Commission
Members:

Address:

Darrell Baggenstoss
Ronald Bole
Philip Gelbach
Luke Heikkila
Gregory Hoag
Terrance Newby
Nancy O'Brien
Jerry Stoner
Cynthia Warzecha
Joey Quick

2660 Civic Center
Dr.
Roseville, MN 55113

Parks and Recreation
Commission Agenda
Thursday, August 2, 2018
City Council Chambers
6:30 PM

Phone:

651-792-7000
Website :
cityofroseville.com/
parks

1. Introductions
Documents:
V. 2NOTES - AUGUST 2018.PDF
2. Public Comment Invited
3. Approval Of Minutes Of The June 5, 2018 Meeting
Documents:
6.MINUTES - JUNE.PDF
4. Approval Of Minutes Of The July 12, 2018 Meeting
Documents:
7.MINUTES - JULY - COPY.PDF
5. Presentation Of MRPA Award Of Excellence
Documents:
2017 MRPA AWARD OF EXCELLENCE ROSEVILLE.PDF
6. Discussion Of 2018 Community Survey Results
Documents:
COMMUNITY SURVEY 2018 RCA.PDF
7. Follow-Up To Joint Meeting With The City Council
Documents:
6.18.18 - CITY COUNCIL MIN. (EXCERPT).PDF
8. Ongoing Topics
8.A. Cleveland Avenue And Marion Street Park Site Update And Name Discussion
Documents:
CLEVELAND AND MARION.PDF

8.A. Cleveland Avenue And Marion Street Park Site Update And Name Discussion
Documents:
CLEVELAND AND MARION.PDF
9. Staff Report
Documents:
DEPARTMENT EVENTS.PDF
10. Other
11. Adjournment

To:
From:
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Re:

Parks and Recreation Commission
Lonnie Brokke
July 24, 2018
Notes for Commission Meeting on Thursday August 2, 2018

1. Introductions
2. Public Comment Invited
3. Approval of Minutes of the June 5, 2018 Meeting
Enclosed is a copy of the minutes of June 5, 2018. Please be prepared to
approve/amend.
Requested Commission Action: Approve/amend meeting minutes of June 5, 2018
4. Approval of Minutes of the July 12, 2018 Meeting
Enclosed is a copy of the minutes of July 12, 2018. Please be prepared to
approve/amend.
Requested Commission Action: Approve/amend meeting minutes of July 12, 2018
5. Presentation of MRPA Award of Excellence
Annually, the Minnesota Recreation and Park Association (MRPA) present awards
of excellence for notable projects and programs from the previous year. The City of
Roseville is the 2017 Award of Excellence recipient in the Parks and Facilities
category for the Cedarholm Community Building and Golf Course. The application is
included in your packet.
A MRPA representative will be at your meeting to present the award. Thanks to all
who made this possible including Jill Anfang, Sean McDonagh, Jim Taylor, Steve
Anderson, and all other city staff, the Resident Advisory Team, City Council, City
Manager Pat Trudgeon, Parks and Recreation Commission and the entire
community.
Requested Commission Action: Hear presentation and accept award.
6. Discussion of 2018 Community Survey Results
Included in your packet is the 2018 community survey results summary for your
awareness, review and discussion. This includes an overall summary of the city as
well as a separate Parks and Recreation section.
The survey highlights the park buildings use, awareness and satisfaction. This is
something that has been a key topic of discussion by the City Council and the Parks
and Recreation Commission since the replacement of the previous warming houses
with buildings that function as a warming house for the outdoor rinks as well as
provide gathering spaces for various functions and meetings.
Requested Commission Action: Review and discuss the Parks and Recreation
related results and consider guidance as appropriate.

7. Follow-up to City Council Joint Meeting
Thank you for fitting another night into your schedule to meet with the City Council.
This is an opportunity for you to review your June 18, 2018 joint meeting with the
City Council. Included in your packet are the minutes of that meeting for your
reference.
Requested Commission Action: Review and discuss.
8. Ongoing Topics
a. Cleveland Avenue and Marion Street Park Site Update and Naming
Discussion
Construction is set to begin soon on the new park sites at 1716 Marion
Street and 2134 Cleveland Avenue. These new parks will be an important
addition to the park system.
We are hosting an informational meeting displaying the final playground
design and answering any questions. The invitation letter for each site is
included in your packet.
Also in your packet is the most recent list of name suggestions and the
naming policy regarding assigning names to city facilities. Please bring
your top three names with reasons why and how it relates to the city
policy to begin a robust discussion. The names you bring may be from
the list or some other that you think might fit.
As you think about recommending a name for each park to the City
Council, you should be prepared to outline the process, a preferred name,
how it relates to the policy and why.
Requested Commission Action: Review, discuss, begin to reduce the
list with a process to identify why and how it relates to the city policy on
naming facilities.
9. Staff Report - Other new or relevant communications provided as necessary.
10. Other
11. Adjournment

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40

ROSEVILLE PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION
DRAFT MEETING MINUTES FOR
June 5, 2018 6:30pm
PRESENT:
ABSENT:
STAFF:

Bole, Gelbach, Heikkila, Hoag, O’Brien, Quick, Stoner, Warzecha
Baggenstoss, Newby
Brokke, Christensen

1) INTRODUCTIONS
2) ROLL CALL/PUBLIC COMMENT
Public in attendance to speak on the youth pump track at Autumn Grove Park South.
3) APPROVAL OF MINUTES – May 1, 2018 MEETING
Commissioner Gelbach moved to approve the May 1, 2018 meeting minutes. Commissioner
Stoner seconds. Motion passed unanimously.
4) DISCUSSION ON YOUTH PUMP TRACK BIKE COURSE AT AUTUMN GROVE
PARK SOUTH
Staff provided background on the community interest for a youth pump track bike course and
the potential for a pilot test site on the south side of Autumn Grove Park (corner of Hamline
and Lydia). The pump track would consist of dirt mounds that are formed for kids to ride
small balance bikes on. The track would not be meant for mountain bikes or as a jump
course.
Roseville staff has been in communication with the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency
(MPCA) as the land has ground water contamination issues. The last wells have been sealed
and the MPCA is ok with a potential pump track The concept Master Plan for the south side
of Autumn Grove Park is “courts for all sorts, courts for all sports” and remains valid.
Commissioner Gelbach asked about the potential dimensions of the track. Staff confirmed it
would be approximately a couple hundred square feet.
Commissioner Heikkila asked if the track would be temporary. Staff stated that it would be a
pilot program. Heikkila noted that it could be hard to take away the amenity if it was popular.
Rich McNamara from 1250 Josephine Road had approached staff three years ago about a
potential pump track at Cottontail Park. He believes it would be a low cost, low effort pilot
program at Autumn Grove South.
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Derek Brown from 2978 Pascal Street explained that a good park can be used for children for
ages 3-12 years old. Brown provided pictures of potential smaller course options.
Chris Bucksa from 1245 Bellaire Circle spoke to the community build nights at the pump
track in Cottage Grove and the volunteer programs they have put in place to support the
track.
The Commission discussed the pump track and what next steps would be to move forward
with the idea. Staff responded the next step would be to develop a more thorough project and
community engagement plan. The Commission expressed support for the idea.
5) REVIEW PATHWAY MASTER PLAN
Assistant Public Works Director Jesse Freihammer presented a review of the Pathway Master
Plan and provided an update on pathway construction.
The Pathway Master Plan was last updated in 2008. The Public Works Department and the
Public Works, Environment and Transportation Commission (PWET) is currently working
on updating the plan.
The proposed changes to the Pathway Master Plan include;
• Map updates
• Adding 5 pathway segments based on resident feedback
• Change language from “priority plan” to “preference plan”
• Update of policies and standards
• Incorporating the Parks and Recreation System Master Plan’s constellation concept
and connections
The new scoring system for the pathway preference plan is based on criteria with statistical
analysis and is no longer subjective. The 6 criteria include: connects multiple destinations,
volume of usage, connects to regional system, addresses a gap or barrier in the transportation
network, connects to transit, and connects high-density residential to transit and parks.
Freihammer provided the updated pathway plan preference list utilizing the new scoring
system. He noted that it is called a preference list and not a priority list as projects may not be
undertaken in the exact order of ranking.
Commissioner Heikkila asked if Public Works looks for “goat paths”. Staff responded that
they do look for those situations and when found they try to make the connections.
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Commissioner Heikkila suggested that the public review the Pathway Master Plan document
as he feels it is very impressive how much planning goes into the pathways in the
community.
Commissioner Bole commented on the current state of some pathways. Staff confirmed that
the pathways are regularly swept and that all pathways are assessed for condition every 4
years.
6) DISCUSS AND PREPARE FOR JOINT MEETING WITH THE CITY COUNCIL
Chair O’Brien provided an overview of what was discussed at the 2017 joint meeting,
including the deer reduction effort and Emerald Ash Borer (EAB).
The Commission reviewed and modified the Request for City Council Action (RCA) report
for the joint meeting and discussed what specifically to highlight for the City Council.
Discussion included:
• Commissioner Stoner suggested expanding the outreach concept to 1716 Marion
Street and suggested adding “promoting parks and recreation opportunities in diverse
communities” under the short term “what’s next” section
• The Commission agreed to move “add unique components and play opportunities”
under the short term “what’s next” section with a specific reference to the youth
pump track bike course at Autumn Grove
• Commissioner Warzecha agreed to highlight Emerald Ash Borer (EAB).
• Commissioner Heikkila suggested having an EAB campaign similar to St. Paul, who
wraps Ash Trees with green flags to inform residents of which trees are Ash and to
help identify that those trees will be removed
• Chair O’Brien proposed that Darrell could present on the upcoming bonding effort to
the City Council (if he was agreeable). She also suggested adding a summary of park
building usage to the RCA
• Chair O’Brien agreed to speak on the “what’s next” section
The Commission confirmed that the attachments to the RCA should include the: EAB
Report, Parks and Recreation Commission Primer, Cedarholm Community Building Open
House Flyer and the 2017 Park Building Usage.
The Commission agreed to gather at 6:30p.m. in the Hawthorne Room at City Hall prior to
the June 18, 2018 joint meeting with the City Council.
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7) ONGOING TOPICS
a) Cedarholm Community Building Replacement
Everyone is invited to attend the Cedarholm Community Building Open House from 6p.m. to
8p.m. on June 22nd.
8) STAFF REPORT
• Rosefest information and recreation activities are available online
• Taste of Rosefest at Muriel Sahlin Arboretum on June 21 from 5p.m.-8p.m.
• June 16 – Natural Resource Renewal Event at Lexington Park – Raingarden
Maintenance (10:00a.m.-12:00p.m.)
• Matt Johnson has filled the position of Assistant Director for Roseville Parks and
Recreation
• Deer Reduction program specifics will be identified with the USDA in August/
September 2018
• Marion and Cleveland projects are continuing with surveys. Staff anticipates
community builds scheduled in fall 2018
• Stantec has provided a preliminary report for the Minnesota Guidant John Rose
OVAL
9) OTHER
Meeting adjourned at 8:27 pm
Respectfully Submitted,
Danielle Christensen, Department Assistant
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ROSEVILLE PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION
DRAFT MEETING MINUTES FOR SPECIAL MEETING
July 12, 2018 6:30pm
PRESENT:
ABSENT:
STAFF:

Baggenstoss, Bole, Gelbach, Hoag, Newby, O’Brien, Stoner, Warzecha
Heikkila, Quick
Brokke

