
 
  

 
 

   City Council Agenda 
Monday, January 26, 2009  

6:00 p.m. 
City Council Chambers 

(Times are Approximate) 
 

6:00 p.m. 1. Roll Call 
 
Voting & Seating Order for January:  Roe; Johnson; Pust; 
Ihlan; Klausing 
 

6:02 p.m. 2. Approve Agenda 
 

6:05 p.m. 3. Public Comment 
 

6:10 p.m. 4. Council Communications, Reports, Announcements and 
Housing and Redevelopment Authority Report 
 

  a. Living Smarter Home and Garden Fair Update 
 

6:15 p.m. 5. Recognitions, Donations, Communications 
 

  a. Recognition of NYFS President and CEO Kay Andrews 
 

6:25.m. 6. 
 

Approve Minutes 
 

  a. Approve Minutes of  January 12, 2009 Meeting   
 

6:30 p.m. 7. Approve Consent Agenda 
  

  a. Approve Payments 
 

  b. Adopt a Resolution Approving the Minnesota Brass’ 
request for a Permit to Conduct Lawful Gambling 
Activities at Joe Senser’s Restaurant, 2350 Cleveland 
Avenue 

 
  c. Approve Parkview Center School’s request for a One-day 

Lawful Gambling License to conduct a Raffle on March 
27, 2009  

 
  d. Approve HRA's Request for Temporary Signs for the 

Living Smarter Home and Garden Fair 
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  e. Approve General Purchases and Sale of Surplus Goods 

Exceeding $5,000  
 

  f. Adopt a Resolution for the Final Acceptance and 
Maintenance for Public Improvements Constructed for 
Moore’s McCarrons Preserve Plat. (PF #3759) 

 
  g. Adopt a Resolution Allowing Submission of a DEED 

Redevelopment Grant for the Har Mar Apartments Project 
 

  h. Adopt a Resolution Allowing Submission of a DEED 
Redevelopment Grant for the Twin Lakes Redevelopment 
Area 

 
6:40 p.m. 8. Consider Items Removed from Consent  

 
 9. General Ordinances for Adoption 

 
 10. Presentations 

 
 11. Public Hearings 

 
6:50 p.m.  a. Public Hearing regarding Ordering the Improvement and 

Preparation of Plans and Specification for Reconstruction 
of Roselawn Avenue between Hamline and Victoria  

 
7:20 p.m.  b. Public Hearing regarding Imposition and Collection of 

Fees for the Housing Improvement Area of Westwood 
Village I  

 
7:35 p.m.  c. Public Hearing regarding Transfer of Off-sale Liquor 

License held by Cellars Wines & Spirits Roseville II to 
Roundy’s  (Rainbow Foods) 

 
 12. Business Items (Action Items) 

 
7:50 p.m.  a. Adopt a Resolution Ordering the Improvement and 

Preparation of Plans and Specification for Reconstruction 
of Roselawn Avenue between Hamline and Victoria 

 
7:55 p.m.  b. Adopt a Resolution Establishing the Imposition and 

Collection of Fees in the Housing Improvement Area of 
Westwood Village I  

 
8:00 p.m.  c. Approve the Transfer of the Off-sale Liquor License held 

by Cellars Wines & Spirits Roseville II to Roundy’s  
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(Rainbow Foods) 
 

8:05 p.m.  d. Adopt a Resolution Granting Preliminary Approval of the 
2030 Comprehensive Plan 

 
8:20 p.m.  e. Adopt a Resolution Approving an Interim Use Permit for 

Joel McCarthy (property owner) and Cent Ventures 2, for 
a portion of the property at 2750 Cleveland Avenue, based 
on the comments in Section 6 and the conditions of 
Section 7 of the project report dated January 26, 2009. 

 
8:40 p.m.  f. Approve a 4-Year Lease Extension for the Roseville 

License Center 
 

 13. Business Items – Presentations/Discussions 
 

8:45 p.m.  a. Discuss an Alternative Budgeting Process for 2010 
 

9:05 p.m.  b. Discuss and Call the City Council Strategic Planning 
Meeting 

 
9:25 p.m.  c. Discuss a Neighborhood and Diversity Commission  

 
9:40 p.m. 14. City Manager Future Agenda Review 

 
9:45 p.m. 15. Councilmember Initiated Items for Future Meetings 

 
 16. Adjourn 

 
 
Some Upcoming Public Meetings……… 
Tuesday Jan 27 6:30 p.m. Public Works, Environment & Transportation Commission 
Tuesday Feb 3 6:30 p.m. Parks & Recreation Commission 
Wednesday Feb 4 6:30 p.m. Planning Commission 
Monday Feb 9 6:00 p.m. City Council Meeting 
Tuesday Feb 10 7:00 p.m. Human Rights Commission 
Monday Feb 16 - Presidents’ Day City Offices Closed 
Tuesday Feb 17 6:00 p.m. Housing & Redevelopment Authority 
Wednesday Feb 18 6:30 p.m. Ethics Commission 
Monday Feb 23  6:00 p.m. City Council Meeting 
Tuesday Feb 24 6:30 p.m. Public Works, Environment & Transportation Commission 

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



 



           
 

 
 
 
 
 
    

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

Date: 1/26/09
Item: 4.a
Living Smarter
Home & Garden Fair

No Attachment
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Kay Andrews Day 
February 5, 2009 

 
Whereas: Kay Andrews began working as a family therapist at  Northwest Youth and Family 
Services in 1976; and  
 
Whereas: Kay Andrews was named Executive Director of NYFS on May 11, 1987 and named 
President and CEO on November 8, 2007; and 
 
Whereas: Kay Andrews led NYFS from a small, narrowly-focused agency to a regional service 
provider with a wide range of valuable and necessary programs; and 
 
Whereas: Kay Andrews led NYFS with enthusiasm, determination and concern for all; and  
 
Whereas: Kay Andrews was President and CEO of Northwest Youth and Family Services; and 
 
Whereas: Kay Andrews will leave NYFS a vibrant organization which serves thousands of 
Ramsey County residents and which enriches their lives. 
 
Now, Therefore Be It Resolved, that the Roseville City Council recognizes and appreciates Kay 
Andrews for her dedicated leadership at Northwest Youth and Family Services.  
 
Be It Further Resolved, that the City of Roseville hereby declare February 5, 2009, to be Kay 
Andrews Day in the City of Roseville, County of Ramsey, State of Minnesota, U.S.A 
 
In Witness Whereof, We have hereunto set my hand and caused the Seal of the City of Roseville to be 
affixed this 26th day of January 2009 
 
________________________ 
Mayor Craig D. Klausing 
 
________________________ 
Council Member Amy Ihlan 
 
________________________ 
Council Member Jeff Johnson 
 
________________________ 
Council Member  Tammy L. Pust 
 
________________________ 
Council Member Dan Roe 
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Date: 1/26/09
Item: 6.a
Minutes of 1/12/09

No Attachment



 



 
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

 Date: 1/26/2009 
 Item No.:                 7.a  

Department Approval City Manager Approval 

  

Item Description:                             Approval of Payments 
 

Page 1 of 1 

BACKGROUND 1 

State Statute requires the City Council to approve all payment of claims.  The following summary of claims 2 

has been submitted to the City for payment.   3 

 4 

Check Series # Amount 
ACH Payments     $1,084,752.09
54041-54164              $218,816.32 

Total     $1,303,568.41
 5 

A detailed report of the claims is attached.  City Staff has reviewed the claims and considers them to be 6 

appropriate for the goods and services received.   7 

POLICY OBJECTIVE 8 

Under Mn State Statute, all claims are required to be paid within 35 days of receipt. 9 

FINANCIAL IMPACTS 10 

All expenditures listed above have been funded by the current budget, from donated monies, or from cash 11 

reserves. 12 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 13 

Staff recommends approval of all payment of claims. 14 

REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION 15 

Motion to approve the payment of claims as submitted 16 

 17 
Prepared by: Chris Miller, Finance Director 18 
Attachments: A: Checks for Approval Report 19 
 20 
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

 Date: 01/26/09 
 Item No.: 7.b 

Department Approval                                                                                    Consent 

  

Item Description:  Consider the Issuance of a Permit to Conduct Lawful Gambling Activities at 2350  
        Cleveland Avenue (Joe Senser’s Restaurant) 

Page 1 of 4 

 1 

Background 2 

Minnesota Brass has submitted an application to conduct lawful gambling activities at Joes Senser’s 3 

Restaurant located at 2350 Cleveland Avenue in Roseville. 4 

 5 

Prior to conducting lawful gambling activities, Minnesota Brass must receive a local gambling permit 6 

approved by the Council and a State-issued license approved by the State Gambling Control Board.  7 

Although both applications move somewhat simultaneously through the review/approval process, the State 8 

will not approve the license until the City grants local approval. 9 

 10 

The City currently has three licensed organizations conducting Bingo activities at the Bingo Hall.  In 11 

addition, there are five other permitted organizations conducting pull-tab operations at various locations.  If 12 

the Council approves the permit for Minnesota Brass, the total number of organizations conducting lawful 13 

gambling in the City will be nine (9).  Under City Code, eight separate premise locations are allowed 14 

including the Bingo Hall.  With Council approval, the number of premises conducting lawful gambling will 15 

be seven (7).  16 

 17 

Applicant Information 18 

Minnesota Brass was formed in 1946.  They hold their meetings at 2046 Marion Street in Roseville, 19 

Minnesota. 20 

 21 

Permit Requirements 22 

Permitting requirements are set forth in City Code Section 304, and State Statute, Chapter 349.  Lawful 23 

gambling is permitted in the City if the organization meets the following criteria: 24 

 25 

a) Is licensed by the State Gambling Control Board 26 

b) Is a tax exempt organization pursuant to 501(c) of the internal revenue code 27 

c) Maintains a business address within the city 28 

d) Complies with all other requirements as set forth in City Code and State Statute 29 

 30 

The applicant currently meets all local requirements, although licensing by the State is contingent upon 31 

local approval. 32 



 

 

 1 

Permitting Considerations 2 

As required by City Code, organizations conducting lawful gambling activities must contribute 10% of its 3 

net profits (defined as; gross receipts less prizes paid less expenses) derived from said activities into a City-4 

prescribed Fund for the purposes of providing funding for various Roseville-based groups and events.  In 5 

addition, an organization must pay an amount equal to 3% of the net receipts (defined as; gross receipts less 6 

prizes paid) from lawful gambling activities conducted in the City for the purposes of covering the City’s 7 

regulatory, administrative, and law enforcement costs. 8 

 9 

It is unknown as to amount of charitable monies that will contributed to the Community if the Council 10 

approves the license.  Based on existing pull-tab operations in the City, the average contribution received 11 

directly through the City is approximately $5,000 annually for each organization.  In addition, these same 12 

organizations contribute approximately $50,000 annually directly to other groups and events, some of 13 

which remains local. 14 

 15 

Staff Recommendation 16 

Based on the information received, Minnesota Brass meets all of the licensing requirements.  Staff 17 

recommends approval by the Council subject to completed background checks on Minnesota Brass officers 18 

that will be involved in the gambling operation. 19 

 20 

 21 

Council Action Requested 22 

Motion to approve the attached resolution granting a license for Minnesota Brass, to conduct lawful 23 

gambling activities at Joe Senser’s Restaurant, located at 2350 Cleveland Avenue in Roseville, subject to 24 

completed background checks. 25 

 26 

Attachments 27 

a) License Application from Minnesota Brass. 28 

b) Resolution approving the License for Minnesota Brass. 29 

 30 

 31 
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          A 1 

EXTRACT OF MINUTES OF MEETING OF THE 2 

CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ROSEVILLE 3 

 4 

    *     *     *     *     *     *     *     *     *     *     * 5 

 6 

Pursuant to due call and notice thereof, a regular meeting of the City Council of the City of Roseville, 7 

County of Ramsey, Minnesota was duly held on the 26th day of January 2009 at 6:00 p.m. 8 

 9 

The following members were present: 10 

      and the following were absent: 11 

 12 

Member          introduced the following resolution and moved its adoption: 13 

 14 

 15 

 RESOLUTION ______________ 16 

 17 

RESOLUTION APPROVING A LAWFUL GAMBLING PREMISE PERMIT TO MINNESOTA 18 

BRASS. 19 

 20 

 21 

WHEREAS, Minnesota Brass has applied for a lawful gambling premise permit to conduct lawful gambling 22 

activities at 2350 Cleveland Avenue; and 23 

 24 

WHEREAS, Minnesota Brass has met the local permit requirements as specified in City Code, Section 304. 25 

 26 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the City Council of the City of Roseville, Minnesota, as 27 

follows: 28 

 29 

The City of Roseville hereby approves the premise permit application of Minnesota Brass to conduct lawful 30 

gambling activities at 2350 Cleveland Avenue. 31 

 32 

The motion for the adoption of the foregoing resolution was duly seconded by member           and upon a 33 

vote being taken thereon, the following voted in favor thereof: 34 

 35 

 36 

          and the following voted against the same: 37 

 38 

 39 

WHEREUPON, said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted. 40 
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 1 

State of Minnesota ) 2 

                    )  SS 3 

County of Ramsey ) 4 

 5 

I, undersigned, being the duly qualified City Manager of the City of Roseville, County of Ramsey, State of 6 

Minnesota, do hereby certify that I have carefully compared the attached and foregoing extract of minutes 7 

of a regular meeting of said City Council held on the 26th  day of  January, 2009  with the original thereof 8 

on file in my office. 9 

 10 

WITNESS MY HAND officially as such Manager this 26th day of January, 2009. 11 

 12 

                        13 

                                             ___________________________ 14 

                                                   William J. Malinen 15 

                                                        City Manager 16 

 17 

Seal 18 

 19 



 
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

 Date: 01/26/09 
 Item No.: 7.c 

Department Approval                                                                                    Consent 

  

Item Description:  Parkview Center School’s One Day Gambling License 

Page 1 of 1 

 1 

 2 

BACKGROUND 3 

 4 

Parkview Center School has applied for an Exemption from Lawful Gambling Licensing Requirements 5 

to conduct lawful gambling activities on March 27, 2009 at the Parkview Center School located at 701 6 

W. County Road B. 7 

 8 

The Minnesota Charitable Gambling Regulations allow any nonprofit organization, which conducts 9 

lawful gambling for less than five (5) days per year, and total prizes do not exceed $50,000.00 in value, 10 

to be exempt from the licensing requirements if the city approves. 11 

 12 

COUNCIL ACTION REQUESTED 13 

 14 

Motion approving Parkview Center School’s request to conduct a raffle on March 27 2009, at the 15 

Parkview Center School located at 701 W. County Road B. 16 

 17 

Attachment:  A.  Application 18 
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

 Date: 01/26/2009 
 Item No.:                 7.d  

Department Approval City Manager Approval 

  
Item Description: Request by the Roseville Housing and Redevelopment Authority (HRA) 

for approval of temporary signs for the Living Smarter Roseville Home 
and Garden Fair on February 21, 2009. 

 
1.0 REVIEW of REQUEST: 1 

1.1 The Roseville HRA is requesting temporary signs to be placed along County Road B, 2 

County Road B2, Fairview Avenue and Cleveland Avenue for the Living Smarter 3 

Roseville Home and Garden Fair on February 21, 2009 (see attached map). 4 

 5 

1.2 In review of the City Code, it has been determined that such an allowance for temporary 6 

signs requires City Council approval.  Specifically, Section 1010.03A2 (Government 7 

Signs) states:  Except for traffic related signage, all permanent cit, or other governmental 8 

unit signage including flags must be approved by the City Council. 9 

 10 

1.3 The HRA proposal seeks “A” frame signs to be directional in nature identifying the 11 

Living Smarter event.  They will be 36 inches wide and 48 inches tall, which is similar to 12 

that approved for the Family Motor Coach Association in June.  Placement will occur 13 

near the Fairview Community Center, along Cleveland Avenue between Prior and 14 

County Road B, along Fairview Avenue between Highway 36 and County Road B, and 15 

on County Road B2 and Fairview Avenue adjacent Rosedale Center. 16 

 17 

1.4 The City Planner has spoke to City and County representatives regarding the placement 18 

of signs within the public right-of-way at the identified locations.  The City 19 

representative will not require a permit, but requests that the signs be in locations that do 20 

not block vehicle views of on-coming traffic.  Ramsey County also indicated that they 21 

would not require a permit and urged making sure that signs were not placed in a manner 22 

that blocked sight lines of exiting vehicles.  23 

 24 
2.0 STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 25 

2.1 The Planning Division would not normally process such a request, however the HRA’s 26 

desire to purchase portable display signs to promote the Living Smarter Home and 27 

Garden Fair was reached after the City Council approved similar temporary signage for 28 

other City supported events (January 5, 2009). 29 

 30 

 31 

 32 
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2.2 The City Planner recommends that the Roseville City Council approve the use of 33 

temporary signs (up to 14) to be placed at various locations near the Fairview 34 

Community Center, subject to the following conditions: 35 

 36 

a. The 14 signs shall be placed within the City or Ramsey County rights-of-way as 37 

identified on the attached map. 38 

 39 

b. Signs shall be placed at their locations in the morning of the February 21, 2009 40 

event and removed in the evening after its conclusion.  41 

 42 

c. All signs shall be placed in a manner that does not obstruct vehicle sight-lines. 43 

 44 
3.0 SUGGESTED CITY COUNCIL ACTION: 45 

3.1 BY MOTION, APPROVE 14 TEMPORARY SIGNS for the 2009 Living Smarter Home and 46 

Garden Fair as requested by the Roseville HRA, subject to the conditions of Section 2.2 47 

of the project report dated January 26, 2009. 48 

 49 

Prepared by: Thomas Paschke, City Planner (651-792-7074) 50 

Attachments: A: Sign Map Locations 51 
B: Sign Type 52 
C: Proposed Signage 53 
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

 Date: 1/26/09 
 Item No.: 7.e 

Department Approval City Manager Approval 

  

Item Description: Request for Approval of General Purchases or Sale of Surplus Items 
 Exceeding $5,000 
 

Page 1 of 2 

BACKGROUND 1 

City Code section 103.05 establishes the requirement that all general purchases and/or contracts in 2 

excess of $5,000 be approved by the Council.  In addition, State Statutes require that the Council 3 

authorize the sale of surplus vehicles and equipment. 4 

 5 

General Purchases or Contracts 6 

City Staff have submitted the following items for Council review and approval: 7 

(a)  $4,360 will be reimbursed by other joint powers agencies. 8 

 9 

Sale of Surplus Vehicles or Equipment 10 

City Staff have identified surplus vehicles and equipment that have been replaced and/or are no longer 11 

needed to deliver City programs and services.  These surplus items will either be traded in on replacement 12 

items or will be sold in a public auction or bid process.  The items include the following: 13 

 14 

Department Item / Description 
 N/A 

POLICY OBJECTIVE 15 

Required under City Code 103.05. 16 

FINANCIAL IMPACTS 17 

Funding for all items is provided for in the current operating or capital budget. 18 

Department Vendor Item / Description Amount 
Finance MX Logic Anti-virus and spam protection (a) $ 6,052.60
Streets Hartland Fuels Blanket P.O. for fuel – State bid contract 140,000.00
Streets Kath Fuel Oil Blanket P.O. for fuel - Other 75,000.00
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION 19 

Staff recommends the City Council approve the submitted purchases or contracts for service and, if 20 

applicable, authorize the trade-in/sale of surplus items. 21 

REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION 22 

Motion to approve the submitted list of general purchases, contracts for services, and if applicable the 23 

trade-in/sale of surplus equipment. 24 

 25 

 26 
Prepared by: Chris Miller, Finance Director 
Attachments: A: None 
 27 



 
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

 Date:      1/26/09 
 Item No.:  7.f  

Department Approval City Manager Approval 

  
Item Description: Approve a Resolution for the Final Acceptance and Maintenance for 

Public Improvements Constructed for MOORE’S MCCARRONS 
PRESERVE plat. (PF #3759) 

Page 1 of 2 

BACKGROUND 1 

On October 9, 2006, the City Council approved the public improvement contract for MOORE’S 2 

MCCARRON’S PRESERVE.  This plat included the following public improvements to serve 3 

the 4 single family home lots within this development; Reservoir Woods Circle, watermain, 4 

sanitary sewer, infiltration basins, and storm sewer.  Staff has worked with their Engineer during 5 

construction to ensure the improvements were installed according to approved plans and City 6 

specifications. 7 

POLICY OBJECTIVE 8 

The City Policy requires the following steps be completed to finalize the construction project: 9 

• Certification from the civil engineer in charge of the project verifying that all work has been 10 

completed in accordance with the approved plans and specifications.   11 

• A resolution by the City Council accepting the project and beginning the two-year warranty 12 

period.  13 

FINANCIAL IMPACTS 14 

Since this was a developer initiated project, the City did not pay to construct these 15 

improvements.  However, the new infrastructure has long term maintenance costs and will need 16 

to be replaced in the future.  The street, with regular maintenance should last 30 to 40 years, to 17 

achieve this, the City will add this street to our pavement management program.  The water and 18 

sewer should last 100 years, depreciation for these pipes will be included in our utility rate study. 19 

 20 

The developer reseeded the areas around the infiltration basins late last fall.  To ensure that the 21 

native seeding is successful, we are requesting that the developer provide a letter of credit in the 22 

amount of $7000 as a guarantee for the 2- year warranty period.   23 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 24 

All necessary items have been completed in accordance with project plans and specifications.  25 

Since all items have been completed as outlined in the policy regarding final project acceptance, 26 

staff recommends the City Council approve a resolution accepting the public improvements.   27 

REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION 28 

Approve a resolution accepting the public improvements constructed for the MOORE’S 29 

MCCARRONS PRESERVE plat. 30 
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Prepared by: Debra Bloom, City Engineer 
Attachments: A: Resolution 



      Attachment A 1 
 2 

EXTRACT OF MINUTES OF MEETING 3 
OF CITY COUNCIL 4 

OF CITY OF ROSEVILLE 5 
RAMSEY COUNTY, MINNESOTA 6 

 7 
 8 
Pursuant to due call and notice thereof, a regular meeting of the City Council of the City of Roseville, 9 
Minnesota, was held in the City Hall in said City on Monday, January 26, 2009, at 6:00 o'clock p.m. 10 
 11 
The following members were present:   and the following were absent:  12 
 13 
Councilmember  introduced the following resolution and moved its adoption: 14 
 15 

RESOLUTION   16 
 17 

FINAL ACCEPTANCE AND MAINTENANCE FOR  18 
PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS CONSTRUCTED FOR MOORE’S MCCARRONS PRESERVE 19 

 20 

WHEREAS, pursuant to City Code, J. W. Moore, Inc, contracted to construct certain improvements to serve 21 

the plat MOORE’S MCCARRONS PRESERVE including construction of Reservoir Woods Circle, 22 

watermain, sanitary sewer, infiltration basins, and storm sewer; and 23 
 24 

WHEREAS, J. W. Moore, Inc is requesting the City of Roseville accept ownership and maintenance 25 
responsibility of these public improvements. 26 
 27 
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ROSEVILLE, 28 
MINNESOTA, that the work completed is hereby accepted and approved;  29 
 30 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the City Engineer is hereby directed to issue a proper order for the final 31 
acceptance and accept a two-year warranty, in the amount of $7,000, for any work covering the replacement 32 
or repair of defective items commencing on January 27, 2009, and expiring on January 27, 2011. 33 
 34 
The motion for the adoption of the foregoing resolution was duly seconded by Councilmember Pust and upon 35 
vote being taken thereon, the following voted in favor thereof:   and the following voted against the same:  36 
 37 
Whereupon said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted. 38 
 39 



Resolution – Public Improvements –Moores’/McCarrons Preserve 1 
 2 
STATE OF MINNESOTA ) 3 
                      )  SS 4 
COUNTY OF RAMSEY    ) 5 
 6 
I, the undersigned, being the duly qualified City Manager of the City of Roseville, Minnesota, do hereby 7 
certify that I have carefully compared the attached and foregoing extract of minutes of a regular meeting of the 8 
City Council of said City held on the 26th day of January, 2009, with the original thereof on file in my office, 9 
and the same is a full, true and complete transcript.  10 
 11 
Adopted by the Council this 26th day of January, 2009. 12 
 13 
 14 
 15 
       ___________________________________ 16 
(SEAL)        William J. Malinen   17 
             City Manager 18 



 
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

 Date: 01/26/2009 
 Item No.: 7.g 

Department Approval City Manager Approval 

  

Item Description: Adopt Resolution Allowing Submission of a DEED Redevelopment Grant for the 
Har Mar Apartments Project  

1.0   BACKGROUND 1 

1.1. The Minnesota Department of Employment and Economic Development (DEED) is soliciting 2 

Redevelopment Grant proposals, and the deadline for funding requests is February 2, 2009. 3 

Eligible activities include land acquisition, demolition, interior abatement, infrastructure 4 

improvements, ponding, and environmental infrastructure. Aeon has requested that the City submit 5 

an application on its behalf for the Har Mar Apartments project. They are requesting $25,000 to 6 

assist with the construction of public sidewalks. A synopsis of Aeon’s request is included as 7 

Attachment A. 8 

2. 0 POLICY OBJECTIVE 9 

2.1.  Approving the submission of the Redevelopment Grant Application, the City is taking a proactive 10 

step to leverage external funds to assist Aeon’s efforts to rehabilitate and stabilize the Har Mar 11 

Apartments. 12 

3.0  FINANCIAL IMPACTS 13 

3.1. The Redevelopment Grant requires a 50 percent local match. Aeon will be responsible to provide 14 

the matching funds ($25,000). Upon receipt of the grant, a memorandum of understanding will be 15 

prepared that outlines Aeon’s responsibilities, including its responsibility to provide matching 16 

funds. 17 

4. 0 STAFF RECOMMENDATION 18 

4.1 Staff recommends that the City Council adopt the resolution authorizing the submission of a 19 

DEED Redevelopment Grant for the construction of sidewalks adjacent to the Har Mar Apartments 20 

project. (See Attachment B: Draft Resolution.)  21 

5. 0 REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION 22 

5.1 By resolution, allow the City to submit a grant application to DEED’s Redevelopment Grant 23 

Program for construction of sidewalks adjacent to the Har Mar Apartments project. 24 
 
Prepared by: Jamie Radel, Economic Development Associate 
 
Attachments: A: Letter from Aeon and map depicting proposed project 
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B. Draft Resolution Authorizing Submission of the DEED Grant Application 



1625 Park Avenue, Minneapolis, MN 55404     612-341-3148     612-341-4208 F     www.aeonmn.org 

 
 
 
 

 
January 15, 2009 
 
Jamie Radel, Economic Development Associate 
2660 Civic Center Drive 
Roseville, MN 55113 
 
Dear Jamie: 

Aeon’s application to the DEED Redevelopment Grant Program for West Snelling Drive (adjacent 
to and north of the Har Mar Apartments) requests funding for a public infrastructure improvement 
to facilitate the development of new affordable housing, create a safe pedestrian environment and 
connect current and future residents to area employment opportunities and other local amenities. 

Our specific need at this time includes:  

 Creating a sidewalk along the south side of West Snelling Drive. 

To accomplish this need, we request a total of $25,000 from the DEED Redevelopment Grant 
Program. 

If you have any questions or need any additional information regarding this synopsis, please contact 
me at 612-341-3148 ext. 236. Thank you very much for working with Aeon on this application. 
   
Sincerely, 
 
Dan Walsh 
Project Manager 
 
Encl.  
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EXTRACT OF MINUTES OF A MEETING OF THE 
CITY OF ROSEVILLE 

Pursuant to due call and notice thereof, a regular meeting of the City of Roseville, County of Ramsey, 1 
Minnesota, was duly called and held at the City Hall on Monday, the 26th day of January 2009 at 6:00 2 
p.m.  3 

 The following members were present:; 4 

and the following were absent: . 5 

 Councilmember introduced the following resolution and moved its adoption: 6 

RESOLUTION NO.  7 
RESOLUTION OF APPLICANT  8 

FOR HAR MAR APARTMENTS PROJECT 9 

BE IT RESOLVED that the City of Roseville acts as the legal sponsor for the Har Mar Apartments 10 
project contained in the Redevelopment Grant Program to be submitted on February 2, 2009, and that 11 
Mayor and City Manager are hereby authorized to apply to the Department of Employment and 12 
Economic Development for funding of this project on behalf of the City of Roseville. 13 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City of Roseville has the legal authority to apply for financial 14 
assistance, and the institutional, managerial, and financial capability to ensure adequate project 15 
administration. 16 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the sources and amounts of the local match identified in the 17 
application are committed to the project identified. 18 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City of Roseville has not violated any Federal, State or local 19 
laws pertaining to fraud, bribery, graft, kickbacks, collusion, conflict of interest or other unlawful or 20 
corrupt practice. 21 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that upon approval of its application by the state, 22 

The City of Roseville may enter into an agreement with the State of Minnesota for the above referenced 23 
project, and that City of Roseville certifies that it will comply with all applicable laws and regulation as 24 
stated in all contract agreements. 25 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Mayor and City Manager are hereby authorized to 26 
execute such agreements as are necessary to implement the project on behalf of the applicant. 27 

 The motion for the adoption of the foregoing resolution was duly seconded by Councilmember , 28 
and upon vote being taken thereon, the following voted in favor:. 29 

and voted against: . 30 

WHEREUPON said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted. 31 

margaret.driscoll
Typewritten Text
Attachment B
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 Resolution—Approving DEED Grant Application 

 
STATE OF MINNESOTA ) 
    ) ss 
COUNTY OF RAMSEY )  
  
 
 
I CERTIFY THAT the above resolution was adopted by the City Council of Roseville, Minnesota, on 
January 26, 2009. 
 
