Zoning District itself given the general perception that the single 1188 
category was too broad or general in nature, creating a desire to split it into 1189 
subcategories allowing varying degrees of latitude or restriction; and the desire to change 1190 
two parcels in this area from the current zoning designation of High Density Residential 1191 
(HDR) to CMU-2 parcels; provided the Commission concurs with the conceptual zoning 1192 
designations from CMU to CMU-1, 2, 3 or 4. 1193 

Chair Boguszewski noted that it’s possible the City Council may not support the 1194 
Commission’s recommendation and could still change those two parcels to CMU without 1195 
subcategories; with Mr. Lloyd concurring with that potential, noting that changing the 1196 
Comprehensive Plan opened up that possibility. 1197 

If that was the case, Chair Boguszewski asked staff if they still would have wanted to split 1198 
the CMU into 4 subcategories, with Mr. Lloyd responding that the preferred lower 1199 
intensity development couldn’t be achieved with a uniform CMU zoning district, and a 1200 
more geographic nuance of zoning regulations was actually driving the process, part of 1201 
which would be changing the Comprehensive Plan to achieve that. 1202 

From a process standpoint, Chair Boguszewski noted that it behooved the Commission 1203 
to vote on the four CMU subareas first and subsequent to that determine the CMU-1 1204 
zoning as applicable. 1205 

At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Lloyd confirmed that CMU-1 and CMU-2 1206 
designations were fairly similar other than for business hour designations depending on 1207 
the specific land use, and proposed for only two specific categories where they differed. 1208 
Chair Boguszewski further noted that in CMU-2 and CMU-3 designations, there were 1209 
eight differences proposed, with lodging and large format retail uses being addressed. 1210 
Chair Boguszewski opined that it seemed the greatest value wasn’t necessarily achieved 1211 
in splitting this into 4 subareas, which he felt could have been 90% achieved by splitting 1212 
the CMU into 2 districts and combining CMu-3 and CMU-4 into CMU-2, other than for 1213 
addressing hours of operation. 1214 
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Mr. Lloyd clarified that CUM-1 and CMU-2 zoning designations had a further distinction in 1215 
overall height limitations, recognized by Chair Boguszewski. 1216 

Chair Boguszewski sought clarification and confirmation from staff that action to amend 1217 
the Comprehensive Plan required a 5/7 majority vote, requiring unanimity from those 1218 
members present tonight, which may create a problem in the quorum present. 1219 

Chair Boguszewski noted the tremendous amount of work that has gone into this, and 1220 
commended staff and Member Stellmach for their review and good recommendations to-1221 
date. Given the considerable amount of time to sufficiently and meaningful review the 1222 
Table of Uses line by line, and the need to focus on exceptions and potential complexities 1223 
of those discussions, Chair Boguszewski suggested either reviewing a portion tonight, or 1224 
given the lateness of the hour, to continue it to a future meeting. 1225 

Member Murphy concurred, but suggested hearing from those members of the public in 1226 
attendance tonight and asked staff if there was any negative impacts if the Commission 1227 
didn’t finalize their discussion and action tonight. 1228 

Chair Boguszewski duly noted his intent to hear public comment from those in 1229 
attendance tonight. 1230 

Mr. Lloyd advised that from a staff perspective there was no formal 60-day rule to comply 1231 
with as this was an internal application, and only impacted developers tracking its 1232 
progress who may be anticipating its completion in September, his only concern. 1233 

At the request of Member Cunningham, Chair Boguszewski advised that public comment 1234 
would be heard on any portion of this requested action, but asking speakers to clearly 1235 
identify which requested action they were specifically addressing to avoid confusion. 1236 

Public Comment 1237 

1238 
1239 
1240 

1241 
1242 
1243 
1244 
1245 

1246 
1247 
1248 
1249 
1250 
1251 
1252 
1253 
1254 
1255 
1256 
1257 
1258 
1259 
1260 
1261 
1262 
1263 

Lisa McCormick 
Ms. McCormick advised that she would be addressing both issues, expressing concern 
with the limited time of 5 minutes per speaker. 

Ms. McCormick spoke to the long process of over a year for this item to come forward; 
and referenced materials she had brought to the City Council in June and 
Councilmember Laliberte’s request at that time that those materials also be forwarded to 
the Planning Commission for incorporation, noting that she would be further referencing 
some of those exhibits in her comments tonight. 

Ms. McCormick specifically addressed some of the neighborhood concerns in this area 
serving as a gateway to 700 Roseville homes focused around the intersection of Fairview 
Avenue and Terrace Drive; and that neighborhood’s submittal of 3 petitions to-date to the 
Planning Commission and/or City Council, 1 specifically related to conditions for Interim 
Use (IU) approval for Vogel Sheetmetal, and 1 specifically addressing resident concerns 
in the currently zoned HRD area, seeking rezoning to Medium Density Residential 
(MDR), but now proposed by the City Council directing staff toward CMU-1, which 
ultimately was more amenable to residents of adjacent properties and for the parks, 
which was their initial intention. Ms. McCormick stated that the 3rd petition was put 
forward featuring specifics the neighbors felt would be more favorable in the Twin Lakes 
Redevelopment Area, including speaking to height, big box retail uses; with the City 
Council instituting a planning process in January of 2015. Ms. McCormick stated that at 
that time, residents were told that the process would be multi-step, including a 
neighborhood survey, a review of visual preferences related to height issues, and then 
resulting in a more fine-tuned product. However, Ms. McCormick opined that the process 
was later halted with only one step – the neighborhood survey – having been 
accomplished. Ms. McCormick noted that it was interesting to her to note that the 
petitions contained signatures of approximately 80 neighbors, while approximately 66 
surveys were received. 1264 
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When this was last discussed by the City Council in June of 2015, Ms. McCormick 1265 
advised that she had asked the Mayor if they were disregarding the petitions and instead 1266 
leaning toward rezoning to CMU, and was told that appeared to be the mood of the City 1267 
Council at that time and after having talked to other residents. 1268 

Ms. McCormick clarified that she was speaking on her own behalf tonight as a resident. 1269 
Ms. McCormick stated that the neighbors were willing to be reasonable with a lighter 1270 
intensity CMU which seemed to make sense, but the inclusion of a significant number of 1271 
P uses remained an issue for them as they had advised the City Council, and asked that 1272 
the Commission scale those uses back further or signify them as CU as a way to further 1273 
define them. 1274 

Ms. McCormick noted the many unknowns in their neighborhood based on the upcoming 1275 
construction of Twin Lakes Parkway and potential negative impacts to the area, with 1276 
those concerns primarily concerning intensity, noise and traffic, which had also been 1277 
shared with the City Council. While the traffic study recently conducted was expanded to 1278 
include County Road C -2 and Snelling Avenue intersections, Ms. McCormick noted the 1279 
current negative service levels of those intersections, and opined that the built-in 1280 
assumption was included that Snelling Avenue would be expanded to six lanes, which 1281 
was not even on anyone’s realistic wish list. Ms. McCormick provided photographic 1282 
evidence of traffic issues at neighborhood intersections that were taken in May of 2015, 1283 
and noted she was concerned with even more traffic with the extension of Twin Lakes 1284 
Parkway. Ms. McCormick also provide a photo taken from a residential deck adjacent to 1285 
an adjacent business, with 50’ between them, and noted the neighborhood’s rationale in 1286 
being concerned that hours of operation be clearly addressed. 1287 

In her personal review of old planning files, Ms. McCormick referenced the multi-tenant 1288 
building where “Bridging” was currently located and changes in those uses in the 1990’s 1289 
and conditions that no truck traffic was permitted north of the building, and no deliveries 1290 
permitted after 8:00 p.m., and doors closed and dumpster removal hours also addressed 1291 
(refer Planning File 2574). Ms. McCormick questioned if a new zoning district would take 1292 
those conditions into account, and if not asked that they would be. 1293 

Ms. McCormick addressed height as another issue, and while appreciation restrictions of 1294 
35’ in CMU-1 zoning districts, opined that extending a 65’ height restriction over the 1295 
remainder of the CMU district would be preferable. Ms. McCormick noted past 1296 
discussions and viewpoints expressed between her and Community Development 1297 
Director Paul Bilotta; addressing potential height or stories based on wireless antenna 1298 
atop buildings which she found not to be conducive other than in the proposed CMU-4 1299 
zoning district. Ms. McCormick stated that she would prefer a mid-level height along 1300 
Fairview Avenue, nothing more than 2 stories along County Road C unless at Cleveland 1301 
Avenue with Snelling Avenue currently being the only exception proposed. 1302 

Regarding frontage types, Ms. McCormick spoke in support of flexible frontage as 1303 
proposed along the northern boundary, with no specific discussions about that previously, 1304 
causing her to question the actual intent of the City Council, staff and Commission. 1305 

Regarding business hours, Ms. McCormick opined that if a business was immediately 1306 
adjacent to a residential area in CMU-1 zoning districts it should be restricted in hours of 1307 
operation, and not as currently proposed for closure between 2:00 and 6:00 a.m., which 1308 
could prove problematic for general livability for those residents due to noise, traffic and 1309 
other issues. 1310 

As far as more uses designed CU, Ms. McCormick noted that the City of St. Paul 1311 
required CU for most of their permitted uses providing them that extra check or control for 1312 
case by case evaluation and also allowing public input at that time. 1313 

In response, Chair Boguszewski concluded that Ms. McCormick was generally supportive 1314 
of the concept of four CMU zoning designations. 1315 

Ms. McCormick confirmed that, while that wasn’t her first preference, it was acceptable. 1316 
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Chair Boguszewski concluded that Ms. McCormick was expressing concern with the 1317 
process itself, seeking to be more fully involved in determining the P, NP or CU uses in 1318 
each line of the Table of Uses, suggesting CU across the board may be more preferred. 1319 
In general, Chair Boguszewski suggested that Ms. McCormick was concerned, as he had 1320 
articulated as a personal concern of his own, that based on survey results and desires 1321 
previously articulated by residents, that shifting some of those uses in CMU-1 and CMU-2 1322 
subareas should be more restrictive. 1323 

Ms. McCormick agreed in principle with Chair Boguszewski’s summary. 1324 

Bonnie Vogel, 2830 Fairview Avenue (Vogel Mechanical) 1325 
For the benefit of the Commissions’ review of this issue, Ms. Vogel noted that time was of 1326 
the essence from a business perspective; and opined that this discussion had included or 1327 
sought little input from the business community to-date. Ms. Vogel referenced a recent 1328 
publication by the North Suburban Chamber of Commerce in which it was found that 1329 
there was one business for every three homes, but she opined she was not hearing input 1330 
in that proportion, suggesting a narrow viewpoint. Ms. Vogel noted that some of these 1331 
issues affected their business personally, and reminded the Commission that while there 1332 
may be a difference in taxpayers, the businesses contributed to a community in a variety 1333 
of ways beyond its tax base. 1334 

Ms. Vogel stated that the zoning issue was huge, and referenced the first meeting their 1335 
firm had held before purchasing their business located at immediately north and east of 1336 
the intersection of Fairview Avenue and Terrace Drive, at which only four residents were 1337 
present, with their most important request and concern being that their firm mow the 1338 
lawn. Since then, Ms. Vogel noted that they had been criticized for not doing their due 1339 
diligence, and having invested considerable money in their firm to address environmental 1340 
issues and concerns in response to the adjacent residential neighborhood, remained 1341 
interested in moving forward. Ms. Vogel noted the differences in their firm’s much less 1342 
intense use than the previous user (Aramark), with only six employees working at this 1343 
site, yet still being unable to move in completely due to phasing and financing issues due 1344 
to various delays in the process. 1345 

Ms. Vogel asked that the Commission consider business issues related to financing 1346 
partner requirements, equity in their building and equipment, and the position it placed a 1347 
business in if they intended to make any P use subject to CU, requiring business to delay 1348 
activities for another 90-120 days in that process. Ms. Vogel noted that this could result in 1349 
losing a business to another community; and asked that they give fair consideration to 1350 
the timeliness of their decision-making. 1351 

Chair Boguszewski and Member Murphy sought clarification, provided by Mr. Lloyd, that 1352 
the Vogel property had originally been zoned HDR, and proposed for CMU-1, and thus 1353 
requiring an IU at this time; with any proposed zoning change allowing approval 1354 
remaining as is. 1355 

Mr. Lloyd further clarified that the IU approval was predicated on an understanding that 1356 
the businesses use was limited production/processing, and was a CU in the proposed 1357 
CMU-1 zoning district, if approved. At that time, Mr. Lloyd advised that Vogel Mechanical 1358 
could apply for a CU as a P use versus their current limited term IU that they were 1359 
currently operating under for their property. 1360 

Lacy Kapaun, 1840 County Road C-2 West 1361 
Ms. Kapaun stated that she was generally in agreement with the various zoning sections, 1362 
with the exception of the height restriction, opining that it was too high in areas along 1363 
Fairview Avenue unless in a CMU-1 designated area where 35’ would be acceptable. 1364 

Ms. Kapaun stated that her other issue was in not knowing the results of the Twin Lakes 1365 
Parkway extension and what may develop as a result or how much traffic it may 1366 
generate. Other than those many unknowns at this time, Ms. Kapam stated that the other 1367 
provisions appeared to be reasonable, beyond knowing how much traffic would be 1368 
produced with various uses. Therefore, Ms. Kapam asked for more restrictions in CMU-3 1369 
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along Fairview Avenue, since that was a major concern for her; and further expressed 1370 
her agreement with the comments and issues brought forward tonight by Ms. McCormick. 1371 

Kathleen Erickson, 1790 Centennial Drive 1372 
Ms. Erickson spoke to the process itself, opining that the reason more residents didn’t 1373 
participate was because the language involved in most discussions within City Hall was 1374 
too intimidating for the average citizen. As an example, Ms. Erickson referenced the first 1375 
mailed notice the neighborhood had received for the public hearing to consider the IU for 1376 
the former Aramark building, admitting she had no idea what that meant beyond 1377 
understanding it was a short-term use. Without being an attorney or developer, Ms. 1378 
Erickson noted that residents were unaware of what was actually happening, and in her 1379 
subsequent conversations with a number of her neighbors, they had no idea the strip had 1380 
even been rezoned HDR, nor how or when that was done. Ms. Erickson noted that 1381 
initially the neighborhood preference was for MDR to avoid upsetting existing businesses 1382 
while still protecting residents in the area and Oasis Park. 1383 

As a 40 year resident of Roseville, Ms. Erickson stated that neither she nor her neighbors 1384 
were trying to block progress, but simply seeking protection for their property and their 1385 
ability to enjoy their quality of life without hurting anyone else. 1386 

While the timeframe may be important, Ms. Erickson opined that its importance seemed 1387 
important for some things, but not others. Ms. Erickson expressed her interest in being 1388 
good neighbors, and hoped adjacent property owners would do so as well, even though 1389 
she no longer had much trust in any protections the process may offer, since it hadn’t 1390 
seemed to work for the residential neighborhood over the last 1.5 years. Ms. Erickson 1391 
asked for the Commission’s compassion, reiterating that their intent was not to stop 1392 
development in Roseville, but to retain a walkable community and maintain the 1393 
demographics of their neighborhood and the investments made in those homes. Ms. 1394 
Erickson concluded by asking that the Commission consider the protection of those 1395 
residential properties as well as those of the business community. 1396 

With no one appearing, Chair Boguszewski closed the public hearing at 10:28 p.m. 1397 

Chair Boguszewski stated that from his perception, he shared conceptually those 1398 
comments of Ms. McCormick regarding the uses in CMU-1, but not necessarily those she 1399 
suggested in CMU-2 and CMU-3. If the intent is to have a more restrictive buffer zone in 1400 
the broader CMU district, Chair Boguszewski stated that he understood the desire to 1401 
have CMU-1 more restrictive than currently proposed. Further, Chair Boguszewski 1402 
agreed with the perception that the neighborhood surveys may or may not have been 1403 
taken into account during staff’s work on this; however, he noted that this remained a 1404 
draft proposition. Chair Boguszewski admitted that personally he did not feel prepared 1405 
tonight to approve the Table of Uses in any array of P, NP or CU uses without the 1406 
opportunity to perform a more detailed and thoughtful review. 1407 

Having followed the pedigree of this process via webcast of City Council discussions to-1408 
date and the give and take of those discussions, Member Murphy opined that another set 1409 
of eyes had already given it a general review. 1410 

Mr. Lloyd advised that since the public input session referenced in January, the subareas 1411 
within the CMU had been broken out by the City Council, and would most likely be of 1412 
greater concern or interest to the community than the initial list of uses discussed by the 1413 
City Council, having morphed into this summary presentation based on feedback to-date 1414 
and further review. Subsequent to that process, Mr. Lloyd noted the staff addition of the 1415 
remainder of the CMU district table filling in the blanks based on their knowledge and 1416 
various input sources to-date, with some uses more conventional in nature and easier to 1417 
address than some. 1418 

Specific to gas station uses, Chair Boguszewski note dif it was CU across the board it 1419 
seemed less problematic to him than having it as a P use in CMU-1 if that is intended as 1420 
a buffer zone. With Vogel Mechanical an ongoing project, Chair Boguszewski questioned 1421 
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what if any ramifications there would be for them if the Commission didn’t’ take action on 1422 
or complete this discussion tonight. 1423 

At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Lloyd noted the current IU for Vogel remained 1424 
in place, and needn’t warrant the Commission moving more quickly than warranted or in 1425 
a way they felt most comfortable with, given the ultimate goal of making sure the resulting 1426 
recommendations were done right. 1427 

While not suggesting charging forward with the process, Member Murphy asked what 1428 
homework assignment staff would recommend for individual commissioners between 1429 
now and the next meeting. 1430 

Chair Boguszewski responded that commissioners had previously discussed that and 1431 
noted the individual work and research done by Member Stellmach in advance of 1432 
tonight’s meeting and recommendations incorporated by staff based on those efforts. 1433 
Chair Boguszewski suggested another may be a work session limited to this item to avoid 1434 
a process that delayed things another year, but allowing productive and thoughtful review 1435 
of this issue in addition to balancing it with the other land use cases coming before the 1436 
commission. Chair Boguszewski noted one example of the process would be more 1437 
detailed discussion with the commission charged to balance business and residential 1438 
interests, opining that the City Council should find it of value for the commission to work 1439 
with staff and edit thoughts and whys in the commission’s determinations or at least the 1440 
rationale in their recommendations. If submitted individually, Chair Boguszewski 1441 
suggested at a minimum that staff assemble those individual comments to inform further 1442 
discussion of the whole body. 1443 

Member Murphy sought further direction on how best to pursue the process or what to do 1444 
differently. 1445 

Community Development Director Bilotta noted that a lot of effort has gone into the Twin 1446 
Lakes Redevelopment Area for decades, not just this year; and while it seems like the 1447 
end is near for this issue, there remained many voices and ideas. Mr. Bilotta clarified that 1448 
the onus was not entirely on the Planning Commission or public comments held at the 1449 
Public Hearing, noting that the City Council had also gone through a lot of the proposed 1450 
uses line by line and were now at a point where they were seeking the Commission to 1451 
weigh in once again. Therefore, Mr. Bilotta assured commissioners that an additional 1452 
month would not prove problematic, but clarified that another six months may be harmful. 1453 

