REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION
Date:
2/25/2019
Item No.:
7.e
Department Approval

Item Description:

City Manager Approval

Request for approval of the proposed Roseville Plaza plat, subdividing one
lot with three buildings into three lots with one building each (PF19-001)
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APPLICATION INFORMATION
Applicant:

Roseville Holdings, LLC

Location:

1780, 1880, and 1820 Highway 36

Property Owner:

Roseville Holdings, LLC

Open House Meeting:

N/A

Application Submission: Received January 3, 2019; Considered complete January 20, 2019
City Action Deadline:

May 10, 2019, per Minn. Stat. 462.358 subd. 3b

GENERAL SITE INFORMATION
Land Use Context
Existing Land Use

Guiding

Zoning

Site

General Retail/Personal Service

CB

CB

North

LR

LDR-1

East

Highway interchange
One-family residential, detached (across Fairview Avenue and
Highway 36 Service Drive)
General Retail/Personal Service

CB

CB

South

General Retail/Personal Service

CB

CB

West

Notable Natural Features: none
Planning File History:

1990 (PF2061) Approval of outdoor storage and merchandising as a
Special Use
2003 (PF3461) Approval of a 54-foot telecommunications monopole
facility; approval expired because the facility was never constructed
2006 (PF3680) Rezoning of property from B-1 to B -2
2007 (PF07-009) Approval of the stand-alone drive-through coffee
shop as a Conditional Use
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BACKGROUND
The existing property, Lot 1 Block 1 of La Belle’s Subdivision, is developed with three
commercial buildings, and the applicant proposes to subdivide the existing single lot so that each
commercial building is situated on its own lot. Most subdivision proposals are intended to
facilitate future development by increasing the number of developable lots; therefore, Roseville’s
submittal requirements for plat applications include storm water calculations, tree preservation
plans, and other information related to future development. In this case, the purpose of the
Roseville Plaza plat is to allow a vacant building on the property (the former Golfsmith store) to
be marketed as a stand-alone property which could reach a wider pool of potential buyers. The
proposed plat is illustrated in Exhibit C, and because this subdivision proposal does not represent
a net increase in the number of developable lots and is not intended to facilitate new
development, the additional development-related information required of conventional plat
proposals was waived for this application.
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When exercising the “quasi-judicial” authority on a subdivision request, the role of the City is to
determine the facts associated with a particular request and apply those facts to the legal
standards contained in the ordinance and relevant state law. In general, if the facts indicate the
application meets the relevant legal standards and will not compromise the public health, safety,
and general welfare, then the applicant is likely entitled to the approval. The City is, however,
able to add conditions to a subdivision approval to ensure that potential impacts to parks,
schools, roads, storm sewers, and other public infrastructure on and around the subject property
are adequately addressed. Subdivisions may also be modified to promote the public health,
safety, general welfare, convenience, and good order of the community, and to provide for the
orderly, economical, and safe development of land, and to promote housing affordability for all
levels.
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ANALYSIS OF PROPOSAL
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Roseville’s Development Review Committee (DRC) met on January 24 and February 7, 2019, to
review the proposed subdivision plans. Below are the comments based on the DRC’s review of
the application.
Proposed Lots
The zoning and subdivision codes do not specify minimum lot sizes or preferred lot boundary
configurations for commercial properties. The Community Business (CB) zoning district does,
however, have requirements for building and parking area setbacks, improvement area, and other
development parameters that must be addressed. Because the existing improvements on the
property were developed before the CB district was established in 2010, the improvements are
legally nonconforming with respect to the frontage parking placement requirements, which
would arrange a site such that the buildings are situated closer to the public right-of-way and the
parking areas are beside or behind the buildings. Depending on how one views the locations of
the proposed interior lot boundaries, one could conclude either that the plat wouldn’t affect these
existing nonconformities, or that the plat might actually reduce some of the existing
nonconformities by bring front property lines closer to the existing buildings on Lot 2 and Lot 3.
Either way, Planning Division staff finds the proposed plat does not increase any existing, legal
nonconforming conditions. One site condition that would change by implementing the proposed
lot boundaries is the setback of the former Golfsmith structure from the new western boundary of
Lot 2. According to the proposal, the existing structure would stand at least 6.5 feet from the new
7.e RCA
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lot boundary, which conforms to the 6-foot minimum side yard building setback requirement in
the CB zoning district.
The table below identifies the improvement area and on-site parking stalls for each of the three
proposed lots, as well as the improvement area limit, and the minimum number of parking
required for a bank (on Lot 1), a retail building (on Lot 2), and a coffee shop (on Lot 3.)
Parking
Minimum