 
 
SIGNED:      WITNESSED:  
 
_________________________________  __________________________________ 
(Authorized Official)     (Signature)  
 
 
_________________________________ __________________________________ 
(Title)     (Date)   (Title)     (Date) 



 
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

 Date: 01/26/2009 
 Item No.: 7.h 

Department Approval City Manager Approval 

  

Item Description: Adopt Resolution Allowing Submission of a DEED Redevelopment Grant for the 
Twin Lakes Redevelopment Area  

Page 1 of 2 

1.0   BACKGROUND 1 

1.1. The Minnesota Department of Employment and Economic Development (DEED) is soliciting 2 

Redevelopment Grant proposals and the deadline for funding requests is February 2, 2009. 3 

Eligible activities include land acquisition, demolition, interior abatement, infrastructure 4 

improvements, ponding, and environmental infrastructure. Staff discussed potential projects for 5 

this program and concluded that the purchase of right-of-way and construction of a portion of the 6 

roadway and infrastructure improvements within AUAR Subarea 1 of the Twin Lakes 7 

Redevelopment Area would be a competitive project for this funding.  8 

Attachment A indicates the project for which the City would be seeking funding. Actives include: 9 

 Construction of Twin Lakes Parkway from Mount Ridge Road to Prior Avenue and 10 

associated pedestrian improvements 11 

 Reconstruction of Prior Avenue and associated pedestrian improvements 12 

 Construction of associated sewer and water improvements 13 

Based on the cost estimates provided by WSB as part of the design work and land price 14 

assumptions from the Cost Allocation Study, the total cost of these improvements is approximately 15 

$2.61 million--$1.66 million for right-of-way acquisition and $956,000 for the construction of the 16 

roadways, pedestrian facilities, lighting, and utilities.  17 

1.2. In September 2008, DEED awarded the City $528,000 for the construction of a portion of Twin 18 

Lakes Parkway, Mount Ridge Road, and associated infrastructure.  19 

2. 0 POLICY OBJECTIVE 20 

2.1.  Approving the submission of the Redevelopment Grant Application, the City is taking a proactive 21 

step to leverage external funds to assist with the acquisition of right-of-way and construction of the 22 

public roadways and utilities. 23 

3.0  FINANCIAL IMPACTS 24 

3.1. As described above, the estimated cost of undertaking this project is $2.61 million of which $1 25 

million is being requested from DEED, leaving the City to fund $1.61 million. The City has a 26 

variety of tools at its disposal to obtain these funds, including existing tax increment balances, 27 

which could eventually be reimbursed by the development properties as prescribed by the 2008 28 
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Infrastructure Improvements Report and/or special assessments. These funding sources are outside 29 

of the City’s general fund and would not contribute to the City’s levy. A determination of the exact 30 

source of these funds do not need to be made at this time; however, it should be noted that by 31 

applying for this grant, the City is acknowledging that there will be matching funds available if the 32 

grant is awarded. 33 

4. 0 STAFF RECOMMENDATION 34 

4.1 Staff recommends that the City Council adopt the resolution authorizing the submission of a 35 

DEED Redevelopment Grant. (See Attachment B: Draft Resolution.) By applying for this grant, 36 

the City is taking a proactive step to leverage outside resources to assist with the redevelopment of 37 

the Twin Lakes Project Area. These funds would not need to be expended immediately; the City 38 

would have several years to complete the activities. In addition, if the City has difficulty 39 

implementing the proposed project, such as an inability to come to terms with property owners on 40 

right-of-way acquisition, at that time, Council could determine that the project is infeasible and 41 

return the funds to DEED or look at alternative courses of action. 42 

5. 0 REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION 43 

5.1 By resolution, allow the City to submit a grant application to DEED’s Redevelopment Grant 44 

Program for the acquisition of right-of-way, construction of a segment of Twin Lakes Parkway, 45 

Prior Avenue, and associated pedestrian facilities, lighting, and utilities. 46 

 47 

 48 
Prepared by: Jamie Radel, Economic Development Associate 
 
Attachments: A: Map depicting proposed project 

B: Draft Resolution Authorizing Submission of the DEED Grant Application 
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EXTRACT OF MINUTES OF A MEETING OF THE 
CITY OF ROSEVILLE 

 
Pursuant to due call and notice thereof, a regular meeting of the City of Roseville, County of Ramsey, 
Minnesota, was duly called and held at the City Hall on Monday, the 26th day of January 2009 at 6:00 
p.m.  
 
 The following members were present:; 
 
and the following were absent: . 
 
 Councilmember introduced the following resolution and moved its adoption: 
 

 
RESOLUTION NO. XXXXX 

RESOLUTION OF APPLICANT  
FOR THE TWIN LAKES PROJECT 

 
BE IT RESOLVED that the City of Roseville acts as the legal sponsor for the Twin Lakes project 
contained in the Redevelopment Grant Program to be submitted on February 2, 2009, and that Mayor 
and City Manager are hereby authorized to apply to the Department of Employment and Economic 
Development for funding of this project on behalf of the City of Roseville. 
              
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City of Roseville has the legal authority to apply for financial 
assistance, and the institutional, managerial, and financial capability to ensure adequate project 
administration. 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the sources and amounts of the local match identified in the 
application are committed to the project identified. 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City of Roseville has not violated any Federal, State or local 
laws pertaining to fraud, bribery, graft, kickbacks, collusion, conflict of interest or other unlawful or 
corrupt practice. 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that upon approval of its application by the state, 
 
The City of Roseville may enter into an agreement with the State of Minnesota for the above referenced 
project, and that City of Roseville certifies that it will comply with all applicable laws and regulation as 
stated in all contract agreements. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Mayor and City Manager are hereby authorized to 

jamie.radel
Text Box
Attachment B
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execute such agreements as are necessary to implement the project on behalf of the applicant. 
 
 The motion for the adoption of the foregoing resolution was duly seconded by Councilmember , 
and upon vote being taken thereon, the following voted in favor:. 
 
and voted against: . 
 
WHEREUPON said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted. 



 
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

 Date:          1/26/09 
 Item No.:    11.a  

Department Approval City Manager Approval 

  
Item Description: Public Improvement Hearing for the Reconstruction of Roselawn Avenue 

Between Hamline Avenue and Victoria Street 

Page 1 of 2 

BACKGROUND 1 

On December 15, 2008, the City Council received the feasibility report for the reconstruction of 2 

Roselawn Avenue between Hamline Avenue and Victoria Street and ordered the public hearing.  3 

Prior to opening the hearing, staff will present general information regarding construction, standards, 4 

and assessments that apply for this project.   5 

This project is to be undertaken as part of the 2009 Pavement Management Program and will be 6 

combined under one contract with the City of Roseville’s Mill and Overlay Project. By combining 7 

these projects together and bidding them as one contract, we anticipate competitive bids from 8 

contractors 9 

POLICY OBJECTIVE 10 

Because this is a street reconstruction project, the City’s policy is to assess a portion of the costs 11 

as allowed for in State Statute 429.  Assuming this project is completed by fall 2009, the final 12 

assessment amount would be determined following a thorough review of the proposed 13 

assessments by the Council at an assessment hearing in the fall of 2010.  These assessments can 14 

either be paid up front in the fall of 2010, or be put against taxes payable in 2011 for 15 years at 15 

around 7% (rate set at time of hearing).   16 

Assessment Summary 
Estimated total street construction cost (9-ton road) $1,547,539.86
 
Estimated 7-ton, 32 ft wide, street construction cost $1,347,539.86
Total Assessable Frontage 7009.32
Engineer's recommended street assessment:  

100% of project cost/foot $192.25
25% of project cost/ foot $48.06

Estimated assessment for a 100 ft lot $4,806
 17 

The proposed assessments included in the feasibility report are consistent with the following 18 

City of Roseville assessment policies: 19 

• The assessments shall not be for more than 25% of the cost to construct a 32 foot wide 7-ton 20 

road for all property zoning. 21 
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o To meet MSA standards, this road will be constructed to a 9-ton design.  For the purposes 22 

of assessment calculation, we reduce the estimated quantities to reflect the cost to build a 23 

7-ton road.  Also, since segments of the proposed road are 35 feet wide, we subtract the 24 

costs to construct the additional 3 feet of pavement.   25 

• No costs associated with sidewalk/ trail construction will be assessed to property owners.  26 

• No costs associated with new storm sewer construction will be assessed to property owners. 27 

• Any utility replacement/repair be funded by the appropriate utility fund and not become part of 28 

the assessable portion of the project. 29 

• New storm sewer facilities will be funded by MSA funds. 30 

FINANCIAL IMPACTS 31 

Fund the street reconstruction with Municipal State Aid funds, utility funds, and assessments as 32 

shown in the table below: 33 

     
 Estimated cost MSA Assessments Utility Funds
Street Construction* $1,547,539.86 $1,210,654.90 $336,884.96 $0
Sidewalk/ Trail Construction $166,392.60 $166,392.60 $0 $0
Storm Sewer Construction $112,698.85 $112,698.85 $0 $0
Sanitary Sewer Reconstruction $289,874.20 $0 $0 $289,874.20
Watermain Reconstruction $393,961.70 $0 $0 $393,961.70
Total $2,510,467.21 $1,489,746.35 $336,884.96 $683,835.90 

   *cost includes 15% engineering 34 

 35 

In February, after we have prepared final plans and specifications, we will bring this project back 36 

to the City Council to authorize staff to solicit bids for the construction work.  After receiving 37 

bids, we will review them in accordance with the budgeted amounts for this project and bring an 38 

award recommendation to the City Council. 39 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 40 

Staff recommends that the City Council order these proposed public improvements consistent 41 

with the feasibility report presented to the City Council on December 15, 2009 and located on 42 

the City’s website at:  www.ci.roseville.mn.us/roselawn.  43 

REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION 44 

Approve a resolution ordering the improvement and preparation of plans and specifications for 45 

Roselawn Avenue between Hamline Avenue and Victoria Street. 46 

 47 

Prepared by: Debra Bloom, City Engineer 
Attachments: A: Resolution 



           Attachment A 
 

EXTRACT OF MINUTES OF MEETING 
OF CITY COUNCIL 

OF CITY OF ROSEVILLE 
RAMSEY COUNTY, MINNESOTA 

 
 
Pursuant to due call and notice thereof, a regular meeting of the City Council of the City of Roseville, 
Minnesota, was held in the City Hall in said City on Monday, January 26, 2009 at 6:00 o'clock p.m. 
 
The following members were present:  and the following were absent:   
 
Councilmember    introduced the following resolution and moved its adoption: 
 
 

RESOLUTION NO.    
 

RESOLUTION ORDERING THE IMPROVEMENT AND  
PREPARATION OF PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS FOR  

ROSELAWN AVENUE BETWEEN HAMLINE AND VICTORIA 
 
WHEREAS, a resolution of the City Council of Roseville adopted December 15, 2008, received the 
feasibility report and fixed a date for a Council hearing on the proposed improvement of:  
 

Neighborhood Street From  To 

57/59/60 Roselawn Avenue Hamline Ave Victoria Street 
 
WHEREAS, ten days mailed notice and two weeks’ published notice of the hearing was given, and 
the hearing was held thereon on January 26, 2009, at which all persons desiring to be heard were 
given an opportunity to be heard thereon; 
 
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the City of Roseville, Minnesota:  
 
1. Such improvement is necessary, cost-effective, and feasible as detailed in the feasibility report. 
2. Such improvement is hereby ordered as proposed in the Council resolution adopted January 26, 
2009. 
3. The City engineer shall prepare plans and specifications for the making of such improvement. 
 
The motion for the adoption of the foregoing resolution was duly seconded by   and upon vote 
being taken thereon, the following voted in favor thereof:  and the following voted against the 
same:   



 2

Resolution – Roselawn Public Improvement 
 
STATE OF MINNESOTA ) 
                      )  SS 
COUNTY OF RAMSEY    ) 
 
I, the undersigned, being the duly qualified City Manager of the City of Roseville, Minnesota, do 
hereby certify that I have carefully compared the attached and foregoing extract of minutes of a 
regular meeting of the City Council of said City held on the 26th day of January, 2009, with the 
original thereof on file in my office, and the same is a full, true and complete transcript.  
 
Adopted by the Council this 26th day of January, 2009. 
 
 
 
       ___________________________________ 
(SEAL)              William J. Malinen, City Manager 
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 1 

 2 

Date: 01-26-09 3 

Item No: 11.b 4 

Staff Approval:        Manager Approval: 5 

         6 
     7  8 
Item Description:       Public Hearing to Consider a Resolution for the Imposition and                9 

                                          Collection of Fees in the Housing  Improvement Area for Westwood   10 

                                           Village I     (HF0052) 11  12 
1.0 Requested Action 13 

 14 

 Staff is requesting to open the public hearing to consider the adoption of a resolution 15 

 establishing the imposition and collection of fees in the Housing Improvement Area (HIA) 16 

 for Westwood Village I.  17 

2.0 Suggested Council Action: 18 

 2.1   Open Public Hearing and Take public comment – mailed notice was sent to all of 19 

the owners of record within the proposed boundary of the HIA for Westwood 20 

Village I.   In addition, a public notice was published in the paper.   21 

 2.2   Close public hearing.  22 

 23 

Attachment A – Assessment Notices 24 

Attachment B - Comments 25 

  26 

Prepared by:   Jeanne A. Kelsey, Housing Program Coordinator (651-792-7086)  27 
  28 
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

 Date: 01/26/09 
 Item No.:        11.c  

Department Approval City Manager Approval 

  

Item Description: Public Hearing to Consider the Transfer of an Off Sale Liquor License to Roundy’s 
(Rainbow Foods) 
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BACKGROUND 1 

Roundy’s Supermarkets Inc., operating under the name of Rainbow Foods, has expressed an interest in 2 

obtaining an off-sale liquor license for their new grocery store located at 1201 W. Larpenteur Avenue.  The 3 

store opened late last year. 4 

 5 

Recognizing that the City permits a maximum of ten off-sale liquor licenses all of which are currently in 6 

use, Roundy’s has been in discussions with an existing license holder to transfer the operation of their 7 

liquor store to Roundy’s location.  State Statute 340A.412 and City Code Chapter 302.07B, allow for the 8 

transfer of an existing license with City Council consent.  The City Code reads as follows: 9 

 10 

Person and Premises Licensed; Transfer: Each license shall be issued only to the applicant 11 

and for the premises described in the application. No license may be transferred to another 12 

person or place without City Council approval. Before a transfer is approved, the transferee 13 

shall comply with the requirements for a new application. Any transfer of fifty percent (50%) 14 

or more of the stock of a corporate licensee is deemed a transfer of the license and a transfer 15 

of stock without prior City Council approval is a ground for revocation of the license. (Ord. 16 

972, 5-13-1985) 17 

 18 

The attached letter from legal counsel representing Cellars Wines & Spirits of Roseville II, indicates that 19 

they have entered into an agreement with Roundy’s to transfer their license.  They are requesting that the 20 

transfer be made effective March 2, 2009. 21 

 22 

After consulting with the City Attorney, the Council is advised to first make a determination on whether 23 

Roundy’s has satisfied the requirements for licensure.  If the Council concludes that it does, then the 24 

Council should take action on transferring the license. 25 

 26 

As recently as July, 2008 Roundy’s did submit an application for their new grocery store location and Staff 27 

concluded that it was a permitted use and that they had satisfied all provisions of State Statute and City 28 

Code – pending an available license.  Representatives from Roundy’s and Cellars Wines & Spirits will be 29 

in attendance at the Hearing.  30 
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POLICY OBJECTIVE 31 

State Statue and City Code permit the transfer of a liquor license with City Council consent.  Roundy’s has 32 

satisfied all requirements to qualify for the license.  33 

FINANCIAL IMPACTS 34 

Not applicable. 35 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 36 

City Staff recommends the City Council approve the transfer of the off-sale liquor license held by Cellars 37 

Wines & Spirits of Roseville II to Roundy’s, effective March 2, 2009. 38 

REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION 39 

Motion to approve the transfer of the off-sale liquor license held by Cellars Wines & Spirits of Roseville II 40 

to Roundy’s, effective March 2, 2009. 41 

 42 
Prepared by: Chris Miller, Finance Director 
Attachments: A: Letter from Cellars Wines & Spirits of Roseville II. 
 B:  Roundy’s Off-Sale Liquor License Application 
 43 
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

 Date:01/26/09 
 Item No.: 12.b  

Department Approval City Manager Approval 

  

Item Description: Consider a Resolution for the Imposition and Collection of Fees in the 
   Housing Improvement Area for Westwood Village I  (HF0052) 
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1. BACKGROUND 1 

 2 

1.1. On September 22, 2008, the City Council adopted an ordinance establishing a 3 

housing improvement area for Westwood Village I. Under state law, the owners of 4 

the residential units have 45 days in which to file objections to the creation of the 5 

HIA. If 35% or more of the owners of the residential units objected to the creation of 6 

the HIA, the ordinance would then be void.  (See attachment A & B). 7 

 8 

1.2. The City did not receive any objections within the 45 days.  After this period had 9 

passed  the Homeowner’s Association, obtained updated quotes from Eagle Siding.  10 

Load   Bearing, the consultant WWVI hired to assist with construction 11 

administration, verified costs by getting another bid from another contractor.   (See 12 

attachment C).  The contractor has been selected by the WWVI board and the City 13 

can proceed now with the  imposition of the fee.  The cost of the improvements is 14 

estimated to be $1,595,336.25.  This includes replacement of all of the siding, roofs, 15 

gutters, downspouts, and necessary and incidental related improvements and repairs 16 

to the housing units and garages within the WWVI along with a 20% contingency.   17 

 18 

1.3. The Westwood Village I Board has requested that the City follow its recorded 19 

Second Amendment Declaration when establishing the assessment amounts. (See 20 

attached Second Amendment Declaration Attachment D).  In general, the costs for 21 

labor and materials for replacement of siding is divided on the basis of total cost per 22 

linear foot of siding on the front and back of each unit and assessed to the unit.  All 23 

other costs are divided equally among the 47 homeowners.  Eagle Siding and Load 24 

Bearing have determined that there are basically 5 unit types that have the same 25 

surface for the front and back of the units.  See attached worksheet providing costs 26 

for the improvements and the calculation on how costs where determined 27 

(Attachment E).  Pictures for those five general unit types are provided for Council 28 

Information (Attachment F).  If all costs where divided by 1/47 the smaller units 29 

would have a hardship of paying more for the costs of the larger units.   For your 30 
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information staff has included the original declaration for the WWVI townhome 31 

association (Attachment J). 32 

 33 

1.4. State Statutes allow for other methods to be utilized to calculate the division of costs 34 

to the property owners.  These include dividing the cost proportionally to the taxable 35 

market value for each unit as well as dividing the cost by square footage of each unit. 36 

 Staff has included a spreadsheet detailing the costs per units based on these 37 

methods.(Attachment G).  It is important to note that the public hearing that was sent 38 

out indicated that the costs would be divided per the WWVI Second Amendment 39 

Declaration.  If the City Council determines that a different method should be used to 40 

divide the costs, staff believes that a new public hearing will need to be called. 41 

 42 

1.5. The Housing Improvement Area and the fees are to be spread over a period of 15 43 

years.  The proposed interest rate of 7.75% is consistent with the current rate for the 44 

City to bond along with a 1.5% fee for the City administration fee.  The amount of 45 

the fee to be levied against each of the units is shown in Attachment E. The fees will 46 

be collected annually along with taxes although they may be paid in full at any time. 47 

 Any fees paid in full within 30 days of the adoption of the resolution will not be 48 

subject to interest.  Thereafter, interest is charged from the date of the resolution.       49 

 50 

1.6. Similar to the HIA when it was created, State law provides that a resolution imposing 51 

the fee may be vetoed within 45 days after its adoption by the owners of 35% or 52 

more of the housing units.  For this reason, the City will not take the risk of 53 

committing to the project until those 45 days have elapsed, or until the owners of at 54 

least 65% of the units have committed in writing not to object to the fee. 55 

 56 

1.7. The statutes require that before a resolution imposing the improvement fees can be 57 

adopted, the Association must submit a financial plan demonstrating that future 58 

maintenance and capital improvements in the area can be accomplished by the 59 

Association.  Such a plan has been presented and reviewed by the City's Finance 60 

Director. The plan indicates that through increases in the monthly assessments and 61 

proper maintenance the Association should be able to maintain the existing 62 

improvements as well as make future capital improvements that may be needed. (See 63 

attachment H). 64 

 65 

2. REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION 66 

 67 

2.1  Adopt attached resolution that imposes fees for the improvement of the units within 68 

 Westwood Village I per the Westwood Village I by-laws.  (See attachment I) 69 

 70 

Prepared by: Jeanne A. Kelsey, Housing Program Coordinator (651-792-7086) 

 
Attachments: A: Ordinance 71 
  B: RCA and Minutes from September 22, 2008 meeting 72 
  C: Construction Costs 73 
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  D: Second Amendment to Association By-laws 74 
  E: Assessment Costs to units 75 
  F: Picture of Unit Types 76 
  G: Assessment cost calculation for value and sq.ft. of units. 77 
  H: Financial Plan 78 
  I: Resolution 79 
  J: Original Declaration for WWVI townhome association 80 
 81 
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 1 
 2 
Date: 09-22-08 3 
Item No:  4 

Staff Approval:       Manager Approval:  5 

        6 
            7  8 
Item Description: Public Hearing to Consider Establishment of Housing Improvement 9 

Area for Westwood Village I     (HF0052) 10  11 
1.0 Requested Action 12 
 13 
 Staff is requesting adoption of an ordinance establishing a Housing Improvement Area (HIA) 14 
 for Westwood Village I.  15 
 16 
2.0 Background 17 
 18 

2.1 On September 12, 2006 a petition of the owners within Westwood Village I was 19 
received by Roseville City staff. Per the statutory requirements, Mn Statute 428A.12, 20 
25% of the owners within the proposed HIA to sign the petition before it can be 21 
considered by the City.   22 

 23 
  a.   With 47 total units, Westwood Village I collected signatures from 83% of the 24 

owners, 39 signatures.  The petition specifically requests that the City set a 25 
public hearing to consider the adoption of an ordinance establishing a 26 
housing improvement area.  Ordinances can only be adopted by the City 27 
Council. 28 

 29 
 2.2 October 9, 2006 Council Meeting  30 
 31 

a. The City Council accepted the petition as adequate and in compliance with 32 
State Statutes. 33 

 34 
b. The City Council set a public hearing to consider establishment of a Housing 35 

Improvement Area consisting of parcels encompassing Westwood Village I 36 
for December 18, 2006. 37 

 38 
2.2   December 18, 2006 Council Meeting  39 
 40 

a. The City Council held public hearing and took public comment to consider 41 
public purpose and need for funding assistance (Attachment A). 42 
 43 

b. The City Council directed staff to provide the following information prior to 44 
June 11, 2007: 45 

 46 

Attachment B

11.A
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i. Conduct a Townhome & Condominium Association Survey to 47 
determine if there is larger community wide need for HIA Funding.  48 
The results of the survey could indicate the advantage of bonding for 49 
the Program. 50 

ii. Work with the local banking community to evaluate and understand 51 
their openness to providing more favorable association financing using 52 
other national models. Also evaluate if the private lending risk could 53 
be reduced with some type of government guarantee. 54 

iii. Review the associations’ current finances to determine if they have 55 
insufficient resources to pay for the improvements. 56 

iv. Review the association’s financial plan that must be prepared by an 57 
independent third party. 58 

v. Work with the association to prepare a scope of work based upon the 59 
building inspector’s report and collect at least 2 private bids. 60 

vi. Determine the level of added fees and interest rate on possible 61 
financing of the project. 62 

vii. Survey other suburban communities to understand how many have 63 
evaluated the use of the Housing Improvement Areas and decided not 64 
to pursue and for what reason or if they have used the Housing 65 
Improvement Area tool and what their experience is with this tool. 66 

 67 
c. No public action was taken but Council authorized an analysis by staff, with 68 

up to six months (up to June 11, 2007) delay in setting an ordinance.  Staff 69 
noted that the delay would allow time to review the financial situations of the 70 
association; the association’s future financial plan; to research other financial 71 
options (i.e., private bank financing or bonding); to determine the cost for 72 
work needed (scope of work and two bids); and to survey City townhome 73 
and condo associations to determine broader community needs within the 74 
City of Roseville for an HIA improvement tool.  75 

 76 
2.3 June 11, 2007 Council Meeting 77 

 78 
a. Deadline for Council to consider adoption of an ordinance establishing the 79 

HIA per Mn Statute 428A.13, subd.2 k- “The hearing may be adjourned 80 
from time to time.  The ordinance establishing the area may be adopted at 81 
any time within six month after the date of the conclusion of the hearing by 82 
a vote of the majority of the governing body of the city.” 83 

 84 
b.   The summary of the Housing Improvement Area Survey was presented to the 85 

Council.  The results of the survey conveyed that condominium and town 86 
home associations in Roseville have generally prepared themselves 87 
financially for future common area improvements. However, there may be 88 
associations that are less prepared for capital expenditure required for 89 
common area improvements and they potentially could petition the city or 90 
the HRA for the use of establishing a Housing Improvement Area (HIA). 91 

 92 
c.   Staff was not able to provide more information that the Council needed in 93 

Attachment B
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order to make a decision regarding establishment of a Housing Improvement 94 
Area for Westwood Village I.  Therefore, council moved to re-open the Public 95 
Hearing on Westwood Village I’s request for a Housing Improvement Area 96 
(HIA), previously closed on December 18, 2006; and approved continuation 97 
of the hearing until additional information could be provided. (Attachment B).  98 

 99 
 100 

3.0  Discussion  101 
 102 

3.1   A HIA is a tool available to local units of government provided by MN Statute 103 
429A.11 – 429A.21.  The HIA can be created to help fund improvements to common 104 
areas within housing areas that can not otherwise be economically feasible through 105 
private financing.  The HIA works similar to a public assessment process with the 106 
payback on the cost of the improvements, plus interest and administration costs, 107 
which are added to the taxes of the owners within the identified area over a period of 108 
years.   109 

 3.2   The HRA 2008-2012 Strategic Plan and overall goals of the City’s Comprehensive 110 
Plan would support use of an HIA, ("Preserve existing housing and develop new 111 
housing in partnership with federal, state and regional agencies and non-profit 112 
community groups and businesses.")  In order to establish a housing improvement 113 
area, Council must find, first, that without the establishment of the area the 114 
improvements cannot be made and, second, that the proposed improvements are 115 
necessary to preserve the housing units in the proposed area.   116 

 3.3   The Westwood Village I hired Load Bearing, Inc as construction manager to 117 
represent the Townhome Association interest in the “housing improvements” that 118 
include replacement of roofs, siding and trim, gutters and downspouts, soffit and 119 
fascia and any necessary related improvements and repairs to the housing units and 120 
garages within Westwood Village I.  Load Bearing developed the specifications, put 121 
the work to bid, reviewed the bids and verified that the proposals are “apples to 122 
apples”.  Mr. Munson and Mr. Proulx from the City Inspection department reviewed 123 
specifications and bids and felt that the scope of work will meet the described 124 
improvements that are needed.  (Attachment C).  125 

 3.4   Recent financial statement of the association has been reviewed by Staff and 126 
indicates that, while there are funds available for routine maintenance of the 127 
grounds, there are not adequate finances to pay for the proposed capital 128 
improvements.  Homeowners associations tend to find it nearly impossible to obtain 129 
financing for these kinds of improvements because the association can provide little, 130 
if any, acceptable securities.  Having each owner obtain separate financing is 131 
cumbersome and could stop a project if just one owner decides not to cooperate or 132 
does not have adequate security for a loan.  Westwood Village I did seek alternative 133 
financing through Bremer and US Bank.  Both banks declined the loan request.  134 
(Attachment D).   135 

 3.5   State law requires that before the project can proceed, the association must provide 136 
the City with a financial plan, prepared by a third party, showing how future capital 137 

Attachment B
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improvements can be financed without public assistance.  The association has 138 
completed a capital improvement reserve plan and Staff has reviewed the plan.  The 139 
reserve funding plan for future capital improvement/replacement projects uses Cash 140 
Flow projections with the goal of maintaining a positive balance in the reserve fund 141 
account for the next 30 years.  The initial monthly reserve contribution requirement 142 
is $130.19 per unit per month.  This is the minimum amount needed to meet the 143 
projected expenditures and fulfill the mandate of the state statute 515B.3-114 and the 144 
association’s governing documents.  This amount is $84.19 per unit per month above 145 
the association’s 2008/09 budgeted rate.  This report and additional increased 146 
amount to the Townhome owner’s was presented on August 12, 2008.  The new 147 
increase will take effect in April 2009, the beginning of the Associations fiscal year. 148 
In addition the association will also be required to provide the City with annual 149 
financial reports until the public financing has been repaid.  (Attachment E).   150 

 3.6   At its last board meeting on August 12, 2008, the Westwood Village I home owner’s 151 
where presented with what the monthly costs could be with the City Assisting with 152 
Financing of the improvements through the use of a Housing Improvement Area.  153 
Based upon a loan amount of $1.5 million the payments would range between $250-154 
$311 a month based upon interest rate and term of loan that the City of Roseville is 155 
willing to grant to the association.  The City of Roseville when assessing 156 
improvements has in the past only granted a 15 year term and has charged 157 
administration fee of 1.5% onto the interest charged to the City.  Staff is 158 
recommending that the City Council stays with the past practices.  However 159 
Westwood Village I association has requested that the City consider a 20 year term 160 
and reducing its administration fee to less than 1.5%.  Currently if the City was to 161 
bond for these improvements and did a direct placement with Bremer bank the 162 
current interest rate is 6.09% to the City for 7 years with a 15 year term and 163 
amortization.  See below for alternative finance options.    164 

 165 

3.7   At the August 12, 2008 board meeting information regarding costs of construction 166 
and projected association due increases were discussed as well as assessment fees 167 
that the association could have set against the property. At that time Westwood 168 
Village I did take a vote regarding moving forward with the improvements.  Out 169 
of 47 home owner’s 41 were in attendance (6 were via proxy) and the vote was 35 170 
in favor, 4 against, and 2 abstained.  171 

3.8  If a housing improvement area is established, a second public hearing will be held 172 
in the future to discuss the cost of the project and the amounts to be assessed 173 
against each unit.  A resolution assessing those costs would have to be adopted 174 

Financing Bank HIA HIA HIA HIA 
Term 7  15 15 20 20 
Interest 6.09 7% 8% 7 % 8% 
Monthly Payment $379.94 $292.01 $310.72 $251.05 $270.88 
Annual Payment $4,559.27 $3,504.08 $3,728.60 $3,012.54 $3,250.60 

Attachment B
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before the project can begin.  There would be opportunity to residents to pay off 175 
the assessment without having any finance charges or fees.  The Westwood 176 
Village I Board has requested that the City follow its recorded Second 177 
Amendment Declaration for establishing the assessment amounts.  In general, the 178 
costs for labor and materials for replacement of siding is divided on the basis of 179 
total cost per linear foot of siding on the front and back of each unit and assessed 180 
to the unit.  All end walls of the buildings are assessed equally among the 47 181 
homeowners.   182 

3.9 An ordinance establishing a housing improvement area takes effect 45 days after 183 
its adoption rather than 15 days after publication as with other ordinances.  184 
During that 45 day time period owners of at least 35% of the units, in this case 17, 185 
can veto the ordinance by filing a petition objecting to it.   186 

3.10 When staff was reviewing Housing Improvement areas it was found that Coon 187 
Rapids, Hopkins, New Hope, Plymouth, St. Louis Park and Victoria have all done 188 
HIA’s in the past.  Staff did talk with Coon Rapids Community Development Ms. 189 
Cheryl Bennett, since they have been doing the most HIA’s.  Ms. Bennett 190 
commented that they have been doing so many HIA’s that the City of Coon 191 
Rapids has put in place a procedure to process the requests.   192 

3.11 Enclosed are public comments that staff has received to date. (Attachment F). 193 

4.0  Suggested Council Action: 194 

 4.1   Open Public Hearing and Take public comment – mailed notice was sent to all of 195 
the owners of record within the proposed boundary of the HIA for Westwood 196 
Village I.   In addition, a public notice was published in the paper.   197 

 4.2   If Council finds, first, that without the establishment of the area the improvements 198 
cannot be made and, second, that the proposed improvements are necessary to 199 
preserve the housing units in the proposed area, then Council should adopt the 200 
ordinance.  If questions arise that cannot be adequately answered at this meeting, the 201 
Council can postpone action on the ordinance.  However, the ordinance must be 202 
adopted within six month of the public hearing if the Council chooses to do so.   203 

 4.3   Discuss length, term and finance fees that Council would impose to Westwood 204 
Village I so that the ordinance can be finalized.   205 

 206 
Prepared by:   Jeanne A. Kelsey, Housing Program Coordinator (651-792-7086)  207 
  208 
Attachments:   Attachment A December 18, 2006 Council meeting RCA and Minutes 209 
  Attachment B June 11, 2007 Council meeting RCA and Minutes 210 
  Attachment C Letter and Bid Summary 211 
  Attachment D Letters from Banks 212 
  Attachment E  Summary of Capitalization Report 213 
  Attachment F Public Comments 214 
  Attachment G Ordinance 215 
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M & H Property Management and Consulting  
Ms. Sarah Maristuen 
PO Box 131957 
Roseville, Minnesota  55113 
 
December 8, 2008 
 
Good Day Ms. Maristuen, 
 
The exterior envelope replacement at Westwood Village One was put to bid in May of 2008.  
Proposals were due in our offices no later than 5:00 pm on June 12, 2008.  There were six 
contractors that provided proposals.   Eagle Siding, Inc. was chosen by the Association to 
perform the work at Westwood Village One, as they proved to be the most cost effective 
contractor.   Load Bearing, Inc. checked their references and inspected three vinyl siding 
installations that were performed by Eagle Siding.   The work that we inspected was well 
executed and their references were exemplary.     
 