Mr. Bilotta noted that it was unfortunate that tonight’s agenda had so many land use 1454 
cases in addition to this internal document. However, he expressed appreciation of the 1455 
comments and discussion, as well as the public process and public comment. Mr. Bilotta 1456 
did opine, however, that good decisions are not possible after such an agenda and at this 1457 
late hour. 1458 

Mr. Bilotta suggested the option to continue the Public Hearing and discussion to the 1459 
October meeting, or scheduling a Special Meeting for only this issue before the next 1460 
Regular Planning Commission meeting. 1461 

Chair Boguszewski questioned if that option would allow additional public comment at the 1462 
next regular Commission meeting. 1463 

Member Cunningham noted she had numerous suggested changes beyond staff’s hard 1464 
work to-date, and suggested doing individual homework and having the opportunity to 1465 
share those suggestions as a group before officially voting on it. 1466 

Member Murphy suggested inviting the City Council for a joint discussion as well, such as 1467 
a Worksession of the two bodies before going their separate ways with varying ideas. 1468 

Chair Boguszewski opined that each City Councilmember had the opportunity to view 1469 
Commission meetings, as the Commission did for City Council meetings; and while loving 1470 
the idea of a joint meeting, questioned if it was realistically feasible. Chair Boguszewski 1471 
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opined that it was the charge to the Commission to make recommendations and send it 1472 
back to the City Council allowing for another level of scrutiny. 1473 

Further discussion ensued regarding the process to complete this review, whether 1474 
individually or corporately and how to gain consensus on each line item that could prove 1475 
extensive and the advantages and disadvantages of a Special Planning Commission 1476 
meeting and concern that public comment would be part of that process as well. 1477 

Mr. Bilotta advised that public comment could be part of a Special Meeting as long as 1478 
appropriately noticed, and if commissioners were all in agreement, there was no need to 1479 
spend additional time tonight on the discussion. Mr. Bilotta suggested that individual 1480 
commissioners submit typographical errors to staff prior to the Special Meeting to allow 1481 
for more substantial discussion on technical issues and actual uses as that meeting. 1482 

Member Cunningham noted that this would also give the neighborhood and business 1483 
owners more time to address specific areas they found objectionable beyond those few 1484 
examples brought forward tonight, which she considered a missing part of the process to-1485 
date. 1486 

Further discussion ensued regarding notice requirements and timing for a special 1487 
meeting; current land use applications in-house for consideration at the October regular 1488 
meeting of the body; options to provide notice to the neighborhood of the special meeting 1489 
and topic for discussion; and the format of a special meeting. 1490 

Member Bull noted that the Planning Commission’s action remained a recommendation 1491 
to the City Council and was not final, and still allowed for additional public comment at the 1492 
City Council level. However, Member Bull spoke in support of having more time for the 1493 
Commission to have confidence in their recommendations to the City Council on this 1494 
document and Table of Uses. 1495 

Chair Boguszewski concurred, opining that such a thoughtful and deliberate approach 1496 
would represent a huge service for the City Council, including any supporting email 1497 
documentation or rationale for that decision-making process. 1498 

Member Bull expressed concern with individual commissioner comments directed to staff 1499 
without the benefit of the group’s feedback if they were contrary to other commissioners. 1500 

Mr. Lloyd assured the commission that staff would call out any areas of conflict. 1501 

At the request of Member Cunningham, Chair Boguszewski clarified that individual 1502 
commissioners should feel free to send their thoughts and comments to staff for 1503 
compiling, but not for incorporation if in conflict with each other. Chair Boguszewski 1504 
stated that incorporating and deciding actual uses would be done by the commission at 1505 
the next meeting. 1506 

MOTION 1507 
Member Murphy moved, seconded by Member Cunningham to TABLE 1508 
consideration of the proposed COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE PLAN MAP CHANGE 1509 
and the proposed ZONING MAP CHANGES to the next Planning Commission, 1510 
whether a Special Meeting or at the next Regular Meeting, depending on staff’s 1511 
ability to schedule those meetings. 1512 

Ayes: 5 1513 
Nays: 0 1514 
Motion carried. 1515 

6. Adjourn 1516 
Chair Boguszewski adjourned at 10:50 p.m. 1517 
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SPECIAL Planning Commission Meeting 
City Council Chambers, 2660 Civic Center Drive 

Minutes – Wednesday, September 17, 2015 

1. Call to Order 1 
Chair Michael Boguszewski called to order a special meeting of the Planning Commission 2 
meeting at approximately 6:30 p.m. for the purpose of considering amendments to the 2030 3 
Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code pertaining to various properties within the Twin Lakes 4 
Redevelopment Area. Chair Boguszewski reviewed the role and purpose of the Planning 5 
Commission. 6 

2. Roll Call 7 
At the request of Chair Boguszewski, City Planner Thomas Paschke called the Roll. 8 

Members Present:  Chair Michael Boguszewski; Vice Chair Shannon Cunningham; and 9 
Members Robert Murphy; James Bull; and Chuck Gitzen  10 

Members Excused:  Members David Stellmach and James Daire 11 

Staff Present:  Community Development Director Paul Bilotta, City Planner Thomas 12 
Paschke, with Senior Planner Bryan Lloyd arriving at about 6:40 p.m. 13 

Others Present: Councilmember Bob Willmus in the audience 14 

3. Commission Business 15 
PROJECT FILE 0026: Continuation of the request by City of Roseville for approval of 16 
amendments to the 2030 Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code pertaining to various 17 
properties within the Twin Lakes Redevelopment Area 18 

Chair Boguszewski opened the discussion for Project File 0026 at 6:34 p.m. continuing this 19 
discussion from the September 2, 2015 regular Planning Commission meeting at which time it 20 
was tabled. 21 

Community Development Director Paul Bilotta briefly reintroduced this item; noting that the Chair 22 
closed the Public Hearing at the September 2, 2015 meeting, at which public comment was 23 
heard. 24 

While recognizing that the public hearing had been closed, Chair Boguszewski noted that 25 
additional public comment would be considered tonight depending on the time available. 26 

Mr. Bilotta provided a brief background, and clarified some misconceptions previously voiced by 27 
residential neighbors of this Twin Lakes Redevelopment Area, specific to protect petitions they 28 
had submitted. Mr. Bilotta advised that each of the petitions had been received, and considered in 29 
the past by the City Council, and had not been “lost in the shuffle,” as had been alluded to with 30 
past public testimony. Mr. Bilotta advised that they had been incorporated into the review 31 
throughout the process by the Planning Commission and City Council on various occasions 32 
during this most-studied area of Roseville. Mr. Bilotta noted the significant and ongoing public 33 
input received over the last 25-30 years from the public, property owners, the business 34 
community, and design teams before and after new zoning designations had come into play and 35 
as revised several times based on a considerable amount of that public input. Mr. Bilotta noted 36 
that tweaking is common in such a comprehensive redevelopment area, reiterating that as the 37 
protect petitions were submitted, they had been part of the City Council’s review and numerous 38 
public informational open houses during the review of the Twin Lakes Redevelopment Area. 39 

Specific to one protest petition, Mr. Bilotta noted that the residential neighborhood had asked that 40 
north of Terrace Drive be rezoned from High Density Residential-1 (HDR-1) to a Medium Density 41 
Residential (MDR) concept. Mr. Bilotta advised that the City Council and staff recognized and 42 
interpreted the neighborhood concerns that they were not comfortable with HDR in their back 43 
yards. However, Mr. Bilotta noted that the neighborhood was not supportive of all the uses 44 
proposed in a Community Mixed Uses (CMU) zoning designation either; but appeared to 45 
understand that it would be a long time before MDR became feasible in today’s marketplace. As 46 
one approach, Mr. Bilotta noted that the residents appeared to be used to current commercial 47 
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uses adjacent to their residential properties understanding that they were legal, nonconforming 48 
uses that would eventually work their way out of existence. 49 

From staff’s perspective, Mr. Bilotta noted that there was considerable concern about the difficulty 50 
in recommending zoning and future planning based on leaving something as a grandfathered use 51 
that could feasibly and potentially remain for a minimum of twenty years essentially providing an 52 
economic incentive for the landowner to retain that legal, nonconforming use in perpetuity. 53 
Therefore, Mr. Bilotta advised that staff sought to find an economic incentive for the landowner to 54 
seek out less intense uses during that twenty year period and encourage reinvestment in 55 
buildings, and as one tenant leaves, find lower intensity tenants to make the use more compatible 56 
with adjacent residential properties. 57 

From the City Council’s perspective and as a compromise for this planning process, therefore, 58 
Mr. Bilotta noted that the CMU zoning designation had been broken into various components 59 
providing for less- to more-dense uses depending on their proximity to residential properties; as 60 
well as providing for a maximum 35’ height limitation for MDR uses to address residential and 61 
density restrictions versus taller apartment buildings immediately adjacent to single-family 62 
residential designated zoning areas. 63 

Senior Planner Bryan Lloyd arrived at this time, approximately 6:40 p.m. 64 

Specifically addressing a second protest petition, requesting increased height and/or density 65 
closer to Cleveland Avenue rather than Fairview Avenue, Mr. Bilotta advised that consideration of 66 
that request went through the City Council review and discussion process as well; and as part of 67 
that their breaking up of the CMU zoning designation further addressed that density and height 68 
issue to have more intensity along County Road C and Cleveland Avenue and then stepping back 69 
that intensity resulting in the fourth CMU zoning designation along Terrace Drive North becoming 70 
less intense and therefore carrying out the requests voiced in the protest petition. Further, Mr. 71 
Bilotta noted that as the zoning designations change, businesses hours are more limited beyond 72 
what is done in general in the broader community, which had also come through that City Council 73 
process as a consideration with 24-hour businesses. 74 

Further, Mr. Bilotta noted that design standards in these various CMU designations are different 75 
than other zoning districts in the community, utilizing form-based codes and regulating plans, 76 
differing from other parts of City Code, as the City Council and staff attempt to put a common 77 
theme together to match uses. 78 

Using the displayed map, Mr. Bilotta noted further accommodations for height restrictions within 79 
1,000 feet to serve as additional buffers for HDR-1 and HDR-2 zoning designated areas; even 80 
though some existing towers in the community (e.g. Rosedale, Snelling Avenue, Lexington 81 
Avenue, and along the commercial side of Highway 36) may exceed that but most of the area 82 
would be covered in some manner by that 1,000 foot radius in height. Mr. Bilotta reviewed the 83 
SW area of Roseville with little height in the proximity of the country club; as well as in the SE 84 
corner with that area covered by several large county parks, cemetery uses and lakes (e.g. 85 
McCarron’s and Owasso), most of those areas which also provided the 1,000 foot buffer from 86 
single-family residential properties throughout the city, making it not out of line with and 87 
consistent throughout the community, therefore with staff not recommending changes for that 88 
standard. As noted in the protest petition, Mr. Bilotta agreed that at the time of the petition, the 89 
CMU had no height limitations whatsoever, and given those concerns, staff was proposing height 90 
and density limitations. While staff’s recommendations do not come out exactly the way they were 91 
proposed in the protest petitions, Mr. Bilotta opined that the common themes had been 92 
addressed. 93 

Specific to the use table initially reviewed by the City Council, Mr. Bilotta noted that they were not 94 
looking at actual text at that point, but more general categories, such as if they were generally 95 
supportive of retail in a certain CMU subarea, they staff subsequently turned that into proposed 96 
text for the Planning Commission to review. With lots of shades of retail, Mr. Bilotta clarified that 97 
the City Council had probably not taken all of them into consideration as possibilities. However, 98 
Mr. Bilotta advised that staff thought it best to start with a large list and cut it down versus the 99 
other way, with Mr. Lloyd getting into the detail shortly. 100 
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With Senior Planner Lloyd pointing out two current HDR zones proposed for changes, Chair 101 
Boguszewski clarified if they were changed to CMU-2, the height restriction would be built into the 102 
new CMU-1 definition, but not the HDR-1, eliminating the 1,000 foot buffer problem. 103 

Mr. Bilotta clarified that no higher than 2 stories would be allowed within or adjacent to any single-104 
family residential area down to Twin Lakes Parkway where it dead-ends, and then in a straight 105 
line form WalMart from the Fireplace Store. Mr. Bilotta further clarified that everything north of 106 
that would be less than 2 stories, or not exceeding 35’ all the way down to the Fireplace Store. 107 

Chair Boguszewski opined that this would enable development south of Terrace Drive, and by 108 
this zoning change, it achieved 2 stories north of County Road C and more intense height and 109 
density south. 110 

Mr. Bilotta concurred, noting the additional 100’ buffer around Langton Lake for further 111 
protections. 112 

While he observed the City Council spending significant time in their consideration of the various 113 
subareas and their locations, Chair Boguszewski noted that they did not get into the specificities 114 
of each use or their line by line development. 115 

Mr. Bilotta concurred, noting that the City Council provided good and clear direction with each 116 
subarea and their dividing characters and the intensity levels for each of the CMU subareas that 117 
they’d discussed over several meetings, as well as line by line categories; their overall discussion 118 
were broader, especially related to various retail uses. 119 

Chair Boguszewski reviewed the process as staff belabored details and drafted the proposal for 120 
the City Council’s intentional and thoughtful review, with their general direction given to staff, who 121 
then drafted the details for Planning Commission review and subsequent recommendation to the 122 
City Council. Therefore, if the Planning Commission recommended additional changes, Chair 123 
Boguszewski suggested providing clarity on their rationale in those recommendations since 124 
considerable work had already gone into this by the City Council and their direction to staff. 125 

Mr. Bilotta concurred, noting that the City Council had put the broader pieces in place, and then 126 
charged the Planning Commission with review of the more minute details and subcategories, 127 
especially for retail uses, and their judgments and rationale in making their ultimate 128 
recommendations. 129 

Table 1005-5 – Table of Uses for CMU-1, 2, 3 and 4 and General Design Standards 130 
Senior Planner Lloyd noted staff’s incorporation of proposed use changes in the table presented 131 
at the September 2, 2015 regular Planning Commission meeting for each proposed district, 132 
anticipating additional review and changes tonight with time devoted specifically to this and only 133 
this issue at this special meeting of the Commission (Attachment C – RPCA dated September 2, 134 
2015, pages 4 – 6). 135 

Mr. Lloyd reviewed those initial changes made by the Commission and their general direction at 136 
that time, including corporate headquarters and type of office or general office use. 137 

Discussion ensued on how best to go through the table of uses and various zoning designation 138 
subareas, with Chair Boguszewski determining, with consensus of the body that consideration 139 
would be given to individual member input for uses only for those not having consensus. Further 140 
discussion ensued in how best to highlight those areas to the City Council that were 141 
recommended for change and whether or not they are in agreement with those proposed 142 
changes or not. While recognizing that the public may wish to offer comment and participate in 143 
each use category, Chair Boguszewski ruled that in an effort to keep things moving in a timely 144 
fashion, public comment would be heard following the general discussion by the Commission, 145 
with any additional changes considered as a result of that public feedback, and prior to voting on 146 
the whole issue. 147 

Office Uses 148 

Corporate Headquarters 149 
At the suggestion of Mr. Lloyd, and based on previous Commission discussions, it was the 150 
consensus of the body to DELETE corporate headquarters as a Permitted (P) use. 151 
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Office Showroom 152 
Mr. Lloyd noted that staff refined this from the existing CMU in consideration of CMU-1’s close 153 
proximity to LDR neighborhoods, with Neighborhood Business (NB) designated districts 154 
throughout City Code intended for areas such, and this use being Not Permitted (NP) in NB 155 
designated areas, making sense in CMU-1 designations as well. 156 

At the request of Member Murphy, City Planner Paschke defined “office showroom” as potential a 157 
warehouse use with a small showroom and/or office attached (e.g. Renewal by Anderson and 158 
Fireplace Store). At the request of Member Bull as to that rationale, Mr. Paschke clarified that 159 
CMU-1 is intended to be adjacent to LDR designated areas, with NB intended outside Twin Lakes 160 
in similar locations with lower intensity retail uses. However, as staff looked at CMU-1 and 161 
geographical similarities to NB, it seemed more prudent to NP office/showroom uses. 162 

Mr. Bilotta noted this came out of the original process in a general way, with staff providing all 163 
uses in the previous iteration of the Table of Uses, but noted that the Planning Commission had 164 
not reached that point of detailed review at their previous meeting. Mr. Bilotta noted that staff’s 165 
thoughts were that CMU-1 to some extent and in its proximity to single-family uses in a 166 
commercial world, it seemed prudent to treat it in theory similar to that geographical limitation. In 167 
response to Chair Boguszewski’s question as to why that thinking wasn’t applied previously, Mr. 168 
Bilotta stated that some was due to the process that went into the City Council’s labeling with staff 169 
uncomfortable putting a bridge between the City Council and Planning Commission rather than 170 
letting the Commission be part of that process rather than staff simply deleting it prior to it coming 171 
before the Planning Commission. Mr. Bilotta further clarified that this proposed change from staff 172 
would have been brought up to the Commission before moving back to the City Council, but 173 
again hadn’t been addressed at the September 2, 2015 Commission meeting due to the sizable 174 
agenda and time constraints at that meeting. 175 

Member Bull questioned what constituted an “office/showroom,” since he envisioned a wide 176 
variation of what that could encompass; opining that he’d rather have it be a Conditional Use 177 
(CU) to allow Commission review before approved. 178 

Mr. Paschke clarified that a warehouse use typically have loading dock doors versus an 179 
office/showroom use that may constitute a square box that may include offices or other areas for 180 
display or showroom components, which he considered a distinct difference. 181 

Member Murphy opined that he saw nothing wrong in allowing NP in CMU-1 as staff suggested, if 182 
not currently allowed in NB. 183 

Member Bull opined that his general thinking was the long-term ramifications in what is permitted 184 
or restricted under the comprehensive plan; noting that to him that meant that CU was the middle 185 
ground, that a use may not necessarily be restricted, but not wholly permitted either without a 186 
further review. 187 

Member Gitzen concurred with Member Murphy, supporting NP in CMU-1 and NB designations 188 
adjoining residential uses. 189 

Member Cunningham admitted she could see both viewpoints on this, but overall supported not 190 
only maintaining a buffer but also allowing business development; and opined that she leaned 191 
toward staff’s recommendation for NP to match the residential concepts. 192 

Further discussion ensued regarding whether or not the office/showroom uses being P in other 193 
CMU designations would be determined as cascading and less restrictive. 194 

Clinic, medical, dental or optical 195 
At the request of Member Cunningham, Mr. Lloyd reviewed by those uses were considered P and 196 
not C, recognizing them as an appropriate use, but because of specific instances of a particular 197 
zoning designation, they may be less appropriate in one or the other spot based on geography 198 
and when considering a C it provides an extra level of regulation that allowed additional 199 
protection. 200 

Mr. Bilotta noted that this use was common within smaller residential areas as well. 201 
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Member Cunningham sated that this seemed to represent a broad use, including urgent care with 202 
extended hours versus a regular clinic open during regular business hours. Therefore, Member 203 
Cunningham suggested making it CU knowing that the use would typically be approved, but if a 204 
facility with extended hours, CU would allow additional conditions to apply. 205 

Mr. Lloyd noted the recent speculative drive-through use coming before the Planning Commission 206 
in the recent past, and recognized that without knowing the actual user, a new user could come in 207 
if the approval was already in existence; and noted that unless something specific was 208 
conditioned in the CU prohibiting that type of use, it may not remain for the long-term as originally 209 
intended or permitted. 210 