1) INTRODUCTIONS
2) ROLL CALL/PUBLIC COMMENT
3) PARK DEDICATION – MIDLAND CREST (2237 WEST CLEVELAND DR.)
Staff relayed that tonight’s special meeting of the Parks and Recreation Commission was
called in order to discuss and make a recommendation on a time sensitive Park Dedication
proposal at 2237 West Cleveland Drive.
Staff provided an overview of the property, its location and the specific proposal. The
proposed development would combine three existing parcels into a five lot subdivision with
an out lot in the rear to help capture storm water.
Staff refreshed the Commission on the various strategies outlined in the Park and Recreation
System Master Plan (Master Plan) to enhance Parks and Recreation opportunities in SW
Roseville.
The Park Dedication cash amount would be $8,000 and the land amount would be .21 acres.
As a size comparison reference, the parcel purchased for parkland at the corner of Cleveland
and County Rd. B is .79 acres.
The Commission discussed the option for land, including the potential limited use of a .21
sized park and the difficulty in reaching that specific area of SW Roseville.
Chair O’Brien asked if any discussions regarding Park Dedication land had happened with
the developer. Staff responded that it was mentioned that they may not be able to move
forward with the development if the land option is exercised.
The Commission discussed the need to be very mindful on these types of opportunities and
thoroughly consider the overall benefits to the park system but not to just accept anything in
order to satisfy the general lack of Park and Recreation opportunities identified in the Master
Plan.
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Commissioner Stoner asked why the Park Dedication amount could only be collected for
additional lots created. Staff responded that it is consistent with legal requirements.
Chair O’Brien questioned if there is any indication on how the neighbors feel about a park at
this location. Staff responded that specific outreach for this particular site has not been done
to assess interest or gather feelings.
The Commission discussed the small size of a potential park versus a cash recommendation
that could be used towards improving parks or purchasing a larger park in the SW area. The
need to keep looking for opportunities in the SW area of Roseville was emphasized.
Commissioner Stoner suggested a potential larger strategy for SW Roseville that would
combine smaller parcels in the future.
Commissioners Recommendation: Commissioner Bole moved to recommend to the City
Council that they accept the cash option in the amount of $8,000 to satisfy the Park
Dedication requirement for the Midland Crest Development. Commissioner Hoag seconds.
Motion passed unanimously.
4) ONGOING TOPICS
a) UPDATE ON CLEVELAND AVENUE AND MARION STREET PARK SITES
AND NAMES
The Commission was provided a list of community recommended names for the new parks
located at 2134 Cleveland Ave. and 1716 Marion Street.
The construction documents have been finalized. Much of the work on the parks will be
completed in house and also utilizing the community build approach. However, there are
some areas that will require a contractor. Bid documents have been sent out.
It is anticipated that community involvement in appropriate areas for building the parks will
occur in September and October, 2018.
Vice-Chair Baggenstoss asked for clarification if the Commission could choose a name
outside of the list of community recommendations. Also, he requested the names be added to
the Parks and Recreation website to allow the public access. Staff confirmed that the
Commission could recommend a name that had not been previously suggested and that the
list will be added to the website.
Chair O’Brien encouraged Commissioners to come to the August meeting prepared for a
robust naming discussion. She also thanked those members of the Community who have
submitted names and encouraged the submittal of additional name suggestions.
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Meeting adjourned at 7:04 pm
Respectfully Submitted,
Danielle Christensen, Department Assistant
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ROSEVILLE PARKS & RECREATION

CEDARHOLM GOLF COURSE & COMMUNITY BUILDING:
From Aging Clubhouse to Welcoming Community Facility

LONNIE BROKKE
2660 CIVIC CENTER DRIVE, ROSEVILLE
651-792-7101
LONNIE.BROKKE@CITYOFROSEVILLE.COM

2017 MRPA
AWARD OF EXCELLENCE
APPLICATION
Category: Park & Facilities
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Roseville Parks & Recreation is proud to submit Cedarholm Golf Course & Community Building: From Aging
Clubhouse to Welcoming Community Facility (Cedarholm Community Building project) for consideration in the
Park & Facility category of the 2017 MRPA Award of Excellence.
What makes the Cedarholm Community Building project an Award of Excellence candidate?
• This project is unique & deserving because of its community driven nature that melded;
o the direction & support of forward thinking decision makers,
o the energy, passion & ambition of many who look to preserve local green space & a longstanding recreation amenities, and
o an opportunity to fulfill community interests & bridge an operational gap.
• The Cedarholm Community Building project aligns with the seven identified selection criterion.
o Planning Process: A 360° planning process.
 Four years of Council, Commission & Community review, planning & evaluation
 A full year of evaluation & visioning by the 27 member Advisory Team resulting in vetted
recommendations being approved by Council.
 Department-wide support of Council, Commission, Community & Committee efforts
o Funding Plan: Capitalized on a window of opportunity.
 Multiple funding sources
 Supported & recommended by Roseville Finance Commission
 Minimal tax support
o Level of Collaboration: Wide-reaching support, partnerships & contributions.
 Multiple City departments, community at-large, user groups, industry professionals,
community, school district & county officials.
o Community Support: Support from all corners of the community.
 Roseville rallied to preserve community assets, protect its local green spaces & natural
resources & invest in its future.
o Originality/design: A broad community, recreation perspective.
 Community leaders looked beyond current industry trends that have influenced
municipal golf course operations & instead, embraced the opportunity to sustain
community resources, bolster community facilities & acknowledge community interest
& support.
o Evaluation Process: Multifaceted & ongoing.
 Evaluation tools documented the community support & interest, which warranted a
Council response & resulted in a charge for staff to facilitate the process.
o Benefit/impact: Forward thinking, system gaps filled, opportunities provided.
 Added community amenity providing expanded community opportunities to gather &
recreate.
 Increased revenue opportunities in support of golf operations.
 Preserved park & open space for future generations.
 Supported long-standing recreation facility.
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2017 Award of Excellence
Roseville Parks & Recreation

Planning Process:
It has been a long road of community engagement, planning & development, industry expertise, & local
leadership that led to the authorization & realization of the Cedarholm Community Building project. We are
excited to take an aging golf course clubhouse & rebuild/repurpose the facility into a welcoming community
building.
Project milestones include:
• 2014: City Council, Parks & Recreation Commission explore needs & considerations.
Due to increased capital needs & the clubhouse facility becoming more functionally obsolete, the
Roseville City Council (Council) & the Parks & Recreation Commission (Commission) began
evaluating/considering Cedarholm Clubhouse needs. The Council directed Commissioners to work with
staff to review current & future operations, as well as capital needs of the Golf Course & provide
recommendations. During the Commission’s review & evaluation of Cedarholm’s operations &
infrastructure conditions, discussions centered on whether it made sense to address capital needs by
repairing, renovating or replacing the 55-year-old structure to meet current & future needs.
•

2015: Preliminary work, fact finding & project option development.
A year-long, Commission led process ensued to evaluate facility operations, appraise facility conditions,
analyze the local golf industry, engage the Finance Commission & create a preliminary vision for the
future of the Golf Course site.
o April: Commission introduced to Cedarholm’s 50-year history & reviewed current golf
operations
o April & May: Commissioners toured Cedarholm site & continued expanded the discussion of
past & current golf operations & financials
o June: Commission established a 3-member task force to lead the information gathering &
information sharing process
o June: Joint City Council & Parks & Recreation Commission resulted in Council direction;
 Gain a better understanding of what improvements are needed
 Gain a better understanding of golf opportunities
 Identify options & cost estimates
 Work with the Finance Commission to explore financial considerations
o November: Joint City Council & Parks & Recreation Commission meeting
 Commission addressed Council’s June direction & arrived at four options for
replacing/improving the Cedarholm Clubhouse.
 Council requested the Parks & Recreation Commission engage the community to
analyze the replacement of the Cedarholm Clubhouse & maintain Community green
space to serve current golf needs & future community needs. The Council directed the
commission to consider funding options for the replacement & report back with
recommendations.
 Following the November meeting, Commissioners worked with staff to develop an
approach for engaging the community in discussion to evaluate the clubhouse &
maintain community green space to serve current golf needs & future community
needs.
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•

2016: Community engagement, analysis & recommendations.
o January : Joint City Council & Parks & Recreation Commission meeting
 Council unanimously approved Commission’s recommended engagement process for
exploring all aspects of replacing the Clubhouse with a Community Building. The process
recommended a 14-member Resident Advisory Team & a 6-month timeline to review,
analyze, discuss, engage the community & make recommendations to the City Council.
o

March: An Advisory Team made up of Roseville Residents gathered to provide well-considered
information & strategic advice to the Roseville Parks & Recreation Commission & City Council.
 The original recommendation was a fourteen-person Advisory Team, however, due to a
strong interest; all applicants were included in the active group. The Advisory Team met
on nine, publicly noticed occasions.
 Throughout the process, the Advisory Team met with local golf industry professionals,
participated in-group exercises that encouraged creative, forward thinking & openly
discussed needs, options & possibilities.
 The Advisory Team meeting schedule followed a progression of golf operation themes
to facilitate round-table discussions & formulate recommendations.
• March 17: Cedarholm Background Information & History
• April 28: Local Golf Industry Professionals Panel
• May 12: Partnerships & Other Users: Current & Potential
• May 19: Function& Uses: Current & Potential
• June 9: Funding Options
• July 14: Findings Discussion & Report Development
• August 1: Sub-Committee Meeting: Review Preliminary Draft
• August 11: Draft Report Review
• August 16: Report Review & Community Open House/Presentation

o

September: Council accepted Advisory Team’s final report & recommendations;
 Replace the clubhouse with a new community building
 Use identified funding options to support the capital needs of the Community Building
with minimal to no tax support
 Plan for supporting infrastructure
October: Council approved design development & construction estimates contracted services

o
•

2017: Final Approvals & Construction.
o January – May: Design development & cost estimate work
o June: Council Authorized Construction Bidding
o September: Construction began
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Funding Plan:
For the first 2-years (2014 & 15) the golf operation discussions & project planning was done without a financial
plan or commitment. Community leaders were looking to base their decision on a complete operational analysis,
industry & trend review, extensive community engagement & fully vetted funding options.
The approved funding plan was arrived upon after many tough conversations, thorough accounting & the
collaborative efforts by Council, City Administration, Finance Director, Finance Commission, Advisory Team,
Parks & Recreation Commission & Parks & Recreation Staff.
Funding for the $2.9M project came together using a variety of funding options. The funding plan capitalized on
a window of opportunity that provided funding from the following sources & required minimal tax support.
• Park Dedication Fees (40%)
• Street Infrastructure Funds (35%)
• Golf Course Fund Cash Reserve (10%)
• Parks & Recreation Renewal Program (10%)
• Community Partners (5%)

Collaborations:
It is widely agreed on that the Cedarholm Community Building would not have become a reality without
collaborations, partnerships & significant volunteer involvement.
A fully invested community collaboration provided the foundation, leadership, expertise & support for the
Cedarholm Community Building.
• Foundation of community leaders, residents & volunteers
o City Council, Parks & Recreation Commission, Finance Commission, Roseville Area School District
o Resident Advisory Team: 27 community members participated in 8 months of operation review,
community engagement & recommendations
o User Groups: Golfers, Historical Society, neighboring homeowners association
o Community At-Large: Over 100 community members participated in 3 community engagement
sessions
• Leadership from Roseville Parks & Recreation Commission, Advisory Team & Staff
o Parks & Recreation Commissioners served in leadership capacity throughout the process with
Parks & Recreation staff support
o Advisory Team leaders championed the process & project through Council, Commission &
Community presentations
• Expertise of Industry Professionals
o The Cities of New Brighton, Golden Valley, Brooklyn Park & Minneapolis, along with Ramsey
County shared a wealth of knowledge & valuable operational insight.
• Support from City of Roseville Colleagues
o Public Works, Finance, Administration & Community Development professionals shared
resources, expertise & efficiencies.
3
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Community Support:
Roseville demonstrated its support for the Cedarholm Community Building throughout the four-year process.
Community members became engaged, stayed engaged & grew into involved advocates.
The vision to go beyond replacing the “clubhouse” & instead, build a “community building” guided community
support. This vision aligned with the core values & key directions outlined in the department master plan:
“A variety of parks & facilities exist to accommodate the recreation needs & program opportunities in
Roseville’s parks & recreation system. Still, we might see changes as the system strives to accommodate
new uses & users. Ultimately, a variety of facilities & wide range of programs will be needed to serve the
community.”
During Advisory Team exercises, presentations & exploration it became obvious this was an opportunity to fill a
community facility gap in the parks & recreation system, preserve green space & bolster a valued local amenity.
This project was destined for a heightened sense of ownership from the on-set, the community was involved in
leadership capacities, engaged & informed, & recognized & supported. Beyond the extensive involvement
throughout the planning process, our community supported the project with:
• financial contributions to upgrade amenities,
• professional expertise to enhance operations,
• inter-agency assistance maximize resources.

Originality/Design:
In general, replacing an aging facility may not be a unique or original concept. Nevertheless, the Cedarholm
Community Building project brings characteristics, initiatives & opportunities that are original & unique to our
community.
• A successful planning & development process was initiated, led & championed by community
members.
• A focused initiative developed to protect a community golf/recreation amenity during a time when the
industry trend is to repurpose these types of sites or contract services to others.
• The process & project challenged staff to expand operations & serve a broader clientele base.
• Volunteers moved the project concept from operations discussions & information sharing, industry
analysis & project proposals with no funding plan, to a fully funded project with minimal tax impact.
The Cedarholm Community Building incorporated design considerations addressing environmental factors,
architectural character & community interests.
• Roseville is committed to using green design when possible.
o All wood for the project is from a Certified Lumber Provider.
This means the wood is supplied by a responsibly managed
forest. Responsible forest management involves;
 Protecting fragile ecosystems
 Respecting native cultures & economies
 Preventing illegal logging
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Restricting clear-cutting (removal of all trees in a tract & pesticide use
Monitoring the “chain of custody”, or ensuring the wood used in the project came from
the forest that was certified
o One inch, tempered glass used throughout the building to support temperature control systems
& protect the building integrity from golf balls.
o Parking lot incorporated permeable pavement to improve water quality as part of a sustainable
effort.
Complimentary architectural design blends into the surrounding “neighborhoodscape” & aligns with the
over-all community style.
Expanded community spaces provide a year-round gathering place for the greater community & not just
the “golf” community.