The closest bidder, Contractor X, to Eagle Siding in June of 2008 was $40,724.00 higher than 
Eagle Siding.  Last week I received revised pricing from Eagle Siding which came in at 
$1,329,446.89.  There was discussion of this being a significant increase for the project, so I 
requested that Contractor X rebid the work to see if Eagle Siding’s revised numbers were fair.   
Contractor X has rebid the work to our specifications for $1,394,730.00.  Eagle siding remains 
lower by $65,283.00.      
 
Through no fault of the selected contractor, Eagle Siding, there have been significant delays in 
the commencement of this project.  Since June 12, 2008 there have been significant price 
increases in both vinyl siding materials and asphalt roofing materials.  We have requested 
Norandex®and GAF® distributors provide independent pricing information regarding these 
increases.  I received pricing increase notifications from GAF through the Roof Depot (see 
attached GAF notices), which state that shingle prices have increased between 32% to 45% since 
June of 2008.  The cost for siding materials has increased between 16% to 20%.  There have also 
been increases in shipping, metal, mounting blocks and hardware. 
 
After reviewing the data, we believe that the price increases from Eagle Siding are very fair.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
Matthew Zinser 
 

PHONE (612) 721-8747  FAX (612) 721-1419 
3010 MINNEHAHA AVENUE SOUTH, MINNEAPOLIS, MN 55406 
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Attachment   E

Assessment breakdown estimate for Westwood complex
#1 #2 #3 #4 #5

Items Location/ Detail Assn Total Unit 2656 Unit 2652 Unit 2640 Unit 2666 Unit 2644
Roof, Gutters, Downspouts, Soffits Common (1/47th) 339,732.00$     7,228.34$    7,228.34$                 7,228.34$                 7,228.34$   7,228.34$    
Doors (1 Garage, 1 courtyard) Common (1/47th) 65,253.00$       1,388.36$    1,388.36$                 1,388.36$                 1,388.36$   1,388.36$    
Exterior lights per unit Common (1/47th) 20,340.00$       433.00$       433.00$                    433.00$                    433.00$      433.00$       
Common Siding (garage walls, courtyards Common (1/47th) 537,153.07$     11,584.79$  11,584.79$               11,584.79$               11,584.79$ 11,584.79$  
ends,  misc walls.
Siding (# of levels) Varies Front/Back: Cost per sq of siding $461.45 271,563.32$     6,460.30$    5,768.13$                 5,306.68$                 4,153.05$   3,230.15$    
No. of sq. on front/back of units **Calculation on following page Fourteen Sq. Twelve and a half sq. Eleven and a half Sq. Nine Sq. Seven Sq.
Permit Common (1/47th 17,860.00$       380.00$       380.00$                    380.00$                    380.00$      380.00$       
Disposal Common (1/47th 9,600.00$         205.00$       205.00$                    205.00$                    205.00$      205.00$       
Aluminum Wrap Common (1/47th 67,945.50$       1,445.65$    1,445.65$                 1,445.65$                 1,445.65$   1,445.65$    

Subtotal 1,329,446.89$  29,125.44$  28,433.27$               27,971.82$               26,818.19$ 25,895.29$  
Building Contingency 20% 265,889.36$     5,825.09$    5,686.66$                 5,594.37$                 5,363.64$   5,179.06$    

Total Amount 1,595,336.25$  34,950.53$  34,119.93$               33,566.19$               32,181.83$ 31,074.35$  

Total Amount if Dividied 1/47 33,943.32$      
***  All Items include labor and material. More or (Less) than 1/47 1,007.21$   176.61$                   (377.13)$                   (1,761.49)$  (2,868.97)$  

#1 Unit 2656, 2658, 2660, 2662, 2694, 2696, 2702,
2704, 2706, 2712, 2714, 2718, 2722, 2724, 2726,
2728, 2730, 2734

#2 Unit 2652, 2700, 2708, 2716, 2720, 2732

#3 Unit 2640, 2642, 2646, 2648, 2650, 2654, 2668
2670,2672, 2674, 2676, 2678, 2680,2682, 2686
2688, 2690

#4 Unit 2666, 2664,  2692, 2710

#5 Unit 2644, 2684



Breakdown for the difference of the five unit types.   
 
This shows the calculations for how we arrived at our unit numbers.    Length x Width = 
Square footage.  100 Sq feet equals one square of siding. 
 
Unit 2656  Front 26 x 17 =442 Front of building to the roof line. 
       Back  26 x 25 = 650 Back of building to the roof line. 
                  5 x 35 = 175 Sides of Chimney to top of chimney. 
       10 x 6 = 60 Front and Back of Chimney extending above roof line. 
        8 x 6= 48  Small chimney on roof. 
                                      1375     Total: 14 Sq of siding. (With waste) 
 
Unit 2652  Front  26 x 17 = 442 Front of building to the roof line. 
       Back  26 x 20 = 520 Back of building to the roof line. 
      5 x 30   = 150 Sides of chimney to top of chimney. 
      10 x 6   = 60 Front and Back of chimney extending above roof line. 
       8 x 6    = 48 Small chimney on roof.  
          1220   Total: 12.5 Sq of siding. (With waste) 
 
Unit  2640  Front 26 x 17 = 442 Front of building to the roof line. 
        Back  26 x 17 = 442 Back of building to the roof line. 
        5 x 27   = 135 Sides of chimney to top of chimney. 
        10 x 6   = 60 Front and back of chimney extending above roof line. 
         8 x 6    = 48  Small chimney on roof. 
            1127   Total: 11.5 Sq of siding. (With waste) 
 
 
Unit 2666  Front 26 x 9 = 234 Front of building to the roof line. 
       Back  26 x 16 = 416 Back of building to the roof line. 
      5 x 22   =  110 Sides of chimney to tope of chimney. 
      6 x 6     = 36 Front and back of chimney extending above roof line. 
      6 x 6     = 36 Small chimney on roof. 
          877     Total:  9 Sq. of siding. (With waste) 
 
 
Unit 2644  Front 26 x 9 = 234 Front of building to the roof line. 
       5 x 9  = 45 Front entry way jog. 
        Back  26 x 9 = 234 Back of building to the roof line. 
       5 x 17 = 85 Sides of chimney to top of chimney. 
       6 x 6 = 36 Front and back of chimney extending above roof line. 
       6 x 6 = 36 Small chimney on roof. 
       670    Total:  7 Sq. of siding. (With waste) 
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Unit # Proposed 2009 Value Cost per Value more (less) Sq. Ft. Cost per sq. more (less)
2716 34,119.93 $220,900 $35,615 1,495.00$     1664 $37,681.72 3,561.79$      
2714 34,950.53 $220,900 $35,615 664.40$        1664 $37,681.72 2,731.19$      
2712 34,950.53 $210,000 $33,858 (1,092.96)$    1588 $35,960.68 1,010.15$      
2710 32,181.83 $172,200 $27,763 (4,418.63)$    796 $18,025.63 (14,156.20)$   
2708 34,119.93 $220,900 $35,615 1,495.00$     1664 $37,681.72 3,561.79$      
2706 34,950.53 $230,200 $37,114 2,163.81$     1664 $37,681.72 2,731.19$      
2704 34,950.53 $209,700 $33,809 (1,141.33)$    1588 $35,960.68 1,010.15$      
2702 34,950.53 $218,100 $35,164 212.97$        1636 $37,047.65 2,097.12$      
2728 34,950.53 $225,500 $36,357 1,406.05$     1664 $37,681.72 2,731.19$      
2726 34,950.53 $220,900 $35,615 664.40$        1664 $37,681.72 2,731.19$      
2724 34,950.53 $231,900 $37,388 2,437.90$     1664 $37,681.72 2,731.19$      
2722 34,950.53 $230,200 $37,114 2,163.81$     1664 $37,681.72 2,731.19$      
2720 34,119.93 $220,900 $35,615 1,495.00$     1664 $37,681.72 3,561.79$      
2718 34,950.53 $222,500 $35,873 922.37$        1636 $37,047.65 2,097.12$      
2734 34,950.53 $218,400 $35,212 261.34$        1636 $37,047.65 2,097.12$      
2732 34,119.93 $220,900 $35,615 1,495.00$     1664 $37,681.72 3,561.79$      
2730 34,950.53 $220,900 $35,615 664.40$        1664 $37,681.72 2,731.19$      
2700 34,119.93 $220,900 $35,615 1,495.00$     1664 $37,681.72 3,561.79$      
2696 34,950.53 $214,500 $34,583 (367.45)$       1588 $35,960.68 1,010.15$      
2694 34,950.53 $220,900 $35,615 664.40$        1664 $37,681.72 2,731.19$      
2692 32,181.83 $172,200 $27,763 (4,418.63)$    796 $18,025.63 (14,156.20)$   
2690 33,566.19 $220,900 $35,615 2,048.74$     1664 $37,681.72 4,115.53$      
2688 33,566.19 $218,500 $35,228 1,661.80$     1664 $37,681.72 4,115.53$      
2686 33,566.19 $220,900 $35,615 2,048.74$     1664 $37,681.72 4,115.53$      
2684 31,074.35 $163,100 $26,296 (4,778.31)$    800 $18,116.21 (12,958.14)$   
2682 33,566.19 $185,000 $29,827 (3,739.29)$    1239 $28,057.48 (5,508.71)$     
2680 33,566.19 $209,700 $33,809 243.01$        1588 $35,960.68 2,394.49$      
2678 33,566.19 $218,400 $35,212 1,645.68$     1636 $37,047.65 3,481.46$      
2668 33,566.19 $227,200 $36,631 3,064.47$     1664 $37,681.72 4,115.53$      
2670 33,566.19 $186,700 $30,101 (3,465.20)$    1239 $28,057.48 (5,508.71)$     
2672 33,566.19 $217,600 $35,083 1,516.70$     1664 $37,681.72 4,115.53$      
2674 33,566.19 $218,400 $35,212 1,645.68$     1636 $37,047.65 3,481.46$      
2676 33,566.19 $211,600 $34,116 549.34$        1588 $35,960.68 2,394.49$      
2666 32,181.83 $172,200 $27,763 (4,418.63)$    796 $18,025.63 (14,156.20)$   
2664 32,181.83 $167,500 $27,005 (5,176.39)$    796 $18,025.63 (14,156.20)$   
2662 34,950.53 $214,200 $34,535 (415.81)$       1588 $35,960.68 1,010.15$      
2660 34,950.53 $227,200 $36,631 1,680.13$     1664 $37,681.72 2,731.19$      
2658 34,950.53 $231,400 $37,308 2,357.28$     1692 $38,315.79 3,365.26$      
2656 34,950.53 $202,800 $32,697 (2,253.80)$    1448 $32,790.34 (2,160.19)$     
2654 33,566.19 $194,700 $31,391 (2,175.39)$    1300 $29,438.84 (4,127.35)$     
2652 34,119.93 $220,900 $35,615 1,495.00$     1664 $37,681.72 3,561.79$      
2650 33,566.19 $220,900 $35,615 2,048.74$     1664 $37,681.72 4,115.53$      
2648 33,566.19 $185,000 $29,827 (3,739.29)$    1239 $28,057.48 (5,508.71)$     
2646 33,566.19 $216,100 $34,841 1,274.86$     1632 $36,957.07 3,390.88$      
2644 31,074.35 $172,500 $27,812 (3,262.78)$    800 $18,116.21 (12,958.14)$   
2642 33,566.19 $209,700 $33,809 243.01$        1588 $35,960.68 2,394.49$      
2640 33,566.19 $218,400 $35,212 1,645.68$     1636 $37,047.65 3,481.46$      

$9,895,000 70449
Total Cost of Project =
$1,595,336.25 $0.16 cost per value $22.65 Cost per sq.ft.
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Attachment I 

EXTRACT OF MINUTES OF MEETING 1 
OF THE 2 

CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ROSEVILLE 3 
 4 

*  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  * 5 
 6 

Pursuant to due call and notice thereof, a regular meeting of the City Council of the City 7 
of Roseville, County of Ramsey, Minnesota was duly held on the   21st day of January, 8 
2009, at 6:00 p.m. 9 
 10 
The following members were present: 11 
 12 
 and the following were absent:          . 13 
 14 
Member                introduced the following resolution and moved its adoption: 15 
 16 

RESOLUTION No.   17 
 18 

A RESOLUTION IMPOSING IMPROVEMENT FEES IN THE  HOUSING 19 
IMPROVEMENT AREA AND 20 

PROVIDING FOR THE COLLECTION OF THE FEES 21 
 22 

WHEREAS,  pursuant to Minnesota Statutes Section 428A.13, the Roseville City 23 
Council on  established by ordinance the  Housing Improvement Area; and  24 

 25 
WHEREAS,  pursuant to proper notice duly given as required by Minn. Stat. 428A.14, 26 

the City Council has met and heard and passed upon all objections to the proposed 27 
improvement fees in the  Housing Improvement Area for improvements made to 28 
the residential buildings within the Area and the proposed collection of those fees 29 
at the same time and in the same manner as ad valorem taxes; and 30 

 31 
WHERAS, pursuant to Minnesota Statutes Section 428A.18, the effective date of this 32 

resolution must be at least 45 days after it is adopted unless 65% of the unit 33 
owners have committed in writing not to object to the fee; and  34 

 35 
WHEREAS,  the City of Roseville expects to reimburse all of the housing improvement 36 

expenditures with the proceeds of debt to be incurred by the City; and   37 
 38 
WHEREAS,  this declaration is made pursuant to Section 1.102-18 of the Income Tax 39 

Regulations of the Internal Revenue Service. 40 
 41 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Council of Roseville, 42 

Minnesota: 43 
 44 



Attachment I 

1.  Such imposed improvement fees, a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit 45 
A and made a part hereof, shall constitute the fees imposed against the lands named 46 
herein to be collected at the same time and in the same manner as provided for the 47 
payment and collection of ad valorem taxes under authority of Minn. Stat. 428A.05, 48 
428A.14, and 428A.15, and each tract of land herein included is hereby found to be 49 
benefitted by the proposed improvement in the amount of the assessed fee levied against 50 
it. 51 
 52 

2.  Such improvement fees shall be payable in equal annual installments 53 
extending over a period of fifteen years from the first Monday in January,  and shall bear 54 
interest at the rate of     7.75% per annum from the date of adoption of this resolution.  55 
The total amount of the fifteen year assessed fees is shown in Attachment E. 56 
 57 

3.  The owner of any property so assessed may, at any time prior to the 58 
certification of the assessed improvement fees to the Director of the Ramsey County 59 
Records and Taxation Division but no later than November 15, 2009, pay the whole of 60 
the assessed fees on such property, with interest accrued to the date of payment to the 61 
City Treasurer, except that no interest shall be charged if the entire assessed fee is paid 62 
within 30 days from the adoption of this resolution; and the owner may, at any time 63 
thereafter, pay to the City Finance Department the entire amount of the assessed fees 64 
remaining unpaid.   65 

 66 
4.  The City Manager shall forthwith transmit a certified duplicate of this assessed 67 

improvement fee to the County Property Records and Taxation Division to be extended 68 
on the property tax list of the County, and such assessed fees shall be paid over in the 69 
same manner as other municipal taxes. 70 
 71 
 72 
The motion for the adoption of the foregoing resolution was duly seconded by Member  73 
 74 
      , and upon a vote being taken thereon, the following voted in favor thereof: 75 
 76 
  and the following voted against the same: none. 77 
 78 
WHEREUPON said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted. 79 
 80 
 81 
 82 
 83 
 84 
 85 
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 
 

          DATE: 01/26/2009 
          ITEM NO:  

Department Approval:        

    
Item Description:   Preliminary Approval of 2030 Comprehensive Plan (PROJ-0004)  
 
1.0 REQUESTED ACTION 1 

1.1 By resolution, grant preliminary approval of the 2030 Comprehensive Plan and authorize its 2 

submittal to the Metropolitan Council for formal agency review. 3 

 4 

2.0 BACKGROUND 5 

2.1 The draft 2030 Roseville Comprehensive Plan is the culmination of a year-long planning 6 

process, which has included significant participation by a City Council-appointed steering 7 

committee, review by City advisory commissions, and two public open houses. Attached to 8 

this memorandum is a copy of the draft 2030 Roseville Comprehensive Plan (Attachment 9 

A).  10 

 11 

2.2 On October 1, 2008, the Planning Commission held a public hearing to take public comment 12 

on the draft Plan. Fourteen people, including residents, property owners, and Steering 13 

Committee members, spoke regarding the Comprehensive Plan. Attached to this 14 

memorandum (Attachment B) are the meeting minutes from this meeting. The comments 15 

generally focused on four issues: the future land use designation of the Target and HarMar 16 

parcels, the future land use designation of the Twin Lakes area, the definition of the 17 

Community Business future land use category, and the integration of Master Plans into the 18 

Comprehensive Plan.  19 

 20 

2.2.1 Target and HarMar Future Land Use Designation: Five residents and three Steering 21 

Committee members spoke against the future land use designation of Regional 22 

Business for the Target and HarMar parcels and requested they be designated 23 

Community Business. In addition, seven Steering Committee members (out of the 24 

thirteen total members) presented a letter to the Planning Commission requesting 25 

that the future land use definition for these parcels be Community Business.  26 

 27 

2.2.2 Twin Lakes Future Land Use Designation: Two Twin Lake property-owner 28 

representatives spoke against the future land use designation of Community Mixed-29 

Use for parcels along County Road C and Cleveland Avenue. They spoke in favor of 30 

reclassifying them as Regional Business.  31 

 32 

2.2.3 Community Business Definition: The 100,000-square-foot limitation in the 33 

Community Business definition concerned the Twin Lakes property-owner 34 

representatives in that this definition is linked to the Community Mixed-Use 35 
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category. During the period between the last Steering Committee meeting and the 36 

Planning Commission hearing, several Steering Committee members worked 37 

together to revise the Community Business future land use definition in hopes of 38 

bringing a resolution to this issue. The revised definition includes 100,000 square 39 

feet as a building footprint guideline, but would allow for buildings to exceed that if 40 

they were subject additional design requirements. They presented their revised 41 

definition in the letter cited above. One Committee member spoke against the 42 

100,000-square-foot building size restriction in the definition. 43 

 44 

2.2.4 Master Plans: Four Steering Committee members prepared a memorandum to the 45 

Planning Commission recommending that all current and future land use master 46 

plans be adopted into the Comprehensive Plan. One Steering Committee member 47 

and one resident spoke on behalf of this position. 48 

 49 

2.3 On October 13, 2008, the City Council took up the matter of releasing the draft Plan to 50 

neighboring and affected units of government and special districts. Meeting minutes from 51 

this meeting are attached to this memorandum in Attachment C. The City Council made two 52 

modifications to the draft forwarded by the Planning Commission. These modifications 53 

included changing the future land use designation for the HarMar Mall to Community 54 

Business, and adding language to the land use implementation strategies regarding parkland 55 

and the need for parkland in Planning District 14. 56 

 57 

2.4 The following table identifies modifications made to the draft Comprehensive Plan by both 58 

the Planning Commission and City Council.  59 

 60 
Location Planning Commission Modifications City Council Modifications 

Chapter 4: Land Use 
Pg. 4-2 Under Goal #1 of the General Land Use 

Goals and Policies, removed that clause 
“…as well as the creation of community 
gathering spaces” to make it read better. 

 

Pg. 4-3 Removed policy 5.3 of the Land Use 
Chapter as they felt it was redundant and 
similar with policy 5.4. 

 

Pg. 4-4 

Pg. 4-22 

Based on comments by the City Attorney, 
modified language in policy 13.2 under the 
Land Use Chapter (Ch. 4) to now read 
“Develop and utilize master plans, as 
official controls, for redevelopment areas in 
order to achieve an appropriate mixture of 
uses in the mixed-use areas designated on 
the 2030 Future Land Use Map”.; and under 
the discussion of Planning District 10 in the 
Land Use Chapter, amending the language 
to now read “The City will use intends to 
rely on the following official controls and 
environmental studies to guide land use and 
to evaluate specific proposals.” 

 

Location Planning Commission Modifications City Council Modifications 
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Pg. 4-5 and pg. 4-28 Affirmed the future land use designation for 
the “HarMar Mall” and Super Target 
parcels as “Regional Business”. 

Identified the future land use designation 
for the HarMar Mall parcel as “Community 
Business. 

Pg. 4-5 and pg. 4-28 Changed the future land use designation for 
properties along the south side of Hwy. 36 
from Snelling Ave. east to Hamline Ave. 
from “Community Business” to “Office”. 

 

Pg. 4-7 and 4-8 Removed the sentence “Individual building 
footprints may exceed 100,000 square feet, 
but smaller building sizes are supported” 
from the Regional Business definition and 
removed the 100,000-square-foot limitation 
on a building footprint in the definition of 
Community Business by modifying to read 
as follows: “Community business areas 
include shopping centers and free-standing 
businesses that promote community 
orientation and scale”. 

 

Pg. 4-8 Within the Neighborhood Business 
definition, removed the sentence: 
“Buildings shall not be more than three 
stories in height” and replaced it with 
“Buildings shall be scaled appropriately to 
the surrounding neighborhood. 

 

Pg. 4-28 Under the discussion of land use issues in 
Planning District 14, removed the words 
“…of a community scale…” from the 
second paragraph. 

 

Chapter 5: Transportation 
Pg. 5-25  In the Transportation Chapter, removed the 

language “The Metropolitan Council 
anticipates a long range need for 800 spaces 
in the Roseville area.  The Grace Church 
and Skating Center lots are interim 
locations until more permanent sites can be 
developed” as this language was similar to 
language in a preceding paragraph. 

 

Chapter 9: Parks, Open Space, and Recreation 
Pg. 9-4 In the Parks, Open Space, and Recreation 

Chapter, deleted policy 3.4 as they felt it 
was redundant and similar to policy 3.3. 

 

Pg. 9-4 In the Parks, Open Space, and Recreation 
Chapter, deleted policy 4.4 as they felt it 
was redundant and similar to policy 4.1. 

 

Chapter 11: Implementation/Using the Plan 
Pg. 11-3  Added language to the Land Use 

Implementation Strategies regarding 
parkland and the need for parkland in 
Planning District 14. 

Location Planning Commission Modifications City Council Modifications 
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Pg. 11-4 The Relationship Between Master Plans 
and the Comprehensive Plan section as 
amended by the Planning Commission was 
moved to Official Controls section. 

 

 

Pg. 11-5 Under the section entitled Relationship 
Between Master Plans and the 
Comprehensive Plan, in reference to 
master plans adopted prior to 2009, added 
the statement “Master plans adopted prior to 
2009 will not be addressed as part of the 
Comprehensive Plan without further action 
by the City Council. 

 

 61 

2.5 On October 15, 2008, staff made the Council-requested modifications to the Plan and sent a 62 

letter to neighboring and affected local jurisdictions and special districts alerting them to the 63 

opening of the review period. By state statute, these bodies have up to six months to review 64 

and comment on the draft plan. Prior to forwarding its approved Plan to the Metropolitan 65 

Council for its review, the City must receive comments or notice of no comment from all of 66 

the external bodies. The City has received comment for all of the adjacent jurisdictions and 67 

affected special districts and school districts. 68 

 69 

2.6 Overall, the external bodies did not make significant comments regarding the draft Plan. 70 

Attachment E is a table that summarizes the comments received by the City from the 71 

external bodies. These comments have been divided to two groups--suggested changes to 72 

the draft Plan and those requiring some type of follow up or coordination outside of the 73 

Comprehensive Planning Process. As shown, only St. Paul, Ramsey County, Capitol Region 74 

Watershed District, and Rice Creek Watershed District made comments related specifically 75 

to the draft Plan. Arden Hills, Little Canada, Minneapolis, and Shoreview made requests for 76 

follow up on issues broader than the Comprehensive Plan. For those comments specific to 77 

the Plan, staff has reviewed the issues raised and made changes to the draft Plan as needed. 78 

 79 

2.7 In addition to sending the draft Plan to the external bodies for review, staff provided the 80 

Metropolitan Council with a copy of the plan and requested an informal review. The 81 

purpose of this review is to see if any required elements are missing. The Metropolitan 82 

Council circulated that plan to the appropriate reviewers and provided staff with a letter 83 

summarizing their findings (Attachment F). Staff and the consulting team have integrated 84 

items identified as incomplete into the draft Plan. Within the letter, there are several times 85 

when the Metropolitan Council staff refer to missing tables. These tables do not need to be 86 

included within the Comprehensive Plan, but need to be submitted as supplemental 87 

information to allow Council staff to complete their analysis. Staff will complete these 88 

tables upon the City Council’s approval of the draft Plan. Attachment G is a table that 89 

summarizes how City staff and HKGi resolved issues identified by the Metropolitan 90 

Council. 91 

 92 

2.8 A significant technical review has been undertaken over the last two months. As requested 93 

by the Planning Commission, staff hired professional proofreading services. Staff retained 94 
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two editors—one who is a resident of Roseville and the other who is not—with the hopes 95 

that the varying perspectives would find a wider range of errors. Based on the editors’ 96 

reviews as well as their own, staff made many editorial clarifications (non-substantive 97 

changes) to the draft Plan.  98 

 99 

2.9 On January 7, 2009, in accordance with Roseville City Code 201.07, the Planning 100 

Commission held a public hearing to take comment from interested parties. Nobody from 101 

the public spoke during the public hearing. Chairperson Bakeman closed the public hearing 102 

and the Planning Commission unanimously adopted a resolution recommending that the 103 

City Council adopt the Comprehensive Plan. (See Attachment H to review the draft minutes 104 

of this meeting.) 105 

 106 

3.0 STAFF COMMENTS 107 

3.1 The action staff is requesting the Council to take is preliminary approval of the 2030 108 

Comprehensive Plan. Minnesota Statute 473.858, sub 3 prohibits local jurisdictions from 109 

conferring final approval of the plan until the Metropolitan Council has had the opportunity 110 

to review and comment on the Plan. It states: “The plans shall be submitted to the council 111 

following recommendation by the planning agency of the unit and after consideration but before 112 

final approval by the governing body of the unit.” 113 

3.2 The Metropolitan Council has up to 120 days to complete its review the Plan and provide its 114 

comments back to the City. Based on the technical review already performed by Metropolitan 115 

Council staff, City staff is confident that the plan will advance fairly smoothly through the 116 

agency’s review process. 117 

3.3 Staff anticipates requesting the Council to take final approval/adoption 2030 Comprehensive 118 

Plan in the spring. Final approval/adoption will require a super-majority of the City Council. 119 

4.0 STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS 120 

4.1 Staff recommends that the City Council approve the resolution to grant preliminary approval 121 

the 2030 Comprehensive Plan and authorize submittal of the Plan to the Metropolitan 122 

Council. 123 

 124 

5.0 SUGGESTED COUNCIL ACTION 125 

5.1 By resolution, recommend preliminary approval of the 2030 Comprehensive Plan and 126 

authorize the submittal of the Plan to the Metropolitan Council.  127 

 128 

 129 

Attachments: A.  Approval Draft of the 2030 Roseville Comprehensive Plan (Distributed  130 

   Monday, January 12, 2009.) 131 

B. Meeting Minutes from the October 1, 2008 Planning Commission Meeting 132 

C. Meeting Minutes from the October 13, 2008 City Council Meeting 133 

D. Responses from External Bodies 134 

E. Response Summary Table 135 

F. Metropolitan Council Informal Review Summary Letter 136 

margaret.driscoll
Text Box
Plan available at www.ci.roseville.mn.us/CompPlan.

www.ci.roseville.mn.us/CompPlan


 6 of 6 012609_Approval of 2030 Comprehensive Plan 

G. Table summarizing response to Metropolitan Council’s Informal Review 137 

H. Draft Meeting Minutes from the January 7, 2009 Planning Commission 138 

Meeting 139 

I. Draft Resolution 140 

 141 

 142 

 143 

Prepared by: Jamie Radel, Community Development 144 
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Extract of the Meeting Minutes from the October 1, 2008  
Roseville Planning Commission Meeting 

b. PROJECT FILE 0004 
Review and approve a final draft of the City of Roseville’s Comprehensive Plan Update  
Chair Bakeman opened the Public Hearing for Project File 0004. 