Member Cunningham noted that, by allowing the use through as C, it also addressed changing 211 
uses (e.g. from a regular doctor’s office subsequently closing and then open to the potential for 212 
an urgent care use with extended hours). 213 

Chair Boguszewski suggested making the hours of operation a condition for approval. 214 

Mr. Bilotta noted that there was no current definition for “urgent care,” and if that was the issue, 215 
suggested providing that definition versus putting in restrictions if that was the intent of the 216 
Commission. Mr. Bilotta noted that this use was coming into a prominence not seen before, and 217 
as an example used the current urgent care on County Road B-2 operating as an office while the 218 
recently constructed urgent care in Vadnais Heights operating totally differently. 219 

Chair Boguszewski asked if having a separate line use for “urgent care/after hours care” would 220 
include free-standing emergency care uses as well. 221 

Mr. Paschke noted consideration being given to extended hours for retail uses and how best to 222 
control those; and questioned if that that could or should also apply in this scenario. Also, Mr. 223 
Paschke noted that the Twin Lakes Medical facility at Fairview Avenue and County Road C 224 
already had an urgent care; and as is currently stands, would therefore apply to CMU and NB 225 
designated zoning districts as a P use, which could perhaps carry through for that district as well. 226 

Chair Boguszewski questioned if this applied to CMU-1, would it affect the existing Twin Lakes 227 
Medical facility by default. 228 

Mr. Lloyd noted the proposal was to bring those designations out in the land use table, with 229 
recommendations from Member Stellmach made at the last meeting to rephrase text in Section f 230 
(Table of Allowed Uses), Items 6. a, b, and c (page 16 of 18 in RPCA Attachment C) to limit 231 
business hours as applicable and with some consistency. 232 

From the City Council’s past discussions, Mr. Bilotta noted considerations of operations between 233 
the hours of 4:00 a.m. and 6:00 a.m. and what that meant to specific businesses. For example, 234 
Mr. Bilotta questioned if that referred to customers only coming and going, or if it was a software 235 
company whose employees worked late or early morning hours, how would it affect them. 236 
Therefore, Mr. Bilotta advised that staff had proposed the text as presented on page 16 of the 237 
RPCA to address those extended hour activities that would be disruptive and those that may not 238 
be disruptive. 239 

Chair Boguszewski suggested concurrence by the Commission with the City Council and staff on 240 
those differentials. 241 

Member Bull spoke to bakery uses and their employees and/or customers as another example, 242 
with many of their employees coming in at 4:00 a.m. or before to start baking and prepare for a 243 
6:00 a.m. opening to customers. Member Bull questioned if that would be a P use in a CUM-1 244 
designation. 245 

Mr. Bilotta suggested making that more in line with other text related to customers. 246 

As with other businesses of a similar nature, Mr. Paschke noted the difficulty in regulating what 247 
occurs inside in the building no matter their use, if not doing external business during all the hours 248 
they’re in the building. 249 
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Mr. Bilotta noted as an example the breweries that may be brewing or changing vats inside a 250 
building, which is unknown to the general public or staff; but if they were fielding customers after 251 
hours, then that became problematic. 252 

Chair Boguszewski noted that businesses uses disruptive for adjacent residences seemed 253 
to be covered in the retail section or restaurant customer text on page 16, and suggested 254 
eliminating Item 6.a and make Item 6.b state CUM-1 and CMU-2 districts; or questioned if 255 
that was too far out, since the way the text is currently proposed made CMU-2 restrictive. 256 

Member Cunningham opined that CMU-2 as currently written only addressed retail or customer 257 
traffic now. 258 

Chair Boguszewski questioned if there was any activity (e.g. movie theater or bakery or other 259 
use) with service customers that would not be covered with the exception of internal workers or 260 
set up. Chair Boguszewski opined that it did with his recommended text revisions. 261 

Member Bull spoke in support of Chair Boguszewski’s suggested text change. 262 

Member Murphy referenced funeral home uses on the next page in the Table of Uses. 263 

Chair Boguszewski clarified that embalming could be done overnight with that use, but no viewing 264 
could occur prior to 6:00 a.m. 265 

Member Murphy noted suggested deliveries had to occur 24/7 as “work” arrived at a facility. 266 

Chair Boguszewski suggested further revisions to text with Item 6.b remaining as is, but 267 
Item 6.a mimicking current proposed text except in CMU-1 for service and/or restaurant 268 
traffic. 269 

Member Murphy further questioned transportation uses (e.g. Metro Transit’s Park & Ride Facility) 270 
and if parking allowed as now stated, would that be covered in prohibiting limited business hours. 271 

Mr. Lloyd responded that in is a use in NB, staff would have changes to NP in CMU-1. 272 

However, Member Murphy questioned what the example was in defining “essential services.” 273 

Mr. Bilotta clarified that that was defined as utility boxes, water towers, telephone lines, gas pipe 274 
lines, substations, etc. that just were static. 275 

Mr. Paschke noted that due to their essential nature for customers 24/7, they were subject to 276 
maintenance at any time. 277 

Chair Boguszewski noted that those essential services were typically governed by easements or 278 
other means, and questioned why they would be included in the table of uses. 279 

Mr. Bilotta clarified that easements controlled their location, but theoretically they would not be 280 
allowed in CMU-2. 281 

Member Murphy noted an exception for storage buildings, with Mr. Lloyd advising that this fell into 282 
the category of an accessory use (e.g. garden or utility shed for commercial uses) to store lawn or 283 
snow care maintenance equipment. 284 

By consensus, the Commission determined that the revised language to Item 6.a and Item 6.b 285 
covered concerns expressed; and was recommended for revisions as follows: 286 

Item 6 Limited Business Hours: 287 

a. “In the CMU-1 District, on-site retail, service, and/or restaurant customer traffic [and delivery 288 
traffic] is not permitted after 2:00 a.m. and before 6:00 a.m.; such customer traffic in the 289 
CMU-2, CMU-3 and CMU-4 Districts is allowed as a CU.”  290 

b. “In the CMU-2 District, on-site retail, service, and/or restaurant customer traffic is not 291 
permitted after 2:00 a.m. and before 6:00 a.m.; such customer traffic in the CMU-3 and CMU-292 
4 District is allowed as a CU.”  293 

Member Murphy questioned if a final decision had been made on “urgent care” uses, whether to 294 
create another category for CMU-1 as NP, with P use in CMU-2, 3 and 4. 295 
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Mr. Lloyd advised staff would determine if it made sense to add another row as a standard or new 296 
use. 297 

Mr. Bilotta concurred, advising that staff now knew the Commission’s intent without the 298 
Commission having to get too much deeper in the details. 299 

Chair Boguszewski concurred with Mr. Bilotta, noting the Commission’s intent to avoid confusion 300 
by teasing out the “urgent care” use. 301 

Commercial Uses 302 

Animal Boarding (exclusively indoors) 303 
Member Cunningham noted her concern with potential loud noises with this use if animals were 304 
brought outside, it could be at 2:00 a.m., and seemed a larger intrusion for CMU-1 for bordering 305 
residential properties which she thought problematic. 306 

Member Bull noted CMU-1 designated areas couldn’t have customers between 2:00 a.m. and 307 
6:00 a.m. 308 

Member Paschke clarified that the indoor use functioned strictly indoor, not outside. 309 

Chair Boguszewski noted the noise complaints and/or concerns fielded by the Commission from 310 
adjacent residents regarding the former “Woof Room” location, and whether exclusively indoors 311 
or outdoors, had come before the Commission as a CU. 312 

Mr. Lloyd clarified that the location had originally been on County Road C in an area also 313 
designated as HDR; but further clarified that they also had an outdoor component, with the first 314 
approval granted as an Interim Use (IU); and their subsequent relocation to Rice Street with CU 315 
approval. 316 

Chair Boguszewski noted that if made CU for CMU-1 areas, it would allow a further level of 317 
review. 318 

Member Cunningham requested that it be CU in CMU-1 subareas; which was approved by 319 
consensus. 320 

Member Bull questioned why animal boarding/kennel/daycare was included in the old Table of 321 
Uses, but not in the new table. 322 

Mr. Lloyd responded that the use was NP in the old CMU Table with any outdoor element, and 323 
since the CMU was further expanded into four subareas, it made sense to not allow it in any CMU 324 
area. With Chair Boguszewski noting that the use had to be in a Commercial District, Member 325 
Bull noted that “auto dealer” uses remained in the table even though NP across the board, 326 
and expressed his preference for leaving animal boarding/kennel/daycare as an NP on the 327 
Table of Uses similarly, and not exclude it to make sure it isn’t open for consideration in 328 
the future. 329 

Animal Hospital/Veterinary Clinic 330 
Member Cunningham expressed similar concerns for this use compared to “animal boarding 331 
(exclusively indoors) seeking that it also be designated “exclusively indoors” as well. 332 

Member Bull noted only if P, with hours of operation and employee participation at their choice to 333 
fit within that guideline if they locate in a CMU area. However, if a veterinarian needed employees 334 
to prepare for surgery, that use couldn’t fit into a CMU-1 designated area. 335 

Member Cunningham reiterated her preference that both would be NP as that subarea served as 336 
a buffer zone and even though an animal lover recognized that use could be more impactful to 337 
neighbors, and therefore in seeking a happy medium, suggested CU to allow neighbors to weigh 338 
in on any potential uses. 339 

Chair Boguszewski concurred, noting as an example the St. Francis Animal Hospital on 340 
Fernwood and Larpenteur that may perform surgery, even though not open after hours or 341 
currently serving as an overnight facility. If they wanted to relocate to this subarea, Chair 342 
Boguszewski noted if they continued to operate as they currently do, they could relocate here, but 343 
if they wanted to change and offer overnight surgery, they could not do so. 344 
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Member Murphy stated his preference for leaving it as P use. 345 

By consensus, this category remained as currently shown. 346 

Liquor Store 347 
Chair Boguszewski suggested NP for this buffer zone; with consensus of the body NP for CMU-1 348 
designated areas. 349 

Further discussion ensued as to whether or not to change to NP in CMU-2 subareas with more 350 
neighborhood-centered areas and those closer to the lake, while CMU-3 and 4 areas were of less 351 
concern; but recognizing the potential for wine shows and/or liquor store addendum’s to a grocery 352 
store use. 353 

Lodging (hotel) 354 
Member Bull asked why this was designated N NP use in CMU-3 subareas. 355 

Mr. Lloyd and Mr. Bilotta could not recall specifically the rationale for this, but suspected it may be 356 
based on City Council input and the thinking that hotels tended to gravitate to major roads. 357 

Member Murphy opined that he thought of hotels more in CMU-4 areas. 358 

Member Bull noted they had the same height restrictions as CMU-3 or CMU-4 areas; with Mr. 359 
Lloyd noting that this was consistent with the remainder of CMU-2, 3 and 4 height restrictions 360 
outside the buffer area. 361 

By consensus, the Commission determined to revise the use to P for CMU-3 to match 362 
CMU-4 designations. 363 

Mortuary/Funeral Home 364 
Member Bull suggested CU across the board to ensure what type of business was involved (e.g. 365 
crematoriums), opining the industry may be significantly different five years from now. 366 

At the request of Member Murphy, Mr. Paschke clarified that a crematory is not permitted in a 367 
mortuary use. 368 

While not understanding the business in totality, in his review of text and definitions, Member 369 
Murphy stated that he saw no reason to make it a CU, given standard hours of operation and 370 
delivery of bodies already addressed, with peak traffic only during viewing times and usually not 371 
disruptive in nature. 372 

Mr. Paschke noted two such existing uses were located in very close proximity to residential 373 
properties (e.g. off County Road B and Dale Street in HDR zone) and one off Hamline Avenue 374 
and Commerce Street by the Macy’s Home Store). 375 

Consensus of the Commission was to leave it as a P use. 376 

Motor Fuel Sales (Gas Station) 377 
By consensus, the Commission changed this to NP for CMU-1 designations. 378 

Motor Vehicle Rental/Leasing 379 
Member Murphy questioned if this use was addressed by Item 6 on page 16 as previously 380 
addressed. 381 

Mr. Lloyd agreed that it was presumably and involved dropping off vehicles versus running 382 
automobiles; with Mr. Paschke clarifying that unless operating near an airport, there generally 383 
wasn’t much traffic noise from rental uses. 384 

Chair Boguszewski opined that he could see the entire motor vehicle section moving to NP for 385 
CMU-1. 386 

Movie Theater 387 
At the suggestion of Member Murphy, the body decided by consensus to make this a NP use in 388 
CMU-1 designated areas. 389 
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Outdoor Display 390 
At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Lloyd advised that the term referred to mulch outside 391 
hardware stores as an example versus flashing signs. 392 

Outdoor Storage, Inoperable Vehicles/Equipment 393 
At the request of Member Cunningham, Mr. Lloyd advised that the term referred to something like 394 
a repair shop; but since there wasn’t one as a P use, it should probably be made NP across the 395 
board, which was agreed to by consensus of the body for CMU-1, 2 ,3 and 4 designated areas. 396 

With Members Bull and Cunningham questioning if a trailer stored on a lot, since inoperable, fell 397 
into that category, Member Murphy clarified that they were actually operable by hooking them up 398 
to a vehicle, similar to those on Fairview Avenue, with no flat tires and all licensed, thereby 399 
making them essentially all operable. 400 

Parking 401 
At the request of Member Cunningham, Mr. Bilotta defined it as the principle use (e.g. parking 402 
structure or surface lot by payment); with Member Bull noting and Mr. Bilotta confirming that in 403 
CMU-1, they would have to restrict access between 2:00 a.m. and 6:00 a.m. Mr. Bilotta noted that 404 
the intent is to differentiate between surface and structured parking by trying to minimize large 405 
surface lots in all CMU Districts. 406 

Restaurants (Fast Food) and Restaurants (Fast Food with Drive-through) 407 
Chair Boguszewski suggested fast food uses be NP in CMU-1 due to additional traffic generated. 408 

Member Bull suggested CU all the way across all CMU designations, or at a minimum NP in 409 
CMU-1, then CU in CMU-2, 3 and 4 designated areas. 410 

Mr. Paschke didn’t disagree with the logic, but noted an example of a strip mall having a Subway 411 
franchise; and clarified that the key is that drive-through vehicle traffic is dramatically different 412 
between these two uses, with a definite distinction provided in City Code not by type by 413 
generically. 414 

As an example, Mr. Bilotta noted that the recently opened “Grateful Table Bakery” would fall 415 
within the fast food definition. 416 

Member Murphy noted the proposed restaurant use south of the new hotels by the Metro transit 417 
Park & Ride ramp, and while not sure if it is intended as a fast food use, opined that it didn’t seem 418 
to be close to residential areas or intended to generate large traffic or noise issues. 419 

Mr. Paschke clarified that, if a restaurant was not a full service, sit down use, theoretically it fell 420 
into the fast food category, such as Davanni’s use suggested as an example by Chair 421 
Boguszewski, falling into that full service, sit down category. 422 

Given that distinction, Chair Boguszewski suggested balancing that use with NP for CMU-1, 2 423 
and 3, with CMU-4 P use. 424 

At the request of Member Murphy as to his rationale, Chair Boguszewski noted it added an 425 
additional buffer. 426 

Member Murphy noted the buffer area around Langton Lake for pedestrian access. 427 

Member Cunningham offered her support of Chair Boguszewski’s suggestion. 428 

Member Bull noted that drive-through uses could essentially be walk-through uses as well. 429 

By consensus, the uses were designated as NP for CMU-1, CU for CMU-2, P for CMU-3 and 430 
P for CMU-4 designated areas. 431 

At the request of Member Murphy as to rationale in defining restaurants by fast food or drive 432 
through, Mr. Paschke noted that the City had not supported drive-through restaurant uses in the 433 
Twin Lakes Redevelopment Area for at least fifteen years; and while it may remain in theory on 434 
the books, the intent was to limit the volume of additional vehicles for restaurants with a drive-435 
through. Mr. Paschke noted that the CMU does permit fast food, so designating the use as a CU 436 
was fine. 437 

RCA Exhibit C

Page 20 of 55



Special Planning Commission Meeting 
Minutes – Wednesday, September 17, 2015 
Page 10 

Vertical Mixed Use 438 
Mr. Lloyd clarified that this category provided customer focused uses on the ground floor and 439 
residential or office uses above. While not currently in the land use table, but could be considered 440 
in the future in NB designations, Mr. Lloyd noted that a visual example would allow for a two story 441 
building with residences above. Currently, Mr. Lloyd advised that this use was under the dwelling 442 
use for multi-family upper stories in mixed use buildings, which are allowed in Regional Business 443 
(RB) but not west of Rosedale Center, with similar uses allowed in RB districts. 444 

If defined by offices or residences above the first floor, Chair Boguszewski asked if, as an 445 
example, that would permit day care centers on the ground floor with apartments or condos 446 
above; and whether the intent was to protect the CMU-1 from HDR use with apartments or 447 
condo’s not falling into the single-family category. 448 

Mr. Bilotta noted that the 35’ height limitation would come into play; and could allow for a first floor 449 
day care and one floor of apartments above, or artists’ lofts, which should not problematic. 450 

Member Bull expressed his interest in seeing that as a CU in CMU-1 and CMU-2 451 
designations, which was agreed to by consensus of the body. 452 

Industrial Uses 453 

Limited Production/Processing 454 
With the considerable amount of residential neighborhood feedback the Commission had 455 
received related to the Vogel Mechanical use, Member Cunningham expressed her struggles with 456 
this category, whether from that specific issue or with the general use itself. 457 

Mr. Bilotta noted that, since the Vogel Mechanical limited production use remained yet to be 458 
initiated, it was impossible to say it is or is not working, since it’s not yet there. Mr. Bilotta clarified 459 
that what was happening was a lot of issues getting to the conditions and that process, with the 460 
limited production/processing serving as a lightning rod right now. Using another example in that 461 
immediate neighborhood (e.g. Head Cycling), Mr. Bilotta noted that their production of carbon 462 
fiber rims wasn’t even known to the neighborhood, with them opening up in February and starting 463 
manufacturing shortly thereafter, without incident. Mr. Bilotta further clarified that the test is in 464 
whether that particular use in a multi-tenant building, with an office next door, had any impact to 465 
those other operations or interfered with neighboring tenants in that same multi-tenant building 466 
with a dividing wall; with the sign being that there should be no impact and should also be 467 
invisible to the outside world as anything other than an office use. Mr. Bilotta cautioned the 468 
Commission not to base their decision-making or build city code on the Vogel issues. 469 

To further differentiate, Mr. Bilotta noted that a desired component of the Twin Lakes 470 
Redevelopment Area was for high-tech, head of household jobs, or incubator uses for such 471 
business start-ups; and since those desired uses keep coming up, and remain desirable, Mr. 472 
Bilotta noted the further desire to transition from current warehouse buildings (e.g. trucking 473 
terminals) to get to the results for neighborhood business uses. If dealing with a small dental 474 
office that starts bringing production or processing in, as an example, Mr. Bilotta opined that it 475 
would be a totally different situation than office, but could be argued to be limited production and 476 
processing; but given the nature of the business, having the use permitted with CU allows a 477 
deeper dig into this type of use versus blanket approval without any review by the Commission 478 
and allowing it to see their process and business operation, which usually will prove nothing 479 
remarkably different than an office use. 480 

At the request of Member Bull, Mr. Paschke confirmed that a CU stayed with a property as long 481 
as they continued to meet the conditions as applied upon initial approval. 482 