•
•

Evaluation Method:
Like much of the earlier criteria, there are a variety of evaluation tools & methods used to gauge the success of
the Cedarholm Community Building project.
Community response & participation levels are the obvious starting points
for summarizing evaluation methods. The Cedarholm Community Building
project experienced steady growth in community involvement from the onset.
Community engagement came in all durations, from those that were involved
from start to finish (a more than 4-year commitment) to those that attended
a single input session to learn about the project, provide feedback or share
expertise.
Council, Commission & Administration recognition is a significant evaluation tool.
Commissioners held leadership roles throughout the process & took ownership of
providing consistent lines of communication with the Council & the Community.
City Administration directed the resource package to support the project.
Commission & Advisory Team research & analysis paralleled meeting themes &
reporting topics including industry trends & forecasts, operational practices &
community aspirations. Evaluation of sizes, uses, conditions, costs, interest,
opportunities all contributed to project development & approval.
Performance based review by the volunteer leadership team led to extensive
financial, operational & community impact reporting. The performance review
delved into the past 10-years of golf operations & projected performance
expectation for a like futures cycle that includes expanded & complementary use.
Performance findings equally contributed to the project development & approval.
Evaluation findings were documented in the Cedarholm Clubhouse Advisory
Team Final Report. This report was accepted by the Roseville City Council &
served as a significant tool in the overall process.
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Benefit/Impact:
•
•

•

•
•

Additional Parks & Recreation System amenity that aligns with Parks & Recreation Master Plan priorities.
o Mid-sized (up to 150 guests) community room
Increased community space & expanded food & beverage service symbolically rolls out the “welcome
mat” to segments of the community who would not visit a golf based facility.
o Added revenue stream from year-round rental facility and food & beverage service will
supplement golf operations.
Significant, non-tax based, investment secures the 22-acre green space as “parkland” for future
generations.
o Preserved a 50-year old community recreation legacy.
o Design capitalized on picturesque vistas & the feeling on solitude even though the site is
bordered by four major roadways.
New recreation programming space provides additional opportunities for an already robust recreation
division.
Shining example for the power of a strong community voice. This was a project championed by many
facets of the community, supported by parks & Recreation staff & fulfilled by government leaders.
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION
Date:
Item No.:
Department Approval

Item Description:

1
2
3
4
5
6
7

7/09/2018
7.a

City Manager Approval

Accept the 2018 Community Survey and Analysis by William Morris and
Peter Leatherman

BACKGROUND
Earlier this year, the City Council authorized staff to retain the Morris Leatherman Company to
conduct a survey of Roseville residents. The 400-person random sample phone survey of 120
questions was conducted between April 10 and April 25, 2018. After survey data was entered and
coded, the survey results and an executive summary were provided to the city. Bill Morris and
Peter Leatherman of the Morris Leatherman Company will provide a complete presentation of the
survey results, including an in-depth analysis of the data.

8
9
10
11

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Receive presentation of survey findings by the Morris Leatherman Company and accept the 2018
community survey.
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REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION
No action is required. Material is provide for informational purposes.
Prepared by:
Attachments:

Garry Bowman, Communications Manager
A: Executive Summary – 2018 City of Roseville Report of Findings
B: 2018 City of Roseville Survey and Results

Page 1 of 1

Attachment A

The Morris Leatherman Company
2018 Findings and Implications
City of Roseville
Quality of Life Issues:
Ninety-five percent rate their quality of life as either “excellent” or “good.” In fact, a very high
45% deem it “excellent.” Only five percent rate the quality of life lower. The overall positive
rating is at the top of suburban communities, while the “excellent” rating remains among the top
five communities in the Metropolitan Area.
At 19% and 17%, respectively, “strong neighborhood/good housing” and “closeness to family”
lead the list of attributes people like most about living in the community. “Safe community” is
third, at 13%, followed by “closeness to job” and “friendly people,” each at 12%. “close to job.”
The most serious issues facing the city remain “rising crime” at 22%, up nine percent in two
years. “High taxes” ranks next at 17%. Fifteen percent point to “aging population,” while ten
percent cite “aging infrastructure.” A “booster” group of 17%, one-half of the 2016 result, says
there are “no” serious issues facing the community; while significantly lower than two years ago,
is still twice as high as the Metropolitan Area suburb.
Eighty-three percent think things in Roseville are generally headed in the “right direction.” But,
15% regard things are “off on the wrong track,” a five-fold increase in two years. This is
primarily due to perceptions of “rising crime” in the community. Secondary factors contributing
to the increase include “poor City spending,” “high taxes,” and “growing diversity.”
A very high rating of 87% of the sample report the general sense of community in the City of
Roseville is “very strong” or “somewhat strong”; twelve percent rate it lower. Seventeen percent
report a closer connection to the City of Roseville “as a whole,” a decrease of eight percent since
the last study, while 30% have a closer connection to their “neighborhood,” also down 18% in
two years. Six percent report a closer connection to the “School District”; fifteen percent, triple
the 2016 level, to their “church; eleven percent, almost triple the 2016 level, to their
“workplace”; and, 22%, up 10% since the last study, to their “family and friends.” Intermediary
institutions and social precincts are replacing geography as cohesive forces. An almostunanimous 98% feel “accepted” in the City of Roseville.
In thinking about a city’s quality of life, 39%, up 14% in two years, feel the most important
aspect is “safety.” Eighteen percent point to “sense of community,” 17% cite “good schools,”
and nine percent, down nine percent in two years, point to the “upkeep of the city.” Nineteen
percent, an increase of six percent in two years, believe “lower taxes” and 17% feel the same
about “better roads” as aspects of the city which need to be fixed or improved in the future.
Eleven percent each cite “more public transit” or “more senior housing.” But, 17%, a decrease
of 22% in two years, think there is “nothing” or are unsure about anything needing fixing or
improving. Forty-one percent, a decline of 18% since the 2016 study, believe there is “nothing”
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or are unsure about anything currently missing from the community which, if present, could
greatly improve the quality of life for residents. Sixteen percent each would like to see “more
public transportation” or “more sidewalks,” and 13%, almost double the 2016 level, would like
to see “more jobs.”

Community Characteristics:
In assessing the one or two most important characteristics of a high quality of life community,
59%, up six percent since the last study, point to “low crime rate” and 42% choose “good school
system.” This continues the order of the top two choices two years ago. Twenty-two percent
pick “job opportunities,” and 21%, select “sense of community.” “Low property taxes” dropped
from 21% to 11%, and “well-maintained properties” declined from 27% to 14%. There are four
characteristics moderate percentages consider to be of least importance: “variety of shopping
opportunities,” chosen by 19%, “variety of park and recreation opportunities,” at 12%, “sense of
community,” at 11%, and “community events and festivals,” at 10%.
When examining the number or quantity of various community characteristics, majorities of
residents think Roseville has “about the right amount” of 10 of 12 discussed. In the two cases
where opinions are more skewed in one direction or the other, residents tend to see “too many”
affordable rental units and “too few” assisted living facilities for seniors. The 10 attributes
posting higher levels of agreement about sufficient current numbers are: market rate rental units,
condominiums, townhomes, affordable owner-occupied housing, “move up” housing, higher cost
housing, parks and open space, trails and bikeways, service and retail establishments, and
entertainment and dining opportunities.
Eighty-seven percent, seven percent lower than the 2016 study, are either “very committed” or
“somewhat committed” to stay in Roseville if they were going to move from their current home
to upgrade. Just as impressive, 88%, a six percent decrease, are committed to stay in the city if
they were going to move from their current home for downsizing. While most of the small
number of residents who are not “committed” to stay in the city report there is nothing missing
or could be improved to make them more committed to stay, about 12% each would like to see
expanded choices in senior housing, affordable housing, and public transit.

City Services:
In evaluating specific city services, the mean approval rating is 85.8%, a significant 4.6%
decrease over the 2016 level. If we consider only residents holding opinions, the mean score is a
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higher 90.8%, again well within the top 10% of summary ratings in the Metropolitan Area. Over
95% rate police protection, fire protection, emergency medical services, sewer and water,
building inspections, and code enforcement as either “excellent” or “good.” Between 90% and
94% favorably rate drainage and flood control, animal control, and pathway repair and
maintenance in the parks. Between 83% and 89% similarly rate snow plowing, trail and pathway
plowing in parks, trail and pathway plowing in neighborhoods, and pathway repair and
maintenance in neighborhoods. The only outlier: fifty-eight percent rate street repair and
maintenance favorably, while 42% rate it unfavorably. This service rating is below the
Metropolitan Area norm. The decrease in the average rating can be attributed to aspects of snow
plowing and a significant drop in the rating of city street repair and maintenance. In addition,
concern about flooding became a more intense concern in this study.

Property Taxes:
Roseville residents became more fiscally conservative during the past two years. Fifty-three
percent, a nine percent increase since the last study, think their property taxes are “high” in
comparison with neighboring suburban communities, while 34%, a nine percent decrease, see
them as “about average.” Eighty-five percent, a nine percent decrease, view city services as
either an “excellent” or a “good” value for the property taxes paid; this endorsement level
continues to place Roseville within the top quartile of Metropolitan Area suburbs. While 51% of
the sample would oppose an increase in their city property taxes to maintain city services at their
current level, 35% would support an increase under these circumstances; this split dramatically
reverses the 2016 majority, 58%-38%, supporting this type of tax increase.
Solid majorities endorse the City continuing to invest in long-term infrastructure projects. By an
99%-1% margin, residents support investing in city roads. A 94%-4% majority favors
investments in water and sewer pipes, and an 83%-16% majority feels the same about city
buildings. An 82%-18% majority is in favor of continued investment in pedestrian pathways,
and a 75%-25% majority endorses continued investments in bikeways. Overall, the average
change in support in comparison with the 2016 study is +5.4%, reflecting the growing consensus
in favor of long-term investments during the past four years.

City Government and Staff:
Respondents give the Mayor and Council a job approval rating of 82%, down 11% in two years,
and a disapproval rating of 17%. The current almost five-to-one approval-to-disapproval rating
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of the Mayor and City Council remains among the top quartile of ratings in the Metropolitan
Area suburbs.
Citizen empowerment is still high but shows a decline in the two-year interim between studies.
The number of residents -- 26% – who feel they could not have a say about the way the City of
Roseville runs things is at the suburban norm. This level of alienation is 12% higher than the
2016 level. The source of disapproval is fiscal: “poor spending decisions” and “high taxes.”
Overall, the inability to influence decision-makers is not now a major issue but appears to be a
growing concern.
Residents award the City Staff a job approval rating of 93% and a disapproval rating of only four
percent. Both the absolute level of approval and the 23-to-1 ratio of approval-to-disapproval are
also among the top in the Metropolitan Area suburbs.

Neighborhoods and Businesses:
Ninety-seven percent rate the general appearance of the community as either “excellent” or
“good”; only three percent are more critical in their evaluations. “Messy yards” is the chief
complaint of the small number posting a negative judgment. Over the past two years, 65% think
the appearance of Roseville “remained about the same,” while 29% see an “improvement,” and
only six percent, a “decline.” Code enforcement is also highly rated: 94% award this service
either an “excellent” or “good” rating; only six percent are more critical, focusing on “messy
yards,” “junk cars” and “loose animals.” Only 45% are aware Roseville offers a housing program
for residential home improvements and foreclosure protection.

Garbage Collection:
By a narrow 42%-37% margin, residents oppose the City of Roseville changing from the current
system, in which residents may choose from several different haulers, to a system where the City
chooses a hauler or set of haulers for their area; thirteen percent strongly favor this change, while
18% strongly oppose it. A sizable 22% are unsure.
Supporters of the change base their decision primarily on “less truck traffic.” Opponents cite
“want to choose my own hauler,” “like current hauler,” and “competition creates lower cost.”
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Curbside Recycling:
Seventy-five percent participate in the curbside recycling program by separating recyclable items
from the rest of their garbage. The 25% who do not participate indicate they “rent,” “don’t have
enough waste,” “consider it a hassle,” and “their association does that.” Most program
participants, 84%, put their recyclables out for collection every two weeks; fourteen percent do
so monthly. By a 49%-47% split, participants narrowly support a change to a weekly collection
schedule for recyclables. When changes or improvements are discussed only one suggestion is
made by many current participants: fifteen percent would like “bigger containers.”
By a 42%-39% margin, residents narrowly oppose a curbside collection program for
compostable waste for an additional fee. The main reasons for opposition are the “additional
cost,” “smell,” and “not enough waste to be useful,” while the main reason for support is
“general environmental benefits.” If a curbside collection program for compostable waste were
available, 31%, down 19% in two years, of the households surveyed would be at least
“somewhat likely” to participate; but, using standard market projection techniques, only 11%
would participate in the new program.
As an alternative to a curbside collection system for compostable waste, only 15% are either
“very likely” or “somewhat likely” to use a central drop-off location; using standard market
projection techniques, only five percent of Roseville households would be expected to use the
central location. “Likely users” report they would expect to use the site about “once every other
week.”