Chair Bakeman complimented staff on their preparation and presentation of this project report and its 
specificities. 

Community Development Director Patrick Trudgeon 
Mr. Trudgeon provided a brief review of the staff report dated October 1, 2008 on the Draft 2030 Roseville 
Comprehensive Plan, in anticipation of Planning Commission recommendation to the City Council for 
distribution of the Plan to adjacent governmental jurisdictions, special taxing districts and school districts. 
Mr. Trudgeon advised that Economic Development Associate Jamie Radel would present information on 
the process to-date, the work of the Steering Committee, and specific chapters within the actual 
Comprehensive Plan. Mr. Trudgeon advised that then he would review specific and remaining issues of 
the Steering Committee that did not get consensus, having received only majority support. 

Mr. Trudgeon reviewed State Statute requirements for review by the eight (8) adjacent municipalities as 
well as the City of Roseville’s review of their Plans. Mr. Trudgeon referenced the aggressive timeframe 
detailed on page 5 of the staff report, and anticipated additional Public Hearing at the December 3, 2008 
Planning Commission meeting, and City Council public comment and approval of the plan. 

Economic Development Associate Jamie Radel  
Ms. Radel briefly reviewed the process to-date as detailed in the staff report, including hiring of 
Hoisington Koegler Group Inc. (HKGI) by the City Council in September of 2007 as consultant to facilitate 
this process; appointment of the Steering Committee; public participation opportunities; review by City 
Advisory Commissions and the Housing and Redevelopment Authority (HRA); and periodic Planning 
Commission and City Council updates throughout the process. 

Ms. Radel noted that the thirteen (13) member Steering Committee had held fourteen (14) meetings; held 
two (2) Open Houses (one in March of 2008 with 70-80 in attendance, and another in August of 2008 with 
25-30 in attendance, many of whom were Committee members, staff and consultants). 

Ms. Radel noted that the plan consisted of eleven (11) chapters, and included a future land use map; 
goals and policies; and proposed future land use designations. Ms. Radel noted that the staff report 
detailed each of the eleven chapters by description, of content and Steering Committee action, and 
included approval and/or majority/minority support of those chapters, with the “Land Use” and “Using the 
Plan” chapters specifically lacking consensus. 

Mr. Trudgeon noted that the Steering Committee process had provided consensus through discussion 
and compromise for the majority of the Plan; however, advised that there were three remaining issues 
pending consensus: 

• The role of master plans within the Plan and how they would be utilized; 

• The definition of the Community Business future land use category and limitation of their footprints at 
100,000 square feet; and 

• The future land use designation of the Har Mar Mall and SuperTarget (currently designated “Regional 
Business” with proposal to revise to “Community Business.”) 

Community Business 
Mr. Trudgeon reviewed page 4-7 and 4-8 of the Comprehensive Plan and differentiations between 
Regional Business (RB) and Community Business (CB) land use designations; noting that the Steering 
Committee had voted 7/6 on several proposed amendments to the language and whether to limit building 
footprints to 100,000 square feet. 

 

jamie.radel
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Har/Mar and Target Land Use Designations 
Mr. Trudgeon noted that the Committee voted 8/5 to change the proposed land use designation for the 
HarMar and Target sites from Community Business to Regional Business. 

Master Plans 
Mr. Trudgeon reviewed outstanding issues related to future Master Plans; three (3) proposed options or 
policies as detailed on page 3 of the staff report. 

Mr. Trudgeon noted, as part of the staff report, and identified as Attachment C, non-legal comments dated 
September 15, 2008, from City Attorney Jay Squires and his investigation of Master Plans and whether 
they should be adopted by reference into the City’s Comprehensive Plan, based on definitions of 
Minnesota Statute 462.352, and recommendations that the City Council needs to determine the proper 
use of Master Plans.  Mr. Trudgeon concurred with City Attorney Squires’ conclusion that inclusion of 
master plans in the Comprehensive Plan results in greater limits on specific development proposals that 
may arise, and that they may restrict the marketplace-driven development and/or redevelopment.  Mr. 
Trudgeon opined that this decision – either way – would not be easy to determine, but that it needed to be 
done, and the decision needed to be explicit. 

Discussion ensued on the ramifications if the City did not meet the December 31, 2008 submittal deadline 
to the Metropolitan Council, based on these few outstanding items.  Mr. Trudgeon advised that the City 
could still make application, but would no longer be eligible to receive Livable Communities grant funds 
through the Metropolitan Council; and noted that the City may be best advised to apply for an extension 
even if it was later determined that it was not needed. 

Further discussion included the steps and process necessary, following approval of the Comprehensive 
Plan by the Metropolitan Council, to put City Codes and controls (i.e., zoning ordinances and land use 
designations) in place (9 month timeframe). 

Further discussion included implementation strategies in the “Using the Plan” Chapter, with staff noting 
that they would further refine that chapter to ensure all consensus comments of the Steering Committee 
were included before City Council review; submission of further typographical and/or grammatical 
corrections by individual Commissioners to staff for inclusion in the final DRAFT document; management 
of adjacent jurisdiction’s review timeframes to encourage their quick response times; and those areas of 
interest to those jurisdictions (i.e., jointly shared corridors and road connections). 

Additional discussion included more user-friendly document represented in the update than the previous 
plan; with Commissioners thanking staff and the consultants in their efforts to refine and streamline the 
Plan. 

Chair Bakeman recessed the meeting at approximately 8:13 p.m. and reconvened at approximately 
8:23 p.m. 

Public Comment 
Chair Bakeman briefly reviewed the process for the Public hearing and requested cooperation of those 
present. 

Various written comments had been received by staff and were included in the project report dated 
October 1, 2008. 

Additional written comments received by staff following preparation and distribution of the project report 
were provided as bench handouts, and are attached hereto and made a part thereof.  Those 
documents are as follows: 

September 24, 2008 Minority Report containing two (2) recommendations, regarding “Classification of 
Target and HarMar sites as Regional Business” land use designation, and “Master Plans as part of the 
Comprehensive Plan;” and submitted/signed by Steering Committee members Karen Schaffer; Steve 
Burwell; Gary Grefenberg; Amy Ihlan; and Dan Roe (in support of recommendation #1 only): 

1) Preserve the neighborhoods of central Roseville and designate the Target and Har Mar Sites as 
guided for “Community Business;” and 
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2) Include all or part of the current and future land use master plans prepared by the City in the 
Comprehensive Plan. 

September 30, 2008 Minority Report #2 offering additional resolution of the above-referenced issues; 
and including recommendation from the minority for deletion of the proposed current description for 
“Community Business (CB)” and replacement with language as recommended in this document; and 
submitted/signed by Steering Committee members Steve Burwell; James DeBenedet; Gary Grefenberg; 
Dan Roe; Al Sands; Karen Schaffer; and Amy Ihlan(?). 

• September 29, 2008 e-mail and follow-up e-mail dated the same date from Mark Rancone, 
Roseville Properties, related to attaching master Plans and super majority vote of the City Council, and 
recommended removal of the square footage requirement from the Community Mixed Use land use 
category. 

• October 1, 2008 e-mail from Har Mar neighbors Alan Mahler and Donna-Marie Boulay, 18 Mid Oaks 
Lane requesting Har Mar Shopping Center remaining a “Community Business” land use designation. 

Chair Bakeman noted that Commissioner Doherty would serve as official timekeeper for public comment 
on this item; and asked that each speaker keep their comments to three (3) minutes per person; and 
noted that once everyone wishing to do so had been given an opportunity to speak, additional rebuttal or 
comments from previous speakers would be entertained. 

Karen Schaffer, Steering Committee Member, 2100 Fairview Avenue N  
Ms. Schaffer expressed her appreciation in serving on the Steering Committee, opining that there were 
many excellent parts in the draft plan, and advised that she didn’t want to denigrate those sections.  
However, Ms. Schaffer reviewed written comments and the Steering Committee minority position, and 
their recommendation #1 related to Target and HarMar Land Use designations as “Community Business 
(CB).” Ms. Schaffer expressed disappointment that this item did not retain consensus due to time 
constraints, and her perceptions of misrepresentation by and opinion of the consultant 

Ms. Schaffer advised that she would address minority position #2 related to Community Business Land 
Use Description in later comments, if time allowed; and recommended that the language detailed in their 
written comments dated September 30, 2008, as above-referenced, replace those currently in the draft 
Plan language. 

Joseph Kasak, 1427 W Eldridge Avenue, (5 houses east of HarMar parking lot) 
Mr. Kasak spoke in opposition of the HarMar site designation as “Regional Business;” and strongly 
supported the minority opinion, opining that the integrity of the community and residential properties 
surrounding HarMar were at stake, expressing further concern with present management of the facility 
and potential impacts to the neighborhood.  Mr. Kasak further opined that, with Rosedale close by, there 
was no need to designate HarMar as a regional destination. 

John Goedeke, 104 Larpenteur Avenue, Steering Committee member, 1021 Larpenteur Avenue 
Mr. Goedeke expressed his ongoing frustration with designation of commercial properties and questioned 
the need for separate designations that would deter current and future businesses in their development. 

Mr. Goedeke further opined that he supported Master Plans; however, spoke in support of their 
separation from the Comprehensive Plan, based on requirements of a super majority vote, in order to 
allow the City to do its business. 

Mr. Goedeke spoke in support of limiting footprints to 100,000 square feet; opining that due to land 
shortages in Roseville, the future was to build up. 

Rick Poeschl, 1602 N Ridgewood Lane (across street from HarMar for 38 years) 
Mr. Poeschl concurred with comments of Ms. Schaffer; speaking in opposition to “Regional Business” 
designation in the HarMar and Target areas.  Mr. Poeschl spoke to the increasing traffic and congestion 
through his many years as a resident in that area. 

Mr. Poeschl, on an unrelated note, concurred with Commissioner Boerigter and his position in opposition 
to a parking ramp in Roseville. 

David Boss, 1985 Snelling N 
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Mr. Boss expressed concern if HarMar were to expand further, noting the current stacking of vehicles on 
Snelling in that area, even with recent street improvements; and issues with the configuration of that 
intersection and traffic flow into and from the fast food establishments.  Mr. Boss opined that the more 
you develop, the more residents get pushed out. 

 

Tam McGehee, 77 Mid Oaks Lane 
Ms. McGehee concurred with the comments and position addressed by Ms. Schaffer; opining that a 
100,000 square foot footprint limit did not preclude building up; further opining that smaller businesses 
(i.e., Byerly’s, the new Rainbow, and Barns & Noble) served the community, as well as the region; noting 
that the new owners at HarMar had forced out many smaller businesses in the community, and further 
opined that people liked the smaller formats. 

Ms. McGehee opined that when she attended the first Open House, she was impressed with the definition 
for “Community Business;” however, advised that she could not support the current language; and 
questioned the process and this changed outcome. 

Ms. McGehee noted her involvement in the Friends of Twin Lakes lawsuit; clarifying that it had been 
based on the AUAR, not the Comprehensive Plan, nor the Twin Lakes Master Plan.  Ms. McGehee 
suggested another compromise in defining the dollar figure for staff and consultant time in creating a 
Master Plan at $50,000 of public monies.  Ms. McGehee questioned the integrity of a simple majority vote 
for Master Plans. 

Linda Pribyl, 1637 Ridgewood 
Ms. Pribyl expressed concern, in considering “Regional Business” designations that they be attractive and 
more upscale.  Ms. Pribyl opined that homeowners pay taxes; as well as commercial properties, and 
opined that the current commercial opportunities were sufficient; however if further businesses were 
considered, or if HarMar were to be razed, that the City consider a model similar to the City of Edina. 

Ms. Pribyl opined that the “white wall” put up by MnDOT was offensive, in addition to the new roadway 
being extremely rough. 

Ann Berry, 1059 Woodhill Drive 
Ms. Berry, as a 46 year resident in her home, reviewed the enormous changes in Roseville during that 
time, and invoked the name of former City Planner Howard Dahlgren and his years of devotion to the City 
and the common good through his good design and respect for all people in the planning process.  Ms. 
Berry noted that she had served with Mr. Dahlgren when she was on the Planning Commission and when 
Twin Lakes Parkway was first proposed, opining that it was an appropriate beginning for development in 
that area.  Ms. Berry reiterated that part of Mr. Dahlgren’s value to the City was his respect for all people 
in the process; and Ms. Berry encouraged everyone to keep his model in mind. 

Ms. Berry urged the Steering Committee, the Planning Commission and City Council to view the 
Comprehensive Plan as a guide to future development in the City; and to guard against including 
numerous specificities (i.e., Master Plans) to allow details to change as land develops.  Ms. Berry opined 
that the Comprehensive Plan was a guide and should be viewed that way, without specifically defining 
types or sizes for retail or the amount or type of housing, to allow the City as much flexibility as possible in 
future planning and projects.  Ms. Berry further opined that retailers paid a substantial amount of the 
City’s tax base, and that they didn’t only serve the community, but the region with their retail facilities. 

Dan Regan, County Road C Properties, (representing family businesses and commercial 
partnerships along County Road C (for over three decades) 
Mr. Regan encouraged the Commission and City Council to take land use designation, specifically along 
County Road C, on a case by case basis, specifically regarding the 100,000 square foot restriction.  Mr. 
Regan opined that he had no desire for “big box retail” in Roseville, and further opined that the Twin 
Lakes residential neighborhoods had voiced that same opinion for years.  Mr. Regan cautioned that, by 
using the 100,000 square foot language, the City would be limiting itself to corporate campuses or similar 
opportunities, and that it would stall development and create a timeline far into the future, based on 
simple demand and absorption. 
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Mark Rancone, 2575 N Fairview #250 (representing Roseville Properties and other Twin Lakes 
landowners), written comments referenced above 
Mr. Rancone provided his perception of the Friends of Twin Lakes v. City of Roseville  Court of Appeals 
ruling.  Mr. Rancone recognized concerns of residential properties owners around HarMar and Target; 
however, opined that Twin Lakes was a different area, and that there was a limited neighborhood 
attached to that development area.  Mr. Rancone noted that the City had experienced much discussion 
and various cycles about options for redevelopment of the Twin Lakes area; however, noted the current 
market place and economics, and opined that the City should not be too restrictive; and spoke in 
opposition to including a 100,000 square foot restriction, and specific to areas adjacent to parcels in Twin 
Lakes. 

Ms. Haden Bowie, 565 Sandhurst Drive W, Apt. #308 (renter at Dale Avenue and Hwy. 36) 
Ms. Bowie spoke in support of the overall Comprehensive Plan; asking that the City consider as many 
bike lanes and pedestrian-friendly walkways as possible to make the community walkable.  Ms. Bowie 
expressed her appreciation for the many parks and amenities in the community; however, noted the 
infestation of Buckthorn and offered her assistance in eradicating it. 

Dan Roe, 2100 Avon Street N, Steering Committee and City Councilmember, speaking on behalf of 
Steering Committee member Jim DeBenedet, who was unable to attend tonight’s meeting; and 
speaking for six (6) – now seven (7) signatories in the minority report, now having become the 
majority report of the Steering Committee 
Mr. Roe addressed the written report, previously referenced, and spoke in support of the minority 
consensus for land use map designation for Target and HarMar to be changed to “Community Business,” 
and defined as recommended in the minority report dated September 30, 2008. 

Gary Grefenberg, 91 Mid Oaks Lane, Steering Committee 
Mr. Grefenberg offered his perception of “last minute changes” to portions of the Draft Comprehensive 
Plan and his frustration, specifically related to HarMar and Target land use designations to “Regional 
Business.”  Mr. Grefenberg, in his service on the Imagine Roseville 2025 Community Visioning process, 
opined that he didn’t hear any argument for more retail in Roseville.  Mr. Grefenberg noted the location of 
HarMar to two (2) residential neighborhoods; their current vacancy rate; and current corporate 
management and their business plan.  Mr. Grefenberg noted that two (2) others on the Steering 
Committee had reconsidered their original positions. 

Mr. Grefenberg stated that “he would not allow you to continue to lower my property values so some living 
by the lakes can have their property taxes lowered.”   

Mary Poeschl, 1602 N Ridgewood Lane 
Ms. Poeschl spoke in strong opposition to changing HarMar into a regional shopping center. 

Ms. Poeschl spoke in opposition to the recently installed concrete barriers, opining that they looked like a 
“war zone” and should be removed; and further opined that the boulevards on Snelling Avenue were 
despicable, and that the City should take action to improve their appearance. 

Public Comment - Second Opportunity 
John Goedeke 
Mr. Goedeke concurred with the comments of Ms. Berry related to Mr. Dahlgren.  Mr. Goedeke advised 
that he had been involved with the Comprehensive Plan on three (3) different levels: formulation of the 
original Plan with Mr. Dahlgren, working through the Plan on the City Council level, and now in updating 
this plan.  Mr. Goedeke opined that tonight’s comments provided impetus to his concerns regarding 
different business level designations.  Mr. Goedeke further opined that he agreed with the need to control 
what developed in a neighborhood, and appreciate public comments; however, expressed his concern in 
re-designating HarMar and Target to “Community Business,” was in creating their non-compliance.  Mr. 
Goedeke encouraged serious thought about the future of Roseville, avoiding potential litigious situations, 
and allowing businesses to work within the community without onerous restrictions. 

Tam McGehee 
Ms. McGehee opined that the perception that commercial business in the community was a big boon to 
the City’s tax base, and disputed that opinion by providing calculations of the tax base and allocation of 
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tax dollars across the metropolitan area.  Ms. McGehee further opined that the City’s residents absorbed 
the bills, and experienced a higher tax base accordingly. 

Ms. McGehee spoke in support to the written comments read by Mr. Roe related to “Community Business 
(CB)” land use description revised language. 

Ms. McGehee spoke in support of planning for the future to make the community livable for its residents, 
but not a great feast for developers. 

Karen Schaffer 
Ms. Schaffer addressed the second portion of the minority report dated September 24, 2008 related to 
Master Plans as part of the Comprehensive Plan; and spoke in support of including all or part of the 
current and future land use master plans prepared by the City in the Comprehensive Plan, as detailed in 
those written comments. 
Chair Bakeman closed the Public Hearing at approximately 9:16 p.m. 

Discussion 
Chair Bakeman addressed several comments. 

Concrete barriers on Snelling 
Chair Bakeman recognized public comments related to recent improvements and installation of the 
barrier wall along Snelling Avenue by MnDOT; and advised that the City had note been notified and was 
without recourse in this situation. 

Commissioner Gottfried, as an employee of MnDOT, encouraged public comment via the MnDOT website 
directly to that specific project manager in order to hear MnDOT’s rationale for their installation. 

Public Comment related to making the City more pedestrian and bicycle friendly 
Chair Bakeman advised that, throughout the Comprehensive Plan Update, there were numerous and 
consistent notations to encourage making the City more walkable, including access and connections for 
multi-family and single-family residences. 

Park System 
Chair Bakeman noted that the City’s Parks and Recreation Department held periodic Buckthorn 
eradication opportunities, and encouraged residents to volunteer with the department to provide 
assistance. 

Commissioner Doherty, as a member of the Steering Committee as well as Chair Bakeman, reiterated 
that the group had worked very hard to incorporate walking and bicycle pathways throughout the entire 
document. 

Implications that the 100,000-square-foot language had been incorporated at the “last minute” 
Chair Bakeman responded to allegations that the 100,000-square-foot provision had been an “eleventh 
hour” addition; and encouraged Steering Committee members, as well as members of the public, to 
review meeting minutes and discussions throughout the process. Chair Bakeman concurred that, while 
discussions were held throughout, there was not early consensus, thus causing this topic of conversation 
to be left until the final meeting, at which time a vote was taken. 

Chair Bakeman noted that Mr. Roe appeared to be indicating, from the audience, his agreement with her 
perception of meeting discussions and the process.  

Commissioner Doherty, also serving on the Steering Committee, concurred with Chair Bakeman’s 
comments; noting that decisions on difficult issues were delayed until the final meeting, with no alternative 
available other than seek majority approval, absent consensus. 

Traffic Issues 
Chair Bakeman noted that, always evident in the minds of everyone serving on the Steering Committee, 
was the City’s position as a first-ring suburb, and continuing development north of Roseville that impacts 
the City.  Chair Bakeman opined that, as long as land remained less expensive in suburbs or areas north 
of Roseville, there would continue to be further traffic congestion forced upon and impacting the City’s 
residents, infrastructure and traffic patterns, as people commuted to either downtown St. Paul or 
Minneapolis. 
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Chair Bakeman used Snelling Avenue as a prime example, as it was exceeding capacity.  Chair 
Bakeman advised that the Steering Committee had attempted to build into the Comprehensive Plan 
increased opportunities and relationships with MnDOT, Ramsey County and other communities in 
addressing traffic issues cooperatively and make improvements.  Chair Bakeman noted the 
improvements made at County Road B and Snelling Avenue when Target was redeveloped, and cost-
sharing by various entities, as well as the developer.  Chair Bakeman noted that similar cost allocations 
would be borne by developers adjacent to Twin Lakes Parkway for infrastructure and roadway 
construction and/or improvements (i.e., park and ride facility by Metro Transit).   

Chair Bakeman advised that the Comprehensive Plan provides a great deal of guidance in considering 
alternative travel modes; and assured citizens that the Steering Committee attempted to take their 
concerns into consideration. 

Commissioner Doherty concurred with Chair Bakeman’s comments; and noted that most of the items 
addressed in the Comprehensive Plan achieved consensus after productive discussion; however, noted 
that those few items not achieving consensus were now before the Commission as detailed in staff’s 
report on page 3: 

• The role of master plans within the plan; 

• The definition of the Community Business future land use category; and 

• The future land use designation of the HarMar Mall and SuperTarget. 

Section 11-5, Master Plan Discussion  
Chair Bakeman noted Steering Committee votes as detailed on page 3 of the staff report related to 
existing master plans, the Twin Lakes' master plan, and future plans, as indicated. 

Discussion included engaging policy makers (City Council) in determining on a case-by-case basis 
whether existing master plans should be included in the Comprehensive Plan Update, based on their 
current relevancy; discussion of language and its intent in Item 1 of page 11-5 under the section entitled, 
“Relationship Between master Plans and the Comprehensive Plan” and demonstrated in language on 
page 4-22, section entitled, “Future Land Use Plan;” potential deviation since it was a “tool;” master plans 
versus zoning codes; the illustrative and visionary nature of the Comprehensive Plan versus a master 
plan creating specific discussion of a geographical area; and the need for clarity and how that clarity 
could be achieved. 

Further discussion included Twin Lakes master plan as an example; creation of a new zoning district (B-
6) specifically designed for that area’s redevelopment (i.e., streets and a transportation plan with relievers 
off County Road C and discussion with MnDOT in relationship to I-35W, and City construction of Terrace 
Road with a median as part of a future Twin Lakes Parkway); and their eventual implementation. 

Additional discussion included timing for determining how to address existing and future master plans; 
their impact to development in specific areas; whether to delay addressing master plans as part of the 
Comprehensive Plan Update and provide them as amendments at a later date if it is determined that they 
should be included or referenced in the Plan; purpose of master plans as a guide and their legal affects; 
super majority vote for amendment to the Comprehensive Plan and implications for master plans and 
their subsequent value in only requiring a simple majority vote if not incorporated into the Comprehensive 
Plan, and remaining stand alone guides; and recognition that the Comprehensive Plan does not include 
zoning ordinances, but provides an overview, with zoning ordinances providing controls or allowing for 
implementation of the broader policies outlined in the Comprehensive Plan. 

Discussion ensued regarding intent and clarity of language on page 11-5, subd. 1; whether the language 
should define master plans as a “guide” rather than a “tool;” and whether there was consensus among 
Planning Commissioners that incorporating master plans into the Comprehensive Plan was not a good 
idea, when its purpose was to provide “ideals,” or nonbinding ideas. 

Commissioner Boerigter opined that the City Council should have a clear timetable on what the City’s 
intent is for each and every existing master plan, to provide clarity for neighbors, citizens and the 
Metropolitan Council as to what the master plans meant.  Commissioner Boerigter encouraged 
Commissioners to be clear, and if existing master plans were intended to be nonbinding, without further 
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action of the City Council, then there should be no question that, based on a 4/5 vote, the City Council 
has decided that every existing master plan is nothing more than a nonbinding guide for development. 

Commissioner Gottfried opined that the Commission needed to determine the value of master plans, and 
to make that value and their intent very clear in the Comprehensive Plan, one way or another. 

Commissioner Doherty opined that, while not saying master plans didn’t have value, they should be 
identified as nonbinding without specific action of the City Council by simple majority vote. 

Chair Bakeman opined that the master plans must be in concert with the Comprehensive Plan, and any 
pieces that don’t agree would need to change, either in the Comprehensive Plan or a master plan. 

By consensus, Commissioners approved adding a statement to recommended additional 
language on page 3 of the staff report, Section 11. entitled, “Using the Plan,” for master plans 
adopted prior to 2009, as follows: 
“These master plans are not addressed as part of the Comprehensive Plan without further action 
by the City Council.” 

Further discussion included avoiding the Comprehensive Plan becoming a work plan, and to include 
implementation strategies that the City Council will use to determine a review process for master plans; 
and recommendations of City Attorney Squires in his comments included in the staff report. 

MOTION 
Member Bakeman moved, seconded by Member Gottfried to add additional language to 
Implementation Strategies, page 11-3 entitled, “Using the Plan,” as follows: 

• “The City Council will establish a plan to address the issue of master plans adopted prior to 2009; 
and these pre-2009 master plans are not addressed as part of the Comprehensive Plan without 
further action of the City Council.” 

• Provide clarification of relationships between master plans and the Comprehensive Plan in the 
“official controls” section of the Comprehensive Plan, indicating that official controls are 
consistent with Comprehensive Plan amendments, effectively creating a timetable. 

Ayes: 6 
Nays: 0 
Motion carried. 

MOTION 
Member Bakeman moved, seconded by Member Gottfried to incorporate language as 
recommended by the City Attorney in Section 2.5 of the staff report (page 4) clarifying the role of 
master plans in relation to Comprehensive Plans, with specific revisions included on page 4-4, 
Policy 13.2 and page 4-21/22, District 10 Future Land Use Plan of the Comprehensive Plan update. 

Ayes: 6 
Nays: 0 
Motion carried. 

Section 4-8, HarMar/100,000-square-foot and/or definitions 
Discussion included consensus preference to remove the 100,000-square-foot threshold reference in its 
entirety to avoid being too restrictive; current identification and operation as regional business of HarMar 
Mall and Target, not simply community-based; business turnovers and economic realities; neighborhood 
concerns with traffic; advantages of the PUD Public Hearing process; potential for transitional design 
standards or screenings between commercial and residential areas; and zoning code amendments to 
address pedestrian and walking paths in those areas. 

Commissioner Boerigter noted that Roseville was facing a huge issue in making the community more 
pedestrian friendly, when no one wanted sidewalks or to pay for them, as evidenced in past discussions. 

Chair Bakeman concurred with Commissioner Boerigter’s observations. 
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Commissioner Gottfried suggested that language, as previously suggested by Commissioner Wozniak, 
be incorporated into each section of the Comprehensive Plan, to encourage pedestrian and bicycle 
access whenever possible. 

Chair Bakeman opined that this could be added to all definitions. 

Ms. Radel advised that, in Land Use Policies for each District, reference had been included for 
walkability, multiple transportation modes, and recommended that language at a policy level, 
rather than in the land use level. Commissioners concurred. 

Further discussion included transitional elements to neighborhoods; and building scale versus footprint 
alone. 

Chair Bakeman suggested that the former State Farm site, on Highway 36, be changed from “Community 
Business,” to “Regional Business,” on the map. Commissioners concurred, and further suggested Macy’s 
Home Store, and the Funeral Home in that same area. 

MOTION 
Member Bakeman moved, seconded by Member Doherty to affirm the Target and HarMar sites as 
“Regional Business” designation. 

Ayes: 6 
Nays: 0 
Motion carried. 

MOTION 
Member Bakeman moved, seconded by Member Boerigter to designate the old State Farm Site 
(currently National American University and Department of Education), the Macy’s Home Store 
site, the Funeral Home site, and the Vault Company, as “Office Use.” 

Ayes: 6 
Nays: 0 
Motion carried. 

MOTION 
Member Bakeman moved, seconded by Member Doherty to revise language in Section 4-28, 
District 14, Land Use Issues, first paragraph, last sentence, to read as follows:  

• “The Comprehensive Plan encourages changes towards a sustainable commercial district based 
on retail and service businesses[.] [of a community scale.]” 

Ayes: 6 
Nays: 0 
Motion carried. 

MOTION 
Member Bakeman moved, seconded by Member Gottfried, that definitions and any references in 
Section 4-7 and/or Section 4-8, “Regional Business (RB),” and “Community Business CB),” for 
building footprints (i.e., 100,000 square feet) be deleted. 

Ayes: 6 
Nays: 0 
Motion carried. 

MOTION 
Member Bakeman moved, seconded by Member Gottfried, that language in Section 4-8, 
“Neighborhood Business (NB)” be revised to delete reference to building height, and language 
added as follows: 

• “Buildings shall be scaled appropriate to surrounding neighborhoods.” 
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Ayes: 6 
Nays: 0 
Motion carried. 

District 10, Twin Lakes District and perimeter areas, Section 4-21/22 
(Request of Mr. Rancone, via e-mail September 29, 2008, for re-designation of land parcels in the Twin 
Lakes area along Cleveland Avenue and County Road C to “Regional,” or “Community Mixed Use” 
designation) and public comments by Mr. Regan related to similar concerns. 

Chair Bakeman specifically asked Mr. Rancone and Mr. Regan for comment, following elimination of the 
100,000 square-foot-designation. 

Mark Regan 
Mr. Regan opined that elimination of that restriction helped, but further opined that the “Regional” 
designation provided more opportunity beyond “Community” use.  Mr. Regan opined that, if the 
Commission justified HarMar and Target as regional, it would seem that, due to their relationship to I-
35W, those Twin Lakes’ perimeter parcels would seem to be equally regional in nature. 

Commissioner Boerigter clarified that the 100,000-square-foot requirement never applied to “Office” 
designation, and that “Regional” only related to retail use by definition, thus there would be no impact to 
office uses. 

Mark Rancone 
Mr. Rancone opined that the “Regional” definition was the broader choice of the two. 

Commissioner Boerigter opined that the multi-story office shouldn’t be included in the definition, based on 
provision of goods and services, as it didn’t appear compatible.  

Chair Bakeman opined that a better argument was in the last sentence of Section 4-8, with Twin Lakes 
fitting the “Regional Business” designation. 