By contrast, Mr. Lloyd noted that if a different type of use in limited production/processing was 483 
indicated, it would require a new CU approval. 484 

Mr. Bilotta concurred, noting that if not complying with the CU conditions, the City would become 485 
involved in enforcement action against the property and against that use. 486 

Chair Boguszewski agreed with Mr. Bilotta’s advisement that this situation is not about the Vogel 487 
Mechanical use. 488 
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Member Cunningham concurred that it was a fair assessment, but admitted that the fact that the 489 
use is a NP in Neighborhood Business (NB) still bothered her and that lack of consistency. 490 

Mr. Lloyd clarified that the limited production/processing definition by use was not included in the 491 
beginning of this version of the zoning code as adopted in 2013, and even not addressed entirely 492 
in 2010’s initial rezoning process; but was introduced at that time as a use and refined in zoning 493 
code form that point on, but probably not considered by district, but most likely as a response to a 494 
specific proposal. 495 

Chair Boguszewski noted that would certainly create the current sequential incongruities found at 496 
this time. 497 

Mr. Bilotta noted that many instances staff was becoming aware of as they visited community 498 
business enterprises where this use was occurring without any prior knowledge of staff or the 499 
City, as well as with differences in front and back operations, especially within the biotech side, 500 
which was being seen more and more but not involving gigantic pieces of equipment as required 501 
in the past for that type of industry. 502 

Mr. Paschke also noted the various uses requiring a small clean room for that industry. 503 

Member Cunningham, and with consensus of the Commission, agreed to leave this use as 504 
currently recommended on the Table of Uses. 505 

Residential Family Living 506 

Accessory Dwelling Unit 507 
At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Lloyd defined this as a typical mother-in-law apartment. 508 

Live-work Unit 509 
Similar to the comments of Member Bull regarding vertical mixed uses, Mr. Paschke clarified this 510 
as internal living quarters behind or above a retail use; and confirmed for Member Cunningham 511 
that the work unit would still need to abide by other use requirements of code. 512 

Chair Boguszewski questioned how standards on occupancy limits would apply to avoid sweat 513 
shop units or other issues. 514 

Mr. Bilotta advised that, while live/work units didn’t often come up as a use, given their 515 
uniqueness, the Commission may want to consider them as CU versus long-term guessing at this 516 
point. 517 

In response to Member Bull’s example in CMU-3 and 4 designations being more restrictive, Mr. 518 
Lloyd advised that they would remain accessory uses to the principle single-family use and would 519 
not be allowed where that other primary use is not allowed. 520 

By consensus, the Commission decided to leave these designated uses as currently 521 
shown on the Table of Uses. 522 

Manufactured Home Park 523 
Chair Boguszewski expressed his surprise that this use is allowed at all in the city. As an 524 
example, Chair Boguszewski questioned the consequences in changing to CMU designation the 525 
former HDR and MDR designations to make this use NP all the way through. 526 

Mr. Bilotta advised that there is a state law regarding that use and they have to be allowed where 527 
multi-family units are allowed. Given the fact that staff has considerable research to do on this 528 
use before offering their recommendations to or expecting the Commission to spend too much 529 
time on it, Mr. Bilotta suggested that staff seek a ruling before proceeding further with this use. 530 

In an effort to save time, Chair Boguszewski suggested, if staff discovers the Planning 531 
Commission has the authority to make this NP all the way across CMU-1, 2, 3 and 4 532 
designations, consensus of the body was to do so depending on the results of staff’s 533 
research. 534 

Number of Dwelling Units 535 
Member Bull asked for the differentiation between multi-family upper stories from mixed use 536 
buildings. 537 
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Mr. Lloyd advised that it didn’t vary; noting that they are listed in the Table of Uses today as per 538 
City Council discussion, and even though their breakdown had been discussed, in the revised 539 
table they need not differ. Specific to manufactured home park designations coming out of those 540 
other districts, Mr. Lloyd noted that did require a more formalized land use. 541 

Consensus of the Commission was to combine uses in the table as discussed. 542 

One-family Attached (duplex or twin home) AND One-family attached (town home or row house) 543 
At the request of Member Cunningham, Mr. Lloyd clarified that twin home always had 2 units; 544 
while there were some parallels in 3 or more units, but instead of stacked there were various 545 
iterations possible; with a duplex similar to a single-family home and related to the LDR concept. 546 

Based on previous discussions tonight, Member Cunningham questioned if the will of the 547 
neighborhood was to desire more homes but clean-up of a site wasn’t feasible, if someone 548 
wanted to build a one-story duplex of single-family home, why would that be a bad thing. 549 

Discussion ensued regarding the definition of and number of construction variables for units. 550 

Member Murphy refocused discussion on the location of this CMU designated area, noting it was 551 
a transition area and proposed residential uses would run into issues with tiers and height 552 
restrictions, and while residential uses may sound good on the surface, he opined that he wasn’t 553 
sure if anything favorable would be accomplished for smaller family structures or units in the long-554 
term based on the other permitted uses in this CMU designation. 555 

Chair Boguszewski concurred, referencing the bigger picture and intent for this CMU area, not as 556 
a primary residential development as stated by Member Murphy, but potentially incorporating 557 
such a use within the broader intent for the CMU and meeting the goals of the comprehensive 558 
plan for the Twin Lakes Redevelopment Area. However, if that is the case, Chair Boguszewski 559 
asked why any of these potential uses by their very definitions are P in the CMU area, opining 560 
that to him they seemed to be reluctantly hanging on to P such a residential use when the whole 561 
point was not to do so. 562 

Mr. Bilotta clarified that, in a number of mixed use projects, it wasn’t unusual to have housing as a 563 
component of a development, and actually allowing a transition for that use into an office/retail 564 
use that works well. 565 

As an example, Chair Boguszewski questioned if an example would be that of the 566 
Grand/Excelsior Development in the City of St. Louis Park with mixed use development of 567 
brownstones in a walkable neighborhood, or another example near the urban Guthrie Theater 568 
Redevelopment Area. 569 

Mr. Bilotta agreed those were both good examples and their intent was similar to providing a 570 
buffer to the CMU. 571 

Planning Commissioners decided they would retain these uses as currently shown on the Table 572 
of Uses. 573 

One-family Detached 574 
Chair Boguszewski admitted he was having difficulty considering this use left in at all. 575 

Mr. Bilotta clarified that the use came out of City Council discussions in their consideration that if 576 
someone wanted to clean-up the property in an area overlooking Langton Lake Park in one viable 577 
corner and within that 100’ lower height area, it may not be a bad idea; and similar to CMU-1 578 
extended down, that use had remained as noted. While admitting this use would be somewhat 579 
different than the original intent for CMU, Mr. Bilotta stated that was their rationale in allowing a 580 
one-family detached home use only in that specific area. 581 

Chair Boguszewski admitted it would only be possible on the western side of Langton Lake and 582 
represented one of the last remaining properties in Roseville allowing a view of the water; which 583 
he further admitted could be attractive. Whether relevant or not, with it being a potential use and 584 
conditioned as noted, Chair Boguszewski offered his support of that use as shown on the Table. 585 

Member Murphy, while opining it seemed like tortured rationale, agreed that he could see the 586 
potential. 587 
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Residential Group Living 588 

Mr. Lloyd advised that assisted living facilities, nursing homes, and other state-licensed facilities 589 
were all based on state requirements, thus their status as CU on the Table, since they could not 590 
be treated the same or put within the same category based on state statute and depending on the 591 
number of units involved. 592 

Student Housing 593 
At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Bilotta defined student housing as built by an institution 594 
and the differentials of college offices off the campus setting 595 

Civic and Institutional Uses 596 

Elementary/Secondary School 597 
At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Lloyd clarified that charter schools would be in the 598 
same category versus a private art or music school defined under the category of Commercial 599 
Uses and defined accordingly, with the intent in the CMU for lower intensities, and minimum 600 
acreage allowed for a larger school at 15 acres. 601 

Places of Assembly 602 
Member Murphy noted that these were P uses under all categories, yet there were not typically 603 
on the tax rolls. Member Murphy stated his understanding in the effort to maximize this area was 604 
the intent to keep properties on the tax rolls and thus not allowing larger schools, but questioned 605 
what was accomplished in allowing places of assembling under current recognitions. 606 

Mr. Billota clarified that was not how they were distinguished; and noted that in the past these 607 
facilities were defined as churches, but the Supreme Court had ruled that they couldn’t be treated 608 
any differently than any other gathering place (e.g. V.F.W. Hall) as had been addressed using the 609 
Village of St. Anthony case law with a union hall or golf course moving to use as a temple. 610 

Mr. Lloyd advised that in discussions in 2008 or before, there had been a request to change 611 
zoning from RB to allow for church use – or places of assembly; with the Planning Commission 612 
and City Council determining at that time to allow that use in any CMU district, whether productive 613 
or not; and thus it was shown in the Table of Uses accordingly. 614 

To be transparent, Mr. Paschke noted that you could have uses in Twin Lakes similar to any 615 
business district that can be removed from the tax rolls; and this allows any place of assembly not 616 
matter where and across the board in all districts; and did not take into consideration whether 617 
they were taxable uses or tax exempt uses that would involve getting into federal issues as well. 618 

Chair Boguszewski stated he understood the dynamics and was fine with the designation; and 619 
personally did not want to seem or be interpreted as promoting any back door discrimination as to 620 
an entity’s tax status. 621 

Member Bull questioned if allowing it as a CU in CMU-1 would address foot or vehicular traffic. 622 

Mr. Bilotta advised that great care would be needed with conditioning any such approvals. 623 

By consensus, the body chose to change CMU-1 to CU approval. 624 

Theater/Performing Arts Center 625 
By consensus, the body shared the same thoughts for this use as with the previous use, 626 
changing it to CU for CMU-1 designated areas. 627 

Accessory Uses, Buildings, and Structures 628 

Bed & Breakfast Establishment 629 
Chair Boguszewski questioned this definition, and how it could be deemed a seasonal use. 630 

Mr. Lloyd addressed the potentials, including a roomer or boarder (e.g. during the Minnesota 631 
State Fair) that may not need regulatory approval; with Mr. Bilotta noting that traditional bed and 632 
breakfast facilities are typically old homes converted as such; and in this case would not be 633 
applicable but would involve new construction only. 634 
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Given discussions on previous uses for town homes, etc., Chair Boguszewski questioned why 635 
this was then listed as NP all the way through CMU designations. 636 

Mr. Bilotta admitted that technology may be destroying this potential use long-term, but given 637 
possible uses in this classification, he was unsure how to regulate them in the future. 638 

Given that rationale, and without knowing ahead of time, Chair Boguszewski opined that you 639 
would be out of compliance no matter what; and therefore suggested P use; with Member Bull 640 
suggesting CU across the board. 641 

By consensus, the Commission determined that this use should be CU across all CMU 642 
designated areas. 643 

Communication Equipment (TV, shortwave radio) 644 
Member Bull questioned if this use could potentially interfere with residential neighborhoods. 645 

Mr. Paschke and Mr. Lloyd responded that this use needs to operate within their own frequency 646 
via short-wave or cell towers and therefore didn’t interfere and typically didn’t create problems for 647 
adjacent properties. 648 

Unlike the Shoreview towers referenced by Member Murphy, Mr. Paschke noted that they were 649 
different than this use would allow, with these uses typically residential antenna of 20’ to 25’ in 650 
height with any additional height clearly CU. 651 

Mr. Bilotta further noted that these are accessory structures, not the principle use, with short 652 
wave operations governed under federal regulations. 653 

Day Care Family/Group Home 654 
At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Bilotta noted this as an accessory use was intended as 655 
a less-intensive use compared to the daycare center uses defined in commercial areas; and 656 
considered for home use, not commercial uses. 657 

Drive-throughs 658 
At the request of Member Murphy differentiating this from restaurant uses, Mr. Lloyd advised that 659 
the City Council chose not to ban them outright in case a bank or pharmacy use may be 660 
acceptable in the CMU versus a fast food restaurant use, thus their recognition of them as CU in 661 
CMU-3 and 4 designated areas. 662 

Based on 2010 discussions, with banks and other uses being considered without having to go 663 
through the CU process, Mr. Paschke advised that it was concluded at that time that ALL drive-664 
throughs should go through the CU process, thus requiring a separate line for each consideration, 665 
no matter their intended use. 666 

Gazebo, Arbor, Patio, Play Equipment 667 
Member Bull noted there may be a need to know size, occupancy, etc. for CMU-1 districts. 668 

Mr. Paschke responded that the rationale is to take into consideration impacts to adjacent 669 
residential properties as applicable; and to ensure consistency with current code requirements 670 
where permitted across the board, and defined as accessory structures by nature. At the request 671 
of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Paschke agreed this could include restaurants with outdoor patios or 672 
arboretums or play lots as an accessory use, but small compared to a giant city or county park. 673 

Consensus was to leave this as currently stated in the Table of Uses. 674 

Storage Building 675 
At the request of Member Cunningham, Mr. Lloyd clarified that this did not include a rent-a-676 
storage unit use, but as noted by Mr. Paschke would be an accessory category and use only, 677 
such as used for storage of lawn or snow maintenance equipment versus a larger facility 678 
incorporated into the main building itself. 679 

Telecommunications Tower 680 
Mr. Lloyd reiterated that this would be different than communications equipment and an 681 
accessory use to the main structure (e.g. AT & T Tower). 682 
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Temporary Uses 683 

Portable Storage Containers 684 
At the request of Member Cunningham, Mr. Lloyd clarified that this would relate to pod rentals for 685 
short-term storage (e.g. moving, construction storage during renovation, etc.). 686 

Upon further discussion, Mr. Bilotta noted the need for staff to define “temporary.” 687 

End of Table of Uses Discussion 688 

Chair Boguszewski summarized discussions to-date related to limited business hours, height 689 
restrictions and how those fit together. 690 

As asked at a previous meeting by a neighbor, Member Cunningham asked how the number of 691 
stories for height regulations looked in reality. 692 

Mr. Bilotta advised that the issue with height being regulated is whether light, air and shading is 693 
facilitate, rather than whether a 2-story building 80’ tall is the same as a building with a number of 694 
floors; and if regulating stories, essentially you were trying to regulate intensity to some degree. 695 
While that option may work, Mr. Bilotta opined this method had proven most effective and efficient 696 
and addresses multiple considerations as to the height of floors in an apartment building, how 697 
underground parking impacts a structure; and how other parking becomes a regulating factor in 698 
determining the number of units and/or size of the building’s footprint related to other factors 699 
being regulated. 700 

Based on the history of City Code, Mr. Paschke noted various problems encountered in using the 701 
number of stories versus height; with the 2010 rewrite of zoning code and design standards 702 
moving strictly to feet, which was becoming fairly consistent with most municipalities to address 703 
feet versus stories and making it easier to regulate, while still allowing some flexibility with 704 
building design and considering grade. 705 

Regulating Plan 706 

Senior Planner Lloyd reviewed the background and history of the current regulating plan, and 707 
proposed changes presented tonight as a culmination of public input meetings, City Council 708 
discussions and planning processes over the last year, resulting in the City Council’s subsequent 709 
direction to staff to initiate amendment to the Comprehensive Land Use Plan Map, amending 710 
zoning text and maps accordingly in the Twin Lakes Redevelopment Area. Details of the 711 
proposed changes and references to the public references for this discussion were provided in 712 
the staff report dated September 2, 2015. 713 

Mr. Lloyd advised that shortly after the 2010 zoning code adoption, CMU Districts were written 714 
beyond the regulating plan and map, and as previously discussed tonight, further expanded by 715 
form and map, and indicated in the existing and proposed comprehensive land use plan maps 716 
included in the staff report (RPCA Attachment A). Mr. Lloyd advised that staff had replicated and 717 
repeated themes as appropriate where no current regulating plan was in place to-date, especially 718 
in the area east of Fairview Avenue, with amenities and themes carried out for greatest 719 
consistency. 720 

Community Development Director Paul Bilotta noted different design standards now in place and 721 
attempts to pull the entire district together in mixed use consistency of form, not use. Mr. Bilotta 722 
reviewed the east side of Fairview Avenue, indicating little change with Terrace Drive and County 723 
Road C in place, but also picking up similar treatments at the four corners at Fairview Avenue 724 
and Terrace Drive for similarity, and showing a potential roadway between County Road C and 725 
Terrace Drive as highlighted on the displayed map, as indicated historically with 2 cul-de-sacs 726 
planned and requiring major redevelopment. Mr. Bilotta noted that this would include and 727 
recognize significant challenges on Lincoln Drive by the Byerly’s strip mall; and if a developer 728 
came through to revitalize that area, this improvements would be the initial starting point for 729 
discussions unless they proposed something different that proved better than current proposed 730 
plans. Mr. Bilotta noted that the goal was to improve existing traffic issues and anticipated 731 
increased vehicles in that area. 732 
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At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Bilotta advised that the Planning Commission was 733 
being asked to review and recommend approval of these amendments to address current design 734 
standards, essentially pushing buildings out to prominent corners and adjusting parking 735 
accordingly to meet those urban design standards going forward for development and/or 736 
redevelopment in the Twin Lakes Redevelopment Area. 737 

At the request of Member Murphy, and using RPCA Attachment C regulating maps on pages 8 738 
and 9 of the staff report, Mr. Bilotta reviewed the specific area around Langton Lake with a 739 
walkway and bicycle path recorded in greenway requirements going forward and over the 740 
Metropolitan Council’s sewer interceptor easement, intended to be turned into an amenity as a 741 
requirement versus an arbitrary negotiating point for future redevelopment proposals. 742 

Mr. Lloyd further clarified those legends on the maps generally identified as required park 743 
connection areas allowing access into the park and reserving that access as a requirement in 744 
those areas for future development proposals. 745 

Noting the potential reintroduction of Planned Unit Development (PUD) uses in this 746 
redevelopment area, Chair Boguszewski questioned if the Table of Uses would then be 747 
amended, and asked if during that process any potential uses may conflict or need further 748 
amendment for use of a PUD. 749 

Mr. Bilotta advised that, if PUD’s are reintroduced, it would require the City to work with an 750 
applicant, since they are of a legislative nature like rezoning processes and this regulating map, 751 
with a similar process for PUD applications, which would probably only need to occur if a road 752 
was moved from one location to another. If other plans were indicated to achieve desired design 753 
standards, Mr. Bilotta suggested it may move to a PUD at that point since that made the most 754 
sense within that realm. 755 

With form-based planning dealing with mass, size, setbacks, distance from curb, etc. with 756 
considerable debate on those issues in the past, Chair Boguszewski asked if the intended goal 757 
remained to control and manage that planning for positive aesthetics as building locations and 758 
parking are established, whether at the street or if the building mass was stepped back if so 759 
indicated. Chair Boguszewski noted his preference to fulfill and regulate the intended goals of 760 
form-based planning while allowing developers some flexibility in their designs. 761 

Mr. Bilotta concurred, noting that recent examples were the hotel developments in this area, and 762 
while their final plans are no longer 100% what they original submitted, changes were made to 763 
relate to the remainder of the community and increased pedestrian experiences, allowing 764 
walkability and connectivity to parks, or a plaza effect such as in window placement to avoid a 765 
warehouse look. While these design standards are not onerous, Mr. Bilotta noted that those 766 
standards provided a better fit to avoid pedestrian barriers. 767 

City Planner Paschke further noted the location of main entries that may not necessarily be on 768 
the public frontage but rather in the parking lot interior, but having those frontages on sidewalks 769 
or public streets and how building placement and design achieved that, allowing developers to 770 
sharpen their deigns to meet city code requirements and articulate them accordingly. 771 

Regarding park dedication lines indicated on the map, Member Murphy asked what their 772 
presence or absence meant for potential developers in the area; noting that he understood the 773 
intent, but questioned what it meant in this proposed text amendment as an additional 774 
requirement of developers. 775 

Mr. Bilotta advised that it was intended to serve as more of an alert to developers before they got 776 
to the point of Letters of Intent or the application process itself, that they initiate working with the 777 
Parks & Recreation Commission on that piece of their development proposal, rather than an after 778 
the fact surprise or issue. Mr. Bilotta reasoned that if developers were aware up front, they could 779 
design their project differently, knowing that defined location for a park. 780 

Regarding the northern area referenced, Mr. Paschke advised that the City had already 781 
purchased most of the park area with the exception of Mt. Ridge Road, with that elevation not 782 
suitable for building, and therefore included on the regulating plan map. Mr. Paschke advised that 783 
the other park location closer to County Road B is a grove or mature trees not within the park 784 
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area, but beneficial for the City to purchase to create a greater buffer in that area. Mr. Paschke 785 
noted this would be addressed with potential future dedications if and when projects came 786 
forward. 787 

Recess 788 

Chair Boguszewski recessed the meeting at approximately 9:18 p.m. and reconvened at 789 
approximately 9:24 p.m. and invited public comments or questions at this time. 790 

Public Comment 791 

792 
793 
794 
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796 

797 
798 
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832 
833 

Lacy Kapaum, 1840 County Road C-2 West 
Ms. Kapaum sought clarification on the 2:00 a.m. timeframe and how that had been established; 
opining that Midnight is late enough if a use is adjacent to residential areas. Ms. Kapaum stated 
that she didn’t feel comfortable with the proposed 2:00 a.m. time and potential negative impacts 
to residential properties from increased traffic and noise. 