Parking
Proposed

Lot 1

18

39

Lot 2

58

54

Lot 3

10

31

Improvement
Area
Limit

Improvement
Area
Proposed
64%

85%

57%
59%

Although Lot 2 appears to have a deficit of four parking stalls, the applicant’s written narrative
(included as part of Exhibit C) discusses existing (and future) cross parking easements that more
than make up for this apparent deficiency. Exhibit C also includes a “parcel exhibit” that shows a
more conservative calculation of minimum parking requirements. Recognizing the former
Golfsmith building could be renovated into an office facility, the applicant’s parcel exhibit both
indicates 75 parking stalls would be required for an office building of that size and illustrates
how additional parking stalls could be built on the site to meet this requirement. Similarly, the
existing coffee shop on Lot 3 only requires 10 parking stalls, but the 31 stalls incorporated within
the lot boundaries would be sufficient for a fast food restaurant, in the event the building is
redeveloped in such a way in the future.
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Easements
Section 1103.03 of the Subdivision Code requires drainage and utility easements, 10 feet in
width, abutting rights-of-way or roadway easements where such easements are determined to be
necessary. Because a complicated arrangement of various easements already exists around the
perimeter of the site, Roseville’s Public Works Department staff recommends the approval of the
proposed plat includes a condition that the applicant work with staff to satisfy this requirement.
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PUBLIC COMMENT
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Planning Division staff has not received any questions or comments from members of the public
about this application.
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RECOMMENDED ACTION
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Adopt a resolution approving the proposed Roseville Plaza plat of the commercial property
at 1780 – 1820 Highway 36, based on the content of this RCA, the public record, and City
Council deliberation, with the condition that the applicant work with Public Works staff to
dedicate drainage and utility easements that will satisfy the requirements of §1103.03 of the City
Code.
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ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS
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A) Pass a motion to table the item for future action. An action to table must be based on
the need for additional information or further analysis to make a decision on the request.
Tabling beyond May 6, 2019, may require extension of the 120-day action deadline
established in Minn. Stat. 462.358 subd. 3b to avoid statutory approval.
7.e RCA
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B) Pass a motion to deny the request. A motion of denial should be supported by specific
findings of fact based on the City Council’s review of the application, applicable zoning
or subdivision regulations, and the public record.
Attachments:

A: Area map
B: Aerial photo

Prepared by:

Senior Planner Bryan Lloyd
651-792-7073
bryan.lloyd@cityofroseville.com
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C: Proposed plat, parcel exhibit, and written
narrative
D: Draft resolution

Attachment A for Planning File 19-001

SOUTH HIGHW

1887

1897

1877

GLUEK LN
1700

1865
1898

1892

1835

1800

1854

FAIRV IEW AVE N

1856

1885

L U EK L N
1858

1886

1876

1750

1820

1711
2186
1801

1781

1861

GLUEK LN

HERSCHEL ST

1860

1780

1751

1862
Location Map

Data Sources
* Ramsey County GIS Base Map (2/4/2019)

Prepared by:
Community Development Department
Printed: February 20, 2019

Site Location

For further information regarding the contents of this map contact:
City of Roseville, Community Development Department,
2660 Civic Center Drive, Roseville MN