Chair Bakeman reopened the Public Hearing at this time: approximately 10:53 p.m. 

Discussion included intent of the Steering Committee. 

Chair Bakeman referenced District 9, Section 4-19 and the area west of Rosedale, and potential uses by 
definition as offices, rather than actual retail businesses, with the Steering Committee intending to have a 
broader application. 

Discussion ensued on uses and intents for regional versus institutional or community uses; and 
differences in business park and office uses. 

Chair Bakeman closed the Public Hearing at 11:00 p.m. 

Mr. Trudgeon spoke to the Steering Committee’s intent in providing the “Mixed Use” designation, rather 
than “Community Mixed” or other segregated uses, to allow for more flexibility with the Twin Lakes master 
plan on a general basis, while accommodating that flexibility and variety for future development.  Mr. 
Trudgeon noted that there was some objection to the 100,000 square foot restriction, but opined that with 
elimination of that restriction, it may become a moot point. 

Commissioner Doherty concurred with Mr. Trudgeon’s observations. 

MOTION 
Member Bakeman moved, seconded by Member Doherty, to delete Policy 5.3 from page Section 4-
3 (Land Use Chapter) as it was redundant with Policy 5.4. 

Ayes: 6 
Nays: 0  
Motion carried. 

MOTION 
Member Doherty moved, seconded by Member Wozniak, Section 4-2, Goal 1 under “General Land 
Use Goals and Policies;” to simplify language as follows: 
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• “Goal 1: Maintain and improve Roseville as an attractive place to live, work, and play by 
promoting sustainable land use patterns, land use changes, and new developments that 
contribute to the preservation and enhancement of the community’s vitality and sense of 
identify[.] [as well as the creation of community gathering places.]” 

Ayes: 6 
Nays: 0 
Motion carried. 

MOTION 
Member Bakeman moved, seconded by Member Boerigter, to delete Policy 3.4 from Goal 3 of 
Section 9-4, “Parks, Open Space, and Recreation.” 

Ayes: 6 
Nays: 0  
Motion carried. 

MOTION 
Member Bakeman moved, seconded by Member Doherty, to delete Policy 4.4 of Goal 4, Section 9-
4, due to redundancy. 

Ayes: 6 
Nays: 0  
Motion carried. 

Section 4-2, Land Use Policy, Goal 1, Policy 1.7 
Mr. Trudgeon advised that inappropriate signage would be addressed through the City’s sign ordinance. 

No action taken. 

MOTION 
Member Wozniak moved, seconded by Member Boerigter to RECOMMEND deletion of the entire 
paragraph, Section 5-25, as it was repetitive of Metropolitan Council projections previously 
addressed in Section 4-26. 

Ayes: 6 
Nays: 0  
Motion carried. 

Technical Corrections (approved by consensus): 
• Section 5-27, Update I-35W Bridge Completion Date 

• References to Trunk Highway 36, where it traverses County Roads B and B-2, add that it traverses 
Larpenteur Avenue as well. 

• Section 8-8, second paragraph, “Household Hazardous Waste,” add language to read: “waste 
collection and disposal funded by the county environmental charge…” and delete, “… by water 
management service charge which is collected by property taxes and…” 

• Section 10-8, Item G, regarding “foundation drain disconnection,” correct sentence to read more 
appropriately. 

MOTION 
Member Bakeman moved, seconded by Member Doherty to RECOMMEND that the City Council 
authorize distribution of the draft 2030 Roseville Comprehensive Plan to adjacent governmental 
jurisdictions, special districts, and school districts; as amended in the staff report, Section 4.0, 
dated October 1, 2008; as amended by the above noted actions. 

Ayes: 6 
Nays: 0 
Motion carried. 
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MOTION 
Member Bakeman moved, seconded by Member Gottfried to CONTINUE Project File 0004 to the 
December 2008 meeting.  

Ayes: 6 
Nays: 0  
Motion carried. 
 



Extract of the October 13, 2008, Roseville City Council Meeting Minutes 

Distribution of Draft 2030 Comprehensive Plan to Adjacent Jurisdictions (PROJ-0004) 

Community Development Director Patrick Trudgeon provided a brief overview of this 
community-based Comprehensive Plan Update process; work of the citizen Steering Committee 
and Planning Commission; and emphasized the transparency of the process, as detailed in the 
Request for Council Action dated October 13, 2008.  Mr. Trudgeon advised that tonight was not 
the final decision point; however, noted that the City Council’s requested action was to authorize 
distribution of the draft 2030 Roseville Comprehensive Plan to adjacent governmental 
jurisdictions, special districts, and school districts.  Mr. Trudgeon advised Councilmembers that 
staff had made contact with the appropriate contact people, specifically in the City’s of 
Minneapolis and St. Paul, to ensure that their review and turn-around would be expeditious, and 
reviewed the aggressive timeframe for the review process, prior to final revisions as appropriate 
and final submission to the Metropolitan Council by December 31, 2008.  Mr. Trudgeon advised 
that, if necessary the City would request an extension from the Metropolitan Council, by 
November 1, 2008, and in order to avoid any sanctions from the Metropolitan Council.  

Mr. Trudgeon noted, as detailed in the report, that the majority of the Plan had achieved 
consensus from the Steering Committee; however, noted that several issues throughout the 
process had not received strong consensus.  Those issues were: 

 The role of master plans within the Plan; 
 The definition of the Community Business future land use category; and 
 The future land use designation of the HarMar Mall and Super Target. 

Councilmember Roe questioned procedural action for tonight, and whether a super majority vote 
was required to authorize distribution. 

Mr. Trudgeon advised that there was nothing indicated in State Statute that would require a 
super-majority vote, and opined that tonight’s requested action would need a simple majority 
vote. 

Councilmember Roe opined that it would be beneficial to try to achieve super-majority support 
for this draft to ensure that the remaining process proceeded more smoothly. 

Councilmember Ihlan noted Mr. Trudgeon’s mention that the process had been citizen-oriented, 
open, public and transparent; however, she opined that the draft currently before the City Council 
was substantially different on several key points from that shown to the public at the last Open 
House held on August 27, 2008; and that this drat included changes made after that meeting, and 
at the last minute by a majority of the Steering Committee and the Planning Commission.  
Councilmember Ihlan expressed concern that the City Council needed to provide for additional 
public input, noting the numerous e-mails presented by staff as a bench handout tonight.  
Councilmember Ihlan advised that she had also received a substantial number of phone calls and 
personal e-mails, specifically regarding retail development concerns of the public.  
Councilmember Ihlan questioned why the City Council was considering passing along this draft 
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of the Plan with only a 3/2 vote, when the final Comprehensive Plan would require a super 
majority vote. 

Councilmember Ihlan expressed further concern regarding the draft’s substance and content; and 
opined that she needed to hear more from the public on those items that had been changed at the 
last minute; further opining that no one knows about the changes, and that the process had not 
been open and transparent. 

Councilmember Ihlan further addressed the proposed timeframe for adoption by the City 
Council, following the proposed December 15, 2008 Public Hearing; opining that if that were to 
happen, it would be prior to having a new City Council elected and in place.  Councilmember 
Ihlan noted that there had been substantial discussion at the time of the City Council appointment 
of Councilmember Willmus, and assumptions that approval of the Comprehensive Plan Update 
would not occur before 2009, and not while a non-elected City Councilmember could potential 
cast a deciding vote.  Councilmember Ihlan opined that, if the City were to request an extension 
at this time, it would take decision-making off the table and alleviate another concern in approval 
prior to the 2009 City Council being in place. 

Councilmember Ihlan noted that there were a number of people in the audience tonight that 
wished to be heard; and asked that the City Council allow time for their comment. 

Mayor Klausing noted those in the audience, and advised that it was his intent, as had been past 
practice, to hear public comment tonight.  Mayor Klausing noted that many had also provided 
their comment at previous opportunities for public comment, at the Open Houses, Steering 
Committee meetings, and at the Planning Commission’s formal Public Hearing.  Mayor Klausing 
suggested that Councilmember Ihlan’s concerns in passing the draft on for distribution with a 3-2 
vote may prove premature until a motion was on the table and a vote taken.  Mayor Klausing 
noted that he had also received numerous calls and e-mails, almost exclusively related to the 
anonymous flyer distributed in the HarMar neighborhood; and opined that the flyer, a copy of 
which had just been provided to him by City Manager Malinen, appeared to contain substantial 
misinformation; however, he advised that he would reserve judgment until he’d read it more 
thoroughly. 

Councilmember Willmus addressed the accountability question brought forth by Councilmember 
Ihlan.  Councilmember Willmus advised that to-date, he’d had contact with approximately 26 
citizens, and that he had responded to each one; with a number seeking follow-up with him after 
his initial reply to them.  Councilmember Willmus advised that the majority of his conversations 
and public concerns pertained to the  HarMar site; and  he noted that, citizens became more 
positive when they understood the actual size of HarMar and proposed language of the 
Comprehensive Plan and the Community Business land use definition.  Councilmember Willmus 
noted that, upon citizen review of the flyer and its rather inflammatory statement, “Do we want 
another major mall in Roseville?” that it had precipitated a lot of citizen contact.  
Councilmember Willmus opined that, once people had a chance to understand the process, they 
appeared to feel better about the draft Plan.   



Councilmember Willmus took personal exception to being accountable; and opined that his 
situation was no different that that of Councilmember Ihlan in 2004 when she was initially 
appointed to the City Council, prior to her subsequent election.  Councilmember Willmus 
questioned if that invalidated actions taken by Councilmember Ihlan on several items in 2004 
during her appointment period.  Councilmember Willmus referenced an e-mail received from 
Tam McGehee, and further questioned if he decided to run a write-in campaign, whether that 
validated his votes during his appointment.  Councilmember Willmus advised that he tried to be 
accountable to citizens, and he took exception with implications otherwise. 

Councilmember Ihlan assured Councilmember Willmus that her comments were not aimed at 
him, but rather based on structural considerations and based on a matter of policy.  
Councilmember Ihlan opined that it did matter whether someone was running for election or re-
election, and that it gave voters an opportunity to pass judgment on how they wanted to be 
represented.  Councilmember Ihlan further opined that the Comprehensive Plan would govern a 
number of future decisions, and would reflect the community vision into 2030; and would or 
should serve as a crucial matter in the upcoming election campaign, particularly with retail 
development.  Councilmember Ihlan opined that it was crucial that the Comprehensive Plan be 
approved by a City Council fully-elected by the people.  Councilmember Ihlan noted that former 
City Councilmember Tom Kough had been concerned with the appointment process to fulfill his 
term, based precisely on issues such as this; and not how Mr. Willmus approaches or discussions 
issues with people, but strictly on a policy issue. 

Mayor Klausing opened the meeting to public comment at this time. 

Public Comment 

A bench handout was provided by staff, consisting of numerous e-mails and written comment 
received to-date and related to this item. 

Joseph Kasak, 1427 W Eldridge Avenue (5 houses east of HarMar parking lot) 

Mr. Kasak spoke in opposition to HarMar being designated as “Regional Business,” and opined 
that the action taken by the Planning Commission at their October 1, 2008 meeting was against 
the people of Roseville, when they voted unanimously for Regional Business designation.  Mr. 
Kasak took issue specifically with comments of Commissioner Daniel Boerigter, who appeared 
to steer other members to his way of thinking, and suggested that Commissioner Boerigter 
appeared to be a viable proponent of the New York ownership contingent for HarMar Mall, 
specifically when he suggested a two-story Costco store or other big box retailer for the site.  Mr. 
Kasak opined that Roseville did not have demographics that would support two malls within 
such a close proximity; and addressed the many changes seen in the HarMar neighborhood 
during his tenure there.  Mr. Kasak further opined that the congestion on Snelling Avenue was 
bad enough, and that the original intent of HarMar Mall in serving the community, not the 
region, should be maintained. 

Mayor Klausing clarified, in light of the comments of the anonymous flyer and other comments 
received, that no one on the City Council, to his knowledge, was advocating for another 



Rosedale for the HarMar Mall neighborhood; and personally opined that the Comprehensive 
Plan did not indicate that as a desirable goal either.  Mayor Klausing further clarified that the 
current land use designation of HarMar Mall was that of “Shopping Center District,” and that 
there was no current designation for any “Community Business” or “Regional Business” land 
use designations, including that of HarMar Mall in the existing Comprehensive Plan.  Mayor 
Klausing advised that the intent of the proposed draft Comprehensive Plan’s land use 
designations was to provide more accurate descriptions of what current uses indicated, not to 
drive those areas to a different type of use. 

Mr. Kasak opined that, from the information contained in the flyer, citizens had understood that 
the intent of the Comprehensive Plan language was to change designation of HarMar Mall from 
Community Business to Regional Business.  Mr. Kasak noted that the flyer had just been 
received by him the day prior to the meeting, so it had allowed him limited to respond. 

Mr. Kasak referenced Planning Commissioner Boerigter’s comments about a two-story Costco at 
HarMar, and noted that this concerned neighbors. 

Mayor Klausing noted, in his review of the Planning Commission meeting, suggested that 
Commissioner Boerigter’s intent may have been to address an example of disadvantages in 
requiring the square footage of a footprint, while not eliminating the possibility for additional 
stories on the same footprint.  Mayor Klausing noted that there was not currently a 100,000 
square foot limitation in the existing Comprehensive Plan as implied by the anonymous flyer, 
thus not clearly representing actual proposals before the City Council to remove such a limitation 
since one didn’t currently exist. 

Councilmember Ihlan spoke to clarify, from her perspective, the changes made since the August 
27, 2008 draft presented at the public Open House, and that currently before the City Council, 
opining that this document was quite different, specifically the three different business 
categories: “Neighborhood,” “Community,” and “Regional,” and language specifically defining 
each.  Councilmember Ihlan proceeded to review those specific definitions; and her perception of 
events happening at the last minute in the process; and potential impacts to retail development in 
the community based on those revised definitions and removal of the proposed 100,000 square 
foot guideline application. 

Rick Pogsehl, 1602 N Ridgewood Lane (38-year resident across the street from HarMar) 

Mr. Pogsehl noted that he had attended the Planning Commission meeting, and expressed his 
opposition to the action taken by the Planning Commission, against the wishes of “all citizens.” 
Mr. Pogsehl opined that the Planning Commission should support the community’s taxpayers; 
and further opined that if any of the Planning Commissioners were considering running for 
public office, he would remember their action and vote against them. 

Mayor Klausing refocused discussion on specific issues regarding the Comprehensive Plan, and 
asked that personal attacks against Planning Commissioners cease.  Mayor Klausing noted that, 
whether citizens were in agreement with decisions of the Commission or not, the Commission 
was attempting to act in the best interests of the entire community. 



Mr. Pogsehl opined that, when the Commissioners were discussing master plans, they were 
seeking clarification from staff; and questioned if appointed officials apparently didn’t 
understand what the Plan was about, how citizens could understand it. 

Lee Schreurs, 3058 N Wilder 

Ms. Schreurs questioned why the existing master plans were proposed to be removed from the 
Comprehensive Plan, opining that they were developed by members of the community with lots 
of community input, specifically addressing the Twin Lakes area master plan impacting her 
neighborhood.  Ms. Schreurs opined that, with this new “Community Business” designation 
there would be no restrictions, and questioned how many large retail developments were needed 
in that area, when the City of Roseville already had more retail square footage that any other 
Minnesota city; and further questioned what would satisfy commercial interests.  Ms. Schreurs 
opined that the City needed more high-paying jobs so people could live and work in the 
community. 

Al Buczkowski, Reporter with MN Sun Focus  

Mr. Buczkowski directed his comments specifically to Councilmember Ihlan, specifically related 
to those differences originally seen by the public and those submitted for review at this time; and 
sought clarification as to the main differences between those two versions and any other areas 
that should be brought to light. 

Councilmember Ihlan proceeded to fill in the background on how those changes came to be since 
the August 27, 2008 Open House, the subsequent and final Steering Committee meeting held on 
September 11, 2008, and tonight’s version.  Councilmember Ihlan opined that, upon receipt by 
the City Council of a letter from Roseville Properties, included in tonight’s staff report, and their 
request for changes to the draft, specifically requesting removal of the 100,000 square foot 
requirement in the “Community Business” category, and their rationale for this request, along 
with an additional written request requesting removal of master plans from the Comprehensive 
Plan; that at that time major changes had been made to the draft Comprehensive Plan. 

Mr. Buczkowski surmised and commenting that the flyer appeared to be correct. 

Mayor Klausing interjected that he strongly took issue with continuing under the perception that 
the flyer was correct. 

Mr. Buczkowski opined that it was important for the Roseville public to have the facts. 

Mayor Klausing clarified that the existing Comprehensive Plan did not have a “Community 
Business” land use designation. 

Councilmember Pust clarified that, when the new draft Comprehensive Plan came forward, some 
of those initial items were changed; however, noted that there was no “Community Business” 
land use designation related to HarMar Mall or anywhere else in the community; and only within 
the draft under discussion over the last six months, had that concept been considered. 



Councilmember Willmus advised that the Community Development Department had video 
recordings of all meetings of the Steering Committee that would provide the media with a first-
person understanding of the process to-date and how meeting discussions progressed. 

Councilmember Roe clarified one aspect of Councilmember Ihlan’s response to Mr.  
Buczkowski and action of the Steering Committee at their September 11, 2008 meeting, as not 
respectful of individual judgments taken, not as a result of any correspondence received from 
Roseville Properties; but in acting in the best interests of the community.  Councilmember Roe 
noted that there was genuine disagreement, but that the particular vote was 8/5 in favor of 
designating HarMar Mall as “Regional Business;” and acknowledging that it was a 7/6 vote to 
remove master plans from the Comprehensive Plan update.  Councilmember Roe opined that it 
was important for the City Council to focus on citizen input at tonight’s meeting, as previously 
requested. 

Mayor Klausing concurred that public comment continue; and asked that members of the public, 
if they had already spoken at the Planning Commission keep their comments brief, as the City 
Council had received their comments as part of the Planning Commission record and in tonight’s 
staff report. 

Kathryn Park, 2070 Midlothian Road 

Ms. Park spoke in support of her neighborhood, noting that her first public involvement had 
come when there was discussion of a potential pawn shop in the neighborhood.  Ms. Park opined 
that developers and some business owners didn’t put neighborhoods first.  Ms. Park opined that 
Roseville neighborhoods were a great asset; and further opined that her neighborhood didn’t 
need increased traffic or decreased property values. 

Lucy Hulme, 1720 W Eldridge Avenue 

Ms. Hulme opined that HarMar had been a centerpiece and a wonderful thing in her 
neighborhood, had provided wonderful access, even though it had experienced many ups and 
downs over the years.  Ms. Hulme observed that, when she asked local business owners why 
they were leaving HarMar, they had told her it was due increased rents that they could no longer 
afford; further creating concern that big box retail was going in.  Ms. Hulme opined that the 
Barnes and Noble franchise at HarMar had been a great addition; however, asked that the City 
Council consider the request of the neighborhood in keeping the HarMar Mall atmosphere that it 
has been for so long, and noted the long, and marvelous family history of the center, rather than 
current, out-of-state ownership who don’t have the same accessibility and livability concerns of 
the community in mind. 

Ms. Hulme opined that it was difficult for most of the community to understand what was 
actually being discussed and considered; noting that many were unaware until they’d received 
the anonymous flyer, whether it was accurate or not.  Ms. Hulme further opined that the majority 
of people in Roseville were asking that HarMar be kept as it is to serve the community, since the 
community had given up a large place at Rosedale, and that big box retailers not be 



accommodated at HarMar.  Ms. Hulme opined that the reporter who previously spoke needed to 
make clear what was actually happening, and to provide a primer for residents. 

Jeff Johnson, 1192 Burke, neighbor of HarMar 

Mr. Johnson spoke in appreciation of the remarks made by residents at tonight’s meeting, and for 
their passion.  Mr. Johnson opined that HarMar as it currently is was apparently greatly 
appreciated by residents and served the needs of the community.  Mr. Johnson, as a member of 
the Steering Committee, spoke in support of the proposed language defining “Community 
Business;” however, opined that there was a problem with it capping future development at 
100,000 square feet, when it was currently at 475,000 square feet; and further opined that while 
big box was not wanted at HarMar, there was some responsibility due to small businesses 
continuing to exist there. 

Tam McGehee, 77 Mid Oaks Lane  

Ms. McGehee opined that Mr. Johnson didn’t understand that everyone was seeking clarity; and 
that if the Comprehensive Plan moved forward as currently drafted, there was no indication that 
HarMar was being asked to reduce itself to 100,000 square feet of commercial retail.  Ms. 
McGehee opined that, if a 15 story office tower with quality jobs was developed, there would be 
no footprint limitation.   

As far as the definitions, Ms McGehee opined that these were all new; and noted that, as an 
attendee at the Open House, she was impressed with the work of the Steering Committee in 
developing new definitions to bring new land use ideas to Roseville, and clearly representing the 
wishes of Roseville residents who expressed their opinions both in the Vista 2000 community 
planning process and the Imagine Roseville 2025 community visioning process, as well as in 
recent elections; and specifically in Councilmember Ihlan’s City Council campaign.  Ms. 
McGehee opined that, when she saw HarMar listed in the plan presented to the public earlier this 
year as “Community Business,” it was a wonderful place in its middle years, but now 
experiencing a dubious future since it was no longer locally owned, but owned by a group from 
New York whose stated mission was to take under-producing malls and make them more 
productive, and who had already driven out many smaller businesses with increased rents, 
creating a ghost mall.  Ms. McGehee opined that the 100,000 square foot designation for 
commercial retail and community business was necessary, not to downgrade what was already 
there, but to provide a more diversified economy without more retail, and further opined that the 
100,000 square foot designation was appropriate and good.   

Ms. McGehee opined that those speaking tonight have valid complaints about the process; and 
opined that in her viewing of City Council interviews to fill Councilmember Kough’s vacant 
position, the City Council had been careful to designate someone who was not intending to run 
for office; and opined that she felt strongly that since there was no hardship in carrying over a 
decision until the new year when a fully-elected City Council was in place; and further opined 
that Councilmember Willmus should not vote on this important piece of material going forward.  
Ms. McGehee opined that, in all fairness, this City Council should request that Mr. Trudgeon 



seek an extension, as suggested at the Planning Commission level, by the November 1, 2008 
deadline rather than dragging their feet. 

Ann Berry, 1059 Woodhill Drive (46 year resident of RV) 

Ms. Berry opined that, over many years, when Councilmembers appointed citizens to serve on 
boards or commissions, it was rare that those individuals didn’t serve their community well.  Ms. 
Berry expressed concern with statements being made that were not entirely accurate, and 
reviewed her experience in serving the community on the Planning Commission during the time 
when the Twin lakes Parkway was designed well before 1992; and other areas in which she’d 
served.  Ms. Berry opined that even when differing on opinions, it was important to avoid 
personal attacks; and further opined that appointed Councilmembers in the past, and currently, 
had always served citizens well. 

Ms. Berry expressed concern that the Plan was being indicated as a twenty  year document, 
rather than what she perceived to be a ten  year document; and noted that it was a historically 
used as a guide and not “carved in marble”.    

Ms. Berry noted that while HarMar had originally been established by a local family, there had 
been other historical battles in its past (i.e., Cub Foods); and opined that due to the thriving retail 
community in Roseville, it did serve to provide significant individual homeowner tax relief.  Ms. 
Berry asked staff and City Councilmembers, if that tax balance and base were no longer 
prevalent, that they provide that information to the public. 

Ms. Berry noted that when people discussed being threatened by big box retail or a Costco store 
coming to the community, she reminded citizens that the Costco store was located in 
Maplewood.  Ms. Berry opined that, while some residents have expressed their opinions 
regarding their wishes, 26 people did not represent a majority of the community; and asked that 
those listening at home apparently were satisfied with the status quo and the decision-making of 
the Planning Commission and City Council.  Ms. Berry asked that, if those citizens were not 
satisfied that they e-mail, call or otherwise contact their elected representatives.  Ms. Berry 
opined that when the City Council appointed people to do a job, those people cared about their 
community and did what they thought was best for the overall community; and again expressed 
her concern in the false statements and accusations being made. 

Marsha Kreske 

Ms. Kreske opined that there was a lack of transparency in the system, and that facts spoke for 
themselves, and that there appeared to be a lack of follow-up or accountability of elected 
officials, causing people to go door-to-door.  Ms. Kreske opined that the community needed to 
provide places where people can shop and play outside, and support green space where people 
could live and have high standards of living.  Ms. Kreske further opined that, when the 
Metropolitan Council talked about communities, they were talking about the necessity for 
neighborhoods, not just big box stores; and that while retailers provided a tax base to lower taxes 
for homeowners, there needed to be a balance and fairness.  Ms. Kreske expressed her 
disappointment in the “trash talk” that had started off tonight’s discussion, and opined that it was 



not necessary; and asked that there be more transparency and that there would be no vote tonight 
on things that had not been discussed previously. 

Karen Schaffer, 2100 Fairview Avenue 

Ms. Schaffer opined that it was not true the big box retailers contribute more to the tax base than 
it used in City services, based on recent changes in tax law. 

Ms. Schaffer further opined that, during her service on the Steering Committee, the proposed 
changes in the HarMar and Target had passed on a narrow and somewhat “bizarre” vote, creating 
the process issue now before the City Council, and appeared to be “consultant-led” and without 
parliamentary procedures in place. 

Ms. Schaffer indicated that members of the Steering Committee, following the last meeting, had 
attempted to devise more clarity, as previously reported by City Councilmember Roe on behalf 
of Steering Committee member Jim DeBenedet, as author of a less rigid description that had 
been presented to the Planning Commission.  Ms. Schaffer expressed disappointment that the 
concept for alternate definitions for “Regional Business” and “Community Business” 
designations had never actually discussed or explored by the Planning Commission. Ms. Schaffer 
gave credit to those members of the Steering Committee who had signed onto that minority 
report, and who had recognized the difficulty in numerical designation.   

Ms. Schaffer opined that, since the Metropolitan Council was open to extension, the City 
Council should advise them on the appropriate form by November 1, 2008, that the City wished 
additional time; allowing the City Council to determine if Mr. DeBenedet’s report and concept 
was workable, and could reflect some of the values proposed by citizens tonight. 

Mayor Klausing closed public comment at approximately 7:45 p.m. to proceed with City Council 
discussion. 

Councilmember Roe provided background information, advising that he had originally proposed 
the three business categories (i.e., Neighborhood Business, Community Business, and Regional 
Business) from information he’d received through I-35W Corridor Coalition documents; that 
would address current “Shopping Center” designations and scale different businesses to 
respective areas of the community.  Councilmember Roe opined that the definitions as presented 
in the current draft served to achieve that intent. 

Roe moved, Pust seconded, designation HarMar Mall as a “Community Business” land use 
under the definition as presented in the draft 2030 Comprehensive Plan (Review Draft #2, dated 
October 2008); and without the 100,000 square foot designation. 

Councilmember Ihlan spoke in opposition to the motion, opining that without the 100,000 square 
foot designation, changing HarMar back to the Community Business designation would not 
make any significant difference; and that a more meaningful definition of “Community 
Business” was needed guiding smaller scale development for the future. 



Councilmember Willmus spoke in support of the motion; and noted that he had discussed with 
Jim DeBenedet his proposal, as referenced by Ms. Schaffer, over the last week; one of the things 
we talked about was getting consensus, and how do we move forward.  There seemed to be 
consensus for taking Har Mar and classifying or guiding it as Community Business.  Then the 
question became how we handle these mitigation measures. Are these mitigation measures, 
building size, setbacks, are those appropriate for the Comp Plan, or are the mitigation measures 
better handled through zoning ordinance?  As our discussion went, it became apparent that the 
mitigation measures should be handled within the zoning ordinance. I think that this is the 
direction this council should go.  I think there is a compromise there that will work.  There is a 
compromise there that will protect those folk’s neighborhoods.  I think this is something we owe 
the neighborhoods surrounding Har Mar to do. 

Mayor Klausing spoke in support of the motion; and read specific distinctions highlighted in 
language for each business land use designation.  Mayor Klausing concurred with 
Councilmember Willmus; opining that the “devil was in the details,” and that the zoning code 
amendments would address those issues; and supported moving HarMar into the “Community 
Business” category. 

Councilmember Pust thanked citizens for paying attention to their community and for contacting 
her to make their opinions known; opining that it served as a critical foundation to democracy.  
Councilmember Pust opined that what she had heard was that citizens wanted HarMar to remain 
the way it was, with more space leased to various businesses; while noting that there remained 
other issues at HarMar, such as noise and traffic, and needing further discussion and resolution.  
Councilmember Pust noted however, that there was no need to solve problems that don’t exist, 
and clarified that there was no one on the City Council that was saying HarMar should be 
bulldozed to construct a WalMart. 

Councilmember Ihlan opined that this motion did not respond to all of the actual concerns raised, 
nor to what “Community Business” designation indicated; and further opined that the City 
Council was not yet done with this draft Plan.  Councilmember Ihlan opined that, if it was the 
City Council’s intent to send this draft Plan off for review without reaching consensus on issues, 
it was a waste of everyone’s time.  However, Councilmember Ihlan spoke in support of returning 
HarMar to “Community Business” designation. 

Mayor Klausing noted that the draft Plan would return to the Planning Commission for an 
additional Public Hearing, as well as to the City Council at their December 15, 2008 meeting, 
providing additional opportunities for discussion and public comment. 

Mr. Trudgeon clarified that this proposed action was addressing only the HarMar site and not the 
Super Target site. 

Roll Call 

            Ayes: Willmus; Roe; Ihlan; Pust; and Klausing. 

            Nays: None. 



  

Klausing moved, Pust seconded for discussion purposes, authorizing distribution of the draft 
2030 Roseville Comprehensive Plan to adjacent governmental jurisdictions, special districts, and 
school districts. 

 Roe moved, Pust seconded, revising language of Chapter 11 (page 11-3) under Implementation 
Strategies, Land Use, to include language similar to that taken from District 14, Land Use Issues, 
second bullet point (page 4-29) related to exploring opportunities for providing a future 
neighborhood park in the western half of the planning district. 

Councilmember Roe spoke in support of the motion, opining that everyone recognizes the lack 
of a park in that area and that such action needed memorializing. 

Councilmember Pust concurred, opining that it was an apparent oversight, since it had been 
discussed at the Steering Committee level and included in strategies. 

Roll Call 

            Ayes: Willmus; Roe; Ihlan; Pust; and Klausing. 

            Nays: None. 