Mr. Lloyd advised that the time was mostly tied into the hours restaurants or breweries would be 
allowed to serve alcohol, as controlled by state statutes. 

Also, Ms. Kapaum asked about the Table of Uses line item for “lodging/motel” being changed to P 
(permitted) in CMU-3 designated districts, and the rationale for that change. Ms. Kapaum noted 
that it such a use was permitted on Fairview Avenue, it would generate a lot of traffic in and out at 
times, when there was already a considerable amount of lodging traffic occurring. Ms. Kapaum 
stated her opposition to that and asked if the Commission would consider making that a CU or 
another option. 

Chair Boguszewski responded that if and when a hotel would be proposed, traffic studies would 
be part of the approval process; and also noted that just because a use was permitted, didn’t 
mean a 1,000 room hotel would occur, given the other code considerations to be considered. 

Mr. Lloyd concurred that a traffic analysis may be part of the approval process, but not 
necessarily so, he advised that other setback and regulating plan requirements would constrain 
any potential development in practical ways depending on what the use was and where it was 
proposed to be located. 

Ms. Kapaum asked if CU could be considered by the Commission for further protections; with 
Chair Boguszewski responding that the Commission would consider it as part of their discussion 
following public comment. 

Regarding the concern regarding hours, Member Bull asked if Ms. Kapaum was addressing those 
pertaining to CMU-1 designated areas or across the board in all subareas. 

Ms. Kapaum responded that CMU-1 was her specific concern due to the evening traffic along 
Fairview Avenue already evidenced; and her concern that adding more traffic at that hour would 
be a hardship for residents along Fairview Avenue. 

Lisa McCormick 
Ms. McCormick expressed appreciation for the work being put into this issue. 

For clarification purposes, Ms. McCormick asked if there was any correlation between the number 
of stories and feet, making a general assumption of 10’ equaling one story. As Mr. Bilotta had 
referenced the petitions submitted by residential neighbors to this area, Ms. McCormick noted the 
height restriction sought at 35’ for MDR designated areas specifically to limit the type of units 
considered. However, and as a point of reference, Ms. McCormick expressed concern in how that 
would translate into practical reality across the CMU subareas. Using the Vogel Mechanical 
parcel as an example, and location of their back parking lot only 50’ from residential neighbor 
properties, Ms. McCormick opined that was very close proximity, and based on her recollection of 
City Council discussions, she thought the intent was to change zoning to CMU and keep it 
consistent with existing uses moving forward. Ms. McCormick went through her list of multi-tenant 
uses and manufacturing/industrial uses in the immediate area, noting the great variety of uses; 
but since all of those buildings were one-story buildings, for consistency, asked that height 
restrictions be limited to one-story as long as not residential and the CMU-1 remain consistent 834 
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with existing uses and building heights, opining that those existing buildings still had a long life 835 
expectancy. 836 

In conjunction with CMU-3 designated areas, Ms. McCormick noted that the proposed distance 837 
was 300’ from residential areas rather than the original 1,000’ discussed. Upon her review, Ms. 838 
McCormick stated she saw only one area for potential development within 1,000’ and that was 839 
along Fairview Avenue, thus the neighborhood’s request for height restrictions, since in this area 840 
proposed for rezoning, the only area impacted would be along Fairview Avenue. As an example, 841 
if one story indicated 10’, Ms. McCormick noted that a 6-story building could be developed 300’ 842 
from residential properties; and while this may be found in some places in Roseville, she noted 843 
that this area provided no buffer, no mature trees, and was in an area with flat topography. Ms. 844 
McCormick stated that she would appreciate a more graduated approach for height in CMU-1 and 845 
CMU-3 designated areas. 846 

Using the genesis of her initial list as a reference and uses taken from the existing CMU Table of 847 
Uses, Ms. McCormick stated that her impression had been that those uses suggested in January 848 
2015 discussions were incorporated into that list, but sought clarification if that was true or if this 849 
list of uses now being proposed had been generated after that planning session. 850 

Other than specific items (e.g. corporate headquarters and vertical mixed use) not previously 851 
listed in the CMU Table, Mr. Lloyd advised that the list of uses was a result of the January 852 
planning session. Mr. Lloyd further advised that those uses listed by Ms. McCormick generally 853 
came from the CMU district, but some had been generalized for that discussion, while others (e.g. 854 
residential uses) had been expanded in this hybrid model for finer differentiation than current 855 
code addressed. Mr. Lloyd noted that those uses highlighted during tonight’s discussion had been 856 
intentionally brought forward as potential areas generating more interest or concern and more 857 
discussion-worthy than some other uses. 858 

Ms. McCormick noted that her curiosity arose from her understanding from the January planning 859 
session and those first broad strokes presented to residents in the neighborhood and 860 
understanding they would be further refined, and how the current Table of Uses had 861 
subsequently been developed. Ms. McCormick noted her need to clarify that; and expressed 862 
appreciation for the Commission recommending restricting some uses. However, in CMU-1, Ms. 863 
McCormick opined that there remained a great variety of uses when only two parcels were 864 
involved; citing as an example the “mortuary” use. 865 

Discussion ensued about the parcels involved in this zoning designation, with Mr. Lloyd clarifying 866 
that additional parcels were included in the CMU-1 subarea on the west side of Fairview Avenue 867 
as well; clarifying for Ms. McCormick that she was perhaps referring to only the east side of 868 
Fairview Avenue. 869 

Ms. McCormick stated that she was referencing the whole CMU designation, no matter the 870 
number of parcels involved; opining that she would like to see the uses pared down, noting that 871 
those uses particularly catching her attention included: parking, mortuary, vertical mixed use, 872 
community center, place of assembly and theater, performing arts center, and any others having 873 
similar and specific characteristics. Since the total impact of Twin Lakes Parkway remains an 874 
unknown, Ms. McCormick opined that it was fair to say that it would result in increased traffic on 875 
Terrace Drive and concentrated at times that may become problematic depending on the number 876 
of lanes. Ms. McCormick stated that she would prefer all those uses listed as NP (Not Permitted), 877 
as well as others, depending on potential traffic generated and their hours of operation. 878 

After having heard the Commission’s discussion tonight and their revisions to the Table of Uses, 879 
Chair Boguszewski sought clarification from Ms. McCormick as to what she was specifically 880 
calling out. 881 

Ms. McCormick responded that she concurred with the comments of Ms. Kapaum regarding 882 
hours, noting that she had a number of college students living in her neighborhood and they were 883 
often disruptive during the summer, on weekends, or if partying. Ms. McCormick advised that she 884 
didn’t feel she could complain until after 1:00 or 2:00 a.m. given current code allowances, but for 885 
those getting up early in the morning, only 4 hours of guaranteed quiet time wasn’t really 886 
sufficient. Given those uses she had previously mentioned, in addition to current uses for existing 887 
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buildings along Terrace Drive, Ms. McCormick noted they all had loading docks, and suggested 888 
further incorporation of code restrictions or accommodations, such as no truck traffic on the north 889 
side of those buildings after 7:00 p.m. Ms. McCormick further noted the need to use care in 890 
limited processing uses in office uses that may have large trucks coming in with deliveries, 891 
dumpsters, and other concerns needing to be addressed for these uses when adjacent to 892 
residential properties.  893 

With previous discussions and the definition for “large format retail” uses, Ms. McCormick opined 894 
that 100,000 square feet may be excessive, and referenced a use she had presented in the past 895 
and most current sites in the Twin Lakes Redevelopment Area, distinguishing uses between 896 
80,000 and 100,000 square feet, including related parking issues. 897 

While not irrelevant, Chair Boguszewski noted that parking was mandated by square footage for 898 
retail or other types of operation; and a store so large that it would outstrip the capacity of the site 899 
to accommodate it would not be permitted, thus providing another safeguard. In addition, Chair 900 
Boguszewski noted the only subarea allowing large format retail was CMU-4 by CU. 901 

Mr. Paschke further noted that each proposal would be based on the actual use, noting there 902 
could be an office, warehouse or retail uses at 100,000 square feet, with each having a different 903 
ratio for parking requirements specific to that use. 904 

Ms. McCormick expressed appreciation for that correction. 905 

Specific to the road proposal connecting County Road C with Terrace Drive, Ms. McCormick 906 
sought clarification as to whether that had previously been discussed and planned for and when it 907 
had been approved. 908 

Mr. Paschke responded that it had been discussed, with map designation originally taking place 909 
back in the 1980’s, and Mr. Lloyd concurring, noting that other alignments had been considered 910 
as well. 911 

Mr. Bilotta noted that such planning involved putting a concept out there, and originated from the 912 
Public Works/Engineering Department as part of discussions with adjacent property owners. Mr. 913 
Bilotta noted that current road rights-of-way didn’t provide clarity on that design element, but long-914 
term planning could include Hershel as a cul-de-sac with another bulb on Terrace Drive for 915 
connection. However, Mr. Bilotta further noted that there hadn’t been significant study done by 916 
the Public Works/Engineering Department at this time, thus the “concept” status only as a 917 
beginning discussion point with future developers looking at that area. Mr. Bilotta advised that he 918 
anticipated future developers may also question that potential roadway, but that didn’t eliminate 919 
its potential inclusion for discussion purposes at a minimum. Mr. Bilotta further noted that a 920 
regulating plan was often adjusted, and may or may not be warranted as detailed uses and traffic 921 
studies come forward. However, Mr. Bilotta noted that the area between Fairview Avenue and the 922 
back side of the Byerly’s strip mall represented a large geographical area without any cut-923 
throughs that now push traffic out to the edges, and anticipated that may prompt a considerable 924 
amount of discussion over time for Fairview and Lincoln Avenues, with the potential for alleviating 925 
concerns over time. Again, Mr. Bilotta reiterated that this is only a concept and at this time did not 926 
go beyond simply being shown on a map, with potential consideration for connecting the area at 927 
some point in time. However, Mr. Bilotta reiterated that no traffic studies had been done or plans 928 
put in place, with the Planning Commission the first step in considering such a concept and 929 
providing feedback as to its merits or drawbacks. If the Planning Commission so directed, Mr. 930 
Bilotta advised that staff could revise the regulating map to delete that aspect if they thought it 931 
was inappropriate, but again reiterated that this is the initial discussion at this point. 932 

Ms. McCormick expressed appreciation for that further background information; and asked that, if 933 
that is the case, that aspect be tabled. With the update to the Comprehensive Plan in the not too 934 
distant future, Ms. McCormick suggested it may be more appropriate for more discussion and 935 
consideration at that point. 936 

Ms. McCormick reiterated that their residential neighborhood was quite concerned about the 937 
impact of Twin Lakes Parkway and improvements planned east of Fairview Avenue, including 938 
increased traffic on Terrace Drive causing disruption to the neighborhood to the north and their 939 
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ability to access connecting roads. Ms. McCormick noted that the neighborhood was currently 940 
dependent on County Road C and Snelling Avenue for their everyday access needs; and with 941 
existing traffic issues on Snelling Avenue and County Road C-2, depending on when those 942 
improvements occur and how they impacted traffic flow, it had the potential to add more traffic on 943 
Terrace Drive. 944 

Ms. McCormick noted that the neighborhood had also asked to have more upfront input rather 945 
than being presented with a concept that appeared to be a “done deal.” Given the City Council’s 946 
and staff’s often-stated interest in improving the trend for more community involvement and 947 
discussion, Ms. McCormick asked that the concept for changes to Terrace Drive be removed 948 
from the proposed regulating map and be considered for incorporation as part of the 949 
comprehensive plan update discussion. 950 

Zach Crane, 2968 Marion Street 951 
Mr. Crane advised that he had attended the January planning session and in continuing to 952 
observe the process, expressed appreciation for the work done by the City in getting residents 953 
involved and receiving their comments. Mr. Crane opined this had been a herculean effort and 954 
commended the Commission and staff for their efforts in obtaining public feedback. 955 

Mr. Crane advised that one concern he had before tonight’s meeting was that there didn’t seem 956 
to be enough consideration for potential developers or businesses and their needs. However, Mr. 957 
Crane expressed his pleasant surprise that concertive efforts had gone into potential businesses 958 
and the neighborhood as well. Mr. Crane thanked staff and the Commission for their deliberate 959 
consideration moving Roseville forward. 960 

Having moved into Roseville in the fall of 2013, Mr. Crane admitted he was not close to this 961 
neighborhood other than driving through it to get home or visit an area business, but not doing so 962 
on a daily basis. Mr. Crane advised that his interest, as was that of his neighbors, in making sure 963 
Roseville looks like a reasonable place to do business without too many traps for developers to fit 964 
into a small open slot. Mr. Crane simply asked that this remain a consideration for those 965 
interested in investing in Roseville and in their review of City Code and whether their locating 966 
here made sense. 967 

Based on his personal observations, Mr. Crane opined that one area that may have been slighted 968 
in the past was discussion about merging residential and commercial areas, suggesting that he 969 
viewed it more as commercial property creating a buffer for a residential neighborhood versus the 970 
neighborhood trying to create a buffer for commercial areas, which could lead to inconsistent 971 
results. As an example, Mr. Crane noted under the old CMU, an auto shop or repair use may be 972 
permitted, but now was only permitted in CMU-2 subareas, making it look more like the attempt 973 
was being made to create generally commercial/industrial areas of the city into residential uses. 974 
Mr. Crane stated that his preference would be that the city continue to be cautious and provide 975 
consistent representation. Mr. Crane note that, since the initial listening session, the city had not 976 
received input from businesses and even though they attended those initial listening sessions, 977 
asked that the city not forget their input at that time. Again, Mr. Crane thanked staff and the 978 
commission for their work, the amount of time spent on this, and what they had accomplished to-979 
date. 980 

Chair Boguszewski closed the public comment portion of the meeting at approximately 9:57 p.m.; 981 
with no one else appearing to speak. 982 

Individual Commissioner Position Statements 983 

Chair Boguszewski 984 
Chair Boguszewski spoke in support of not tabling action tonight, but opined that, at this point, he 985 
saw it as the Planning Commission’s duty to forward their recommendations to the City Council. 986 
Chair Boguszewski noted that this action was not final approval, but a recommendation to the 987 
City Council for their approval, with additional opportunities for community comment at the City 988 
Council level through the process. While the City Council may ultimately decide to delay action for 989 
reasons of their own or to incorporate it with the comprehensive plan update discussion, Chair 990 
Boguszewski reiterated that the Commission’s job was to move this forward tonight. 991 
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Speaking in general, Chair Boguszewski opined that the city has done a good job of outreach to 992 
get the public involved with a variety of opportunities to attend, speak and comment; but at some 993 
point decisions needed to be made. Chair Boguszewski opined that the city needed to balance 994 
residential and business-community needs whether or not that balance is perceived accurately by 995 
both sides. 996 

Specific to this issue, Chair Boguszewski recognized that it may be scary to some people, but 997 
also asked that they keep in mind that the whole intent is to allow development but to not do so in 998 
a way that will be harmful to what the community already has in place, nor to residents and 999 
neighborhoods. Chair Boguszewski noted that not all potential uses were going to occur, with the 1000 
overall list of uses perhaps seeming overwhelming and frightening, but further noted that some 1001 
development should and will happen. Given the checks and balances already in place, Chair 1002 
Boguszewski opined that these revisions were a good start and other details would be addressed 1003 
project by project. Again, just because a use is permitted, Chair Boguszewski noted there are 1004 
other regulations in place that need to happen and that would address many of the neighborhood 1005 
concerns. 1006 

For clarification purposes, Chair Boguszewski noted that the depth from existing residential 1007 
properties to CMU-1 designated areas was 400’ which he found a pretty good distance, 1008 
representing approximately 3 narrow blocks of width. Therefore, Chair Boguszewski questioned if 1009 
he would necessarily agree with extending it further and reduce permitted uses in CMU-3. 1010 

Chair Boguszewski referenced the recently-constructed fire station on Lexington Avenue as an 1011 
example for height and designed with setbacks and other features falling within the regulating 1012 
plan and form. From his personal perspective, Chair Boguszewski stated he didn’t find that height 1013 
to stick out or overshadow the residential properties across Lexington Avenue. Chair 1014 
Boguszewski further stated his agreement in keeping the 35’ height restriction and using footage 1015 
versus stories as the guide, opining that could work with other things already in play for 1016 
development projects. 1017 

Regarding the concern expressed during public comment about the potential for a hotel 1018 
development as a permitted use in CMU-3 designated areas, Chair Boguszewski opined that he 1019 
still considered that it would be buffered sufficiently. While recognizing the visceral restrictions to 1020 
some uses listed in the Table brought up by Ms. McCormick, Chair Boguszewski offered his 1021 
willingness to listen if any individual commissioners wished to bring discussion forward or re-1022 
address any of those uses already discussed and agreed upon by consensus during discussion 1023 
tonight. However, Chair Boguszewski opined that from his perspective, enabling vertical mixed 1024 
use was at the heart of this plan and to get that urban feel, originating with the classic use for 1025 
small businesses on the ground floor with residential use above that. Therefore, Chair 1026 
Boguszewski opined that he couldn’t see striking that, and especially since CMU-4 designation is 1027 
already only permitted as a CU on the boundary of larger roads as well, seeing no reason to pull 1028 
it out unless there was a consensus to do so. 1029 

Regarding the hour issue, Chair Boguszewski questioned if there was a need to look at any 1030 
specific issues brought up that would prompt rewriting text in Section 6.a, or changing the 2:00 1031 
a.m. to something earlier. From his perspective, Chair Boguszewski opined that the bottom line1032 
was that there were sufficient checks and balances in place overall for any potential use that1033 
protections were in place for neighborhoods while allowing attractive development to occur with1034 
minor tweaks perhaps needed from time to time going forward.1035 