Disclaimer
This map is neither a legally recorded map nor a survey and is not intended to be used as one. This map is a compilation of records,
information and data located in various city, county, state and federal offices and other sources regarding the area shown, and is to
be used for reference purposes only. The City does not warrant that the Geographic Information System (GIS) Data used to prepare
this map are error free, and the City does not represent that the GIS Data can be used for navigational, tracking or any other purpose
requiring exacting measurement of distance or direction or precision in the depiction of geographic features. If errors or discrepancies
are found please contact 651-792-7085. The preceding disclaimer is provided pursuant to Minnesota Statutes §466.03, Subd. 21 (2000),
and the user of this map acknowledges that the City shall not be liable for any damages, and expressly waives all claims, and agrees to
defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the City from any and all claims brought by User, its employees or agents, or third parties which
arise out of the user's access or use of data provided.
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Site Location

Location Map
Data Sources
* Ramsey County GIS Base Map (2/4/2019)
* Aerial Data: Sanborn (4/2017)
For further information regarding the contents of this map contact:
City of Roseville, Community Development Department,
2660 Civic Center Drive, Roseville MN

Disclaimer
This map is neither a legally recorded map nor a survey and is not intended to be used as one. This map is a compilation of records,
information and data located in various city, county, state and federal offices and other sources regarding the area shown, and is to
be used for reference purposes only. The City does not warrant that the Geographic Information System (GIS) Data used to prepare
this map are error free, and the City does not represent that the GIS Data can be used for navigational, tracking or any other purpose
requiring exacting measurement of distance or direction or precision in the depiction of geographic features. If errors or discrepancies
are found please contact 651-792-7085. The preceding disclaimer is provided pursuant to Minnesota Statutes §466.03, Subd. 21 (2000),
and the user of this map acknowledges that the City shall not be liable for any damages, and expressly waives all claims, and agrees to
defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the City from any and all claims brought by User, its employees or agents, or third parties which
arise out of the user's access or use of data provided.
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1/09/2019

SHEET NUMBER:

PREPARED FOR:

ROSEVILLE HOLDINGS, LLC

I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THIS PLAN WAS PREPARED BY ME
OR UNDER MY DIRECT SUPERVISION AND THAT I AM A
DULY LICENSED LAND SURVEYOR UNDER THE LAWS OF THE
STATE OF MINNESOTA

Christopher R. Foley
DATE:

1/09/2019

LICENSE NO.

55343

ROSEVILLE PLAZA

Phone
Fax
Toll Free

(320) 253-9495
(320) 358-2001
(800) 270-9495

3701 12th Street North, Suite 206
St. Cloud, MN 56303

1

PRELIMINARY PLAT

Roseville, MN
0000378.02

DATE:

OF

1

01/09/2019

RCA Exhibit D

EXTRACT OF MINUTES OF MEETING OF THE
CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ROSEVILLE
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Pursuant to due call and notice thereof, a regular meeting of the City Council of the City of Roseville,
County of Ramsey, Minnesota, was held on the 25th day of January 2019 at 6:00 p.m.
The following Council Members were present: _________;
and _____ were absent.
Council Member _____ introduced the following resolution and moved its adoption:
RESOLUTION NO. ___
A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE ROSEVILLE PLAZA MINOR PLAT(PF19-001)
WHEREAS, the property owner, Roseville Holdings, LLC, has submitted a valid application for
approval of the proposed Roseville Plaza minor plat of the property at 1780 – 1820 Highway 36; and
WHEREAS, the property included in the proposed Roseville Plaza plat is assigned Ramsey
County Parcel Identification Number 09-29-23-43-0004, and is legally described as Lot 1 Block 1 La
Belle’s Subdivision, Ramsey County, Minnesota; and
WHEREAS the proposed subdivision conforms to all of the applicable standards of the City of
Roseville zoning and subdivision codes; and
WHEREAS, the Roseville City Council held the duly noticed public hearing for this application
on February 25, 2019;
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, by the Roseville City Council, to approve the
proposed Roseville Plaza plat of the commercial property at 1780 – 1820 Highway 36 based on the
public record and the City Council’s deliberation, and with the condition that the applicant work with
Public Works staff to dedicate drainage and utility easements that will satisfy the requirements of
§1103.03 of the City Code:
The motion for the adoption of the foregoing resolution was duly seconded by Council Member
_____ and upon vote being taken thereon, the following voted in favor: ______;
and ______ voted against.
WHEREUPON said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted.
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