Councilmember Ihlan opined the need to again discuss why it was not appropriate to distribute 
this draft to surrounding communities; and whether it was more appropriate to substitute the 
August 27, 2008 plan.  Councilmember Ihlan opined that there had not been public review of the 
draft currently before the City Council, and that the proposed changes had not been reviewed or 
considered by the public.  Councilmember Ihlan further opined that without more public input 
and consensus, distributing this draft was fundamentally wrong. 

Councilmember Pust questioned, and staff confirmed, that this draft was current and available on 
the City’s website; and further noted that this would not be the City Council’s or public’s last 
opportunity for input.  Councilmember Pust suggested that the reason for distributing the draft 
Plan was to receive any input from those agencies to allow the City Council to meet the 
December 15, 2008 schedule for further review.  Councilmember Pust encouraged input from 
those agencies, as well as the public during that review period, with those comments provided to 
elected officials in order to hold those elected officials accountable to their constituency. 

Councilmember Ihlan sought to provide additional information to the public on her perception of 
what happened following the August 27, 2008 meeting with respect to the “Community 
Business” designation and HarMar.  Councilmember Ihlan alleged that the ideas for changes to 
the plan at the Steering Committee and Planning Commission level, without public awareness, 
was prompted by two letters received from Roseville Properties, included as part of the record, 
and their request to remove the 100,000 square foot designation and removing master plans from 
the Comprehensive Plan, as amended in the current draft.  Councilmember Ihlan further alleged 
that written comment from Councilmember Pust dated September 4, 2008 and provided to the 



Steering Committee at their September 11, 2008 meeting, supported both of those requests of 
Roseville Properties.  

Councilmember Pust requested that staff make copies of her written comments being referenced 
by Councilmember Ihlan, so that everyone in the room could review them; and that they be made 
a part of the record. 

Councilmember Ihlan further opined that these amendments were being incorporated in support 
of special interest groups, without public knowledge, and lacking support of resident interests, 
basically supporting special interests versus public interests. 

Councilmember Pust expressed her shock and appall that Councilmember Ihlan was calling her a 
shill for developers; and asked that those in the public who knew her and her record, consider 
facts rather than innuendo.  Councilmember Pust advised that she had taken the place of Jeanne 
Kelsey on the Steering Committee when she could no longer serve; and noted that from day one, 
she had questioned the 100,000 square foot designation and inclusion of master plans in the 
Comprehensive Plan, and asked that anyone from the public questioning her record, review the 
minutes and/or video tapes of the Steering Committee meetings.  Councilmember Pust advised 
that the document referred to by Councilmember Ihlan was her analysis of why she thought 
neither of those should be included in the Comprehensive Plan Update. 

Councilmember Pust noted that Ms. Shaffer had previously commented on the 100% agreement 
of the Steering Committee in not including master plans.  Councilmember Pust advised that the 
City had between 30 and 50 master plans, some of which had been developed 20 years ago, and 
some more recently, such as the City Center master plan, requiring that a community center be 
build on the City Campus.  Councilmember Pust questioned whether citizens wanted her to 
support spending their tax dollars on a community center, even though the master plan says it 
should be located on the City campus.  Councilmember Pust asked citizens, as they read the 
document dated September 4, 2008, that they noted her comment that it didn’t make sense to 
take outdated master plans and include them in a revised Comprehensive Plan; but instead that 
the City Council should make a commitment to review each and every one of those master plans 
to determine their viability and accuracy, and that they still reflected the needs and wishes of the 
community.  Councilmember Pust opined that if they were still viable, they be included, but if 
not, they not be included. 

Councilmember Pust noted her further analysis regarding the 100,000 square foot limitation at 
HarMar, currently with a footprint of 475,000, and her attachment (not included) provided to the 
Steering Committee, visualizing how large that would be on the HarMar property, and 
questioning what the rest would be, and if asphalt skyways, neither served the neighborhood or 
the facility.  Councilmember Pust opined that the community wanted HarMar, and that was the 
action just taken by the City Council.   

Councilmember Pust respectfully requested that citizens read her comments, which had been 
prepared at the request of the consultant to each and every member of the Steering Committee to 
put their comments in writing, and which task had been completed by everyone of the members 
of the Committee, with the exception of Councilmember Ihlan.  Councilmember Pust opined that 



by sharing individual views for public consumption, it allowed for successful team work.  
Councilmember Pust encouraged citizens to contact her by e-mail or home phone, which she 
provided at that time, with any questions or comments, after their review of her written 
comments. 

Councilmember Roe noted that neither the draft Plan brought before the public at the August 27, 
2008 Open House nor today’s draft included any master plans.  Councilmember Roe noted that 
the Steering Committee had made a choice to delay action on that issue, resulting in taking 
action on outstanding issues, including master plans, at their last meeting on September 11, 2008, 
in part due to a lack of consensus throughout the process.  Councilmember Roe advised that he 
had proposed language, in writing, to deal with master plans, which he originally submitted and 
was substantially adopted by the Steering Committee and later ratified by the Planning 
Commission.  Councilmember Roe opined that it was good language, and basically said that a 
review process to make sure master plans provided specific and current guidance, and if a master 
plan was still valid that it would be adopted by a super majority of the City Council, as well as 
any changes to those master plans.   

Councilmember Roe cautioned that the master plan and 100,000 square foot requirement not be 
used to achieve a narrow political issue to not have big box retail in Roseville; and while 
respecting that position, asked that the Comprehensive Plan represents a guide, and noted that the 
City Council would have nine months following submission and acceptance of the Plan by the 
Metropolitan Council to review individual master plans, and to receive community input, and 
include citizen advisory groups as appropriate or for development of new master plans that make 
sense to provide genuine guidelines as appropriate. 

Councilmember Ihlan reiterated her concern that, without City Council review and consideration 
of master plans, it had not completed its work and should do so prior to distributing the draft 
plan.  Councilmember Ihlan spoke in opposition to removing master plans from the 
Comprehensive Plan, allowing for certain decisions to be made on a 3/2 vote.  Councilmember 
Ihlan opined that it was important that the Comprehensive Plan reflected the community’s 
vision; and that it would still be possible to build big box retail at Rosedale and other retail areas. 

Mayor Klausing spoke in support of the motion, opining that neighborhoods should come first. 

Councilmember Roe noted that, while there were these few contentious issues in the 
Comprehensive Plan, the public needed to be proud of the process and the end product, opining 
that it reflected the views of the community, and provided environmental, utility, transportation, 
and transit issues not previously found and that would take the community into the future.  
Councilmember Roe publicly opined that the proposed plan be distributed for comment from 
adjacent jurisdictions; and that the community should be proud of it; and that even with minor 
disagreements remaining, it would serve the community well. 

Roll Call 

            Ayes: Willmus; Roe; Pust; and Klausing. 



            Nays: Ihlan. 

            Motion carried. 

Mayor Klausing thanked individual members of the Steering Committee, in addition to staff, for 
the tremendous amount of work and major consensus on the majority of the document. 

Councilmember Pust also thanked citizen members of the committee for the amount of time 
they’d expended in serving the community throughout the process. 
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Summary of Comprehensive Plan Comments 

Jurisdiction Suggested Changes to 
Comprehensive Plan 

Has it been 
addressed? Item Requiring Follow Up or Coordination 

Cities    
Arden Hills No suggested changes to draft Plan   Pathway coordination 

 Snelling Avenue corridor coordination 
 Rental housing issues 
 Joint park and recreation planning 

Falcon Heights No suggested changes to draft Plan   
Lauderdale No suggested changes to draft Plan   
Little Canada No suggested changes to draft Plan   Rice Street Corridor and bridge 

 Northeast Diagonal 
Maplewood No suggested changes to draft Plan   
Minneapolis No suggested changes to draft Plan   Issues around land use and Hwy 280 

 Inflow and infiltration 
New Brighton No suggested changes to draft Plan   
Shoreview No suggested changes to draft Plan   Rice Street Corridor coordination 

 Victoria Street roadway issues 
St. Anthony No suggested changes to draft Plan   
St. Paul Chapter 5: Page 5-23 bus fares out of 

date 
 
Chapter 6:  
 Page 6-1 – Important to mention 

mix of tenure or mix of 
ownership/rental housing 

 Policy 1.5: Add other 
neighboring jurisdictions to 
potential partners 

 Policies 3.4 & 3.5: Noted 
perceived inconsistency 

 
 

Updated Page 5-23 
 
 
 
Felt that this was 
addressed 
 
Integrated on Page 6-2 
 
Did not feel the policies 
were inconsistent 
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Jurisdiction Suggested Changes to Comprehensive 
Plan 

Has it been 
addressed? Item Requiring Follow Up or Coordination 

County    
Ramsey  Page 8-5 – Text should indicate the Ramsey 

County Lake Management Program 
conducts annual water quality sampling and 
provides data for several lakes identified as 
Priority Lakes within the plan, including 
Bennett, Josephine, Owasso, and 
McCarrons.  

 Page 8-5 – Capitol Region Watershed 
District is not the LGU for the WCA.  

 Page 9-4 – Clarify the parcel in which the 
County is exploring an alternative use. 

 Page 9-4 – On Figure 9.1, remove “Beach” 
from the legend and add “Woodview” to 
Ramsey County Open Space. 

 Page 9-7 – On Figure 9.2, clarify 
symbology for “County Park” and “Urban 
Park” are difficult to distinguish add 
“Woodview” to Ramsey County Open 
Space. 

 Page 9-9 – In the narrative number 3, it is 
unclear about what County lands are being 
referenced.  

 Figure 9.4 – Clarify purpose of figure.  
 

Integrated on 
Page 8-5 
 
 
 
 
Integrated Page 
8-8 
Statement struck 
 
Integrated Page 
9-4 
 
Integrated Page 
9-7 
 
 
Statement Struck 
 
 
Improvement in 
narrative Page 9-
8 

 

School Districts    
Moundsview No suggested changes to draft Plan   
Roseville Area  No suggested changes to draft Plan   
Watershed Districts    
Capitol Region Comments on Chapter 8: 

 Chapter does not include specific 
activities to achieve goals in the 
Implementation Section. Suggest that 
City reference specific ordinances that 
help to achieve goals or reference a 
more detailed implementation plan, such 

 
Did not integrate 
recommendation 
 
 
 
 

 



as City Local Water Plan. 
 Clarify on page 8-5 that Roseville is 

RGU under the Wetland Conservation 
Act, not CRWD 

 Does not identify the City’s role in 
creating and/or implementing Total 
Maximum Daily Load studies for 
impaired waters within the City. 
Suggest inclusion on discussion on 
TMDLs as part of potential strategy to 
achieve stormwater quality 
improvement goals. 

 
Integrated on 
Page 8-5 
 
Integrated on 
Page 8-3  

Grass Lake    
Rice Creek  Could include additional information on 

impaired waters—Lake Josephine is 
listed as impaired for aquatic recreation 
and Johanna is impaired by mercury. 
Suggest adding a map referencing. 

 Policy 4.2 of Chapter 8 could include a 
reference to the recently adopted 
RCWD Rule. 

Integrated on 
Page 8-3 
 
 
 
Did not integrate 
recommendation 
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Metropolitan Council Informal Review Follow Up 
Missing Required 
Element 

Non-required Suggestions/ 
Clarifications 

Action Taken 

 Pathway Master Plan Map 
(Figure 9.3) [now Figure 9.4] 
should acknowledge regional 
trails 

Did not take action as this is the 
Pathway Master Plan used as an 
illustration. 

Description of the proposed 
regional trails 

 Text added on Page 9-8 

Reference to MnDOT and 
Federal Aviation 
Administration notification 

 See Page 5-26 

Inconsistent forecasts in 
Transportation Chapter  

 Made consistent. See Page 5-30 

 Household size description  Clarified on Page 3-8 

Table showing acres and 
corresponding density of 
housing 

 Completed on Page 6-12 

Table needs to be added to 
that corresponds to the 
Land Use categories 

 Added Future Land Use Table 
on Page 4-5; five-year 
development breakout will be 
submitted with the Comp Plan. 

Include residential land-use 
densities and percent of 
residential uses allowed in 
Future Land-Use categories 

 When appropriate, residential 
densities and percent of area 
were added to categories on 
Pages 4-7 – 4-10 

 Items absent from the 
Comprehensive Stormwater 
Management Plan 

The City cannot update its plan 
until the Watershed Districts 
update theirs. The City will be 
sending a letter to Met Council 
describing how it will address 
the outdated or missing items 
from its CSWMP as part of that 
plan’s update. 

Include the City’s Capital 
Improvement Plan 

 The City will include this in a 
final document submitted to the 
Metropolitan Council. 

TAZ projections need to be 
revised to include only 
Roseville information 

 Revision completed on Page 5-
30 
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Larger sewer map  Will include with submission. 

Identify sanitary sewer 
areas on Figure 10-3 

 Competed on Page 10-3 

Table showing projected 
flows by sewer service area 

 To be submitted to the 
Metropolitan Council with the 
Plan, but not included in the 
Chapter. 

Water Supply Plan  To be submitted to the 
Metropolitan Council with the 
Plan, but not included in the 
Chapter. 

 



 
Extract of the DRAFT Meeting Minutes of the January 7, 2009 Planning Commission Meeting 
 
b. PROJET FILE  0004 
Consideration of the final draft of Roseville’s 2030 Comprehensive Plan; the Planning 
Commission’s recommendation will be forwarded to City Council for final action. 

 
Chair Bakeman opened the Public Hearing for Planning File 0004.  

 
Community Development Director Patrick Trudgeon introduced tonight’s discussion of the 
Comprehensive Plan Update, noting that it had been a long process.  Mr. Trudgeon assured 
Commissioners not to let the variation in size of the former Comprehensive Plan compared to the 
Updated Plan be of concern; noting that the Update was a vital document and all-inclusive, while the 
former plan had become a mishmash of conflicting purposes and Master Plans. 
 
Economic Development Associate Jamie Radel reviewed the culmination of the year-long planning 
process; significant participation by the City Council-appointed Steering Committee; review by the City’s 
advisory commissions; two (2) public open houses; various public hearings; and review by neighboring 
jurisdictions and affected units of government and special districts, as well as a preliminary review of the 
draft by the Metropolitan Council.  Ms. Radel advised that, prior to the City Council releasing the draft 
Plan on October 13, 2008 to those parties, they had made several modifications, including changing the 
future land use designation for the Har Mar Mall to Community Business, and adding language to the land 
use implementation strategies regarding parkland and the need for parkland in Planning District 14. 
 
The staff report dated January 7, 2009, included modifications to the draft by the Planning Commission 
and the City Council; and subsequent comments received to the draft Plan from the reviewing parties 
(Attachment E), with staff differentiating those specific to the Plan and those of a broader nature.  Ms. 
Radel, as part of the staff report, included several attachments of those responses, the informal review 
summary letter from the Metropolitan Council and a draft resolution for the Planning Commission to 
recommend approval of the Plan, as revised following those comments, to the City Council to continue 
the process.  Ms. Radel noted that all comments of reviewing parties had been received, with the 
exception of the Grass Lake Watershed District, and that their response was anticipated prior to the  City 
Council meeting of January 26, 2009, when the plan was scheduled to come before them for review and 
action. 
 
Ms. Radel provided as a bench handout, attached hereto and made a part thereof, a list of those items 
identified by the Metropolitan Council in their informal review that indicated missing elements, non-
required suggestions or clarifications, and staff action taken accordingly, depending on those various 
components.  Ms. Radel advised that, jurisdiction comments not included in the Comprehensive Plan 
Update had been included in the proposed 2009 Work Plan to be addressed later this evening, and 
appearing more applicable to integration at that time, rather than in the plan itself.  Ms. Radel advised that 
the majority of the comments had been integrated, stricken, or added, depending on their application.  As 
an example, Ms. Radel referenced suggestions of Capitol Region and Rice Creek Water Shed Districts, 
and the advice of the City Engineer Debra Bloom that they not be included as specific rules in the City’s 
Comprehensive Plan, as there were three (3) different Watershed Districts within the City’s jurisdiction 
each with different specifications.  Ms. Radel advised that Ms. Bloom noted that the City’s Stormwater 
Management Plan addressed those items as specified in comments of the Metropolitan Council, and 
while those comments were not integrated in the Comprehensive Plan that served as an overall guide, 
they were referenced in the Plan, or would become appendices or exhibits to the Plan (i.e., Capital 
Improvement Plan and Stormwater Management Plan). 
 
Mr. Trudgeon concurred with those actions and comments, noting that there were numerous documents 
outside of the Comprehensive Plan that were referenced by the plan without incorporating them as rules 
or specifics, since those documents were subject to change by those outside agencies rather than the 
City, and if integrated would then require the Comprehensive Plan to be updated or become inconsistent 
with those outside agency documents. 
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Chair Bakeman addressed goals and implementation strategies following revisions by the Steering 
Committee, Planning Commission and City Council, specific to the implementation section; with Ms. 
Radel responding that implementation comments from other agencies were not included, as they were 
specific to City ordinance and would be addressed at that time, rather than implementing that level of 
detail in the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Commissioner Doherty asked if staff had seen that level of detail in the plans submitted for review to the 
City of Roseville by neighboring cities; with Ms. Radel responding negatively. 
 
Commissioner Wozniak, in reviewing the five (5) page memorandum received with Metropolitan Council 
comments, questioned if staff had anticipated this level of review detail; and whether the number of 
comments indicated any lack of attentiveness of the Consultant working on this project with the City. 
 
Mr. Trudgeon advised that the Metropolitan Council reviewed a combination of items in the Plan, 
including technical, background, and some inapplicable (i.e., airport) from their standard review criteria.  
Mr. Trudgeon opined that he was not displeased with their comments; and while he would have preferred 
their letter to say the draft Plan was “perfect,” that it would have been unrealistic.  Mr. Trudgeon advised 
that, overall, he was pleased with their response, and that inclusion of tables and other exhibits could now 
be included as indicated; and opined that the City appeared, from the comments received from the 
Metropolitan Council, to be on the right track.  Mr. Trudgeon advised that the City had hired two (2) 
outside proofreaders to review the document, in addition to staff, to attempt to provide for consistencies.  
Mr. Trudgeon further opined that the Commission and City should be proud of the resulting document. 
 
Commissioners thanked staff for their extensive work on this project throughout the process. 
 
Chair Bakeman concurred, opining that the document had come along way from its inception, and was 
looking very good. 
 
Chair Bakeman closed the Public Hearing at 8:03 p.m., with no one appearing to speak. 
 
MOTION  
Member Doherty moved, seconded by Member Bakeman ADOPTION OF RESOLUTION NO. 2009-
01 ENTITLED, “A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING TO THE CITY COUNCIL THE ADOPTION OF THE 
CITY OF ROSEVILLE 2030 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN;” as presented in the staff report dated 
January 7, 2009. 
 
Commissioner Doherty opined that staff should all be congratulated for their work and their perseverance. 
 
Ayes: 7 
Nays: 0  
Motion carried. 
 



EXTRACT OF MINUTES OF MEETING 
OF THE 

CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ROSEVILLE 
 

*  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  * 
 

Pursuant to due call and notice thereof, a regular meeting of the Planning Commission of the 
City of Roseville, County of Ramsey, Minnesota was duly held on the 26th day of January, 2009, 
at 6:00 p.m. 
 
The following members were present:  
and the following were absent: . 
 
Member ____ introduced the following resolution and moved its adoption: 
 

RESOLUTION NO.  XXXXX 
 

Preliminary Approval of the  
City of Roseville 2030 Comprehensive Plan  

 
WHEREAS, the city of Roseville (the City) is located within the seven-county jurisdiction of the 
Metropolitan Council. 
 
WHEREAS, the City has initiated a decentennial update of its Comprehensive Plan as required 
under Minnesota Statute 473.864, Subd. 2.  
 
WHEREAS, the City hired Hoisington Koegler Group Inc. to lead the planning process, 
appointed a Steering Committee to provide feedback to the consultant, and sought public input 
into the development of the Plan through focus groups, public open houses, and public hearings. 
 
WHEREAS, on October 13, 2008, the City Council released the draft 2030 Comprehensive Plan 
(the Plan) to neighboring jurisdictions and affected special districts for their review and comment 
as is required under Minnesota Statute 473.858, Subd 2. 
 
WHEREAS, the City has received comments from all neighboring jurisdictions and affected 
special districts and revised the Plan when appropriate. 
 
WHEREAS, on January 7, 2009, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on the draft 
Plan and unanimously passed a resolution recommending the draft 2030 Comprehensive Plan for 
adoption by the City Council as required by Section 201.07 of Roseville’s City Code. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, the City Council, subsequent to Metropolitan 
Council review, grants preliminary approval of the 2030 Comprehensive Plan and authorizes 
submission of the Plan to the Metropolitan Council for its review.  
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The motion for the adoption of the foregoing resolution was duly seconded by ______, and upon 
a vote being taken thereon, the following voted in favor thereof: 
 
and the following voted against the same:  
 
WHEREUPON said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted. 
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From: Amy Ihlan [amy@briollaw.com]
Sent: Wednesday, January 21, 2009 10:48 AM
To: Bill Malinen
Cc: Margaret Driscoll; *RVCouncil
Subject: An article to add to council packet

Attachments: Stacy Mitchell -- Big, Empty Boxes.pdf

Dear Bill,

Could I please add the attached article:  Stacy Mitchell, "Big, Empty Boxes" to the discussion materials for the draft comprehensive plan next Monday? 

Thank you!

Amy

Amy J. Ihlan
Briol & Associates, PLLC
3700 IDS Center
80 S. 8th St.
Minneapolis, MN 55402
(612)337-8410
Amy@Briollaw.com
 

Please visit us on the web at www.briollaw.com
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From: Amy Ihlan [amy@briollaw.com]
Sent: Wednesday,

 Malinen
Cc: Margaret Driscoll; *RVCouncil
Subject: 2 additional items for comprehensive plan discussion

Attachments: Bloomington

Attached are 2 additional items that I would like to include in the council materials for discussion of the draft comprehensive plan update.  These are excerpts from the Bloomington and Edina Comprehensive Plans, describing their land use categories.

Thanks again,

Amy

Amy J. Ihlan
Briol & Associates, PLLC
3700 IDS Center
80 S. 8th St.
Minneapolis, MN 55402
(612)337-8410
Amy@Briollaw.com
 

Please visit us on the web at www.briollaw.com
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

 Date: 01/26/2009 
 Item No.:     12.e  

Department Approval City Manager Approval 

  

Item Description: Request by Joel McCarty (Old Dominion Freight Line) and Cent Ventures 
2 for an Interim Use Permit to allow the temporary storage of trailers on 
a portion of the property at 2750 Cleveland Avenue (PF09-001) 

 

PF09-001_RCA_012609 (3).doc 
Page 1 of 5 

1.0 REQUESTED ACTION 1 

1.1 Mr. Joel McCarty- Old Dominion Freight Line (property owner) and Cent Ventures 2 are 2 
requesting an INTERIM USE PERMIT to allow storage of semi-truck trailers on the 3 
remaining portion of the Old Dominion parcel in accordance with §1012.09 (Interim 4 
Uses) of the City Code. 5 

Project Review History 6 
• Application submitted and determined complete: December 24, 2008 7 
• Sixty-day review deadline: February 15, 2009 8 
• Public Open House: December 23, 2008 9 
• Project report recommendation: January 7, 2009 10 
• Anticipated Planning Commission action: January 7, 2009 11 
• Anticipated City Council action: January 26, 2009 12 

2.0 PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 13 

2.1 At the duly noticed public hearing on January 7, 2009, the Roseville Planning 14 
Commission voted (7-0) to recommend approval of the INTERIM USE PERMIT, subject to 15 
revised conditions.  The Roseville Planning Division concurs with the Commission’s 16 
recommendation.  17 

3.0 SUGGESTED CITY COUNCIL ACTION 18 

3.1 ADOPT a RESOLUTION, APPROVING the requested INTERIM USE PERMIT, pursuant to 19 
§1012.09 (Interim Uses) of the City Code, subject to the conditions listed in Section 7( 20 
please see Section 8 of this report for the detailed action). 21 
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4.0 BACKGROUND 22 

4.1 The Old Dominion Freight Line property at 2750 Cleveland Avenue is located within the 23 
Twin Lakes Redevelopment Area and has a current Comprehensive Land Use Map 24 
designation of BP, Business Park. 25 

4.2 In 2008, the City of Roseville began the process to update the Roseville Comprehensive 26 
Plan as required by the Metropolitan Council System Statement.  This process, which is 27 
anticipated to conclude in the first quarter of 2009, seeks a land use designation change 28 
for the Twin Lakes Redevelopment Area to Community Mixed Use. 29 

4.3 The Old Dominion parcel has an existing zoning designation of Mixed Use Business 30 
Park, B-6 (Metro Transit property) and General Industrial, I-2 (remainder). 31 

4.4 The 2008 update to the Comprehensive Land Use Map will require zoning changes for a 32 
number of properties throughout Roseville in order meet State Statute requirements of 33 
consistency between zoning and land use designations.  The Twin Lakes Redevelopment 34 
Area will be one area that will see a zoning change for all current designations to a zone 35 
consistent with the Community Mixed Use designation. 36 

4.5 Section 1007.03 (I-2, General Industrial Districts) of the Roseville City Code, identifies 37 
specific storage allowances. Subsection B reads as follows: 38 

 39 
B. Storage: 40 

1. Within Enclosed Structure: The following storage shall be conducted wholly 41 
within an enclosed structure: 42 
a. Inoperative equipment, with "inoperative" being interpreted to mean a state 43 

of malfunction, physical deterioration or some other physical condition 44 
rendering the equipment incapable of being properly utilized for its intended 45 
purpose and in need of repairs, disposal or replacement. 46 

b. Inoperative vehicles, with "inoperative" being interpreted to mean a state of 47 
malfunction, deterioration or other physical condition rendering the vehicle 48 
incapable of movement under its own power. Such vehicles would include 49 
those involved in accidents, awaiting engine repairs, in need of body repair 50 
or painting and similar conditions. 51 

 52 
2. Within Solid Opaque Wall Or Fence: The following storage shall be conducted 53 

wholly within an area enclosed by a solid opaque wall or fence no less than eight 54 
(8) feet in height and only in a I-2 General Industrial District: 55 
a. Building materials and lumber sales. 56 
b. Areas used for rental yards. 57 
c. Machinery sales, and bulk firewood sales. 58 
d. Dirt, sand, gravel and rock sales. 59 
e.  Heavy equipment sales. (Ord. 537, 5-8-1967) 60 
f Construction equipment. (1990 Code) 61 

4.6 Semi-truck trailers are not listed as a permitted storage use, unless as a component of an 62 
approved Motor Freight Terminal (approved Conditional Use Permit required).  Thus, 63 
outdoor storage of semi-truck trailers has been determined to be prohibited and can only 64 
be accommodated with the requested INTERIM USE PERMIT (IUP). 65 
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4.7 As a result of receiving a grant from Metropolitan Council and in anticipation of future 66 
redevelopment, the existing buildings on the Old Dominion piece were torn down this 67 
fall, so there is no longer the possibility of resuming the motor freight terminal use on the 68 
property. 69 

5.0 INTERIM USE PERMIT APPLICATIONS 70 

5.1 Section 1012.09 (Interim Uses) of the City Code establishes the regulations pertaining to 71 
INTERIM USE PERMITS. 72 

a. Section 1012.09A states: The City Council may authorize an interim use of 73 
property.  Interim uses may not be consistent with the land uses designated on the 74 
adopted Land Use Plan. They may also fail to meet all of the zoning standards 75 
established for the district within which it is located. 76 

b. Section 1012.09B states: The City Council may attach conditions to Interim Use 77 
Permits. In reviewing Interim use Permit applications, the City will establish a 78 
specific date or event that will terminate the use on the property. The Council will 79 
also determine that the approval of the interim use would not result in adverse 80 
effects on the public health, safety, and general welfare, and that it will not 81 
impose additional costs on the public if it is necessary for the public to take the 82 
property in the future. 83 

6.0 STAFF COMMENTS/RECOMMENDATION 84 

6.1 The IUP request is prompted by the current challenges in the economy.  Although Cent 85 
Ventures is in a contractual agreement with Old Dominion to purchase the parcel, the 86 
current tight credit market and the recession have delayed the potential redevelopment of 87 
the property. Besides the recently approved Metro Transit project, the Planning Division 88 
is not currently aware of any other Twin Lakes development projects that will occur in 89 
2009 except for anticipated infrastructure improvements for Iona Lane and portions of 90 
Mount Ridge Road and Twin Lakes Parkway. 91 

6.2 The Planning Division understands the challenges of the current redevelopment climate.  92 
However, the Planning Division sees the Twin Lakes Redevelopment Area, specifically 93 
in this location, as a highly visible land area and therefore any action on this request must 94 
weigh the impact of continuing the use of storing semi-trailers on the property on the 95 
ability to attract potential projects elsewhere in Twin Lakes. 96 

6.3 The Development Review Committee (DRC) had the following comments:  97 

a. The Police Department had no concern about the particular request but is  98 
concerned about the potential of break-ins to the trailers stored on site. There 99 
were some thefts this past summer.  While it would not prevent a determined 100 
thief, the Police Department would like for the property owner to monitor the 101 
maintenance of the security fence currently in place to make sure that the property 102 
is as secure as possible. 103 

b. The Fire Department did not have any issues with the IUP request as long as there 104 
was not any truck repair or maintenance on site and that there would be no 105 
hazardous material stored on the site or within the trailers. 106 
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c. The Public Works Department had the following comments: 107 

• When the buildings were demolished, the County, due to the time of the year, 108 
would not let the contractor dig into Cleveland Ave. As a result, the services 109 
were not disconnected at the main. These sewer and water services need to be 110 
disconnected at main by June 15, 2009. 111 

• Washing of trailers should be prohibited on site. 112 

• Parking of trailers should be limited to the existing areas on site where there is 113 
asphalt, gravel or concrete. 114 

• Fuel Tanks should be prohibited on site. 115 

• Any paving or major maintenance of the existing parking lot will require the 116 
addition of storm water best management practices to meet the City's storm 117 
water quality and volume reduction requirements 118 

6.4 The Planning Division supports the temporary storage of semi-truck trailers in a limited 119 
capacity, such as regulating the number of trailers stored and limiting the duration to no 120 
more than two years from the time of approval.  The recommendation forwarded to the 121 
Planning Commission on January 7, 2009 included 8 conditions of approval. 122 

7.0 PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION 123 

7.1 On January 7, 2009, the Roseville Planning Commission held the duly noticed public 124 
hearing regarding the McCarthy/Cent Ventures INTERIM USE PERMIT request.  No 125 
citizens were present to address the Commission, however the applicant and the property 126 
owner’s legal counsel were present to address the Commission. 127 

7.2 The Cent Ventures representative sought clarification on what could be stored on the 128 
premises, in light of the fact that the application indicated the allowance of storage, not 129 
just specific to truck trailers.  The property owner’s representative also sought 130 
clarification on the allowance of shipping containers as a storage option and sought a 131 
term of five years instead of the two years recommended by staff. 132 

7.3 The Planning Commission took the two items under consideration and began discussing 133 
the proposal and potential impacts that shipping containers could present; whether such 134 
items could be screened; what other sort to items could potentially be stored on the 135 
premises; and what time line was in the best interest of the City.   136 

7.4 The Commission indicated concerns over stacking abilities of shipping containers as well 137 
as the number (225) being sought by the applicants.  It was noted (by applicants) that due 138 
to construction of Metro Transit’s park and ride facility, few if any trailers/containers 139 
could be stored on the site given the projects construction. 140 

7.5 As the Commission debated a recommendation, the City Planner provided staff’s 141 
perspective on the proposal, stating that in staff’s opinion there is not a difference 142 
between a single trailer and a single container – they are virtually the same.  He added 143 
that the issue is whether containers are stacked, and indicated that staff would not support 144 
stacking of containers.  He provided the Commission with a possible condition the 145 
allowed trailers and un-stacked shipping containers on the premises. 146 
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7.6 The Roseville Planning Commission recommended approval of the request for an 147 
INTERIM USE PERMIT for up to 225 semi-truck trailers and un-stacked containers for a 148 
period of three years and subject to the following conditions:  149 

a. There shall not be any truck/trailer maintenance, washing or repair on the 150 
property. 151 

b. Fuel tanks shall not be located on the site. 152 

c. Hazardous material shall not be stored on the property. 153 

d. The property owner shall maintain the security fence in a manner that will 154 
reasonably secure the site from trespassing and theft. 155 

e. City sewer and water services into Cleveland Ave. from the property shall be 156 
disconnected at main by June 15, 2009. 157 

f. Parking of trailers and containers shall be limited to the existing areas on site 158 
where there is asphalt, gravel or concrete. 159 

g. Any paving or major maintenance of the existing parking lot will require the 160 
addition of storm water best management practices to meet the City’s storm water 161 
quality and volume reduction requirements. 162 

h. Access to this site shall be through Cleveland Avenue only; 163 

i. Storage shall consist of only empty trailers and/or empty containers (known as 164 
land/sea storage/shipping containers). 165 

j. No other outside storage shall be allowed. 166 

k. At the expiration or the termination of the Interim Use, or after any extension 167 
thereof, any future use of the property shall be conforming to the Roseville 168 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan and the City Code. 169 

l. The INTERIM USE PERMIT shall be valid from the day after it is approved by the 170 
City Council and expire three years from that date. 171 

8.0 SUGGESTED CITY COUNCIL ACTION 172 

8.1 ADOPT a RESOLUTION APPROVING an INTERIM USE PERMIT for Joel McCarthy 173 
(property owner) and Cent Ventures 2, for a portion of the property at 2750 Cleveland 174 
Avenue, based on the comments in Section 6 and the conditions of Section 7 of the 175 
project report dated January 26, 2009. 176 

 177 

Prepared by: City Planner Thomas Paschke 
Attachments: A: Area map 

B: Aerial photo 
C: Narrative 
D: Open House Summary 

E: PC Minutes 
F: Exhibit showing location of trailer storage area.  
G: Resolution 
H: Email Attachments 
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For further information regarding the contents of this map contact:
City of Roseville, Community Development Department,
2660 Civic Center Drive, Roseville MN

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.