Member Gitzen 1036 
Member Gitzen stated that when first reviewing the Table of Uses and four sections, he didn’t 1037 
think there were enough gradients. However, after further review and discussion, Member Gitzen 1038 
stated that, from a general perspective, he was comfortable with the balance achieved. 1039 

Member Bull 1040 
Member Bull concurred for the most part with the comments of Chair Boguszewski. On uses, 1041 
Member Bull stated that he weighed restrictions on hours of operation, employment and 1042 
deliveries, as addressed in CMU-1 designated areas sufficiently through a combination of 1043 
permitted, not permitted or conditional use differentials. 1044 
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Member Bull stated his confidence in the balance the Commission and staff had achieved in 1045 
considering businesses and residents in the nature of surrounding areas; and expressed his 1046 
further confidence in the gradients in each CMU subarea as now refined. 1047 

Specific to height, Member Bull stated he thought the restrictions of 35’ and 65’ were adequate, 1048 
noting that not all potential uses and projects would come in at those maximum heights. 1049 

Regarding the 100,000 square foot delineation, Member Bull opined that he didn’t have sufficient 1050 
expertise beyond staff’s guidance to-date; but remained comfortable with that provision. 1051 

Member Cunningham 1052 
In terms of the Table of Uses itself, Member Cunningham expressed confidence in tonight’s 1053 
discussion. Member Cunningham noted that she took or attempted to take into account public 1054 
input as part of discussions and her decision-making. While understanding the comments made 1055 
by the public and their points of reference, Member Cunningham expressed her comfort level with 1056 
the Table of Uses. 1057 

Member Cunningham stated that her two remaining objections involved hours of operation in the 1058 
CMU-1 designated areas, and also admitted she still struggled with the 35’ height in smaller 1059 
areas, and then jumping to 65’. Member Cunningham agreed that the 2:00 a.m. closing time 1060 
could create more problems adjacent to residential neighborhood; and asked the Commission to 1061 
reconsider that time. Member Cunningham stated that her height preference would be a 1062 
maximum of 35’ across the board, but recognized there probably wasn’t a majority of consensus 1063 
on the Commission to do so. 1064 

Chair Boguszewski stated that was his rational in mentioning the 400’ distance, which he found 1065 
more than sufficient. 1066 

Chair Boguszewski offered to talk about hours of operation further if Member Cunningham had a 1067 
recommendation in how best to change it. 1068 

Member Murphy 1069 
Member Murphy agreed with the summaries of his colleagues. While discussing the matrix of 1070 
uses, Member Murphy advised that he tried to keep in mind written and oral comments received 1071 
to-date and taking into consideration his perspective if he lived on the other side of the fence from 1072 
a CMU-1 or CMU-3 designated area. 1073 

Member Murphy further stated his comfort with the 35’ height restriction, opining that was easier 1074 
to measure consistently rather than using a story measurement. 1075 

Member Murphy stated that he shared Chair Boguszewski’s comments regarding the intensity of 1076 
vertical mixed uses, and as an example referenced Long Lake and single-family uses or 1077 
apartments and condominiums, and heights, opining that he was comfortable with the height 1078 
restrictions as proposed. 1079 

Regarding hours of operation, Member Murphy offered his willingness to see if another solution 1080 
was evident, even though he wasn’t displeased with the 2:00 a.m. and 6:00 a.m. restrictions, he 1081 
could be persuaded to pare it down further if sufficient rationale was provided as a basis to do so. 1082 
In CMU-1 designated areas, Member Murphy stated his support of the permitted uses being 1083 
reduced to address any potential noise issues during that timeframe, while recognizing there may 1084 
be other incidental traffic from Fairview Avenue, Terrace Drive or simply those traversing the 1085 
community. 1086 

Further Discussion on Hours of Operation 1087 

Chair Boguszewski offered Member Cunningham an opportunity to offer suggested changes in 1088 
time for CMU-1 as currently reflected in Item 6.a (page 16) for recommended revised text as the 1089 
narrative prior to the Table of Uses. 1090 

As her rationale in suggesting a change, Member Cunningham opined that businesses in the 1091 
CMU-1 designated area abutting residential properties may be intrusive, and if it was intended to 1092 
serve as a buffer zone, having a business operate until 2:00 a.m. was excessive. As an example, 1093 
with residential neighborhoods typically winding down at 10:00 a.m., if a restaurant use was 1094 
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located on the Vogel Mechanical property and not closing until 2:00 a.m., it could prove 1095 
disruptive, as well as other potential uses. 1096 

Chair Boguszewski stated he would be much more uncomfortable with a 10:00 p.m. restriction, 1097 
using as an example, people just getting wound up after dinner or a movie by 10:00 p.m. While 1098 
he may be willing to consider a Midnight tor 1:00 a.m. closing time, Chair Boguszewski stated he 1099 
would find a 10:00 p.m. closing too restrictive, noting that Target is open until 11:00 p.m. 1100 

Member Bull admitted he frequently utilized stores later in the night. 1101 

Member Cunningham respectfully asked Member Bull to consider how that might impact him if 1102 
that was immediately adjacent to his backyard. 1103 

Member Murphy noted other CMU areas with 2:00 a.m. as the closing time as well. 1104 

Member Bull expressed his concern in limiting business opportunities interested in coming into 1105 
Roseville if the regulations were too restrictive and whether than may keep potential users from 1106 
exploring those areas. 1107 

Chair Boguszewski asked, if the time was pulled from 2:00 a.m. back to Midnight, depending on 1108 
the nature of a potential use or business, asked staff if there was a variance process that would 1109 
apply, with staff responding that would be an option and an appropriate route to consider. 1110 

Member Bull agreed that a variance process may be appropriate; however, if a business was 1111 
considering locating in Roseville, would they review restrictions first noting that additional step in 1112 
the process. 1113 

Chair Boguszewski opined that they would probably look at the park dedication fee and other fees 1114 
as the first step that may deter their interest. 1115 

While understanding the various points made by her colleagues, Member Cunningham opined 1116 
that, if they wanted it to work, they’d come forward; but reiterated if CMU-1 is intended to be a 1117 
buffer zone, a business operating until 2:00 a.m. was not a buffer and questioned if that type of 1118 
use was therefore desirable in this location anyway. 1119 

Chair Boguszewski suggested, in the newly rewritten Item 6.a, that it be changed from 2:00 a.m. 1120 
to Midnight, and otherwise mimic Item 6.b related to delivery traffic. 1121 

Member Bull sought clarification as to whether the intent of Chair Boguszewski was also to 1122 
restrict employee time as well in Item 6.c as well. 1123 

Mr. Lloyd clarified that this section was the one raised via e-mail by Member Stellmach and 1124 
discussed at the previous meeting regarding various issues, some of which were maybe being 1125 
stumbled over now. By breaking up Sections 6.a, b and c, Mr. Lloyd advised that in thinking about 1126 
retail or non-retail uses over the course of a day, his attempt had been to break them down. 1127 
However, in retrospect, Mr. Lloyd suggested perhaps an additional section 6.d that addressed 1128 
both retail and non-retail businesses for CMU-1 designations, and another for each of the other 1129 
district designations rather than as currently written. Mr. Lloyd sought clarification from the 1130 
Commission as to whether they wanted to include customer or non-customer traffic as part of 1131 
those provisions as well. 1132 

Based on previous discussion, Chair Boguszewski responded that the restriction was for 1133 
customers or others coming in, not necessarily workers (e.g. a baker can arrive on site, but not 1134 
welcome the public until a later time). 1135 

Mr. Bilotta suggested restricting customers and deliveries as applicable per CMU designation 1136 
area. Mr. Bilotta stated that staff would refine the language to address the time differences and 1137 
restrictions per tonight’s discussion (e.g. Midnight versus 2:00 a.m.). 1138 

Chair Boguszewski sought consensus for revising language for CMU-1 designated areas for 1139 
customers, deliveries and external traffic from 2:00 a.m. to Midnight. 1140 

Member Murphy stated he was inclined to consider a 1:00 a.m. restriction. 1141 

Member Bull noted that would address a potential use such as a pizza delivery shop. 1142 
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Member Murphy suggested making the time part of the CU process or a different column for time 1143 
restrictions beyond midnight. Member Murphy questioned the need to run every potential use 1144 
through a variance process by trying to micro-manage them. 1145 

To be fair, Chair Boguszewski opined that this would not apply to a thousand businesses, and if 1146 
the intent is specific to this particular zone, perhaps those adjacent residential properties would 1147 
like a pizza delivery use operating in their district and operating with fewer restrictions. 1148 

If they wanted to operate late at night, Member Cunningham observed that they could do so in 1149 
other CMU zones. 1150 

After further discussion, by consensus, the Commission agreed to support a Midnight restriction 1151 
for CMU-1 designated areas. 1152 

MOTION (five-sevenths vote required) 1153 
Member Boguszewski moved, seconded by Member Murphy to recommend to the City 1154 
Council approval of the proposed COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE PLAN MAP CHANGE; 1155 
based on the comments, findings, and conditions contained the project report dated 1156 
September 2, 2015; and as amended as previously noted in tonight’s discussion. 1157 

Ayes: 5 1158 
Nays: 0 1159 
Motion carried. 1160 

MOTION (Simple majority vote required) 1161 
Member Murphy moved, seconded by Member Bull to recommend to the City Council 1162 
approval of the proposed ZONING MAP CHANGES as presented; based on the comments, 1163 
findings, and conditions contained the project report dated September 2, 2015; and as 1164 
amended as previously noted in tonight’s discussion. 1165 