Public Safety:
In rating the seriousness of public safety concerns in the City of Roseville, 20% think “drugs”
and 19% each feel “youth crimes and vandalism” or “traffic speeding” are the greatest concern.
Fifteen percent feel similarly about “business crimes, such as shoplifting and check fraud.” As
in the earlier 2014 and 2016 studies, no one category clearly dominates. But, only seven percent
consider none of these as serious concerns, one-third of the level in the survey taken two years
ago.
Eighty-one percent, down nine percent since the 2016 study, rate the amount of police patrolling
in their neighborhood as “about the right amount,” while 15%, twice the 2016 level, think it is
“not enough,” and four percent see “too much.”
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Parks and Recreation:
Ninety-five percent rate the park and recreation facilities in Roseville as either “excellent” or
“good.” Only three percent are more critical. Among the City’s recreational facilities, 33% most
frequently use “trails,” 29% most often use “neighborhood parks,” and 11% most frequently use
“athletic facilities.” But, 28% of the City’s households do not use any of these facilities. Ninetyfive percent highly rate the upkeep and maintenance of Roseville City Parks; only three percent
are more critical in their judgments.
Forty-one percent again report household participation in a city-sponsored park and recreation
program. While a large majority have no suggestions for offering new or expanding current park
and recreation programs, fifteen percent support offering “more events in the parks – either
concerts/movies or fitness.”
Forty-seven percent, up 21%, report household members use the trail system at least once per
week; twenty-two percent, one-half the 2016 level, do so several times a monthly or just
monthly; and, 10% are less frequent trail users. Twenty-one percent report no one in their
household uses the trails at all. In prioritizing expansions or improvements of the City’s trail
system, 35% each pick “construction of trails connecting the neighborhood and shopping and
business areas” or “construction of trails connecting neighborhoods and parks.” Twenty-four
percent choose “construction of additional trails for exercise within parks.”
Eighty-nine percent, an increase of ten percent since the 2016 study, are aware the City opened
new park buildings at Autumn Grove, Lexington, Rosebrook, Oasis, Sandcastle and Villa Parks.
Fifty-four percent of the sample visited or used one of the new park buildings. Among the 46%
not visiting a new park building, 36% report “they have no time or are too busy,” 23% report
“age or health issues,” and 22% have “no interest.” But, 99% of park building visitors rate their
experience as either “excellent” or “good,” and an emphatic 98% would consider using one of
the new park buildings again in the future. A nearly-unanimous 99% feel the current mix of
recreational or sports facilities meets the needs of members of their household.

Communications Items:
The City Newsletter and the City website are the most often indicated primary sources of
information about the community, at 38% and 36%, respectively. The local newspaper ranks
third, at 10%. The “grapevine” is relied upon by four percent of the sample, one-half of the 2016
level. Preferred sources of information about City Government and its activities are somewhat
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different from the existing communications pattern. This time, the City website and City
publications and newsletters are at the top of the list, at 27% and 26%, respectively. Fourteen
percent each choose “mailings to their home” or “e-mail.”
Eighty-two percent receive the “Roseville City News,” and 93% of this group regularly read it.
The reach of the publication is 76% of the community’s households, up five percent in two years.
The newsletter’s effectiveness as an information channel is moderately rated: eighty-four
percent, down seven percent since the 2016 study, highly rate its effectiveness in keeping them
informed about activities in the city.
Social media usage among Roseville residents continues to increase. Eighty-seven percent use
“e-mail,” 75% use Facebook, and 62% access the “City website.” Forty-four percent use
“YouTube,” 32% tweet, and 31% use “Nextdoor.” And, 15% report using other social media
sites. Over 60% of the users of five social media sources would be likely to use each to obtain
City information: the “City website,” at 98%, “Nextdoor,” at 90%, other social media sites, at
87%, “e-mail,” at 70%, and “Facebook,” at 64%.
Ninety-two percent rate the City’s overall performance in communicating key local issues to
residents as either “excellent” or “good.” Only eight percent are more critical in their
evaluations. This rating is also among the top three in the Metropolitan Area.

Conclusions:
The key issue currently facing decision-makers is addressing perceptions about “rising crime,”
particularly “drugs” and “youth crimes and vandalism.” Concerns about crime in Roseville are
beginning to erode the high levels of approval and support for the quality of life, fiscal
management of the community, direction of the city, tax tolerance, government job ratings, and
sense of community. Since 39% rate “safety” as the most important aspect of city’s future
quality of life, “crime”— together with its prevention and reduction – should be given a high
place in the discussion of issues, policies, and resource allocation. At the same time, judgments
of City property tax levels have become more negative during the past two years, creating a more
limiting factor in using additional funds to augment and expand services.
Community development efforts should again focus on helping seniors stay in the community,
since moderate concerns continue about the lack of assisted living opportunities for seniors. This
perception is in line with the very high levels of commitment to staying in the city if residents
moved from their current homes. Surprisingly, there is also growing concern about the
sufficiency of entertainment and dining opportunities in the community.
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The parks and recreation system remain the “crown jewel” in the City’s quality of life. Usage is
still higher than expected viewed against the demography of the community. The new park
buildings are very well-received by the public. Trails and neighborhood parks play an unusually
large and growing role in city life, acting as key ingredients in the strong sense of community.
No strong consensus is present on future city trails and sidewalk expansions: thirty-five percent
each support the construction of trails connecting neighborhoods and parks, the same percent
favor the construction of trails connecting neighborhoods and shopping/business areas, and 24%
would prioritize the construction of additional trails for exercise within parks.
Information levels about City Government activities are still high in comparison with
neighboring communities. Even though some slippage occurred during the past two years,
traceable to concerns about crime, positive ratings of both the Mayor, City Council and City
Staff are at the top of the Metropolitan Area. “Roseville City News,” the city’s newsletter, and
the City website are very well used and exceptionally well regarded. In fact, the City newsletter
still possesses a higher readership and effectiveness ratings than most peer communities.
In past studies, citizens were clearly enthusiastic about their City. While continuing to have a
larger “City Booster” core than other communities, the perception of “rising crime” has shrunk
this reservoir of goodwill. To regain the core of loyalty, though, decision-makers will both need
to tackle these perceptions as well as clearly communicate rationales and expected outcomes
from crime-related policies.

City Demographics:
Roseville remains a demographically balanced first-ring suburban community but showing more
generational change and somewhat greater diversity than in the 2016 study. The median
longevity of adult residents is 12.3 years, down 0.7 years since the last study. Twenty-four
percent of the sample report moving to the city during the past five years, while 33% are there
for more than two decades. Nine percent report they will move in the next five years, about onehalf the 2016 level; in contrast, 81% have no plans to leave during the next ten years.
Twenty-four percent of city households classify themselves as “single, no other family at home,”
down nine percent in two years. Seven percent are “single parents with children at home.”
Nineteen percent are “married or partnered, with children at home.” Forty-seven percent are
“married or partnered with no children or no children at home,” up six percent since the 2016
study. Sixty-three percent classify themselves as “White,” down eight percent in two years.
Twelve percent are “African-American,” and ten percent are “Asian-Pacific Islanders.” Five
percent are “Hispanic-Latino.” Two percent classify themselves as “Native American,” while
eight percent are “mixed/bi-racial.”
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Twenty-five percent of Roseville households contain residents over 65 years old. Twenty-six
percent report the presence of adults between the ages of 50 and 64; sixty-three percent contain
adults between the ages of 18 and 49. Twenty-seven percent of the households contain
school-aged children or preschoolers. Sixty-one percent own their current homes, down five
percent since the last study, while 38% rent.
The average age of respondents is 49.1 years old. Thirty-eight percent of the sample fall into the
over 55 years age range, while 23% are less than 35 years old. Women outnumber men by four
percent in the sample. Fifteen percent live north of Highway 36 and west of Snelling Avenue.
Forty-five percent reside north of Highway 36 and east of Snelling Avenue. Twenty-five percent
are south of Highway 36 and east of Snelling Avenue, while 15% live south of Highway 36 and
west of Snelling Avenue.

9

Attachment B

THE MORRIS LEATHERMAN COMPANY
3128 Dean Court
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55416

City of Roseville
Residential Survey
FINAL APRIL 2018

Hello, I'm ________ of the Morris Leatherman Company, a polling
firm located in Minneapolis. We have been retained by the City of
Roseville to speak with a random sample of residents about
issues facing the community. This survey is being conducted
because the City Council and City Staff are interested in your
opinions and suggestions about current and future city needs. I
want to assure you that all individual responses will be held
strictly confidential; only summaries of the entire sample will
be reported.
1.

Approximately how many years have
you lived in Roseville?

LESS THAN TWO YEARS.....9%
TWO TO FIVE YEARS......15%
FIVE TO TEN YEARS......22%
TEN TO TWENTY YEARS....22%
20 TO 30 YEARS.........17%
OVER THIRTY YEARS......16%
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED......0%

2.

As things stand now, how long in
the future do you expect to live
in Roseville?

LESS THAN TWO YEARS.....2%
TWO TO FIVE YEARS.......7%
SIX TO TEN YEARS.......11%
OVER TEN YEARS.........73%
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED......8%

3.

How would you rate the quality of
life in Roseville – excellent,
good, only fair, or poor?

EXCELLENT..............45%
GOOD...................50%
ONLY FAIR...............5%
POOR....................0%
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED......0%

4.

What do you like most, if anything, about living in Roseville?

DON’T KNOW/REFUSED......0%
NOTHING.................0%
CONVENIENT LOCATION.....2%
NEIGHBORHOOD/HOUSING...19%
SAFE...................15%
FRIENDLY PEOPLE........12%
CLOSE TO FAMILY........17%
CLOSE TO JOB...........12%
SCHOOLS.................6%
PARKS/TRAILS............3%
SHOPPING................4%
QUIET AND PEACEFUL......9%
SCATTERED...............2%
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5.

What do you think is the most
serious issue facing Roseville
today?

DON’T KNOW/REFUSED......3%
NOTHING................17%
HIGH TAXES.............17%
RISING CRIME...........22%
POOR CITY SPENDING......2%
LACK OF JOBS/BUSINESS...4%
AGING POPULATION.......15%
AGING INFRASTRUCTURE...10%
STREET REPAIR...........7%
SCATTERED...............4%

6.

All in all, do you think things in RIGHT DIRECTION........83%
Roseville are generally headed in WRONG TRACK............15%
the right direction, or do you
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED......2%
feel things are off on the wrong
track?
IF "WRONG TRACK," ASK: (N=60)
7.

Please tell me why you feel
things have gotten off on
the wrong track?

DON’T KNOW/REFUSED......0%
HIGH TAXES.............15%
POOR CITY SPENDING.....18%
STREET REPAIR...........3%
RISING CRIME...........42%
GROWING DIVERSITY......13%
TOO MUCH RETAIL.........3%
SCATTERED...............5%

8.

How would you rate the sense of
community identity among residents
in Roseville -- would you say it
is very strong, somewhat strong,
not too strong, or not at all
strong?

VERY STRONG............35%
SOMEWHAT STRONG........52%
NOT TOO STRONG.........12%
NOT AT ALL STRONG.......0%
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED......1%

9.

Please tell me which of the following do you feel the closest
connection to -- the City of
Roseville as a whole, your neighborhood, your School District or
something else? (IF "SOMETHING
ELSE," ASK:) What would that be?

CITY OF ROSEVILLE......17%
NEIGHBORHOOD...........30%
SCHOOL DISTRICT.........6%
CHURCH.................15%
WORKPLACE..............11%
FAMILY/FRIENDS.........22%
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED......0%

10.

Do you feel accepted in the City
of Roseville?

YES....................98%
NO......................2%
DON’T KNOW/REFUSED......0%
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IF “NO,” ASK: (N=8)
11.

Why do you feel that way?
TOO OLD, 38%;

NOT WHITE, 38%;

LOW INCOME, 25%.

Let's spend a few minutes discussing the future of the City of
Roseville.
12.

When thinking about a city's
DON’T KNOW/REFUSED......0%
quality of life, what do you think SAFETY.................39%
is the most important aspect of
SENSE OF COMMUNITY.....25%
that quality?
GOOD SCHOOLS...........11%
UPKEEP OF CITY..........9%
OPEN SPACE/NATURE.......5%
PARKS/RECREATION........2%
UPKEEP OF HOUSING.......3%
QUIET AND PEACEFUL......6%

13.

What aspects, if any, of the com- DON’T KNOW/REFUSED......3%
munity should be fixed or improved NOTHING................14%
in the future?
LOWER TAXES............19%
BETTER ROADS...........17%
MORE JOBS...............9%
MORE PUBLIC TRANSIT....11%
MORE SENIOR HOUSING....11%
LESS AFFORDABLE HOUSING.7%
SIDEWALKS...............5%
SCATTERED...............4%

14.