´Site Location

Disclaimer

LR / R1 Comp Plan / Zoning
Designations

Prepared by:
Community Development Department

Printed: August 22, 2008

Attachment A: Location Map for Planning File 08-039

0 100 200 Feet

bryan.lloyd
Text Box
09-001



MILLWOOD AVENUE W

CLEVELAND AVE N

Prepared by:
Community Development Department

Printed: August 22, 2008

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
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Narrative In Support of the Interim Use 
Permit Application

Applicant
Old Dominion Freight Line, Inc & Cent Ventures 2 

Contacts: Joel McCarty esq. & Thomas Noble 

For Property Located at 2750 Cleveland Avenue 
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This narrative is in support of the Interim Use Permit application. The narrative 
addresses, among other things, the questions posed in the City’s Interim Use 
Application.

Existing conditions: 
The 5.16 – acre parcel is currently used for parking and storage. The property is 
relatively flat and had, until recently, two structures related to this use which are 
currently being removed. 

The site is bordered by Cleveland Avenue on the west, the proposed Iona Lane 
on the north and the proposed Mount Ridge Road on the east. The City has 
recently approved seeking bids for the construction of Mount Ridge Road and a 
portion of Twin Lakes Parkway. If approved construction of Mount Ridge Road 
and a portion of Twin Lakes Parkway could commence in the year 2009. 

The existing Building, Weigh Station and Weigh Station Building are being, or 
about to be, removed. Removal was approved by the City and is being managed 
by Braun and Veit companies. Removal of the structures is expected to be 
completed by the end of December 2008. 

Proposal:
In September of 2007 the City hosted an open house for parties interested in the 
Twin Lakes Development area. Representatives of the Metropolitan Transit 
Commission (“MTC”) attended the meeting and were introduced to Cent 
Ventures 2 (“CV2”). CV2 is under contract to purchase the property from Old 
Dominion Freight Lines, Inc (“OD”).  

MTC, at the 2007 meeting, presented a concept for a Park and Ride facility they 
wanted to construct near Interstate 35W in Roseville. Since then MTC, CV2, OD 
and the City have worked together to provide MTC with a location suitable to 
their needs that is consistent with the City’s plans for the area and the 
community’s needs in general. MTC has sought and obtained approvals for its 
Park and Ride facility from the City. The Park and Ride will be a multi level 
structure for more the 400 cars to be built on a portion of the site of 
approximately 1.3 acres. MTC will require temporary access across the site until 
Mount Ridge Road and Twin Lakes Parkway are completed to the extent 
necessary to serve their facility. 

MTC’s Park and Ride requires delineation of approximately 1.3 acres of the 
northeast corner of the parcel. The remainder of the parcel continues to be used 
by Old Dominion for storage and parking and CV2 wishes to purchase that 
portion of the parcel and purse development. In order to complete the sale to the 
MTC the parcel will be divided in to the pieces depicted in Exhibit B-2. The MTC 
will use that portion of the parcel labeled Lot 1 and the remainder, labeled Outlot 
A, Old Dominion will use, as it has, for storage and trailer parking. 
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Upon the division of the land the MTC will Lot 1 for their Park and Ride facility. 
We request approval of this application so OD and CV2 can rely on the continued 
useof the balance of the property. 

Impact on Traffic:
MTC has addressed any traffic impact within their study and approvals. The use 
shall continue as it as so no change will result occur to the balance of the 
property.

Impact on parks, streets, and other public facilities: 
No changes to the current use are requested so no impact will result. The MTC’s 
Park and Ride facility has independently addressed it’s impact for that portion of 
the site to be purchased for the Park and Ride. 

Compatibility of the proposed site plan, internal traffic circulation, 
landscaping, and structures with contiguous properties: 
No changes are requested of the internal circulation or landscape of the site. The 
existing structures are being removed and there are no contiguous properties 
with structures. 

Impact of the proposed use on the market value of the contiguous 
properties:
The use remains the same – storage and trailer parking so no change in the 
value will occur as a result of this approval. The parcel’s size will be reduced 
from 5.16 acres to approximately 3.86 acres. It is possible the completed MTC 
Park and Ride structure will improve interest in development in this area. 

Impact of the proposed use on the public health, safety, and general 
welfare: 
The delineation of the site to create the 1.3 acre parcel for the MTC’s Park and 
Ride Facility is beneficial to the public’s health, safety and general welfare. Public 
transportation is a key component of the City, County and State’s goals for future 
development. Access to parking for public transportation is of great value to the 
local community in the reduction of local and state traffic congestion and levels 
as well as reducing air pollution. This is an excellent example of City, State and 
Federal cooperation to address the public’s needs and welfare. 

Compatibility of the proposed use with the City’s comprehensive plan: 
The proposed use of parcel sold to MTC is consistent with the City’s 
comprehensive plan of BP – (B6) zoning. The remainder of the parcel may 
benefit from the MTC’s development by increased interest in redevelopment of 
the parcel and the assistance the will provide to the proposed completion of 
Mount Ridge Road and Twin Lakes Parkway. The use approval requested is the 
same as is currently enjoyed by the property. 



 



OPEN HOUSE SUMMARY

CENT VENTURES 2/ OLD DOMINION FREIGHT LINE, INC.
INTERlM USE PERMT APPLICATION

MEETING DATE AND TIME: December 23,2008,6:00 p.m.

LOCATION: City of Rosevile City Hall, Wilow Room

ATTENDEES:

Jolm Livingston on behalf of Cent Ventures 2.

James Walston on behalf of Old Dominion Freight Line, Inc.

Lindsay Sheppard on behalf of Met CounciL.

Other Attendees: None.

SUMMARY:

The Open House was convened at 6:00 p.m. by Jolm Livingston. Mr. Livingston
made available the proposed plat of Twin Lakes Addition as well as other maps and
handouts relating to the Metro Transit project and the proposed interim and future use of
the subject property.

Lindsay Sheppard was on hand to answer questions about thc Park and Ridc
facility to be constructed on the NE portion of the subject property.

James Walston was on hand to answer questions relative to the proposed interim
use of the subject propert.

The meeting was adjourned at 7:15 p.m.
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a. PLANNING FILE 09-001 1 
Request by Old Dominion Freight Line, Inc. for approval of an INTERIM USE 2 
PERMIT (IUP) to allow the temporary storage of semi trailers at 2750 Cleveland 3 
Avenue. 4 
 5 
Chair Bakeman opened the Public Hearing for Planning File 09-001.  6 
 7 
Community Development Director Patrick Trudgeon reviewed staff’s analysis of the 8 
request of Joel McCarty – Old Dominion Freight Line (property owner) and Cent 9 
Ventures II, for an IUP at 2750 Cleveland Avenue, to allow outdoor storage of semi-10 
truck trailers on the remaining portion of the Old Dominion parcel in accordance with 11 
Roseville City Code, Section 1012.09 Interim Uses). 12 
 13 
Mr. Trudgeon advised that, as a result of receiving a grant from the Metropolitan 14 
Council and in anticipation of future redevelopment, the existing buildings on the Old 15 
Dominion parcel were demolished in the fall of 2008. Mr. Trudgeon clarified that the 16 
applicant was not requesting to operate the parcel as a terminal, but to use it for 17 
storage.  Mr. Trudgeon noted that the northeast corner of the parcel was planned for 18 
construction of the Metropolitan Council’s Park and Ride Facility. 19 
 20 
Mr. Trudgeon drew the Commissioner’s attention specifically to staff comments 21 
detailed in Sections 6.1 and 6.2 of the staff report dated January 7, 2009; and the 22 
applicant’s rationale for requesting an Interim Use Permit (IUP). 23 
 24 

Commissioner Gottfried arrived at this time, 7:40 p.m. 25 
 26 
Staff recommended APPROVAL of the requested IUP; based on the comments and 27 
findings of Sections 5 and 6, the recommendation of Section 7 of the project report 28 
dated January 7, 2009; and conditions addressed in the staff report, and as more 29 
clearly-defined and detailed in the bench handout distributed at the meeting, entitled, 30 
“Conditions of approval (revised 1/7/09); attached hereto and made a part thereof, 31 
and including comments from the applicant and subsequent staff response.   32 
 33 
Mr. Trudgeon advised that these conditions were revised following further discussions 34 
with the applicant, with the applicant seeking to keep the IUP as flexibility as possible; 35 
and staff seeking to condition approval based on code (i.e., screening; 36 
materials/trailers intended for storage on site; and length of term), with staff 37 
recommending two (2) years with possible amendment if circumstances so warranted 38 
it, or reapplication by the applicant; and the applicant requesting a term of five (5) 39 
years.  Mr. Trudgeon also noted Condition 4 related to storm water management on 40 
the site. 41 

 42 
Discussion included specifying that storage would be on certain portions of the parcel 43 
depending on the surface materials (i.e., bituminous or gravel); circulation and 44 
parking; emergency vehicle access and discussion with the Fire marshal; and 45 
clarification of the applicant’s intent for outside storage and screening or enclosure as 46 
per City Code. 47 
 48 
Further discussion included preferred egress from the site to Cleveland as opposed to 49 
future access off Iona or Mount Ridge Road; past operation of the site as a truck 50 
terminal and past discussions with the former master developer on potential purchase 51 
of the property with condemnation being initiated and trucks/trailers being removed at 52 
that time, however, now back on site; and non-conforming use perceptions of the 53 
owner and the City if the IUP is granted as restricted and conditioned with the 54 
applicant understanding that they were thus giving up their rights to assert past non-55 
conforming uses and/or their continued use after expiration of the IUP. 56 
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 1 
Mr. Trudgeon advised that he would seek the advice of the City Attorney as to specific 2 
language in the conditions applied to the IUP to clarify for the applicant the City’s 3 
expectations and intent in granting the IUP.  4 
 5 
Additional discussion included past violations of ordinance by the property owner that 6 
have been discussed with the owner, but have not been enforced by staff due to the 7 
potential redevelopment of the area; and whether the applicant would be more 8 
amenable to complying with ordinance and conditions of IUP approval, given their 9 
past history of violations. 10 
 11 
Mr. Trudgeon noted that, under the terms of the IUP, if the applicant didn’t meet those 12 
terms, their IUP could be revoked, with potential court action to follow if the applicant 13 
continued in violation of those conditions, allowing greater regulation of the parcel and 14 
its uses.  Mr. Trudgeon advised that he couldn’t speak to the history of the City’s 15 
relationship with Old Dominion; however, noted that the property owner appeared to 16 
be sincere in their desire to sell the property, and offered staff’s willingness to work 17 
through past difficulties and allow for potential resale and redevelopment of the parcel 18 
in the best interests of all parties. 19 
 20 
Repeated consensus of Commissioners was that the property owner and applicant(s) 21 
be clear on their intent, as well as the City’s expectations. 22 
 23 
Chair Bakeman noted that an additional condition could be included for staff to confer 24 
with the City Attorney between tonight’s public hearing and the City Council meeting 25 
of January 26, 2008, to provide additional verbiage based on the advice of the City 26 
Attorney for as much clarity and specificity as possible, thus allowing the 27 
recommendation of the Planning Commission to proceed to the City Council. 28 
 29 
Additional discussion included defining hazardous and/or flammable materials on the 30 
site and/or in the containers themselves; definition by the Fire Marshal to clarify 31 
hazardous material for inclusion of various materials, and addressing concerns about 32 
spillage on the site; and concerns if storage pods or containers are stacked, how the 33 
Fire Department could access them to prevent the spread of fire and/or toxic fumes; 34 
and potential development of a fire prevention plan by the applicant to be periodically 35 
submitted to the City’s Fire Marshal, recognizing that materials could be constantly 36 
changing as storage containers and trailers were moved in and out on the site. 37 
 38 
Further discussion included renewability of IUP’s as per City Code and annual 39 
monitoring and notice processes; potential research and guidance from other 40 
communities with outdoor storage of trailers in massive quantities (i.e., Blaine); and 41 
confirmation of the applicant scheduling a neighborhood meeting with adjacent 42 
property owners and the neighborhood, with no one in attendance. 43 
 44 
Applicants, Jim Walston, Attorney for Old Dominion Freight Line, Inc. 45 
John Livingston, Cent Ventures II 46 
Mr. Walston addressed staff’s proposed revised condition #8 related to the term of the 47 
IUP, and requested that a longer term be applied, based on economic factors and 48 
practical purposes due to construction of the park and Ride facility, easements on the 49 
property, and the desire of Mr. McCarty to preserve property rights.  Mr. Walston 50 
noted that diminished use of the property based on past condemnation proceedings, 51 
and credited Mr. Livingston with suggesting the IUP approach going forward. 52 
 53 
When asked by Chair Bakeman if the property owner was clear on the intent of the 54 
IUP replacing past non-conforming uses, Mr. Walston assured the Commissioners 55 
and concurred that this was the understanding of himself and Mr. McCarty. 56 



 1 
Mr. Livingston advised that, related to materials proposed for storage, the application 2 
was seeking to address a range of possibilities that had been discussed with staff for 3 
potential uses of the site until redevelopment could be achieved on the site, after the 4 
economic market improves.   Mr. Livingston further advised that there was no specific 5 
material storage proposed on the site, other than to have the area in general utilized 6 
for container storage (land/sea containers).  While unable to speak for the current 7 
owner, Old Dominion, Mr. Livingston advised that those trailers currently stored on 8 
site were empty, but noted that some had refrigerated units that may hold fuel, and be 9 
a potential hazardous material.  Mr. Livingston further advised that the purpose of the 10 
application was to provide some ongoing economic revenue to the site while awaiting 11 
improvement in the financial market, allowing for future planning and redevelopment 12 
of the site, allowing a huge benefit for all interested parties in the Twin Lakes area, 13 
and potential developers.  Mr. Livingston opined that, development of Mount Ridge 14 
Road and Twin Lakes Parkway, and other infrastructure construction was vital to 15 
interesting potential developers once the market improved. 16 
 17 
Further discussion with Mr. Livingston included access to emergency equipment 18 
related to materials stored outside storage containers; problems with stacking of 19 
containers and access by the Fire Department; whether the containers would be 20 
empty or what type of materials could be contained in them. 21 
 22 
Mr. Livingston, as the property owner, advised that everything done on the property 23 
was in compliance with the law; and recognized the concerns expressed about 24 
hazards, noting that he shared those concerns.  Mr. Livingston noted that the first 25 
word of the requested permit indicated “Interim” and questioned how in such a permit 26 
every possible use could be defined.  Mr. Livingston advised that the applicant’s intent 27 
was to allow themselves the latitude to garner some kind of income on the site, until 28 
the City completes infrastructure construction, and the Metropolitan Transit 29 
Commission completes their Park and Ride facility, allowing for ultimate 30 
redevelopment of the site. 31 
 32 
Chair Bakeman noted that the Twin Lakes area had been of concern for a long period 33 
of time, and designated for clean up and redevelopment, obviously motivating the 34 
Commission’s concern about how it looked, noting other areas of the City that also 35 
had trailer storage; and also noted that it would be prudent to ensure that the Park 36 
and Ride facility looked good in its new setting. 37 
 38 
Mr. Livingston advised that he had worked hard over the last year with the 39 
Metropolitan Transit Commission (MTC) on the public good and design aspects 40 
desirable to the City, and motivating them to complete this project and hopefully 41 
precipitate other development in the Twin Lakes area. 42 
 43 
Commissioner Boerigter clarified that outside storage was not part of this IUP request 44 
as he understood it; and was only allowed under City Code under certain 45 
circumstances.  Commissioner Boerigter opined that the IUP didn’t really change that 46 
circumstance, nor allow for outside storage of materials other than in the trailers. 47 
 48 
Mr. Trudgeon advised that the applicant’s original request was for outside storage and 49 
trailers; but that it hadn’t been discussed in depth.  Mr. Trudgeon noted that, while 50 
outside storage was often allowed as an accessory use, this site didn’t qualify for that, 51 
since there was no primary use of the site since demolition of the previous buildings 52 
on site.  Mr. Trudgeon noted that the primary use was outside storage, and while not 53 
allowed as a principal use, the trailer storage was being proposed for an interim 54 
period, in addition to the applicant seeking storage of outside materials.  Mr. Trudgeon 55 



noted the distinction that outside storage on that site today would not be allowed as a 1 
primary use. 2 
 3 
Discussion ensued regarding Section 4.5 of the staff report dated January 7, 2009, 4 
related to specific uses allowed with other storage units not allowed even within that 5 
category. 6 
 7 
Further discussion included the term of the proposed IUP. 8 
 9 
Mr. Livingston advised that his goals for use of the site were intended to be from today 10 
forward, as indicated in his discussions with staff and from his perspective.  Mr. 11 
Livingston advised that the proposed interval of time was of concern to him, as the 12 
MTC would be accessing their site and utilizing it for storage of construction materials 13 
throughout their construction process in 2009, and to maneuvering to their 14 
construction site.  Mr. Livingston sought assurances that, following that construction 15 
phase, the applicant would be allowed to park storage trailers; and sought clarification 16 
on how to define a “trailer.” Mr. Livingston advised that he had sought potential users 17 
of the site for storage trailers to calculate their potential need, and they had provided 18 
the number “225,” and noted his intent to meet screening requirements; and noted the 19 
intent in the application was to indicate that no more than 225 trailers could be located 20 
on site. 21 
 22 
Discussion ensued regarding storage of containers outside trailers; number of 23 
proposed trailers; different perimeters for trailers and/or storage containers; reiteration 24 
by Mr. Livingston of the need for flexibility, and request for five (5) years for the term 25 
of the IUP to allow sufficient marketing of the site after construction of the 26 
infrastructure and completion of the MTC facility, anticipating that it would take a 27 
minimum of two (2) years to make the property marketable.  Mr. Livingston asked that, 28 
before the parties became ensconced in minutia, that construction of a fence for 29 
screening would not prove functional or financially feasible, or prove to fully screen the 30 
site. 31 
 32 
Further discussion included City Code related to screening of outdoor storage; fence 33 
height in commercial areas of eight feet (8’); market driving discussion for container 34 
height and sufficiency of City Code on screening; recognizing capital investment for 35 
installing a fence for a two (2) year IUP and potential for renewal of the IUP after the 36 
proposed two (2) year term and uncertainties or a waiver of requirements, and 37 
dependence on the mercy of the Planning Commission and City Council on moving 38 
forward at that time in extending the term. 39 
 40 
Chair Bakeman closed the Public Hearing at this time, with no one appearing to 41 
speak. 42 
 43 
Chair Bakeman expressed concern with extending the IUP term beyond the two (2) 44 
years; opining that following completion of the MTC facility, it would have ugly trailer 45 
storage surrounding it and would not be conducive to area aesthetics. 46 
 47 
Commissioner Doherty advised that he had considered a term of one (1) year 48 
specifically related to those concerns raised by Chair Bakeman; opining that he hadn’t 49 
seen a site plan and didn’t want the proposed use allowed in the IUP to be extremely 50 
economically viable; and suggested that the applicant return after one (1) year 51 
advising the Commission and City Council of other mitigating factors depending on 52 
the economic climate.  Commissioner Doherty advised that he was willing to let such 53 
a use apply for one (1) year, but not for five (5) years. 54 
 55 



City Planner Thomas Paschke advised that trailers on site would not be screened; 1 
and opined that whether there was one (1) container, or 225, a trailer was simply a 2 
box with wheels.  Mr. Paschke opined, from staff’s perspective, he was not sure if 3 
there was a need for screening of the trailers, allowing flexibility for the applicant; but 4 
noted that outdoor storage was an entirely different matter. 5 
 6 
 7 

  MOTION  8 
Member Bakeman moved, seconded by Member Doherty to RECOMMEND 9 
APPROVAL of an INTERIM USE PERMIT for Joel McCarty, owner of the property 10 
at 2750 Cleveland Avenue, to allow temporary outdoor storage of a MAXIMUM 11 
OF NO MORE THAN TWO HUNDRED TWENTY-FIVE (225) semi-truck trailers 12 
AND/OR UNSTACKED CONTAINERS; based on the comments and findings of 13 
Sections 5 and 6, and the recommendations of Section 7 of the project report 14 
dated January 7, 2009; and CONDITIONS OF APRPOVAL as revised and dated 15 
January 7, 2009, attached hereto and made a part thereof, and detailed in the 16 
bench handout; and recognizing the comments in writing from Tom Noble of 17 
Cent Ventures LLC, and subsequent staff comment via e-mail dated January 7, 18 
2009; and further AMENDED AS FOLLOWS by makers of the motion and 19 
acceptance of a friendly amendment: 20 
 Access to this site shall be through Cleveland Avenue only; 21 
 The applicant acknowledges, as discussed at tonight’s meeting, that 22 

issuance of the IUP serves to eliminate any potential uses identified or 23 
apparent as non-conformity issues as defined under Minnesota State Code; 24 
with staff directed to review language of the conditions of approval with the 25 
City Attorney to ensure clarity for all parties of intents and expectations; 26 

 No outside storage uses allowed without further review of the IUP; 27 
 Storage will consist of only EMPTY trailers and/or EMPTY containers 28 

(known as land/sea storage/shipping containers) 29 
 30 
Mr. Trudgeon advised that he would review with the City Attorney, and seek advice to 31 
provide understandable language in a format to ensure that the applicant and City 32 
staff are in agreement and clear as to the intent that the IUP will guide future uses, 33 
and no other non-conforming uses will be considered; that the IUP will initiate future 34 
uses from this point forward. 35 
 36 
Commissioners concurred and by consensus, clarified to the applicant that if this IUP 37 
was granted, use restrictions are enforceable and the applicant was clear that they 38 
were giving up their right to assert any previous or perceived non-conforming use or 39 
their continues use after the expiration of the IUP;  40 
 41 
Commissioner Boerigter spoke in support of the motion; however opined that a longer 42 
term may be appropriate, suggesting three (3) years rather than five (5) years; based 43 
on the limited use and space available on the site for some period of time before it 44 
could be marketed and/or developed. 45 
 46 
AMENDMENT TO THE ORIGINAL MOTION 47 
Member Boerigter moved, seconded by Member Wozniak, to modify the 48 
condition of the original motion to allow the IUP to be valid from the day after it 49 
is approved by the City Council for a term of three (3) rather than two (2) years. 50 
 51 
[Amendment to the Original Motion] 52 
Ayes: 4 (Best; Martinson; Wozniak; Boerigter) 53 
Nays: 3 (Gottfried; Doherty; Bakeman) 54 
Motion carried. 55 
 56 



Original Motion [as amended]   1 
Ayes: 7 2 
Nays: 0 3 
Motion carried. 4 

 5 
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EXTRACT OF MINUTES OF MEETING OF THE 
CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ROSEVILLE 

Pursuant to due call and notice thereof, a regular meeting of the City Council of the City of 
Roseville, County of Ramsey, State of Minnesota, was held on the 26th day of January, 2009  at 
6:00 p.m. 

The following members were present: 
and none were absent. 

Council Member __________ introduced the following resolution and moved its 
adoption: 

RESOLUTION NO. _________ 

A RESOLUTION APPROVING AN INTERIM USE PERMIT IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
§1012.09 OF THE ROSEVILLE CITY CODE FOR JOEL MCCARTY AND CENT 

VENTURES 2, AT 2750 CLEVELAND AVENUE (PF09-001) 

WHEREAS, Joel McCarty owns the property addressed as 2750 Cleveland Avenue, 
known as the former Old Dominion Freight Line property, and he along with Cent Ventures 2, 
has requested an INTERIM USE PERMIT in accordance with §1012.09 of the Roseville City 
Code; and 

WHEREAS, the subject property is legally described as: 

Lots 1, 2, 3, 18, 19, and 20, Block B, Twin View 
PIN: 04-29-23-33-0001 

WHEREAS, the applicant seeks to store motor freight trailers and containers on the 
property; and 

WHEREAS, The Roseville Planning Commission held a public hearing regarding the 
requested INTERIM USE PERMIT, voting 7-0 to recommend approval of the request based on 
the comments and findings of the staff report dated January 7, 2009; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, by the Roseville City Council, to APPROVE 
the request by Joel McCarth and Cent Ventures 2 for an INTERIM USE PERMIT in accordance 
with Section §1012.09 of the Roseville City Code, subject to the following conditions; 

a. The site shall be limited to a maximum of 225 semi-truck and/or unstacked 
land/sea containers. 

b. There shall not be any truck/trailer maintenance, washing or repair on the 
property. 

c. Fuel tanks shall not be located on the site. 

d. Hazardous material shall not be stored on the property. 

thomas.paschke
Text Box
Attachment G



Page 2 of 3 

e. The property owner shall maintain the security fence in a manner that will 
reasonably secure the site from trespassing and theft. 

f. City sewer and water services into Cleveland Ave. from the property shall be 
disconnected at main by June 15, 2009. 

g. Parking of trailers and containers shall be limited to the existing areas on site 
where there is asphalt, gravel or concrete. 

h. Any paving or major maintenance of the existing parking lot will require the 
addition of storm water best management practices to meet the City’s storm water 
quality and volume reduction requirements. 

i. Access to this site shall be through Cleveland Avenue only; 

j. Storage shall consist of only empty trailers and/or empty containers (known as 
land/sea storage/shipping containers). 

k. No other outside storage shall be allowed. 

l. At the expiration or the termination of the Interim Use, or after any extension 
thereof, any future use of the property shall be conforming to the Roseville 
Comprehensive Land Use Plan and the City Code. 

m. The INTERIM USE PERMIT shall be valid from the day after it is approved by the 
City Council and expire three years from that date. 

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 none voted against; 

WHEREUPON said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted. 
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Resolution – Joel McCarthy and Cent Ventures 2 – PF09-001 

STATE OF MINNESOTA ) 
) ss 

COUNTY OF RAMSEY ) 

 I, the undersigned, being the duly qualified City Manager of the City of Roseville, 
County of Ramsey, State of Minnesota, do hereby certify that I have carefully compared the 
attached and foregoing extract of minutes of a regular meeting of said City Council held on the 
26th day of January, 2009 with the original thereof on file in my office. 

WITNESS MY HAND officially as such Manager this 26th day of January, 2009 

________________________________ 
William J, Malinen, City Manager 
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Thomas Paschke

From: Pat Trudgeon
Sent: Monday, January 19, 2009 11:11 AM
To: Thomas Paschke
Subject: FW: IUP Permit Comments - Draft

________________________________________
From: John Livingston [livingston@cognoscente.biz]
Sent: Monday, January 19, 2009 9:25 AM
To: Pat Trudgeon
Cc: James R. Walston; McCarty, Joel; Tom
Subject: IUP Permit Comments - Draft

Pat,
Regarding the Interim Use Permit Application for the Outlot at 2750 Cleveland I would like 
to comment on the approvals granted by the Planning Commission in advance of the 
upcoming City Council meeting later this month. The terms and conditions of the permit 
will add to the hardship we are facing in development of the site.