Ayes: 5 1166 
Nays: 0 1167 
Motion carried. 1168 

4. Adjourn 1169 
Chair Boguszewski adjourned at 10:24 p.m. 1170 
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	City Council Chambers, 2660 Civic Center Drive
	Minutes – Wednesday, September 17, 2015
	UPROJECT FILE 0026:U Continuation of the request by City of Roseville for approval of amendments to the 2030 Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code pertaining to various properties within the Twin Lakes Redevelopment Area
	Chair Boguszewski opened the discussion for Project File 0026 at 6:34 p.m. continuing this discussion from the September 2, 2015 regular Planning Commission meeting at which time it was tabled.
	Community Development Director Paul Bilotta briefly reintroduced this item; noting that the Chair closed the Public Hearing at the September 2, 2015 meeting, at which public comment was heard.
	While recognizing that the public hearing had been closed, Chair Boguszewski noted that additional public comment would be considered tonight depending on the time available.
	Mr. Bilotta provided a brief background, and clarified some misconceptions previously voiced by residential neighbors of this Twin Lakes Redevelopment Area, specific to protect petitions they had submitted. Mr. Bilotta advised that each of the petitio...
	Specific to one protest petition, Mr. Bilotta noted that the residential neighborhood had asked that north of Terrace Drive be rezoned from High Density Residential-1 (HDR-1) to a Medium Density Residential (MDR) concept. Mr. Bilotta advised that the ...
	From staff’s perspective, Mr. Bilotta noted that there was considerable concern about the difficulty in recommending zoning and future planning based on leaving something as a grandfathered use that could feasibly and potentially remain for a minimum ...
	From the City Council’s perspective and as a compromise for this planning process, therefore, Mr. Bilotta noted that the CMU zoning designation had been broken into various components providing for less- to more-dense uses depending on their proximity...
	Senior Planner Bryan Lloyd arrived at this time, approximately 6:40 p.m.
	Specifically addressing a second protest petition, requesting increased height and/or density closer to Cleveland Avenue rather than Fairview Avenue, Mr. Bilotta advised that consideration of that request went through the City Council review and discu...
	Further, Mr. Bilotta noted that design standards in these various CMU designations are different than other zoning districts in the community, utilizing form-based codes and regulating plans, differing from other parts of City Code, as the City Counci...
	Using the displayed map, Mr. Bilotta noted further accommodations for height restrictions within 1,000 feet to serve as additional buffers for HDR-1 and HDR-2 zoning designated areas; even though some existing towers in the community (e.g. Rosedale, S...
	Specific to the use table initially reviewed by the City Council, Mr. Bilotta noted that they were not looking at actual text at that point, but more general categories, such as if they were generally supportive of retail in a certain CMU subarea, the...
	With Senior Planner Lloyd pointing out two current HDR zones proposed for changes, Chair Boguszewski clarified if they were changed to CMU-2, the height restriction would be built into the new CMU-1 definition, but not the HDR-1, eliminating the 1,000...
	Mr. Bilotta clarified that no higher than 2 stories would be allowed within or adjacent to any single-family residential area down to Twin Lakes Parkway where it dead-ends, and then in a straight line form WalMart from the Fireplace Store. Mr. Bilotta...
	Chair Boguszewski opined that this would enable development south of Terrace Drive, and by this zoning change, it achieved 2 stories north of County Road C and more intense height and density south.
	Mr. Bilotta concurred, noting the additional 100’ buffer around Langton Lake for further protections.
	While he observed the City Council spending significant time in their consideration of the various subareas and their locations, Chair Boguszewski noted that they did not get into the specificities of each use or their line by line development.
	Mr. Bilotta concurred, noting that the City Council provided good and clear direction with each subarea and their dividing characters and the intensity levels for each of the CMU subareas that they’d discussed over several meetings, as well as line by...
	Chair Boguszewski reviewed the process as staff belabored details and drafted the proposal for the City Council’s intentional and thoughtful review, with their general direction given to staff, who then drafted the details for Planning Commission revi...
	Mr. Bilotta concurred, noting that the City Council had put the broader pieces in place, and then charged the Planning Commission with review of the more minute details and subcategories, especially for retail uses, and their judgments and rationale i...
	UTable 1005-5 – Table of Uses for CMU-1, 2, 3 and 4 and General Design Standards USenior Planner Lloyd noted staff’s incorporation of proposed use changes in the table presented at the September 2, 2015 regular Planning Commission meeting for each pro...
	Mr. Lloyd reviewed those initial changes made by the Commission and their general direction at that time, including corporate headquarters and type of office or general office use.
	Discussion ensued on how best to go through the table of uses and various zoning designation subareas, with Chair Boguszewski determining, with consensus of the body that consideration would be given to individual member input for uses only for those ...
	UOffice Uses
	UCorporate Headquarters UAt the suggestion of Mr. Lloyd, and based on previous Commission discussions, it was the consensus of the body to DELETE corporate headquarters as a Permitted (P) use.
	UOffice Showroom UMr. Lloyd noted that staff refined this from the existing CMU in consideration of CMU-1’s close proximity to LDR neighborhoods, with Neighborhood Business (NB) designated districts throughout City Code intended for areas such, and th...
	At the request of Member Murphy, City Planner Paschke defined “office showroom” as potential a warehouse use with a small showroom and/or office attached (e.g. Renewal by Anderson and Fireplace Store). At the request of Member Bull as to that rational...
	Mr. Bilotta noted this came out of the original process in a general way, with staff providing all uses in the previous iteration of the Table of Uses, but noted that the Planning Commission had not reached that point of detailed review at their previ...
	Member Bull questioned what constituted an “office/showroom,” since he envisioned a wide variation of what that could encompass; opining that he’d rather have it be a Conditional Use (CU) to allow Commission review before approved.
	Mr. Paschke clarified that a warehouse use typically have loading dock doors versus an office/showroom use that may constitute a square box that may include offices or other areas for display or showroom components, which he considered a distinct diff...
	Member Murphy opined that he saw nothing wrong in allowing NP in CMU-1 as staff suggested, if not currently allowed in NB.
	Member Bull opined that his general thinking was the long-term ramifications in what is permitted or restricted under the comprehensive plan; noting that to him that meant that CU was the middle ground, that a use may not necessarily be restricted, bu...
	Member Gitzen concurred with Member Murphy, supporting NP in CMU-1 and NB designations adjoining residential uses.
	Member Cunningham admitted she could see both viewpoints on this, but overall supported not only maintaining a buffer but also allowing business development; and opined that she leaned toward staff’s recommendation for NP to match the residential conc...
	Further discussion ensued regarding whether or not the office/showroom uses being P in other CMU designations would be determined as cascading and less restrictive.
	UClinic, medical, dental or optical UAt the request of Member Cunningham, Mr. Lloyd reviewed by those uses were considered P and not C, recognizing them as an appropriate use, but because of specific instances of a particular zoning designation, they ...
	Mr. Bilotta noted that this use was common within smaller residential areas as well.
	Member Cunningham sated that this seemed to represent a broad use, including urgent care with extended hours versus a regular clinic open during regular business hours. Therefore, Member Cunningham suggested making it CU knowing that the use would typ...
	Mr. Lloyd noted the recent speculative drive-through use coming before the Planning Commission in the recent past, and recognized that without knowing the actual user, a new user could come in if the approval was already in existence; and noted that u...
	Member Cunningham noted that, by allowing the use through as C, it also addressed changing uses (e.g. from a regular doctor’s office subsequently closing and then open to the potential for an urgent care use with extended hours).
	Chair Boguszewski suggested making the hours of operation a condition for approval.
	Mr. Bilotta noted that there was no current definition for “urgent care,” and if that was the issue, suggested providing that definition versus putting in restrictions if that was the intent of the Commission. Mr. Bilotta noted that this use was comin...
	Chair Boguszewski asked if having a separate line use for “urgent care/after hours care” would include free-standing emergency care uses as well.
	Mr. Paschke noted consideration being given to extended hours for retail uses and how best to control those; and questioned if that that could or should also apply in this scenario. Also, Mr. Paschke noted that the Twin Lakes Medical facility at Fairv...
	Chair Boguszewski questioned if this applied to CMU-1, would it affect the existing Twin Lakes Medical facility by default.
	Mr. Lloyd noted the proposal was to bring those designations out in the land use table, with recommendations from Member Stellmach made at the last meeting to rephrase text in Section f (Table of Allowed Uses), Items 6. a, b, and c (page 16 of 18 in R...
	From the City Council’s past discussions, Mr. Bilotta noted considerations of operations between the hours of 4:00 a.m. and 6:00 a.m. and what that meant to specific businesses. For example, Mr. Bilotta questioned if that referred to customers only co...
	Chair Boguszewski suggested concurrence by the Commission with the City Council and staff on those differentials.
	Member Bull spoke to bakery uses and their employees and/or customers as another example, with many of their employees coming in at 4:00 a.m. or before to start baking and prepare for a 6:00 a.m. opening to customers. Member Bull questioned if that wo...
	Mr. Bilotta suggested making that more in line with other text related to customers.
	As with other businesses of a similar nature, Mr. Paschke noted the difficulty in regulating what occurs inside in the building no matter their use, if not doing external business during all the hours they’re in the building.
	Mr. Bilotta noted as an example the breweries that may be brewing or changing vats inside a building, which is unknown to the general public or staff; but if they were fielding customers after hours, then that became problematic.
	Chair Boguszewski noted that businesses uses disruptive for adjacent residences seemed to be covered in the retail section or restaurant customer text on page 16, and suggested eliminating Item 6.a and make Item 6.b state CUM-1 and CMU-2 districts; or...
	Member Cunningham opined that CMU-2 as currently written only addressed retail or customer traffic now.
	Chair Boguszewski questioned if there was any activity (e.g. movie theater or bakery or other use) with service customers that would not be covered with the exception of internal workers or set up. Chair Boguszewski opined that it did with his recomme...
	Member Bull spoke in support of Chair Boguszewski’s suggested text change.
	Member Murphy referenced funeral home uses on the next page in the Table of Uses.
	Chair Boguszewski clarified that embalming could be done overnight with that use, but no viewing could occur prior to 6:00 a.m.
	Member Murphy noted suggested deliveries had to occur 24/7 as “work” arrived at a facility.
	Chair Boguszewski suggested further revisions to text with Item 6.b remaining as is, but Item 6.a mimicking current proposed text except in CMU-1 for service and/or restaurant traffic.
	Member Murphy further questioned transportation uses (e.g. Metro Transit’s Park & Ride Facility) and if parking allowed as now stated, would that be covered in prohibiting limited business hours.
	Mr. Lloyd responded that in is a use in NB, staff would have changes to NP in CMU-1.
	However, Member Murphy questioned what the example was in defining “essential services.”
	Mr. Bilotta clarified that that was defined as utility boxes, water towers, telephone lines, gas pipe lines, substations, etc. that just were static.
	Mr. Paschke noted that due to their essential nature for customers 24/7, they were subject to maintenance at any time.
	Chair Boguszewski noted that those essential services were typically governed by easements or other means, and questioned why they would be included in the table of uses.
	Mr. Bilotta clarified that easements controlled their location, but theoretically they would not be allowed in CMU-2.
	Member Murphy noted an exception for storage buildings, with Mr. Lloyd advising that this fell into the category of an accessory use (e.g. garden or utility shed for commercial uses) to store lawn or snow care maintenance equipment.
	By consensus, the Commission determined that the revised language to Item 6.a and Item 6.b covered concerns expressed; and was recommended for revisions as follows:
	Item 6 Limited Business Hours:
	a. “In the CMU-1 District, on-site retail, service, and/or restaurant customer traffic [and delivery traffic] is not permitted after 2:00 a.m. and before 6:00 a.m.; such customer traffic in the CMU-2, CMU-3 and CMU-4 Districts is allowed as a CU.”
	b. “In the CMU-2 District, on-site retail, service, and/or restaurant customer traffic is not permitted after 2:00 a.m. and before 6:00 a.m.; such customer traffic in the CMU-3 and CMU-4 District is allowed as a CU.”
	Member Murphy questioned if a final decision had been made on “urgent care” uses, whether to create another category for CMU-1 as NP, with P use in CMU-2, 3 and 4.
	Mr. Lloyd advised staff would determine if it made sense to add another row as a standard or new use.
	Mr. Bilotta concurred, advising that staff now knew the Commission’s intent without the Commission having to get too much deeper in the details.
	Chair Boguszewski concurred with Mr. Bilotta, noting the Commission’s intent to avoid confusion by teasing out the “urgent care” use.
	UCommercial Uses
	UAnimal Boarding (exclusively indoors) UMember Cunningham noted her concern with potential loud noises with this use if animals were brought outside, it could be at 2:00 a.m., and seemed a larger intrusion for CMU-1 for bordering residential propertie...
	Member Bull noted CMU-1 designated areas couldn’t have customers between 2:00 a.m. and 6:00 a.m.
	Member Paschke clarified that the indoor use functioned strictly indoor, not outside.
	Chair Boguszewski noted the noise complaints and/or concerns fielded by the Commission from adjacent residents regarding the former “Woof Room” location, and whether exclusively indoors or outdoors, had come before the Commission as a CU.
	Mr. Lloyd clarified that the location had originally been on County Road C in an area also designated as HDR; but further clarified that they also had an outdoor component, with the first approval granted as an Interim Use (IU); and their subsequent r...
	Chair Boguszewski noted that if made CU for CMU-1 areas, it would allow a further level of review.
	Member Cunningham requested that it be CU in CMU-1 subareas; which was approved by consensus.
	Member Bull questioned why animal boarding/kennel/daycare was included in the old Table of Uses, but not in the new table.
	Mr. Lloyd responded that the use was NP in the old CMU Table with any outdoor element, and since the CMU was further expanded into four subareas, it made sense to not allow it in any CMU area. With Chair Boguszewski noting that the use had to be in a ...
	UAnimal Hospital/Veterinary Clinic UMember Cunningham expressed similar concerns for this use compared to “animal boarding (exclusively indoors) seeking that it also be designated “exclusively indoors” as well.
	Member Bull noted only if P, with hours of operation and employee participation at their choice to fit within that guideline if they locate in a CMU area. However, if a veterinarian needed employees to prepare for surgery, that use couldn’t fit into a...
	Member Cunningham reiterated her preference that both would be NP as that subarea served as a buffer zone and even though an animal lover recognized that use could be more impactful to neighbors, and therefore in seeking a happy medium, suggested CU t...
	Chair Boguszewski concurred, noting as an example the St. Francis Animal Hospital on Fernwood and Larpenteur that may perform surgery, even though not open after hours or currently serving as an overnight facility. If they wanted to relocate to this s...
	Member Murphy stated his preference for leaving it as P use.
	By consensus, this category remained as currently shown.
	ULiquor Store UChair Boguszewski suggested NP for this buffer zone; with consensus of the body NP for CMU-1 designated areas.
	Further discussion ensued as to whether or not to change to NP in CMU-2 subareas with more neighborhood-centered areas and those closer to the lake, while CMU-3 and 4 areas were of less concern; but recognizing the potential for wine shows and/or liqu...
	ULodging (hotelU) Member Bull asked why this was designated N NP use in CMU-3 subareas.
	Mr. Lloyd and Mr. Bilotta could not recall specifically the rationale for this, but suspected it may be based on City Council input and the thinking that hotels tended to gravitate to major roads.
	Member Murphy opined that he thought of hotels more in CMU-4 areas.
	Member Bull noted they had the same height restrictions as CMU-3 or CMU-4 areas; with Mr. Lloyd noting that this was consistent with the remainder of CMU-2, 3 and 4 height restrictions outside the buffer area.
	By consensus, the Commission determined to revise the use to P for CMU-3 to match CMU-4 designations.
	UMortuary/Funeral Home UMember Bull suggested CU across the board to ensure what type of business was involved (e.g. crematoriums), opining the industry may be significantly different five years from now.
	At the request of Member Murphy, Mr. Paschke clarified that a crematory is not permitted in a mortuary use.
	While not understanding the business in totality, in his review of text and definitions, Member Murphy stated that he saw no reason to make it a CU, given standard hours of operation and delivery of bodies already addressed, with peak traffic only dur...
	Mr. Paschke noted two such existing uses were located in very close proximity to residential properties (e.g. off County Road B and Dale Street in HDR zone) and one off Hamline Avenue and Commerce Street by the Macy’s Home Store).
	Consensus of the Commission was to leave it as a P use.
	UMotor Fuel Sales (Gas Station) UBy consensus, the Commission changed this to NP for CMU-1 designations.
	UMotor Vehicle Rental/Leasing UMember Murphy questioned if this use was addressed by Item 6 on page 16 as previously addressed.
	Mr. Lloyd agreed that it was presumably and involved dropping off vehicles versus running automobiles; with Mr. Paschke clarifying that unless operating near an airport, there generally wasn’t much traffic noise from rental uses.
	Chair Boguszewski opined that he could see the entire motor vehicle section moving to NP for CMU-1.
	UMovie Theater UAt the suggestion of Member Murphy, the body decided by consensus to make this a NP use in CMU-1 designated areas.
	UOutdoor Display UAt the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Lloyd advised that the term referred to mulch outside hardware stores as an example versus flashing signs.
	UOutdoor Storage, Inoperable Vehicles/Equipment UAt the request of Member Cunningham, Mr. Lloyd advised that the term referred to something like a repair shop; but since there wasn’t one as a P use, it should probably be made NP across the board, whic...
	With Members Bull and Cunningham questioning if a trailer stored on a lot, since inoperable, fell into that category, Member Murphy clarified that they were actually operable by hooking them up to a vehicle, similar to those on Fairview Avenue, with n...
	UParking UAt the request of Member Cunningham, Mr. Bilotta defined it as the principle use (e.g. parking structure or surface lot by payment); with Member Bull noting and Mr. Bilotta confirming that in CMU-1, they would have to restrict access between...
	URestaurants (Fast Food) and Restaurants (Fast Food with Drive-through) UChair Boguszewski suggested fast food uses be NP in CMU-1 due to additional traffic generated.
	Member Bull suggested CU all the way across all CMU designations, or at a minimum NP in CMU-1, then CU in CMU-2, 3 and 4 designated areas.
	Mr. Paschke didn’t disagree with the logic, but noted an example of a strip mall having a Subway franchise; and clarified that the key is that drive-through vehicle traffic is dramatically different between these two uses, with a definite distinction ...
	As an example, Mr. Bilotta noted that the recently opened “Grateful Table Bakery” would fall within the fast food definition.
	Member Murphy noted the proposed restaurant use south of the new hotels by the Metro transit Park & Ride ramp, and while not sure if it is intended as a fast food use, opined that it didn’t seem to be close to residential areas or intended to generate...
	Mr. Paschke clarified that, if a restaurant was not a full service, sit down use, theoretically it fell into the fast food category, such as Davanni’s use suggested as an example by Chair Boguszewski, falling into that full service, sit down category.
	Given that distinction, Chair Boguszewski suggested balancing that use with NP for CMU-1, 2 and 3, with CMU-4 P use.
	At the request of Member Murphy as to his rationale, Chair Boguszewski noted it added an additional buffer.
	Member Murphy noted the buffer area around Langton Lake for pedestrian access.
	Member Cunningham offered her support of Chair Boguszewski’s suggestion.
	Member Bull noted that drive-through uses could essentially be walk-through uses as well.
	By consensus, the uses were designated as NP for CMU-1, CU for CMU-2, P for CMU-3 and P for CMU-4 designated areas.
	At the request of Member Murphy as to rationale in defining restaurants by fast food or drive through, Mr. Paschke noted that the City had not supported drive-through restaurant uses in the Twin Lakes Redevelopment Area for at least fifteen years; and...
	UVertical Mixed Use UMr. Lloyd clarified that this category provided customer focused uses on the ground floor and residential or office uses above. While not currently in the land use table, but could be considered in the future in NB designations, M...
	If defined by offices or residences above the first floor, Chair Boguszewski asked if, as an example, that would permit day care centers on the ground floor with apartments or condos above; and whether the intent was to protect the CMU-1 from HDR use ...
	Mr. Bilotta noted that the 35’ height limitation would come into play; and could allow for a first floor day care and one floor of apartments above, or artists’ lofts, which should not problematic.
	Member Bull expressed his interest in seeing that as a CU in CMU-1 and CMU-2 designations, which was agreed to by consensus of the body.
	UIndustrial Uses
	ULimited Production/Processing UWith the considerable amount of residential neighborhood feedback the Commission had received related to the Vogel Mechanical use, Member Cunningham expressed her struggles with this category, whether from that specific...
	Mr. Bilotta noted that, since the Vogel Mechanical limited production use remained yet to be initiated, it was impossible to say it is or is not working, since it’s not yet there. Mr. Bilotta clarified that what was happening was a lot of issues getti...
	To further differentiate, Mr. Bilotta noted that a desired component of the Twin Lakes Redevelopment Area was for high-tech, head of household jobs, or incubator uses for such business start-ups; and since those desired uses keep coming up, and remain...
	At the request of Member Bull, Mr. Paschke confirmed that a CU stayed with a property as long as they continued to meet the conditions as applied upon initial approval.
	By contrast, Mr. Lloyd noted that if a different type of use in limited production/processing was indicated, it would require a new CU approval.
	Mr. Bilotta concurred, noting that if not complying with the CU conditions, the City would become involved in enforcement action against the property and against that use.
	Chair Boguszewski agreed with Mr. Bilotta’s advisement that this situation is not about the Vogel Mechanical use.
	Member Cunningham concurred that it was a fair assessment, but admitted that the fact that the use is a NP in Neighborhood Business (NB) still bothered her and that lack of consistency.
	Mr. Lloyd clarified that the limited production/processing definition by use was not included in the beginning of this version of the zoning code as adopted in 2013, and even not addressed entirely in 2010’s initial rezoning process; but was introduce...
	Chair Boguszewski noted that would certainly create the current sequential incongruities found at this time.
	Mr. Bilotta noted that many instances staff was becoming aware of as they visited community business enterprises where this use was occurring without any prior knowledge of staff or the City, as well as with differences in front and back operations, e...
	Mr. Paschke also noted the various uses requiring a small clean room for that industry.
	Member Cunningham, and with consensus of the Commission, agreed to leave this use as currently recommended on the Table of Uses.
	UResidential Family Living
	UAccessory Dwelling Unit UAt the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Lloyd defined this as a typical mother-in-law apartment.
	ULive-work Unit USimilar to the comments of Member Bull regarding vertical mixed uses, Mr. Paschke clarified this as internal living quarters behind or above a retail use; and confirmed for Member Cunningham that the work unit would still need to abid...
	Chair Boguszewski questioned how standards on occupancy limits would apply to avoid sweat shop units or other issues.
	Mr. Bilotta advised that, while live/work units didn’t often come up as a use, given their uniqueness, the Commission may want to consider them as CU versus long-term guessing at this point.
	In response to Member Bull’s example in CMU-3 and 4 designations being more restrictive, Mr. Lloyd advised that they would remain accessory uses to the principle single-family use and would not be allowed where that other primary use is not allowed.
	By consensus, the Commission decided to leave these designated uses as currently shown on the Table of Uses.
	UManufactured Home Park UChair Boguszewski expressed his surprise that this use is allowed at all in the city. As an example, Chair Boguszewski questioned the consequences in changing to CMU designation the former HDR and MDR designations to make this...
	Mr. Bilotta advised that there is a state law regarding that use and they have to be allowed where multi-family units are allowed. Given the fact that staff has considerable research to do on this use before offering their recommendations to or expect...
	In an effort to save time, Chair Boguszewski suggested, if staff discovers the Planning Commission has the authority to make this NP all the way across CMU-1, 2, 3 and 4 designations, consensus of the body was to do so depending on the results of staf...
	UNumber of Dwelling Units UMember Bull asked for the differentiation between multi-family upper stories from mixed use buildings.
	Mr. Lloyd advised that it didn’t vary; noting that they are listed in the Table of Uses today as per City Council discussion, and even though their breakdown had been discussed, in the revised table they need not differ. Specific to manufactured home ...
	Consensus of the Commission was to combine uses in the table as discussed.
	UOne-family Attached (duplex or twin home) AND One-family attached (town home or row house) UAt the request of Member Cunningham, Mr. Lloyd clarified that twin home always had 2 units; while there were some parallels in 3 or more units, but instead of...
	Based on previous discussions tonight, Member Cunningham questioned if the will of the neighborhood was to desire more homes but clean-up of a site wasn’t feasible, if someone wanted to build a one-story duplex of single-family home, why would that be...
	Discussion ensued regarding the definition of and number of construction variables for units.
	Member Murphy refocused discussion on the location of this CMU designated area, noting it was a transition area and proposed residential uses would run into issues with tiers and height restrictions, and while residential uses may sound good on the su...