What, if anything, is currently
missing from the City of Roseville
which, if present, would greatly
improve the quality of life for
residents?

DON’T KNOW/REFUSED......6%
NOTHING................35%
MORE PUBLIC TRANSIT....16%
MORE JOBS..............13%
MORE ENTERTAINMENT......8%
MORE AFFORDABLE
HOUSING............7%
SIDEWALKS..............16%

I would like to read a list of characteristics others have
mentioned that indicate a city has a high quality of life.
15.

Please tell me which one you think is most important for a
city to have? (ROTATE AND READ LIST)

16.

Which is second most important? (RE-READ LIST; OMITTING FIRST
CHOICE)
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17.

Which is least important? (RE-READ LIST; OMITTING FIRST TWO
CHOICES)
MOST
SEC
LST
HIGH PROPERTY VALUES......................13%.....4%.....9%
WELL MAINTAINED PROPERTIES.................7%.....7%.....4%
LOW PROPERTY TAXES.........................3%.....8%.....8%
LOW CRIME RATE............................30%....29%.....7%
GOOD SCHOOL SYSTEM........................20%....22%.....7%
VARIETY OF SHOPPING OPPORTUNITIES..........2%.....3%....19%
VARIETY OF PARK AND RECREATION
OPPORTUNITIES.........................1%.....3%....12%
JOB OPPORTUNITIES.........................12%....10%.....9%
COMMUNITY EVENTS AND FESTIVALS.............1%.....3%....10%
SENSE OF COMMUNITY........................10%....11%....11%
ELSE.......................................1%.....0%.....0%
DON’T KNOW/REFUSED.........................0%.....1%.....5%

Let's discuss recreational opportunities in the community....
18.

How would you rate park and recreational facilities in Roseville
-- excellent, good, only fair, or
poor?

EXCELLENT..............38%
GOOD...................57%
ONLY FAIR...............3%
POOR....................0%
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED......2%

19.

Which Roseville recreation facileties, if any, do you or members of
your household use most
frequently?

DON’T KNOW/REFUSED......0%
NONE...................28%
TRAILS.................33%
NEIGHBORHOOD PARKS.....29%
ATHLETIC FACILITIES....11%

20.

How would you rate the upkeep and
maintenance of Roseville City
Parks -- excellent, good, only
fair, or poor?

EXCELLENT..............37%
GOOD...................58%
ONLY FAIR...............3%
POOR....................0%
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED......2%

21.

In the past year, have you or any YES....................41%
members of this household partici- NO.....................59%
pated in any city-sponsored park
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED......0%
and recreation programs?
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22.

Are there any park and recreation programs you would like to
see offered or expanded?
UNSURE, 8%; NO, 64%; YOUTH PROGRAMS, 2%; CONCERTS/MOVIES
IN PARKS, 7%; FITNESS EVENTS IN PARKS, 8%; CITY WIDE
EVENTS, 2%; TEEN PROGRAMS, 5%; SCATTERED, 4%.

23.

How often do you or members of
your household use the trail system, weather permitting -- twice
or more per week, weekly, two or
three times per month, monthly,
quarterly, less frequently or not
at all?

24.

Are there any areas in the City of Roseville that are lacking
trails or pathways? (IF "YES," ASK:) Where would that be?
UNSURE, 23%;

25.

NO, 75%;

TWICE OR MORE A WEEK...24%
WEEKLY.................23%
TWO/THREE PER MONTH....17%
MONTHLY.................5%
QUARTERLY...............2%
LESS FREQUENTLY.........8%
NOT AT ALL.............21%
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED......0%

SCATTERED, 2%.

Which of the following would be your top priority for the
City’s trails and sidewalk system? (ROTATE)
CONSTRUCTION OF ADDITIONAL TRAILS FOR
EXERCISE WITHIN PARKS..........................24%
CONSTRUCTION OF TRAILS CONNECTING NEIGHBORHOODS
AND PARKS......................................35%
CONSTRUCTION OF TRAILS CONNECTING NEIGHBORHOODS
AND SHOPPING AND BUSINESS AREAS................35%
ELSE.................................................1%
DON’T KNOW/REFUSED...................................6%

In the past few years, the City has opened new park buildings at
Autumn Grove, Lexington, Rosebrook, Oasis, Sandcastle and Villa
Parks.
26.

Are you aware of these new park
buildings?

27.

Have you or members of your house- YES....................54%
hold visited or used one of the
NO.....................46%
new park buildings?
DON’T KNOW/REFUSED......0%
IF “YES,” ASK: (n=217)
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YES....................89%
NO.....................11%
DON’T KNOW/REFUSED......0%
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28.

How would you rate your experience – excellent, good,
only fair or poor?

EXCELLENT..............72%
GOOD...................27%
ONLY FAIR...............1%
POOR....................0%
DON’T KNOW/REFUSED......0%

29.

Would you consider using one
of the new park buildings
again the future?

YES....................98%
NO......................0%
DON’T KNOW/REFUSED......2%

IF “NO” IN QUESTION #27, ASK: (N=183)
30.

Why haven’t you or members of your household visited or
used one of the new park buildings?
UNSURE, 8%; TOO BUSY, 36%; NO INTEREST, 22%;
AGE/HEALTH, 23%; NOT AWARE, 6%; NO NEED, 5%;
SCATTERED, 1%.

31.

Do you feel the current mix of
recreational or sports facilities
meet the needs of members of your
household?

YES....................99%
NO......................0%
DON’T KNOW/REFUSED......1%

IF “NO,” ASK: (N=0)
32.

What facilities do you feel are missing?
NOT APPLICABLE.

Moving on....
I would like to read you a list of a few city services. For
each one, please tell me whether you would rate the quality of
the service as excellent, good, only fair, or poor? (ROTATE)

33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.

Police protection?
Fire protection?
Emergency medical services?
Sewer and water?
Drainage and flood control?
Building inspections?
Animal control?
Code enforcement?

6

EXCL

GOOD

FAIR

POOR

DK/R

69%
72%
77%
28%
22%
30%
28%
46%

28%
20%
16%
68%
69%
52%
60%
49%

3%
0%
0%
3%
7%
2%
6%
3%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
8%
8%
1%
2%
17%
7%
3%
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IF ANY SERVICES WERE RATED “ONLY FAIR” OR “POOR,” ASK: (N=77)
41.

Why did you rate __________
as (only fair/poor)?

DON’T KNOW/REFUSED......0%
COULD IMPROVE...........4%
FLOODING...............35%
MORE PATROLLING........12%
POOR INSPECTIONS........4%
LOOSE ANIMALS..........12%
RUNDOWN HOMES..........10%
RUDE/UNFRIENDLY.........5%
POOR TASTE OF WATER.....7%
SLOW SERVICE...........12%

Now, for the next six city services, please consider only
their job on city-maintained streets and roads in neighborhoods.
That means excluding interstate highways, state and county roads
that are taken care of by other levels of government. Therefore,
Interstate 35W, Highway 36, County Road C or Lexington Avenue,
should not be considered. How would you rate .... (ROTATE)

42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.

Street repair and
maintenance?
Snow plowing?
Trail and pathway plowing
in parks?
Trail and pathway plowing
in neighborhoods?
Pathway repair and maintenance
in the parks?
Pathway repair and maintenance
in neighborhoods?

EXCL

GOOD

FAIR

POOR

DK/R

4%
18%

54%
64%

36%
16%

6%
1%

0%
1%

33%

46%

12%

0%

9%

33%

50%

10%

1%

7%

36%

46%

9%

0%

9%

32%

51%

9%

1%

8%

48.

Do you consider the city portion
of your property taxes to be
very high, somewhat high, about
average, somewhat low, or very low
in comparison with neighboring
cities?

49.

Would you favor or oppose an inFAVOR..................35%
crease in YOUR city property tax
OPPOSE.................51%
if it were needed to maintain city DON'T KNOW/REFUSED.....14%
services at their current level?

7

VERY HIGH..............11%
SOMEWHAT HIGH..........42%
ABOUT AVERAGE..........34%
SOMEWHAT LOW............0%
VERY LOW................0%
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED.....14%
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50.

When you consider the property
taxes you pay and the quality of
city services you receive, would
you rate the general value of city
services as excellent, good, only
fair, or poor?

EXCELLENT..............21%
GOOD...................64%
ONLY FAIR...............9%
POOR....................0%
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED......6%

For each of the following long-term infrastructure projects,
please tell me if you strongly support the City continuing to
invest in it, somewhat support, somewhat oppose or strongly
oppose. (ROTATE)
STS SMS SMO STO DKR
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.

Water and sewer pipes?
City buildings?
Pedestrian pathways?
Bikeways?
City roads?

70%
31%
44%
27%
87%

24%
52%
38%
47%
12%

3%
12%
14%
20%
1%

1%
4%
4%
5%
0%

3%
2%
1%
2%
0%

Changing topics....
56.

Other than voting, do you feel
that if you wanted to, you could
have a say about the way the City
of Roseville runs things?

YES....................71%
NO ....................26%
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED......3%

57.

From what you know, do you approve
or disapprove of the job the Mayor
and City Council are doing? (WAIT
FOR RESPONSE) And do you feel
strongly that way?

STRONGLY APPROVE.......26%
APPROVE................56%
DISAPPROVE.............16%
STRONGLY DISAPPROVE.....1%
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED......2%

IF “DISAPPROVE” OR “STRONGLY DISAPPROVE,” ASK: (N=66)
58.

59.

Why do you feel that way?

From what you have heard or seen,
how would you rate the job performance of the Roseville City
staff -- excellent, good, only
fair, or poor?
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POOR JOB................3%
POOR SPENDING..........49%
COULD IMPROVE...........6%
HIGH TAXES.............24%
DON’T LISTEN...........18%
EXCELLENT..............28%
GOOD...................65%
ONLY FAIR...............4%
POOR....................0%
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED......2%
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IF “ONLY FAIR” OR “POOR,” ASK: (N=15)
60.

Why do you feel that way?

POOR SPENDING..........47%
DON’T LISTEN...........33%
RUDE/UNPROFESSIONAL....20%

Thinking about another topic....
61.

How would you rate the general
condition and appearance of Roseville -- excellent, good, only
fair, or poor?

EXCELLENT..............50%
GOOD...................47%
ONLY FAIR...............3%
POOR....................0%
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED......0%

IF "ONLY FAIR" OR "POOR," ASK: (N=10)
62.

Why do you feel that way?

MESSY YARDS............60%
JUNK CARS..............20%
VACANT BUSINESSES......20%

63.

Over the past two years, has the
appearance of Roseville improved,
declined or remained the same?

IMPROVED...............29%
DECLINED................6%
REMAINED THE SAME......65%
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED......1%

64.

How would you rate the job the
City does enforcing city codes on
nuisances – excellent, good, only
fair or poor?

EXCELLENT..............31%
GOOD...................63%
ONLY FAIR...............6%
POOR....................0%
DON’T KNOW/REFUSED......1%

IF “ONLY FAIR” OR “POOR,” ASK: (N=22)
65.

What nuisances does the City
need to do a better job of
enforcing?

DON’T KNOW/REFUSED......0%
MESSY YARDS............55%
RUNDOWN HOMES...........5%
JUNK CARS..............18%
LOOSE ANIMALS..........14%
VACANT BUSINESSES.......9%

The City of Roseville works with organizations to offer a variety
of different housing programs for residential home owners. This
includes foreclosure protection and home improvement loans for
interior and exterior remodeling.
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66.

Prior to this survey, were you
aware of this housing program?

YES....................45%
NO.....................55%
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED......0%

Turning to the issue of public safety in the community....
I would like to read you a short list of public safety concerns.
67.

Please tell me which one you consider to be the greatest
concern in Roseville? If you feel that none of these problems are serious in Roseville, just say so.
FIRST
Violent crime..................................1%
Drugs.........................................20%
Youth crimes and vandalism....................19%
Break-ins and theft from automobiles...........7%
Business crimes, such as shoplifting and check fraud..................15%
Residential crimes, such as
burglary, and theft.......................5%
Traffic speeding..............................19%
Identity theft.................................2%
ALL EQUALLY....................................5%
NONE OF THE ABOVE..............................7%
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED.............................1%
IF “NONE OF THE ABOVE,” ASK: (N=27)
68.

Is there something not on the list you consider to be
the greatest public safety concern in Roseville?
NO, 67%; DISTRACTED DRIVING, 26%;
4%; RACIAL INTOLERANCE, 4%.

69.

How would you rate the amount of
patrolling the Roseville Police
Department does in your neighborhood -- would you say they do too
much, about the right amount, or
not enough?

DOMESTIC VIOLENCE,

TOO MUCH................4%
ABOUT RIGHT AMOUNT.....81%
NOT ENOUGH.............15%
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED......1%

Changing topics...
I would like to read you a list of characteristics of a community.
For each one, please tell me if you think Roseville currently has
10
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too many or too much, too few or too little, or about the right
amount. (ROTATE)

70.
71.
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.
77.
78.
79.
80.
81.

Affordable rental units?
Market rate rental units?
Condominiums?
Townhomes?
Affordable owner-occupied housing?
"Move up" housing?
Higher cost housing?
Assisted living for seniors?
Parks and open spaces?
Trails and bikeways?
Service and retail establishments?
Entertainment and dining opportunities?

MANY
/MCH

FEW/
LITT

ABT
RGHT

DK/
REFD

36%
22%
16%
17%
3%
3%
11%
4%
1%
2%

19%
12%
19%
20%
18%
9%
20%
36%
2%
11%

39%
61%
59%
60%
68%
85%
63%
39%
97%
86%

7%
5%
6%
4%
11%
4%
6%
21%
0%
1%

9%

7%

84%

0%

6%

31%

63%

0%

82.

If you were going to move from
your current home for upgrading,
how committed would you be to stay
in Roseville -- very committed,
somewhat committed, not too committed or not at all committed?

VERY COMMITTED.........54%
SOMEWHAT COMMITTED.....33%
NOT TOO COMMITTED.......6%
NOT AT ALL COMMITTED....4%
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED......3%

83.

And, if you were going to move
from your current home for downsizing, how committed would you be
to stay in Roseville -- very committed, somewhat committed, not
too committed, or not at all
committed?

VERY COMMITTED.........53%
SOMEWHAT COMMITTED.....35%
NOT TOO COMMITTED.......6%
NOT AT ALL COMMITTED....3%
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED......3%

IF “NOT TOO COMMITTED” OR “NOT AT ALL COMMITTED IN QUESTIONS
#82 OR #83, ASK: (N=50)
84.

Is there anything missing or could be improved in
Roseville that would make you committed to staying?
UNSURE, 6%; NO, 50%; SENIOR HOUSING, 12%; LESS CRIME,
6%; TOLERANCE, 2%; PUBLIC TRANSIT, 12%; AFFORDABLE
HOUSING, 12%

Changing topics....
11

Attachment B

The City contracts with a local company for curbside recycling
services. Currently, residents are provided a single-sort
recycling cart, and recyclables are picked up every two weeks.
85.

Do you participate in the curbside YES....................75%
recycling program by separating
NO.....................25%
recyclable items from the rest of DON’T KNOW/REFUSED......1%
your garbage?
IF "NO," ASK: (N=100)
86. Could you tell me one or two reasons why your household does not participate in the curbside recycling
program?
NO INTEREST, 8%; TOO BUSY, 2%; TOO MUCH HASSLE, 10%;
RENTER, 41%; NOT ENOUGH WASTE, 13%; HIGH COST, 4%;
AGE/HEALTH, 3%; ASSOCIATION DOES IT, 16%; SCATTERED,
3%.
87. Are there any changes or improvements in the service
which could be made to induce you to participate in it?
UNSURE, 11%; NO, 78%; EVERY WEEK PICK-UP, 2%;
COST, 6%; SCATTERED, 4%.

LOWER

IF "YES" IN QUESTION #85, ASK: (N=300)
88.

How often do you put recycleables out for collection -every two weeks, monthly, or
less often?

EVERY TWO WEEKS........84%
MONTHLY................14%
LESS OFTEN..............1%
DON’T KNOW/REFUSED......0%

When you think of the recylables your household generates...
89.

Would you favor or oppose a
change to an every week collection schedule for recylables for an additional fee?
(WAIT FOR RESPONSE) Do you
feel strongly that way?

STRONGLY FAVOR.........22%
FAVOR..................27%
OPPOSE.................31%
STRONGLY OPPOSE........16%
DON’T KNOW/REFUSED......3%

90.

Are there any changes or improvements in the curbside
recycling program you would like to see?
UNSURE, 4%; NO, 74%; EVERY WEEK PICK-UP, 3%;
BINS, 15%; SCATTERED, 4%.
12
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Most communities have one of three systems for garbage collection.
In an open collection system, like the City of Roseville currently
has, residents choose their hauler from several different
companies serving the community. Other cities use an organized
collection system, where the City contracts with a hauler for
collection throughout city, either for the entire city or for
zones within the city.
91.

Would you favor or oppose the City
of Roseville changing from the
current system, in which residents
may choose from several different
haulers, to a system where the
City chooses a hauler or set of
haulers for your area? (WAIT FOR
RESPONSE) Do you feel strongly
that way?

STRONGLY FAVOR.........13%
FAVOR..................24%
OPPOSE.................24%
STRONGLY OPPOSE........18%
DON’T KNOW/REFUSED.....22%

IF A RESPONSE IS GIVEN, ASK: (N=313)
92.

Could you tell me one or two reasons for your decision?
LESS TRUCK TRAFFIC, 35%; WANT TO CHOOSE OWN, 28%; LIKE
CURRENT HAULER, 17%; LOWER COST WITH ORGANIZED, 3%;
COMPETITION CREATES LOWER COST, 8%; ORGANIZED IS
EASIER, 2%; HIGHER COST WITH ORGANIZED, 2%; ORGANIZED
BETTER FOR STREET MAINTENANCE, 4%; SCATTERED, 2%.

As you may know, some cities have begun a curbside collection
program for compostable waste called “organics,” such as food
scraps and non-recyclable paper.
93.

Do you support or oppose a curbside collection program for compostable waste, for an additional
fee? (WAIT FOR RESPONSE) Do you
feel strongly that way?

STRONGLY SUPPORT.......19%
SUPPORT................20%
OPPOSE.................21%
STRONGLY OPPOSE........21%
DON’T KNOW/REFUSED.....19%

IF A RESPONSE IS GIVEN, ASK: (N=325)
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94.

Why do you feel that way?
GOOD FOR ENVIRONMENT, 31%; MESSY, 6%; SMELLS, 9%;
ATTRACTS WILDLIFE/INSECTS, 3%; DON’T WANT TO PAY A FEE,
10%; NO INTEREST, 4%; NOT ENOUGH WASTE, 9%; LESS
WASTE IN GARBAGE, 9%; LESS SMELL IN GARBAGE, 3%; DO ON
OWN, 6%; LIKE TO HAVE OPTION, 3%; TOO MUCH HASSLE, 3%;
SCATTERED, 4%.

95.

If a curbside collection program
for compostable waste was available, how likely would your household be to participate in it –
very likely, somewhat likely, not
too likely or not at all likely?

VERY LIKELY............11%
SOMEWHAT LIKELY........20%
NOT TOO LIKELY.........15%
NOT AT ALL LIKELY......49%
DON’T KNOW/REFUSED......6%

As an alternative to a curbside collection system for compostable
waste, the City could offer a central drop-off location.
96.

How likely would you household be
to use a central drop-off location
for compostable waste – very likely, somewhat likely, not too likely or not at all likely?

VERY LIKELY.............4%
SOMEWHAT LIKELY........11%
NOT TOO LIKELY.........25%
NOT AT ALL LIKELY......57%
DON’T KNOW/REFUSED......2%

IF “VERY LIKELY” OR “SOMEWHAT LIKELY,” ASK: (N=61)
97.

How often would you expect to
use this site – more than
once a week, once a week,
once every other week, once
a month or less often?

MORE THAN ONCE A WEEK...3%
ONCE A WEEK............39%
ONCE EVERY OTHER WEEK..51%
ONCE A MONTH............7%
LESS OFTEN..............0%
DON’T KNOW/REFUSED......0%

On another topic....
98.

How would you rate the City's
overall performance in communicating key local issues to residents
in its publications, website,
mailings, and on cable television
-- excellent, good, only fair, or
poor?
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EXCELLENT..............21%
GOOD...................71%
ONLY FAIR...............8%
POOR....................0%
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED......0%
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99.

What is your primary source of in- DON’T KNOW/REFUSED......0%
formation about the City of Rose- NONE....................1%
ville?
CITY NEWSLETTER........38%
LOCAL NEWSPAPER........10%
CITY WEBSITE...........36%
CABLE TELEVISION........6%
WORD OF MOUTH...........4%
SOCIAL MEDIA............4%
SCATTERED...............2%

100. How would you most prefer to receive information about Roseville
City Government and its activities
-- (ROTATE) e-mail, information on
the city's website, city publications and newsletters, mailings
to your home, local weekly newspaper coverage, cable television
programming, the city's Facebook
page, the City’s Twitter feed
or Nextdoor?

E-MAIL.................14%
CITY WEBSITE...........27%
PUBLICATIONS/NEWSLTRS..26%
MAILINGS TO HOME.......14%
LOCAL WEEKLY PAPERS.....7%
CABLE TV................4%
CITY FACEBOOK PAGE......7%
TWITTER.................1%
NEXTDOOR................1%

101. Do you recall receiving the City
publication -- "Roseville City
News” -- during the past year?

YES....................82%
NO.....................18%
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED......1%

IF "YES," ASK: (N=326)
102. Do you or any members of your YES....................93%
household regularly read it? NO......................7%
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED......0%
103. How effective is this city
publication in keeping you
informed about activities in
the city -- very effective,
somewhat effective, not too
effective, or not at all effective?

VERY EFFECTIVE.........36%
SOMEWHAT EFFECTIVE.....48%
NOT TOO EFFECTIVE......14%
NOT AT ALL EFFECTIVE....1%
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED......1%

I would like to ask you about social media sources. For each one,
tell me if you currently use that source of information; then, for
each you currently use, tell me if you would be likely or unlikely
to use it to obtain information about the City of Roseville.
(ROTATE)
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104.
105.
106.
107.
108.
109.
110.

Facebook?
Twitter?
YouTube?
Nextdoor?
E-mail?
City website?
Other social media
sites?

NOT
USE

USE
LIK

USE
NLK

DK/
REF

25%
69%
56%
69%
13%
38%

48%
12%
21%
28%
61%
61%

27%
20%
23%
3%
26%
1%

0%
0%
0%
1%
0%
0%

82%

13%

2%

4%

Now, just a few more questions for demographic purposes....
Could you please tell me how many people in each of the following
age groups live in your household.
111. Persons 65 or over?

NONE...................75%
ONE....................15%
TWO OR MORE............10%

112. Adults between the ages of 50
and 64 years of age?

NONE...................74%
ONE....................12%
TWO MORE...............14%

113. Adults between the ages of 18
and 49 years of age?

NONE...................37%
ONE....................18%
TWO....................40%
THREE OR MORE...........5%

114. School-aged children and preschoolers?

NONE...................74%
ONE....................10%
TWO....................13%
THREE OR MORE...........4%

115. Do you own or rent your present
residence?

OWN....................61%
RENT...................38%
REFUSED.................1%

116. What is your age, please?
(READ CATEGORIES, IF NEEDED)

18-24...................8%
25-34..................15%
35-44..................18%
45-54..................23%
55-64..................16%
65 AND OVER............22%

16

Attachment B

117. Which of the following best describes your household: (READ)
A. Single, no other family at
home.
B. Single parent with children at
home.
C. Married or partnered, with
children at home.
D. Married or partnered with no
children or no children at home.
E. Something else.

SINGLE/NO OTHER........24%
SINGLE PARENT...........7%
MAR/PARTN/CHILDREN.....19%
MAR/PARTN/NO CHILD.....47%
SOMETHING ELSE..........3%
DON'T KNOW/REFUSED......0%

118. Which of the following categories
represents your ethnicity -White, African-American, HispanicLatino, Asian-Pacific Islander,
Native American, or something
else? (IF "SOMETHING ELSE," ASK:)
What would that be?

WHITE..................63%
AFRICAN-AMERICAN.......12%
HISPANIC-LATINO.........5%
ASIAN-PACIFIC ISLAND...10%
NATIVE AMERICAN.........2%
SOMETHING ELSE..........1%
MIXED/BI-RACIAL.........8%
DON'T KNOW..............0%
REFUSED.................0%

119. Do you live north or south of
Highway 36? (WAIT FOR RESPONSE)
Do you east or west of Snelling
Avenue?

NORTHWEST..............15%
NORTHEAST..............45%
SOUTHEAST..............25%
SOUTHWEST..............15%
DON’T KNOW/REFUSED......0%

120. Gender (DO NOT ASK)

MALE...................48%
FEMALE.................52%
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Mayor Roe expressed support for the motion as well. He likes providing more
separation between the legal age to purchase and the age of people who can take
up these products and become addicted. He is concerned about lack of regulation
of e-cigarettes and that this highly addictive substance is available for even young
people. More needs to be done at the State and Federal level.
Roll Call
Ayes: Willmus, Laliberte, Etten, McGehee and Roe.
Nays: None.
Willmus moved, McGehee seconded, enactment of Ordinance Summary No. 1555
(Attachment C), entitled “An Ordinance Summary Amending Title 3, Chapter
306, Cigarette and Tobacco Products.”
Roll Call (Super Majority)
Ayes: Willmus, Laliberte, Etten, McGehee and Roe.
Nays: None.
Laliberte moved, Willmus seconded, enactment of Ordinance No. 1556
(Attachment D), entitled “An Ordinance Amending Chapter 314.052, Fee
Schedule, Administrative Fines.”
Roll Call
Ayes: Willmus, Laliberte, Etten, McGehee and Roe.
Nays: None.
City Manager Trudgeon indicated this ordinance will take effect 30 days from
now, and all affected retailers will be notified.
Recess
Mayor Roe recessed the meeting at approximately 7:01 p.m., and reconvened at approximately
7:06 p.m.

b.