	Chair Boguszewski concurred, referencing the bigger picture and intent for this CMU area, not as a primary residential development as stated by Member Murphy, but potentially incorporating such a use within the broader intent for the CMU and meeting t...
	Mr. Bilotta clarified that, in a number of mixed use projects, it wasn’t unusual to have housing as a component of a development, and actually allowing a transition for that use into an office/retail use that works well.
	As an example, Chair Boguszewski questioned if an example would be that of the Grand/Excelsior Development in the City of St. Louis Park with mixed use development of brownstones in a walkable neighborhood, or another example near the urban Guthrie Th...
	Mr. Bilotta agreed those were both good examples and their intent was similar to providing a buffer to the CMU.
	Planning Commissioners decided they would retain these uses as currently shown on the Table of Uses.
	UOne-family Detached UChair Boguszewski admitted he was having difficulty considering this use left in at all.
	Mr. Bilotta clarified that the use came out of City Council discussions in their consideration that if someone wanted to clean-up the property in an area overlooking Langton Lake Park in one viable corner and within that 100’ lower height area, it may...
	Chair Boguszewski admitted it would only be possible on the western side of Langton Lake and represented one of the last remaining properties in Roseville allowing a view of the water; which he further admitted could be attractive. Whether relevant or...
	Member Murphy, while opining it seemed like tortured rationale, agreed that he could see the potential.
	UResidential Group Living
	Mr. Lloyd advised that Uassisted living facilities, nursing homes, and other state-licensed facilitieUs were all based on state requirements, thus their status as CU on the Table, since they could not be treated the same or put within the same categor...
	UStudent Housing UAt the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Bilotta defined student housing as built by an institution and the differentials of college offices off the campus setting
	UCivic and Institutional Uses
	UElementary/Secondary School UAt the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Lloyd clarified that charter schools would be in the same category versus a private art or music school defined under the category of Commercial Uses and defined accordingly, with ...
	UPlaces of Assembly UMember Murphy noted that these were P uses under all categories, yet there were not typically on the tax rolls. Member Murphy stated his understanding in the effort to maximize this area was the intent to keep properties on the ta...
	Mr. Billota clarified that was not how they were distinguished; and noted that in the past these facilities were defined as churches, but the Supreme Court had ruled that they couldn’t be treated any differently than any other gathering place (e.g. V....
	Mr. Lloyd advised that in discussions in 2008 or before, there had been a request to change zoning from RB to allow for church use – or places of assembly; with the Planning Commission and City Council determining at that time to allow that use in any...
	To be transparent, Mr. Paschke noted that you could have uses in Twin Lakes similar to any business district that can be removed from the tax rolls; and this allows any place of assembly not matter where and across the board in all districts; and did ...
	Chair Boguszewski stated he understood the dynamics and was fine with the designation; and personally did not want to seem or be interpreted as promoting any back door discrimination as to an entity’s tax status.
	Member Bull questioned if allowing it as a CU in CMU-1 would address foot or vehicular traffic.
	Mr. Bilotta advised that great care would be needed with conditioning any such approvals.
	By consensus, the body chose to change CMU-1 to CU approval.
	UTheater/Performing Arts Center UBy consensus, the body shared the same thoughts for this use as with the previous use, changing it to CU for CMU-1 designated areas.
	UAccessory Uses, Buildings, and Structures
	UBed & Breakfast Establishment UChair Boguszewski questioned this definition, and how it could be deemed a seasonal use.
	Mr. Lloyd addressed the potentials, including a roomer or boarder (e.g. during the Minnesota State Fair) that may not need regulatory approval; with Mr. Bilotta noting that traditional bed and breakfast facilities are typically old homes converted as ...
	Given discussions on previous uses for town homes, etc., Chair Boguszewski questioned why this was then listed as NP all the way through CMU designations.
	Mr. Bilotta admitted that technology may be destroying this potential use long-term, but given possible uses in this classification, he was unsure how to regulate them in the future.
	Given that rationale, and without knowing ahead of time, Chair Boguszewski opined that you would be out of compliance no matter what; and therefore suggested P use; with Member Bull suggesting CU across the board.
	By consensus, the Commission determined that this use should be CU across all CMU designated areas.
	UCommunication Equipment (TV, shortwave radio) UMember Bull questioned if this use could potentially interfere with residential neighborhoods.
	Mr. Paschke and Mr. Lloyd responded that this use needs to operate within their own frequency via short-wave or cell towers and therefore didn’t interfere and typically didn’t create problems for adjacent properties.
	Unlike the Shoreview towers referenced by Member Murphy, Mr. Paschke noted that they were different than this use would allow, with these uses typically residential antenna of 20’ to 25’ in height with any additional height clearly CU.
	Mr. Bilotta further noted that these are accessory structures, not the principle use, with short wave operations governed under federal regulations.
	UDay Care Family/Group Home UAt the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Bilotta noted this as an accessory use was intended as a less-intensive use compared to the daycare center uses defined in commercial areas; and considered for home use, not commerc...
	UDrive-throughs UAt the request of Member Murphy differentiating this from restaurant uses, Mr. Lloyd advised that the City Council chose not to ban them outright in case a bank or pharmacy use may be acceptable in the CMU versus a fast food restauran...
	Based on 2010 discussions, with banks and other uses being considered without having to go through the CU process, Mr. Paschke advised that it was concluded at that time that ALL drive-throughs should go through the CU process, thus requiring a separa...
	UGazebo, Arbor, Patio, Play Equipment UMember Bull noted there may be a need to know size, occupancy, etc. for CMU-1 districts.
	Mr. Paschke responded that the rationale is to take into consideration impacts to adjacent residential properties as applicable; and to ensure consistency with current code requirements where permitted across the board, and defined as accessory struct...
	Consensus was to leave this as currently stated in the Table of Uses.
	UStorage Building UAt the request of Member Cunningham, Mr. Lloyd clarified that this did not include a rent-a-storage unit use, but as noted by Mr. Paschke would be an accessory category and use only, such as used for storage of lawn or snow maintena...
	UTelecommunications Tower UMr. Lloyd reiterated that this would be different than communications equipment and an accessory use to the main structure (e.g. AT & T Tower).
	UTemporary Uses
	UPortable Storage Containers UAt the request of Member Cunningham, Mr. Lloyd clarified that this would relate to pod rentals for short-term storage (e.g. moving, construction storage during renovation, etc.).
	Upon further discussion, Mr. Bilotta noted the need for staff to define “temporary.”
	UEnd of Table of Uses Discussion
	Chair Boguszewski summarized discussions to-date related to limited business hours, height restrictions and how those fit together.
	As asked at a previous meeting by a neighbor, Member Cunningham asked how the number of stories for height regulations looked in reality.
	Mr. Bilotta advised that the issue with height being regulated is whether light, air and shading is facilitate, rather than whether a 2-story building 80’ tall is the same as a building with a number of floors; and if regulating stories, essentially y...
	Based on the history of City Code, Mr. Paschke noted various problems encountered in using the number of stories versus height; with the 2010 rewrite of zoning code and design standards moving strictly to feet, which was becoming fairly consistent wit...
	URegulating Plan
	Senior Planner Lloyd reviewed the background and history of the current regulating plan, and proposed changes presented tonight as a culmination of public input meetings, City Council discussions and planning processes over the last year, resulting in...
	Mr. Lloyd advised that shortly after the 2010 zoning code adoption, CMU Districts were written beyond the regulating plan and map, and as previously discussed tonight, further expanded by form and map, and indicated in the existing and proposed compre...
	Community Development Director Paul Bilotta noted different design standards now in place and attempts to pull the entire district together in mixed use consistency of form, not use. Mr. Bilotta reviewed the east side of Fairview Avenue, indicating li...
	At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Bilotta advised that the Planning Commission was being asked to review and recommend approval of these amendments to address current design standards, essentially pushing buildings out to prominent corners and ...
	At the request of Member Murphy, and using RPCA Attachment C regulating maps on pages 8 and 9 of the staff report, Mr. Bilotta reviewed the specific area around Langton Lake with a walkway and bicycle path recorded in greenway requirements going forwa...
	Mr. Lloyd further clarified those legends on the maps generally identified as required park connection areas allowing access into the park and reserving that access as a requirement in those areas for future development proposals.
	Noting the potential reintroduction of Planned Unit Development (PUD) uses in this redevelopment area, Chair Boguszewski questioned if the Table of Uses would then be amended, and asked if during that process any potential uses may conflict or need fu...
	Mr. Bilotta advised that, if PUD’s are reintroduced, it would require the City to work with an applicant, since they are of a legislative nature like rezoning processes and this regulating map, with a similar process for PUD applications, which would ...
	With form-based planning dealing with mass, size, setbacks, distance from curb, etc. with considerable debate on those issues in the past, Chair Boguszewski asked if the intended goal remained to control and manage that planning for positive aesthetic...
	Mr. Bilotta concurred, noting that recent examples were the hotel developments in this area, and while their final plans are no longer 100% what they original submitted, changes were made to relate to the remainder of the community and increased pedes...
	City Planner Paschke further noted the location of main entries that may not necessarily be on the public frontage but rather in the parking lot interior, but having those frontages on sidewalks or public streets and how building placement and design ...
	Regarding park dedication lines indicated on the map, Member Murphy asked what their presence or absence meant for potential developers in the area; noting that he understood the intent, but questioned what it meant in this proposed text amendment as ...
	Mr. Bilotta advised that it was intended to serve as more of an alert to developers before they got to the point of Letters of Intent or the application process itself, that they initiate working with the Parks & Recreation Commission on that piece of...
	Regarding the northern area referenced, Mr. Paschke advised that the City had already purchased most of the park area with the exception of Mt. Ridge Road, with that elevation not suitable for building, and therefore included on the regulating plan ma...
	Recess
	Chair Boguszewski recessed the meeting at approximately 9:18 p.m. and reconvened at approximately 9:24 p.m. and invited public comments or questions at this time.
	UPublic Comment
	Lacy Kapaum, 1840 County Road C-2 West Ms. Kapaum sought clarification on the 2:00 a.m. timeframe and how that had been established; opining that Midnight is late enough if a use is adjacent to residential areas. Ms. Kapaum stated that she didn’t feel...
	Mr. Lloyd advised that the time was mostly tied into the hours restaurants or breweries would be allowed to serve alcohol, as controlled by state statutes.
	Also, Ms. Kapaum asked about the Table of Uses line item for “lodging/motel” being changed to P (permitted) in CMU-3 designated districts, and the rationale for that change. Ms. Kapaum noted that it such a use was permitted on Fairview Avenue, it woul...
	Chair Boguszewski responded that if and when a hotel would be proposed, traffic studies would be part of the approval process; and also noted that just because a use was permitted, didn’t mean a 1,000 room hotel would occur, given the other code consi...
	Mr. Lloyd concurred that a traffic analysis may be part of the approval process, but not necessarily so, he advised that other setback and regulating plan requirements would constrain any potential development in practical ways depending on what the u...
	Ms. Kapaum asked if CU could be considered by the Commission for further protections; with Chair Boguszewski responding that the Commission would consider it as part of their discussion following public comment.
	Regarding the concern regarding hours, Member Bull asked if Ms. Kapaum was addressing those pertaining to CMU-1 designated areas or across the board in all subareas.
	Ms. Kapaum responded that CMU-1 was her specific concern due to the evening traffic along Fairview Avenue already evidenced; and her concern that adding more traffic at that hour would be a hardship for residents along Fairview Avenue.
	Lisa McCormick, Ms. McCormick expressed appreciation for the work being put into this issue.
	For clarification purposes, Ms. McCormick asked if there was any correlation between the number of stories and feet, making a general assumption of 10’ equaling one story. As Mr. Bilotta had referenced the petitions submitted by residential neighbors ...
	In conjunction with CMU-3 designated areas, Ms. McCormick noted that the proposed distance was 300’ from residential areas rather than the original 1,000’ discussed. Upon her review, Ms. McCormick stated she saw only one area for potential development...
	Using the genesis of her initial list as a reference and uses taken from the existing CMU Table of Uses, Ms. McCormick stated that her impression had been that those uses suggested in January 2015 discussions were incorporated into that list, but soug...
	Other than specific items (e.g. corporate headquarters and vertical mixed use) not previously listed in the CMU Table, Mr. Lloyd advised that the list of uses was a result of the January planning session. Mr. Lloyd further advised that those uses list...
	Ms. McCormick noted that her curiosity arose from her understanding from the January planning session and those first broad strokes presented to residents in the neighborhood and understanding they would be further refined, and how the current Table o...
	Discussion ensued about the parcels involved in this zoning designation, with Mr. Lloyd clarifying that additional parcels were included in the CMU-1 subarea on the west side of Fairview Avenue as well; clarifying for Ms. McCormick that she was perhap...
	Ms. McCormick stated that she was referencing the whole CMU designation, no matter the number of parcels involved; opining that she would like to see the uses pared down, noting that those uses particularly catching her attention included: parking, mo...
	After having heard the Commission’s discussion tonight and their revisions to the Table of Uses, Chair Boguszewski sought clarification from Ms. McCormick as to what she was specifically calling out.
	Ms. McCormick responded that she concurred with the comments of Ms. Kapaum regarding hours, noting that she had a number of college students living in her neighborhood and they were often disruptive during the summer, on weekends, or if partying. Ms. ...
	With previous discussions and the definition for “large format retail” uses, Ms. McCormick opined that 100,000 square feet may be excessive, and referenced a use she had presented in the past and most current sites in the Twin Lakes Redevelopment Area...
	While not irrelevant, Chair Boguszewski noted that parking was mandated by square footage for retail or other types of operation; and a store so large that it would outstrip the capacity of the site to accommodate it would not be permitted, thus provi...
	Mr. Paschke further noted that each proposal would be based on the actual use, noting there could be an office, warehouse or retail uses at 100,000 square feet, with each having a different ratio for parking requirements specific to that use.
	Ms. McCormick expressed appreciation for that correction.
	Specific to the road proposal connecting County Road C with Terrace Drive, Ms. McCormick sought clarification as to whether that had previously been discussed and planned for and when it had been approved.
	Mr. Paschke responded that it had been discussed, with map designation originally taking place back in the 1980’s, and Mr. Lloyd concurring, noting that other alignments had been considered as well.
	Mr. Bilotta noted that such planning involved putting a concept out there, and originated from the Public Works/Engineering Department as part of discussions with adjacent property owners. Mr. Bilotta noted that current road rights-of-way didn’t provi...
	Ms. McCormick expressed appreciation for that further background information; and asked that, if that is the case, that aspect be tabled. With the update to the Comprehensive Plan in the not too distant future, Ms. McCormick suggested it may be more a...
	Ms. McCormick reiterated that their residential neighborhood was quite concerned about the impact of Twin Lakes Parkway and improvements planned east of Fairview Avenue, including increased traffic on Terrace Drive causing disruption to the neighborho...
	Ms. McCormick noted that the neighborhood had also asked to have more upfront input rather than being presented with a concept that appeared to be a “done deal.” Given the City Council’s and staff’s often-stated interest in improving the trend for mor...
	Zach Crane, 2968 Marion Street Mr. Crane advised that he had attended the January planning session and in continuing to observe the process, expressed appreciation for the work done by the City in getting residents involved and receiving their comment...
	Mr. Crane advised that one concern he had before tonight’s meeting was that there didn’t seem to be enough consideration for potential developers or businesses and their needs. However, Mr. Crane expressed his pleasant surprise that concertive efforts...
	Having moved into Roseville in the fall of 2013, Mr. Crane admitted he was not close to this neighborhood other than driving through it to get home or visit an area business, but not doing so on a daily basis. Mr. Crane advised that his interest, as w...
	Based on his personal observations, Mr. Crane opined that one area that may have been slighted in the past was discussion about merging residential and commercial areas, suggesting that he viewed it more as commercial property creating a buffer for a ...
	Chair Boguszewski closed the public comment portion of the meeting at approximately 9:57 p.m.; with no one else appearing to speak.
	UIndividual Commissioner Position Statements
	UChair Boguszewski UChair Boguszewski spoke in support of not tabling action tonight, but opined that, at this point, he saw it as the Planning Commission’s duty to forward their recommendations to the City Council. Chair Boguszewski noted that this a...
	Speaking in general, Chair Boguszewski opined that the city has done a good job of outreach to get the public involved with a variety of opportunities to attend, speak and comment; but at some point decisions needed to be made. Chair Boguszewski opine...
	Specific to this issue, Chair Boguszewski recognized that it may be scary to some people, but also asked that they keep in mind that the whole intent is to allow development but to not do so in a way that will be harmful to what the community already ...
	For clarification purposes, Chair Boguszewski noted that the depth from existing residential properties to CMU-1 designated areas was 400’ which he found a pretty good distance, representing approximately 3 narrow blocks of width. Therefore, Chair Bog...
	Chair Boguszewski referenced the recently-constructed fire station on Lexington Avenue as an example for height and designed with setbacks and other features falling within the regulating plan and form. From his personal perspective, Chair Boguszewski...
	Regarding the concern expressed during public comment about the potential for a hotel development as a permitted use in CMU-3 designated areas, Chair Boguszewski opined that he still considered that it would be buffered sufficiently. While recognizing...
	Regarding the hour issue, Chair Boguszewski questioned if there was a need to look at any specific issues brought up that would prompt rewriting text in Section 6.a, or changing the 2:00 a.m. to something earlier. From his perspective, Chair Boguszews...
	UMember Gitzen UMember Gitzen stated that when first reviewing the Table of Uses and four sections, he didn’t think there were enough gradients. However, after further review and discussion, Member Gitzen stated that, from a general perspective, he wa...
	UMember Bull UMember Bull concurred for the most part with the comments of Chair Boguszewski. On uses, Member Bull stated that he weighed restrictions on hours of operation, employment and deliveries, as addressed in CMU-1 designated areas sufficientl...
	Member Bull stated his confidence in the balance the Commission and staff had achieved in considering businesses and residents in the nature of surrounding areas; and expressed his further confidence in the gradients in each CMU subarea as now refined.
	Specific to height, Member Bull stated he thought the restrictions of 35’ and 65’ were adequate, noting that not all potential uses and projects would come in at those maximum heights.
	Regarding the 100,000 square foot delineation, Member Bull opined that he didn’t have sufficient expertise beyond staff’s guidance to-date; but remained comfortable with that provision.
	UMember Cunningham UIn terms of the Table of Uses itself, Member Cunningham expressed confidence in tonight’s discussion. Member Cunningham noted that she took or attempted to take into account public input as part of discussions and her decision-maki...
	Member Cunningham stated that her two remaining objections involved hours of operation in the CMU-1 designated areas, and also admitted she still struggled with the 35’ height in smaller areas, and then jumping to 65’. Member Cunningham agreed that th...
	Chair Boguszewski stated that was his rational in mentioning the 400’ distance, which he found more than sufficient.
	Chair Boguszewski offered to talk about hours of operation further if Member Cunningham had a recommendation in how best to change it.
	UMember Murphy UMember Murphy agreed with the summaries of his colleagues. While discussing the matrix of uses, Member Murphy advised that he tried to keep in mind written and oral comments received to-date and taking into consideration his perspectiv...
	Member Murphy further stated his comfort with the 35’ height restriction, opining that was easier to measure consistently rather than using a story measurement.
	Member Murphy stated that he shared Chair Boguszewski’s comments regarding the intensity of vertical mixed uses, and as an example referenced Long Lake and single-family uses or apartments and condominiums, and heights, opining that he was comfortable...
	Regarding hours of operation, Member Murphy offered his willingness to see if another solution was evident, even though he wasn’t displeased with the 2:00 a.m. and 6:00 a.m. restrictions, he could be persuaded to pare it down further if sufficient rat...
	Further Discussion on Hours of Operation
	Chair Boguszewski offered Member Cunningham an opportunity to offer suggested changes in time for CMU-1 as currently reflected in Item 6.a (page 16) for recommended revised text as the narrative prior to the Table of Uses.
	As her rationale in suggesting a change, Member Cunningham opined that businesses in the CMU-1 designated area abutting residential properties may be intrusive, and if it was intended to serve as a buffer zone, having a business operate until 2:00 a.m...
	Chair Boguszewski stated he would be much more uncomfortable with a 10:00 p.m. restriction, using as an example, people just getting wound up after dinner or a movie by 10:00 p.m. While he may be willing to consider a Midnight tor 1:00 a.m. closing ti...
	Member Bull admitted he frequently utilized stores later in the night.
	Member Cunningham respectfully asked Member Bull to consider how that might impact him if that was immediately adjacent to his backyard.
	Member Murphy noted other CMU areas with 2:00 a.m. as the closing time as well.
	Member Bull expressed his concern in limiting business opportunities interested in coming into Roseville if the regulations were too restrictive and whether than may keep potential users from exploring those areas.
	Chair Boguszewski asked, if the time was pulled from 2:00 a.m. back to Midnight, depending on the nature of a potential use or business, asked staff if there was a variance process that would apply, with staff responding that would be an option and an...
	Member Bull agreed that a variance process may be appropriate; however, if a business was considering locating in Roseville, would they review restrictions first noting that additional step in the process.
	Chair Boguszewski opined that they would probably look at the park dedication fee and other fees as the first step that may deter their interest.
	While understanding the various points made by her colleagues, Member Cunningham opined that, if they wanted it to work, they’d come forward; but reiterated if CMU-1 is intended to be a buffer zone, a business operating until 2:00 a.m. was not a buffe...
	Chair Boguszewski suggested, in the newly rewritten Item 6.a, that it be changed from 2:00 a.m. to Midnight, and otherwise mimic Item 6.b related to delivery traffic.
	Member Bull sought clarification as to whether the intent of Chair Boguszewski was also to restrict employee time as well in Item 6.c as well.
	Mr. Lloyd clarified that this section was the one raised via e-mail by Member Stellmach and discussed at the previous meeting regarding various issues, some of which were maybe being stumbled over now. By breaking up Sections 6.a, b and c, Mr. Lloyd a...
	Based on previous discussion, Chair Boguszewski responded that the restriction was for customers or others coming in, not necessarily workers (e.g. a baker can arrive on site, but not welcome the public until a later time).
	Mr. Bilotta suggested restricting customers and deliveries as applicable per CMU designation area. Mr. Bilotta stated that staff would refine the language to address the time differences and restrictions per tonight’s discussion (e.g. Midnight versus ...
	Chair Boguszewski sought consensus for revising language for CMU-1 designated areas for customers, deliveries and external traffic from 2:00 a.m. to Midnight.
	Member Murphy stated he was inclined to consider a 1:00 a.m. restriction.
	Member Bull noted that would address a potential use such as a pizza delivery shop.
	Member Murphy suggested making the time part of the CU process or a different column for time restrictions beyond midnight. Member Murphy questioned the need to run every potential use through a variance process by trying to micro-manage them.
	To be fair, Chair Boguszewski opined that this would not apply to a thousand businesses, and if the intent is specific to this particular zone, perhaps those adjacent residential properties would like a pizza delivery use operating in their district a...
	If they wanted to operate late at night, Member Cunningham observed that they could do so in other CMU zones.
	After further discussion, by consensus, the Commission agreed to support a Midnight restriction for CMU-1 designated areas.
	MOTION (five-sevenths vote required) Member Boguszewski moved, seconded by Member Murphy to recommend to the City Council approval of the proposed COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE PLAN MAP CHANGE; based on the comments, findings, and conditions contained the pr...
	Ayes: 5 Nays: 0 Motion carried.
	MOTION (Simple majority vote required) Member Murphy moved, seconded by Member Bull to recommend to the City Council approval of the proposed ZONING MAP CHANGES as presented; based on the comments, findings, and conditions contained the project report...
	Ayes: 5 Nays: 0 Motion carried.
	Chair Boguszewski adjourned at 10:24 p.m.