Parks and Recreation Commission Meeting with the City Council
Chair O’Brien introduced the Parks and Recreation Commission (PRC). Chair
O’Brien highlighted a few of the areas in the narrative provided to the Council.
The three main areas of concern include the emerald ash borer, The OVAL, and
what is next for the Parks and Recreation Commission.
Chair O’Brien emphasized the community outreach to the SE Roseville park that
is being developed on Marion Street and noted that is an especially important
outreach effort to make. The Parks department changed the way they reached out
to that community, and the PRC would like to encourage the Parks department to
continue to use that model. The PRC was involved in the development of the
community building at Cedarholm, and that is complete and will have an open
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house this Friday. Efforts were also made on the Park Master Plan. A joint
meeting was held with the Ramsey County Parks and Recreation Department, and
what resulted from that is a joint Discover Your Parks will be held at Lake
McCarrons on July 25th.
Councilmember McGehee asked for further description of the outreach to the SE
Roseville community.
Chair O’Brien explained that the Parks department know that many residents in
the SE Roseville community around Marion Street do not speak English, so
specific outreach was made to the children. The children then were able to
interpret for the parents, and it was a great success.
Commissioner Warzecha discussed the emerald ash borer situation in the City of
Roseville. As of late 2016 the entire City is in the emerald ash borer infestation
(EAB) zone, and the City has taken a 3-pronged approach: removal, replacement,
treatment. It is estimated that all Ash trees in the City will be removed and
replaced at some point. After removal and replacement, there will be no need for
the treatment anymore. There are two funding sources to accomplish these tasks.
The City is either using money from grant funds or the City EAB funds. The
grant funds were a total of $120,000. The EAB funds were established in 2011
and $106,000 remain. It is forecasted that another $20,000 will be needed for
removal, $40,000 for replacements and $5,000 for treatment by the end of this
year. Staff is currently pursuing grant opportunities for these activities in the
amount of $30,000.
Councilmember Willmus asked about diversifying tree stock.
Chair O’Brien responded the guidelines have been 10% per species, but now are
being reduced to 5% per species.
Mayor Roe noted this is not just a Roseville issue. He asked whether the State is
dealing with this.
Parks and Recreation Director Brokke responded it is up to the local communities
to handle public tree issues. The State is very involved in education and in
helping with identification and in granting opportunities as they become available.
Mayor Roe commented on the Dutch Elm disease.
Parks and Recreation Director Brokke responded he lived through that situation as
well, and it was similar. The State will participate as they can, but it is a joint
effort among everyone.
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Councilmember McGehee asked about updating the public tree master plan to
increase the listing of acceptable species to plant.
Parks and Recreation Director Brokke noted the Public Tree master plan has not
been updated at this point. Part of the difficulty is getting the trees that
Department of Natural Resources supports.
Commissioner Baggenstoss summarized the Council’s interest for placing the
OVAL on the legislative docket for bonding. The PRC is happy to help in any
way possible, though the PRC will continue to need guidance from the Council.
To date, the Commission has had some briefings about the history of the OVAL,
how it has been built, and how it has gotten capital improvement over the years.
The Commission has reviewed the Council’s legislative priorities.
The
assessment for the OVAL is ongoing and is being performed by the original
engineer. That will be incorporated into the CIP. The bonding will come up in
the 2020 session, so the language has to be done by early 2019 so it can be
submitted for 2020.
Councilmember McGehee recalled that Guidant previously provided the OVAL
with funding. She asked whether they can be approached again.
Commissioner Baggenstoss noted Guidant no longer exists, so someone else
would have to be approached. It is a possibility to consider.
Mayor Roe noted the original endowment involved a matching situation and
possible restrictions on other naming rights as a condition of that endowment.
Parks and Recreation Director Brokke recalled there is some flexibility. If there is
a corporate sponsor or someone interested, staff is interested in learning more. It
was originally a matching situation. The dollars are with the Friends of the
OVAL Foundation, and they have bylaws and restrictions.
Councilmember McGehee commented that one of the issues is this was a facility
developed in collaboration with the State. It is a regional draw and, on many
levels, an international draw. That is something that needs to be kept on the
forefront when looking to the legislature for dollars. It is not simply a Roseville
venue; it has a much broader reach.
Chair O’Brien indicated that has been part of PRC’s discussions already, as it is a
regional facility.
Councilmember Etten concurred with the comments so far. He observed that
during open skate time at the OVAL, there are letter jackets from 10-15 different
schools. That might be a casual time to encourage people to contact their
legislators in support of bonding for the OVAL.
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Mayor Roe noted that State funding was received for the restrooms projects a few
years ago.
Councilmember Laliberte noted that Representative Alice Hausman is a lead
representative on the capital expenditures committee, and she has been a great
advocate for Roseville. She noted that Senator Issacson has also pledged support
for helping Roseville work on this bonding.
Commissioner Baggenstoss noted the Commission is researching partnering with
a group that will bring legislator tours to the facility.
Councilmember Laliberte noted that tours were done to many sites across the
State, but when it came time for hearings at the Capitol, they decided to not do
hearings for anyone they had toured. Rather, they gave deference to anyone who
was requesting money who had not gotten a tour. That could happen again.
Chair O’Brien summarized that the Commission has had a very busy last 3 – 5
years. The Commissions is seeing that one of the main themes for the long-term
is maintaining what is in the City and that what is already in existence is in good
shape. The Commission wants to continue to work on things. Pathways and
sidewalks and connecting the community remains a priority. Providing better
Parks and Rec services to SW Roseville remains a priority. Acquiring new
parcels of land that might become available close to current parks is another area
of interest. Residents continue to bring up the idea of a community center. It
would be important to create a process to look at that decision. Before moving to
those new ideas, it is important to stabilize what the City has.
Mayor Roe stated he had a conversation with representatives of the Nepalese and
Bhutanese communities, and they talked about the sport of cricket. Another
common theme he has heard is the desire for more pickleball in the community.
Councilmember McGehee applauded the idea to take a breath and figure out how
to sustain what has been done. She would like to put one more item on the list of
things to think about, which is an accessible playground. There are only two in
the Metro area that are fully accessible.
Councilmember Etten commented on the need to know what diverse communities
are looking for and how to provide those opportunities. Maybe there are some
things being done less and less, and there are ways to repurpose those spaces.
Regarding natural resources, there is a fervent group of volunteers, but it does not
have the breadth of volunteers the City had hoped for. It is hard to stay ahead of
the number of invasive species in areas where money has been spent to remove
them. Discussion around expanding volunteer efforts needs to happen.
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Councilmember Willmus noted that the idea of a community center has long been
on the forefront of this community’s mind. One thing in relation to that is
gathering spaces and meeting spaces. Over the last few years, the City has taken
steps towards creating more meeting spaces. As the Council puts forward the
community survey, it will be interesting to see if that perspective has changed or
not. He believes that connectivity will continue to be an important issue.
Councilmember Laliberte thanked the PRC for its hard work.
Mayor Roe commented one way to get more involvement in the natural resources
efforts would be to recruit local companies who are looking for things for their
employees to become involved in. He also suggested thinking about going to
native plantings in some parks to reduce the amount of maintenance needed.
Mayor Roe thanked the Commission for their joint meeting.
Recess
Mayor Roe recessed the meeting at approximately 7:46 p.m., and reconvened at approximately
7:48 p.m.
c.

Consider a Request to Perform an Abatement of Unresolved Violations at
651 County Road B2

d.

Consider a Request to Perform an Abatement for Unresolved Violations at
578 Ryan Ave W

e.

Consider a Request to Perform an Abatement of Unresolved Violations at
1693 Ridgewood Ln N
Building Official Englund briefly reviewed this request, recommending approval
as detailed in the RCA dated June 18, 2018. He noted the renter of the property is
moving forward with purchasing the property. This is the information given to
staff, though there is nothing in writing. The fence is in disrepair in two areas,
and staff is asking for corrections. There is also a large mulch/leaves/debris pile
at the back of the fence that the resident indicated was being taken care of, but it
has not been addressed.
Councilmember McGehee noted this house has been in abatement before, and the
issue was the fence was falling down. She asked what the resident has in mind to
repair the fence. The City should not have to keep returning to this property over
and over.
Building Official Englund responded he has talked with the resident about
removing the fence and leaving it open or installing a new fence. He told the
resident that with the abatement process, the entire fence could be removed and it
could be applied to the taxes. The resident said he would think about it and that

Tuesday, July 24, 2018

Dear Resident:
We are excited to announce that construction is set to begin soon on a new park in your neighborhood
at 2134 Cleveland Ave! This new park will be an important addition to the park system and aligns with
the Park System Master Plan and the City’s Comprehensive Plan.
We cordially invite you to an Open House to view the final plans for the playground that will be installed
in the park and ask any questions that you may have.
Cleveland Ave. Playground Informational Open House
6:00pm – 8:00pm Wednesday, August 1, 2018
Fairview Community Center Great Room
This final concept is a culmination of information that was gathered from the public through three
planning meetings as well as ongoing written and online feedback. We are excited to share it with you!
Once the project kicks off next month, it will follow the timeline below.
•
•
•

Construction Timeline
August 2018 – Site work begins including grading and trail installation
Saturday, September 15, 2018 – 10am: Community planting. Come on down and help us plant
the new park’s pollinator garden, trees and other green features!
October 2018 – Playground installation and final surfaces in place on park trails.

A full construction schedule will be available at www.cityofroseville.com/parks/projects in August.

James Taylor
Parks Superintendent
(651) 792-7107
James.E.Taylor@cityofroseville.com

Matthew L. Johnson
Assistant Director, Parks and Recreation
(651) 792-7102
matthew.johnson@cityofroseville.com

2660 CIVIC CENTER DRIVE ~ ROSEVILLE, MN 55113
651-792-7006 ~ FAX 651-792-7100 ~ WWW.CITYOFROSEVILLE.COM/PARKS

Tuesday, July 24, 2018

Dear Resident:
We are excited to announce that construction is set to begin soon on a new park in your neighborhood
at 1716 Marion Street! This new park will be an important addition to the park system.
We cordially invite you to an Open House to view the final plans for the playground that will be installed
in the park and ask any questions that you may have.
Marion Street Playground Informational Open House
6:00pm – 8:00pm Tuesday, July 31, 2018
Marion Park Site – 1716 Marion Street
This final playground concept is a culmination of feedback that we received from the public through
three planning meetings as well as written and online feedback. We are excited to share it with you!
Once the project kicks off next month, it will follow the timeline below.
•
•
•

Construction Timeline
August 2018 – Site work begins including grading and trail installation
September 2018 – All cement and asphalt completed
October 13, 2018 – Volunteer Playground Build! Come on out and help build a playground!

A full construction schedule will be available at www.cityofroseville.com/parks/projects in August.
If you have any additional questions and are unable to attend the meeting, please contact us directly to
set up a meeting.

James Taylor
Parks Superintendent
(651) 792-7107
James.E.Taylor@cityofroseville.com

Matthew L. Johnson
Assistant Director, Parks and Recreation
(651) 792-7102
matthew.johnson@cityofroseville.com

2660 CIVIC CENTER DRIVE ~ ROSEVILLE, MN 55113
651-792-7006 ~ FAX 651-792-7100 ~ WWW.CITYOFROSEVILLE.COM/PARKS

2134 Cleveland Avenue
Name Suggestions for the park at 2134 Cleveland Avenue:
45th Parallel Park
Acorn Park
Alexander Ramsey
Apple tree
Apricot Park
Aspen
Bee Sting Park
Beseth Park
Blazing Star Park
Breezy Park
Cherry Blossom Park
Corner Park
Dogwood
Dragonwoods
Fairland Park
Forest Park
Frank B. Kellogg
Friendship Park
Grasshopper Park
Greenview Park
Hawksbeard Park
Leaf Park
Lilavan park
Oak Park
Petal Park
Pollinator Park
Prairie Sunflower Park
Raider Park
Rainbow Park
Ricing Trail
Rosebud play park
Roseville Midland Grove Park
Tree Branch Park
Midland Hills Park

2134 Cleveland Avenue
Name Suggestions for the park at 2134 Cleveland Avenue:
45th Parallel Park
Acorn Park
Alexander Ramsey
Apple tree
Apricot Park
Aspen
Bee Sting Park

Beseth Park
Blazing Star Park
Breezy Park
Cherry Blossom Park
Corner Park
Dogwood
Dragonwoods
Fairland Park
Forest Park
Frank B. Kellogg

Name Reasoning
The official survey marker for 45th parallel is just down the road on Cleveland

Gordy Beseth worked as Roseville's building inspector for many years. He raised his 6 kids in a house just 2
blocks from the purposed park. His son Matt now lives in the family's house. Matt and Amy have 3 boys.
How exciting it would be for them to be able to play in a park named after their grandpa.

Submission ID
6196
6238
6189
6189
6238
6189
6261

6481
6208
6238
6238
6171
6189
6261
6153
6238
6189

"The first settlers to the area were, of course, American Indians. The Indian trail that led to their ricing and
fishing areas in Forest Lake and Hugo ran across Rose Township. Dakota tribes used this trail extensively,
which increased their contact with the Euro-American settlers. A reunion occurred when Cloudman's (Dakota)
band was traveling on the trail and discovered that their childhood friend, Jane Gibbs, who, with her foster
missionary family, had lived with them as a small child near Lake Harriet, now lived near the trail. Following
the abandonment of treaty-promised payments (food rations, supplies, and money) and then the Uprising of
1862, the Indians were forced from the area." as found on Roseville Historical Society page.
Friendship Park
Grasshopper Park
Greenview Park
Hawksbeard Park
Leaf Park
Lilavan park
Oak Park
Petal Park
Pollinator Park
Prairie Sunflower Park
Raider Park
Rainbow Park

The Dakota trail would have ran very close, if not directly on park land. I would like to honor that history.

For RAHS with a High School theme, wolf mascot.

6357
6238
6177
6208
6238
6202
6238
6238
6208
6178
6238

2134 Cleveland Avenue
"The first settlers to the area were, of course, American Indians. The Indian trail that led to their ricing and
fishing areas in Forest Lake and Hugo ran across Rose Township. Dakota tribes used this trail extensively,
which increased their contact with the Euro-American settlers. A reunion occurred when Cloudman's (Dakota)
band was traveling on the trail and discovered that their childhood friend, Jane Gibbs, who, with her foster
missionary family, had lived with them as a small child near Lake Harriet, now lived near the trail. Following
the abandonment of treaty-promised payments (food rations, supplies, and money) and then the Uprising of
1862, the Indians were forced from the area." as found on Roseville Historical Society page.
Ricing Trail Park
Rosebud play park
Roseville Midland Grove Park
Tree Branch Park

Midland Hills Park

The Dakota trail would have ran very close, if not directly on park land. I would like to honor that history.
This suggestion based on the Park is small

Midland Hills Park. Because this area is anchored by the Midland Hills golf course and is generally known as
the Midland Hills area. One problem with this name is that the park is flat! Alternatively Cleveland Park, given
its street location.

6357
6205
6207
6238

1716 Marion Street
Name Suggestions for the Park at 1716 Marion Street:
Acorn Park
Alexander Ramsey
Apple tree
Apricot Park
Aspen
Breezy Park
Bu ercup Park
Cherry Blossom Park
Dogwood
Forest Park
Frank B. Kellogg
Grasshopper Park
Grefenberg Park
Grefenberg Park
Leaf Park
Marion Park
Oak Park
Partners Park
Patchwork Park
Petal Park
Pine Squirrel Park
Rainbow Park
Tiger Lily Park
Tree Branch Park
Unity Park
Verdant park

Unity Park
Verdant park

Patchwork Park
Petal Park
Pine Squirrel Park
Rainbow Park
Tiger Lily Park
Tree Branch Park

Name Suggestions for the Park at 1716 Marion Street:
Acorn Park
Alexander Ramsey
Apple tree
Apricot Park
Aspen
Breezy Park
Bu ercup Park
Cherry Blossom Park
Dogwood
Forest Park
Frank B. Kellogg
Grasshopper Park
Grefenberg Park
Grefenberg Park
Leaf Park
Marion Park
Oak Park
Partners Park

That is why I propose naming our new park "Unity Park".

Our diversity and different viewpoints are a tremendous asset to Roseville. Unity is what will help
our community to continue to thrive and strive together toward a great future for all of us. This new
park will help provide that opportunity.

I've lived in Roseville for the last 20 years. I have never felt such tension among various groups of
people more than now. But a park is a chance to gather together with people in our community
whom we might not meet otherwise. It gives us neutral ground to come together in fellowship with
others in our community.

Based on the influence of the immigrant families in the community all coming together to make a
patchwork.

Name Reasoning

1716 Marion Street

6159
6355

6235
6239
6209
6239
6209
6239

Submission ID
6239
6190
6190
6239
6190
6239
6209
6239
6190
6239
6190
6239
6151
6154
6239
6176
6239

Roseville Parks and Recreation Department
2660 Civic Center Drive - Roseville, Minnesota 55113
651/792-7006
OPERATING POLICY #
POLICY TITLE:
PURPOSE:

40

DATE: October, 1988

Assigning Names to City Facilities

From time to time there is a need to name City of Roseville parks and recreation
facilities. The adopted policy contains an orderly process for accomplishing this
need.

DESCRIPTION:
The following policy adopted by the City Council on October 5, 1988, shall be used for
assigning names to city Parks and Recreation facilities:
It shall be the policy of the City of Roseville to refer to the Parks and Recreation Commission,
any activity involving the naming or changing of names of any city-owned parks or recreational
facilities.
The Commission shall recommend to the City Council for approval, names for new sites,
facilities or portions of facilities. This includes any changes in names to existing facilities.
The naming of parks and recreational facilities will be given consideration by the Parks and
Recreation Commission based on the following factors:

• natural habitat, i.e., vegetation, terrain, animals, etc.
• geographic location, i.e., street names, directions, etc.
• appropriate non-descript terminology, i.e., acronyms or joining of two words or names or
activities, etc.
Only under certain and exceptional circumstances will consideration be given to the names of
individuals (alive or deceased) and/or organized groups, associations or businesses. To be
considered the individual, group, association or business must have made a significant and
exceptional contribution to the site involved or to the community as a whole. Such
contributions, (immediate or deferred) should be for recreation purposes and may include:

•
•

substantial financial donations
substantial property donations

In addition, recognition plaques, memorial plaques or dedications may be placed throughout the
Park and Recreation system by the Parks and Recreation director and with the recommendation
of the Parks and Recreation Commission.

Flyer made and paid for by Roseville Parks & Recreation

FREE
!
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DISCOVER
YOUR
PARKS
2018
WEDNESDAYS

JUNE 20 - AUGUST 15*
6:30 PM - 8:00 PM
Meet at the park for summer-time fun!
Enjoy themed activities, recreation fun,
crafts, special guests, refreshments and
Roseville favorites; the bounce castle and
puppet show!

PARKS & RECREATION
2660 CIVIC CENTER DRIVE | 651-792-7110
CITYOFROSEVILLE.COM/PARKS

ORDER OF EVENTS:
Bounce house and activities: 6:30 pm - 7:30 p.m.
Puppet Wagon Show: 7:40 pm - 8:00 p.m.

DISCOVER YOUR PARKS 2018 SCHEDULE:
JUNE 20 | Acorn Park
JUNE 23 | Central Park Elementary Gym - Superhero Carnival
JUNE 27 | Sandcastle Park
* JULY 4 | NO DYP DUE TO PARTY IN THE PARK
JULY 11 | Ladyslipper Park
JULY 18 | Bruce Russell Park
JULY 25 | Lake McCarrons - Ramsey County Park
AUGUST 1 | Langton Lake Ball Fields
AUGUST 8 | Keller Mayflower Park
AUGUST 15 | Autumn Grove Park

Live @ the ROG
2018 SUMMER Performance series

JUNE

10

1
3
4

Made in America:
Blues Rocker David Gerald
Sunday, 6-8 p.m. Blues, R&B and Rock

12
14
17

Roseville Community Band

19

Roseville Big Band

Tuesday, 7 p.m. Concert Band

Minneapolis Commodores
Thursday, 7 p.m. Barbershop Chorus

Festa de São João:
Beira Mar Brasil & Friends**
Sunday, 6-8 p.m. Traditional Brazilian

Tuesday, 7 p.m. Big Band

Rosefest Entertainment

21

Sweet Rhubarb
Thursday, 7 p.m.
Vocal Harmonies

22

Joseph & the Amazing Technicolor
Dreamcoat

23

Joseph & the Amazing Technicolor
Dreamcoat

Friday, 7 p.m. Roseville Calvary Church Community Theater

Saturday, 3 & 7 p.m.
Roseville Calvary Church Community Theater

24

Teddy Bear Band

26

N. Suburban Concert Band

28

Sunday, 6:30 p.m.
Children’s

Tuesday, 7 p.m.
Concert Band

Flute Cocktail of MN**
Thursday, 7 p.m.
Flute choir

All performances in capitals are “Creative Crossroads” which is
our new initiative for the 2018 Live @ The Rog summer concert series.
For more information, visit cityofroseville.com/liverog.
** Includes dance instruction

2
5

8
10
12
15
17
19
22
24
26
29
31

JULY
Taiko Traditions: Enso Daiko
Sunday, 6-8 p.m. Japanese drumming

Capital City Wind Ensemble
Tuesday, 7 p.m. Concert Band

July 4th Party in the Park

Wednesday, 2:45-10 p.m.
2:45 p.m. Tricia and the Toonies, Family Stage Show
4:15 p.m. 	Songs of Hope, World Chorus
5:45 p.m. 3 Chord Monte, Classic Country
7:30 p.m.	Roseville Big Band, Big Band
9 p.m. 	Roseville Community Band, Concert Band

Tropical Paradise: Panhandlers
Steel Drum Band Sun. 6-8 p.m. Caribbean variety
Middle Spunk Creek Boys
Tuesday, 7 p.m. Bluegrass

Lee Engele & Friends

Thursday, 7 p.m. Jazz vocalist

Sounds of Africa: Duniya Drum
& Dance** Sunday, 6-8 p.m. West African drumming
Bill & Kate Isles Band

Tuesday, 7 p.m. Folk, Country, Bluegrass

U of MN Summer Band
Thursday, 7 p.m. Concert Band

Latin Rhythms: La Clavé
Orchestra** Sun., 6-8 p.m. Salsa, Merengue, Cumbia
Roseville Community Band
Tuesday, 7 p.m. Concert Band

Twin Cities Horn Club

Thursday, 7 p.m. Horn ensemble

Glimpse Into Russia: Russian Folk
Ensemble Sunday, 6-8 p.m. Russian music & dance
Roseville Big Band

Tuesday, 7 p.m. Big Band

AUGUST
Centennial Stompers

Thursday, 7 p.m. Dixieland Jazz

European Romance:
Café Accordion
Orchestra
Sunday, 6-8 p.m. Valse-Musette

All performances are at
The Frank Rog Amphitheatre in Roseville’s
Central Park at 2540 No. Lexington Ave.

7
9
12

Dennis Warner

Tuesday, 7 p.m. Folk, Americana

Pride of the Prairie

Thursday, 7 p.m. Bluegrass & Oldtime

Asian Wave: Asian Media
Access Sunday, 6-8 p.m. Hip Hop

Funded in part by the Minnesota Arts and Cultural Heritage Fund
as appropriated by the Minnesota State Legislature with money
from the vote of the people of Minnesota on November 4, 2008

For more info visit the Parks & Recreation website: cityofroseville.com/liverog

SHOWS BEGIN AT 7:30pm AT THE OVAL
Free of charge courtesy of:

NATURAL RESOURCES

RENEWAL

YOUR NEIGHBORHOOD
OUR COMMUNITY
ROSEVILLE PARKS & RECREATION
RENEWAL PROGRAM

CITY OF ROSEVILLE PARKS & RECREATION

Upcoming Renewal

EVENTS
Join the Team!
Make a lasting impact with
minimum time commitment.
Join friends, neighbors and other
community members for a fun,
informative and high-impact
gathering to support Roseville’s
natural resources restoration
program. The Natural Resouces
Renewal team meets on the
third Saturday of the month from
10:00 a.m. to noon to work on
a specific restoration project in
one of Roseville’s parks. Each
event begins with an overview of
the city-wide plan, the status of
the plan and the day’s identified
task. Be a part of these exciting
efforts to restore the eco-balance
throughout our park system.

CONTACT INFORMATION
Rachel Boggs | Volunteer Coordinator
Phone: 651.792.7028 | Email: rachel.boggs@cityofroseville.com
www.cityofroseville.com/volunteer

SATURDAY, JUNE 16

Raingarden Maintenance
10 a.m. to noon
Lexington Park
2131 Lexington Avenue

SATURDAY, JULY 21

Nataural Garden Maintenance
10 a.m. to noon
Muriel Sahlin Arboretum
2525 North Dale Street

SATURDAY, AUGUST 18
Garlic Mustard Pulling
10 a.m. to noon
Villa Park
2055 Cohansey Boulevard