Please let this serve to request the staff report and subsequent Planning Commission 
approval recommend terms and conditions be amended for the following reasons:

 1.  The staff report recommended a term of 2 years and the Planning Commission 
approved a term of 3 years. We are asking for a 5 year term to the permit for the following 
reasons.
    *   The current economic realities continue to delay interest in the site until the credit 
markets for development return to solvency.
    *   Tenants have refused to consider the location until the date for the infrastructure 
improvements has been established and approved.
    *   We need revenue from the site to pay for debt service, taxes and other expenses until 
such time as these issues are resolved and development is begun. Any rents the site might 
generate will not cover these holding expenses. The cost of holding the site till 
development will add to the considerable sum of costs beyond the site price.
    *   The shorter term you've approved would limit the possibility of rental revenue 
severely hampering our ability to secure financing once the credit markets can be 
approached. Such short terms are typically not granted consideration by lenders. The near 
term revenue will also be reduced during construction of the Metropolitan Councils Park 
and Ride.
 2.  We wish to be able to pave within the Outlot and ask that this be included in the 
approval without additional storm water management. This is desired for multiple reasons 
which are:
    *   The Metropolitan Council will use their easement for temporary access which will 
have the buses driving over the area where the building stood. It is not desirable, and may 
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not be practical, for them if the are is not paved.
    *   Paving the area where the building stood does not add to the impervious surface. 
Water from the roof of the building was shed to the existing pavement. We propose to be 
able to pave over the area exposed after demolition of the buildings.
    *   Some paving may be needed to connect the existing surface of the site to Iona Lane 
which the Metropolitan Council is constructing.

 Please consider our request in your final recommendation to the City Council.

Yours very truly,

John Livingston
Cent Ventures 2
1660 S. Highway 100, Suite 500
St. Louis Park, MN 55416

(612) 272-1246
livingston@cognoscente.biz<blocked::mailto:livingston@cognoscente.biz>

This message (including any attachments) contains confidential information intended for a 
specific individual and purpose, and is protected by law. If you are not the intended 
recipient, you should delete this message. Any disclosure, copying, or distribution of this 
message, or the taking of any action based on it, is strictly prohibited.
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Thomas Paschke

From: Pat Trudgeon
Sent: Monday, January 19, 2009 11:11 AM
To: Thomas Paschke
Subject: FW: IUP Permit Comments - Draft

________________________________________
From: James R. Walston [jwalston@lindquist.com]
Sent: Monday, January 19, 2009 10:04 AM
To: John Livingston; Pat Trudgeon
Cc: McCarty, Joel; Tom
Subject: RE: IUP Permit Comments - Draft

Pat-

Please note that the requests, comments and reasoning of John Livingston outlined below 
is fully supported by Old Dominion Freight Line, Inc.

Accordingly, Old Dominion requests Roseville City Staff to reexamine its conclusions and 
recommendations --as it is evident  that a longer IUP term provided for "up front" and 
allowing the flexibility to make improvements (paving) will well serve the interests of Cent 
Ventures in the short term to wait out the economic uncertainties we face. This, in turn, 
will serve to assure that a quality/desired development will ultimately occur on the subject 
site by allowing Cent Ventures the ability to hold the property for a longer time period.

Jim Walston

________________________________
From: John Livingston [mailto:livingston@cognoscente.biz]
Sent: Monday, January 19, 2009 9:25 AM
To: Pat Trudgeon
Cc: James R. Walston; McCarty, Joel; Tom
Subject: IUP Permit Comments - Draft

Pat,
Regarding the Interim Use Permit Application for the Outlot at 2750 Cleveland I would like 
to comment on the approvals granted by the Planning Commission in advance of the 
upcoming City Council meeting later this month. The terms and conditions of the permit 
will add to the hardship we are facing in development of the site.

Please let this serve to request the staff report and subsequent Planning Commission 
approval recommend terms and conditions be amended for the following reasons:
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 1.  The staff report recommended a term of 2 years and the Planning Commission 
approved a term of 3 years. We are asking for a 5 year term to the permit for the following 
reasons.
    *   The current economic realities continue to delay interest in the site until the credit 
markets for development return to solvency.
    *   Tenants have refused to consider the location until the date for the infrastructure 
improvements has been established and approved.
    *   We need revenue from the site to pay for debt service, taxes and other expenses until 
such time as these issues are resolved and development is begun. Any rents the site might 
generate will not cover these holding expenses. The cost of holding the site till 
development will add to the considerable sum of costs beyond the site price.
    *   The shorter term you've approved would limit the possibility of rental revenue 
severely hampering our ability to secure financing once the credit markets can be 
approached. Such short terms are typically not granted consideration by lenders. The near 
term revenue will also be reduced during construction of the Metropolitan Councils Park 
and Ride.
 2.  We wish to be able to pave within the Outlot and ask that this be included in the 
approval without additional storm water management. This is desired for multiple reasons 
which are:
    *   The Metropolitan Council will use their easement for temporary access which will 
have the buses driving over the area where the building stood. It is not desirable, and may 
not be practical, for them if the are is not paved.
    *   Paving the area where the building stood does not add to the impervious surface. 
Water from the roof of the building was shed to the existing pavement. We propose to be 
able to pave over the area exposed after demolition of the buildings.
    *   Some paving may be needed to connect the existing surface of the site to Iona Lane 
which the Metropolitan Council is constructing.

 Please consider our request in your final recommendation to the City Council.

Yours very truly,

John Livingston
Cent Ventures 2
1660 S. Highway 100, Suite 500
St. Louis Park, MN 55416

(612) 272-1246
livingston@cognoscente.biz<blocked::mailto:livingston@cognoscente.biz>

This message (including any attachments) contains confidential information intended for a 
specific individual and purpose, and is protected by law. If you are not the intended 
recipient, you should delete this message. Any disclosure, copying, or distribution of this 
message, or the taking of any action based on it, is strictly prohibited.
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NOTICES
IRS Circular 230 Notice: To ensure compliance with requirements imposed by the IRS, we 
inform you that, except to the extent expressly provided to the contrary, any federal tax 
advice contained in this communication (including any attachments) is not intended or 
written to be used, and cannot be used, for the purpose of (i) avoiding penalties under the 
Internal Revenue Code or (ii) promoting, marketing or recommending to another party any 
transaction or matter addressed herein.

This e-mail message and any files transmitted with it are confidential and may be subject 
to attorney-client privilege or work-product protection, and should not be read or 
distributed by anyone other than an intended recipient. If you received this by mistake, 
please notify us by replying to the message, and then delete it.



 



 
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

 Date: 1/26/09 
 Item No.: 12.f 

Department Approval City Manager Approval 

  

Item Description: Approve a 4-Year Lease Extension for the Roseville License Center 
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BACKGROUND 1 

In 1999, the Roseville City Council authorized a long-term lease to relocate the License Center at the 2 

Lexington Shopping Center located immediately north of the City Hall campus.  Previously the License 3 

Center was located in the Fire Station #1 building, but the success of the operation necessitated additional 4 

space.  The current lease expires on January 31, 2009. 5 

 6 

Over the past few months, City Staff has been in negotiations with the shopping center to extend the lease 7 

for an additional term.  In entering into these negotiations, it was recognized that although it is in the City’s 8 

best long-term interest to have the License Center in a City-owned facility, it is unlikely that such a facility 9 

will be available in the foreseeable future.  At this time, there does not appear to be any community 10 

momentum to finance additional City facilities.  With the current economic climate and in recognition of 11 

other high-priority needs, we do not expect this to change anytime soon. 12 

 13 

The License Center currently occupies 3,332 square feet in the shopping center.  Based on transaction 14 

volume projections, it is recommended that the License Center retain the same space.  15 

 16 

Representatives of the Lexington Shopping Center had initially proposed a 4-year lease extension which 17 

includes a zero dollar increase in the first year of the lease, with increases thereafter.  Over the 4-year term, 18 

the lease payments carried an average increase of 5% per year.  However, the Council was unsatisfied with 19 

these terms and asked Staff to continue negotiations. 20 

 21 

After further meetings with the Shopping Center representatives, Staff was able to negotiate the following 22 

terms: 23 

 24 

 0% increase in year 1 25 

 6% increase in year 2 26 

 4% increase in year 3 27 

 4% increase in year 4 28 

 29 

Over the 4-year term, the average increase is 3.5% per year. 30 
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POLICY OBJECTIVE 31 

Not applicable. 32 

FINANCIAL IMPACTS 33 

The Agreement calls for lease amounts as follows: 34 

 35 

 2009 - $50,400 (same amount as paid in 2008) 36 

 2010 - $53,425 37 

 2011 - $55,560 38 

 2012 - $57,780 39 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 40 

Staff recommends the Council authorize City Staff to approve a new 4-year lease extension with the owners 41 

of the Lexington Shopping Center as detailed above. 42 

REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION 43 

Motion to authorize City Staff to approve a 4-year lease extension with the Lexington Shopping Center 44 

for purposes of operating the City’s License Center. 45 

 46 
Prepared by: Chris Miller, Finance Director 
Attachments: A: Original Lease Agreement with Addendums 
 47 
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

 Date: 1/26/09 
 Item No.:           13.a  

Department Approval City Manager Approval 

  

Item Description: Discuss an Alternative Budgeting Process for 2010 
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BACKGROUND 1 

Historically, the City of Roseville has followed a budget process the called for the City Council to provide 2 

some general budgetary goals, followed by the submittal of a City Manager Recommended Budget.  The 3 

Council then held subsequent budget discussions which culminated in the passage of a final budget in 4 

December of each year. 5 

 6 

While this budgeting technique is a familiar process and doesn’t necessarily require any added effort than 7 

the previous year, it will arguably prove to be inadequate in addressing future budgets.  For 2010 and 8 

beyond, the City will in effect be forced to confront two principle concerns that it has largely escaped up 9 

until now.  They include: 10 

 11 

 Dealing with the implications resulting from recurring State-imposed levy limits 12 

 Addressing the City’s asset replacement programs which remain on an unsustainable course 13 

 14 

The urgency in addressing these concerns stems from the knowledge that levy limits are expected to remain 15 

in place at least through 2011; and the City’s dedicated facility, vehicle, and equipment replacement funds 16 

are projected to be drained by as early as late-2009 based on current replacement schedules.  In addition, 17 

the cost of maintaining current service levels is outpacing available funding sources.  Additional 18 

information regarding the City’s financial picture is shown in the attached draft of the 2010-2019 Financial 19 

Plan. 20 

 21 

These financial realities will require a fundamental and swift change in how we allocate resources.  We 22 

simply cannot afford to allocate new budget monies under the belief that the current budget is the ‘right’ 23 

budget.  It is imperative that we prioritize spending based on achievable goals and objectives, and remain 24 

disciplined in equating the public’s demand for services with their ability or willingness to pay. 25 

 26 

This new dynamic requires a different budgeting approach.  City Staff is recommending that the Council 27 

adopt an outcome-based budgeting process.  This process has been presented to the City Council in prior 28 

years but to date, has not been adopted.  The concept is explained in greater detail below. 29 

 30 
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Outcome-Based Budgeting Overview 31 

The concept of outcome-based budgeting is not new, but it has received added emphasis in the past few 32 

years in response to the numerous financial uncertainties facing governments, as well as the ever-increasing 33 

demand for services and accountability. 34 

 35 

While many versions of Outcome-based budgeting exist, they are all premised on the fundamental concept 36 

of allocating sufficient funds to achieve a desired outcome.  For example, if we established a goal of having 37 

the Fire Department arrive at the scene of a fire within 3 minutes of the 911 call, then we would determine 38 

what that will cost and allocate an appropriate amount of budget dollars.  This is in contrast to how we 39 

typically allocate new dollars, which is to take what we allocated last year, add some percentage increase, 40 

and make our best effort. 41 

 42 

In addition to aligning resources with outcomes, outcome-based budgeting can also ensure that those 43 

services that matter the most are properly funded.  It is conceivable that the City is providing a high level of 44 

service for a program that creates nominal value, at the expense of another that creates greater value.  An 45 

outcome-based budgeting approach would help demonstrate how the City can achieve the greatest value 46 

overall. 47 

 48 

Generally speaking, the steps under this new budgeting process are as follows: 49 

 50 

1) Establish what the customer (taxpayer) is willing to pay overall for services 51 

2) Establish the City’s program priorities (outcomes) and rank them 52 

3) Systematically allocate resources sufficient to achieve priority (outcome) #1, then outcome #2, etc. 53 

 54 

For Step #2, it is suggested that the City Council assign program priorities in the following general order: 55 

 56 

1) Federal and state mandates 57 

2) Adherence to the City’s Financial Policies 58 

3) Strengthening funding mechanisms for the replacement of City assets 59 

4) Adequately funding non-discretionary services 60 

5) Providing funding for higher-valued discretionary services 61 

 62 

It should be noted that the ranking process can go through many iterations and in most situations shouldn’t 63 

be done in a vacuum.  For example, we may establish an outcome of having a high quality and safe park 64 

system.  To achieve this, we would likely need to assign a high funding priority for parks and police patrol. 65 

 In addition, we may find after only one or two iterations that a program with strong intrinsic value isn’t 66 

funded at an appropriate level.  Through the next iteration, we can go back and assign a new budget amount 67 

to it and readjust other programs accordingly.  The ranking process should remain fluid until a final 68 

consensus is reached.  But once it’s finished, it’s important to move forward. 69 

 70 

Step #3 is repeated until we’ve exhausted all available funding.  Under this process, we would expect to run 71 

out of money before we run out of priorities.  When the funding is exhausted, we suspend all unfunded 72 

programs.  For those programs that don’t receive any funding, it’s important to keep in mind that while they 73 

create value, they create less than those that were funded. 74 

 75 
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Action Steps 76 

If the Council is interested in pursuing this alternative budgeting process, the next steps would tentatively 77 

include: 78 

 79 

1) Compile program-specific costs, including variables for different levels of service.  Timeline:  80 

March–May 81 

2) Identify the public’s ability or willingness to pay for City services.  Timeline: February – May 82 

3) Establish a prioritization process where Councilmembers can select from a ‘menu’ of programs and 83 

service levels.  Timeline:  June-August 84 

 85 

The calculation of program-specific costs is very labor-intensive and cannot be fully accommodated by City 86 

Staff alone.   Therefore it is suggested that as part of an outcome-based budgeting process, the City engage 87 

an independent firm to assist in this process. 88 

 89 

In addition, the Council may find it helpful to approach the budgeting process using other planning tools 90 

that have been developed in the past year.  As an example of how this might work, a graphic depicting the 91 

City of Lynwood, Washington’s Performance Management system is attached. 92 

POLICY OBJECTIVE 93 

Establishing a budget process that aligns resources with desired outcomes is consistent with governmental 94 

best practices, provides greater transparency of program costs, and ensures that budget dollars are allocated 95 

in the manner that creates the greatest value. 96 

FINANCIAL IMPACTS 97 

Not applicable. 98 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 99 

Staff Recommends the Council adopt an outcome-based budgeting process for 2010 as outlined above 100 

and/or as modified by the City Council.  If the Council concurs, Staff further recommends that the City hire 101 

an independent firm to assist in the calculation of program costs. 102 

REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION 103 

Provide direction to Staff on whether to pursue an outcome-based budgeting process for 2010. 104 

 105 
Prepared by: Chris Miller, Finance Director 
Attachments: A: City of Lynwood, Washington Performance Management System 
 B: 2010-2019 Financial Plan (Draft) 
 



 



  Attachment A 

 

PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 

The City of Lynnwood has implemented Performance Management as adapted from 
National Advisory Council on State and Local Budgeting recommended guidelines 
for best practices in local government management.  This diagram illustrates the 
performance management program in Lynnwood. 

The links refer to Lynnwood's work in each of the recommended management areas. 
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Executive Summary 
Enclosed is the 2010-2019 Financial Plan as prepared in accordance with the goals and strategies 
identified in the Imagine Roseville 2025 initiative and in consideration of the policies, goals and 
objectives identified by the City Council.  Like the Capital Improvement Plan (CIP), the 
Financial Plan should not be construed as a request for funding; rather it is designed to serve as a 
planning tool that can be used to make informed financial decisions. 
 
The Financial Plan is segregated into two portions; operations and capital investments.  While 
both portions are crucial for maintaining services, the potential for alternative funding sources 
and the flexibility in making operational adjustments can vary significantly for each.  Therefore 
they are looked at separately for financial planning purposes. 
 
In addition, the Financial Plan makes the distinction between general-purpose operations that are 
used to provide police, fire, streets, and parks & recreation, and are typically funded by property 
taxes; and enterprise or business-type operations that are used to provide for water, sewer, storm, 
and golf course operations which are typically funded by user fees.  Each of these separate 
categories is discussed in greater detail below. 
 
If current operational trends continue and if the City makes all planned capital replacements over 
the next 10 years, it will create a sizeable impact on Roseville property owners.  In order to 
maintain programs and services at existing levels and to replace infrastructure at the optimal 
time, property tax levies will need to increase by 17% per year for the next 10 years.  Water and 
Sewer rates will need to increase by 10% per year during this same period.  Under this scenario, 
a typical single-family home will see their combined City property tax and utility bill increase 
from $1,101 in 2009 to $3,018 in 2019, an increase of $192 per year.  These impacts can be 
lessened if the City chooses to eliminate programs, reduce service levels, or delay capital 
replacements. 
 
With these projections, Roseville would no longer be among the lowest taxed cities in the Twin 
Cities Metropolitan Area.  It is estimated that Roseville will go from having the 7th lowest taxes 
out of 60 comparative cities, to having the 25th to 30th lowest.  This would place Roseville near 
the median taxation level.  For comparison purposes, the cities currently near the median include: 
Bloomington, St. Louis Park, Burnsville, New Brighton, and Mounds View. 
 
The impacts noted above can also be portrayed as a percentage of household income.  Based on 
the projections above, it is estimated that each household will pay 2.0-2.5% of their income to 
the City for property taxes and their utility bill in 2019.  By comparison, Roseville households 
paid 1.5% of their income in 2002 and an estimated 1.3% in 2009. 
 
More detailed information is presented below. 
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Enterprise Operations 
The City’s enterprise or business-type operations include the City’s water, sanitary sewer, storm 
sewer, solid waste recycling, and golf course operations.  They are categorized as enterprise 
operations because they are run much like a private, stand-alone business that is sustained solely 
by the direct revenues they receive.  These operations do not receive any property tax monies. 
 
Enterprise operations are funded by user fees, a portion of which is set aside for future capital 
replacements.  The remaining is used for day-to-day operations.  For financial planning purposes, 
the City looks at operations and capital investments separately.  The financial plan for each of 
these categories is discussed in greater detail below. 
 
Operations 
Over the next 10 years, the City’s enterprise operations are projected to collectively grow 5% per 
year, from $9.8 million in estimated expenditures in 2009 to $14.8 million in 2019.  This 
assumes that the City will continue providing the same services and levels of services as it 
currently does.  The projections incorporate increases in personnel, supplies & materials, and 
other operating costs including the purchase of water from the City of St. Paul and wastewater 
treatment costs paid to the Metropolitan Council. 
 
Projected cost increases by major category for the enterprise functions are as follows: 
 

 Personnel costs - 5% thru 2012; and 4% thereafter 
 Supplies and materials - 3% 
 Other services and charges - 3% 

 
The projected cost increases through 2019 are comparable to actual increases realized in prior 
years.  To accommodate these additional costs, operating revenues rates will need to increase by 
a corresponding amount.  User fee increases will fluctuate greatly depending on the enterprise 
function, with golf course and recycling fees rising at 3% annually.  By contrast, stormwater fees 
will need to rise at 8% annually to offset projected cost increases and to equate current revenues 
with current expenditures.  Water and sanitary sewer fees will need to rise at approximately 4% 
per year. 
 
Cash reserves held in the enterprise funds are expected to generate an investment return of 5% 
annually which can be used to partially offset operational costs.   
 
Additional user fee increases will be needed to offset capital investment needs.  These increases 
are discussed in greater detail below. 
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Based on the projected cost increases and added revenues, the cash reserve levels for operations 
in the City’s enterprise-type functions are depicted in the following chart: 
 

City of Roseville Enterprise Fund Cash 
Reserves - Operations
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Capital Investment 
The 2009-2018 CIP identified approximately $26.9 million in asset replacement needs including 
the replacement of vehicles, water and sanitary sewer mains, stormwater mains and retention 
ponds, and golf course improvements.  By contrast, using the current funding source of asset 
depreciation charges, only $8.5 million of available monies were identified, leaving a funding 
gap of $18.4 million over the next 10 years.  If existing reserves in the enterprise funds are also 
applied, the funding gap drops to $12.7 million over the next 10 years. 
 
Based on the CIP, the City will exhaust its dedicated asset replacement funds for its enterprise-
type operations by 2014.  This is depicted in the following chart. 
 

City of Roseville Enterprise Funds
Cash Reserves - Capital

$5

$(13)

$(15)
$(10)
$(5)
$-
$5

$10

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

M
ill

io
ns

Cash Reserves
 



2010 – 2019 Financial Plan 
 

 5

To prevent a deficit from occurring, the City must; divest some city assets, defer asset 
replacements, or increase user fees.  If the City chooses to rely solely on increased user fees; 
water and sewer rates will need to increase by 3-5% annually over the next 10 years.  This is 
above and beyond any increase that will be needed to offset increasing operational costs.  Green 
fees at the Golf Course will need to increase by 4.5% annually to afford planned infrastructure 
improvements.  These user fee increases can be somewhat mitigated if the City defers some 
capital replacements.  However, this will likely necessitate greater investment in asset 
maintenance. 
 
With the user fee increases, and following the asset replacement schedules identified in the CIP, 
the cash reserves in the City’s enterprise funds dedicated for capital needs will be as follows: 
 

City of Roseville Enterprise Funds
Cash Reserves - Capital (Revised)
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Financial Impact 
Based on the projections noted above, the following table depicts the annual water, sanitary 
sewer, storm sewer, and recycling charges for a typical household: 
 

Annual Household Utility Bill 
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 
$ 519 555 593 634 677 724 774 828 886 948 $ 1,015
 
As shown in the above table, over the next 10 years a typical household will incur an average 
increase of $49 or 9.5% annually on their utility bill.  Green fees at the golf course will need to 
increase 7.5% per year.  Again, these increases can be mitigated somewhat if the City defers the 
replacement of some capital assets beyond 10 years. 
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General Purpose Operations 
The City’s general purpose operations include the City’s police, fire, streets and pathways, parks 
and recreation, and general administrative and finance functions.  For purposes of this financial 
plan, it excludes general facilities such as City Hall, Public Works Building, and all fire stations.  
Which have typically been financed with voter-approved bonds. 
 
In contrast to the City’s water and sewer operations, general purpose functions are provided for 
by a variety of funding sources most notably, property taxes. 
 
Each year, a portion of the property tax levy is set aside for future capital replacements.  The 
remaining is used for day-to-day operations.  For financial planning purposes, the City looks at 
operations and capital investments separately.  The financial plan for each of these categories is 
discussed in greater detail below. 
 
Operations 
Over the next 10 years, the City’s general purpose operations are projected to collectively grow 
4.9% per year, from $15.6 million in estimated expenditures in 2009 to $23.3 million in 2019.  
This assumes that the City will continue providing the same services and levels of services as it 
currently does.  The projections incorporate increases in personnel, supplies & materials, and 
other operating costs including contracted legal and other professional services. 
 
Projected cost increases by major category for the general purpose functions are as follows: 
 

 Personnel costs - 5% thru 2012; and 4% thereafter 
 Supplies and materials - 2% 
 Other services and charges - 2% 
 Minor equipment – 50% thru 2014; and 25% thereafter 

 
The projected cost increases through 2019 are comparable to actual increases realized in prior 
years.  To accommodate these additional costs, operating revenues rates will need to increase by 
a corresponding amount.  For General Fund activities including police, fire, streets, etc., 
revenues will need to increase as follows: 
 

 Property taxes – 5% 
 Licenses and permits – 2% 
 Court fines – 2% 
 Intergovernmental – 2% 
 Charges for services – 2% 
 Other – 1% 

 
For Parks & Recreation activities including recreation programs and park maintenance, revenues 
will need to increase as follows: 
 

 Property taxes – 5.5% 
 Charges for services – 3% 
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Property taxes are needed to increase at a faster rate for the Parks & Recreation activities because 
it lacks any substantive cash reserves to buffer cost increases. 
 
Cash reserves held in the general purpose funds are expected to generate an investment return of 
5% annually which can be used to partially offset operational costs.  Additional property tax 
increases will be needed to offset general purpose capital investment needs.  These increases are 
discussed in greater detail below. 
 
Based on the projected cost increases and added revenues, the cash reserve levels for operations 
in the City’s general purpose functions are depicted in the following chart: 
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Capital Investments 
The 2009-2018 CIP identified approximately $73.4 million in general purpose asset replacement 
needs including the replacement of buildings, streets, parks and trails, and vehicles and 
equipment.  By contrast, using the current funding sources of property taxes, MSA monies, and 
interest earnings on the City’s Street Infrastructure Replacement Fund, only $34.7 million of 
available monies were identified, leaving a funding gap of $38.7 million over the next 10 years.  
If existing reserves in the City’s general purpose asset replacement funds are also applied, the 
funding gap drops to $29.9 million over the next 10 years. 
 
Based on the asset replacement schedules identified in the CIP, the City will exhaust its 
dedicated asset replacement funds for its general purpose operations by 2013.  This is depicted in 
the following chart. 
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City of Roseville General Purpose Asset Cash Reserves

$(19)

$11

$(20)

$(10)

$-

$10

$20

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

M
ill

io
ns

Cash Reserves
 

 
To prevent this deficit from occurring, the City must; divest some city assets, defer asset 
replacements, or increase property taxes.  If the City chooses to rely solely on increased property 
taxes; the City’s property tax levy will need to increase by 11.9% annually over the next 10 
years.  This is above and beyond any increase that will be needed to offset operational costs.   
 
Again, this is the amount necessary to fully fund all streets, parks and trails, and vehicles and 
equipment over the next 10 years while preserving the City’s Street Infrastructure Replacement 
Fund at existing levels.  All other asset replacement funds will have nominal reserves by 2019.  
These property tax increases can be somewhat mitigated if the City defers some capital 
replacements.  However, this will likely necessitate greater investment in asset maintenance. 
 
It may be prudent to rely on voter-approved bonds to finance the replacement of park system 
assets in addition to general facilities.  Removing these two large categories would reduce the 
need for a tax levy increase of only 5.3% per year. 
 
Financial Impact 
Based on the projections noted above, the following table depicts the annual property tax impact 
necessary to finance the operational and capital needs for the City’s general purpose functions 
including all streets, parks and trails, and vehicles and equipment: 
 

Annual Household Property Tax Bill 
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 
$ 582 645 716 823 965 1,128 1,303 1,478 1,653 1,828 $ 2,003
 
As shown in the above table, over the next 10 years a typical household will incur an average 
increase of $142 or 24.4% annually on their property tax bill – holding all other factors constant. 
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

 Date: January 26, 2009  
 Item No.: 13.b  

Department Approval City Manager Approval 

Item Description:  Discuss the City Council Strategic Planning Meeting 

Page 1 of 2 

BACKGROUND 1 

 2 

As in many cities, it has been the practice for the City Council to hold strategic planning sessions 3 

to plan future actions. This year in particular, Roseville faces unprecedented challenges brought 4 

on by the economic downturn along with a reduction of state funding and increased needs and 5 

expectations of Roseville residents. 6 

 7 

In the past, the Council has set aside a weekend morning to hold the special meeting. The 8 

Council has also hired a facilitator to ensure a productive meeting. 9 

POLICY OBJECTIVE 10 

 11 

Set an agenda and expectations for the upcoming strategic planning meeting that will help the 12 

Council to prioritize issues, plan for the future and build cooperative relationships between 13 

Council and staff and among Council Members. 14 

 15 

When 16 

; Saturday, February 7, 9:00 to 1:00 p.m. 17 

� Two weekday evenings, 6:00 to 9:00 p.m. Dates to be determined 18 

 19 

Who 20 

; Council and staff 21 

� Council  22 

 23 

Where 24 

; Fireside Room, Roseville Skating Center 25 

� City Council Chambers 26 

� Meeting room away from Civic Center Campus 27 

 28 

How 29 

; Facilitated by Aimee Gourlay 30 

□ Council Meeting format 31 

□ Mayor facilitated discussion 32 



 

Page 2 of 2 

 33 

Why 34 

; Prioritize issues 35 

; Plan ahead 36 

; Build Staff Council relations  37 

; Build Council relations 38 

 39 

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS  40 

 41 

Staff  recommends the items checked above. 42 

 43 

REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION 44 

Call a special meeting to discuss strategic planning. Direct staff to hire a facilitator to assist with 45 

a special meeting for Saturday, February 7, from 9:00 to 1:00 p.m. at the Fireside Room, 2661 46 

Civic Center Drive, to prioritize issues, plan for the future and build cooperative relationships 47 

between Council and staff and among Council Members. 48 

Prepared by: Bill Malinen, City Manager 



 
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

 Date: January 26, 2009 
 Item No.: 13.c  

Department Approval City Manager Approval 

  
Item Description: Discuss a Neighborhood and Diversity Commission 

Page 1 of 3 

BACKGROUND 1 

 2 

The Imagine Roseville 2025 visioning process produced numerous goals and strategies for the 3 

community, and there were also some common themes identified by the Steering Committee as 4 

noted in their presentation of the Final Report to the City Council.  Two of those themes were 5 

Diversity (people, ideas, development, revenue) and Sense of Community (neighborhoods, 6 

engagement opportunities, facilities and gathering places, open and responsive government).   7 

 8 

Of the 15 goals that were adopted in the final report, the first five goals clearly identify with 9 

enhancing neighborhoods and embracing our community’s diversity. These goals include: 10 

 11 

• Roseville is a welcoming community that appreciates differences and fosters diversity 12 

• Roseville is a desirable place to live, work and play 13 

• Roseville has a strong and inclusive sense of community 14 

• Roseville residents are invested in their community 15 

• Roseville is a safe community 16 

 17 

Some of the Imagine Roseville 2025 goals and strategies statements that relate even more 18 

specifically to the themes of diversity and community are:   19 

 20 

• Educate community members on diversity issues and provide means to repair damage 21 

caused by prejudice; convey a clear message that intolerance is not welcome in our 22 

community. 23 

• Promote ethnic celebrations and festivals 24 

• Foster collaboration between city and community-based organizations, groups, and 25 

nonprofits 26 

• Encourage development of neighborhood groups, organizations, and forums in order to 27 

provide residents with a sense of belonging. 28 

 29 

One of the challenges the community faces is the implementation of the Imagine Roseville 2025 30 

strategies.  To that end, staff has developed a concept that we believe will help further the 31 

Imagine Roseville 2025 goals related to Diversity and Sense of Community. 32 

 33 
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 34 

DISCUSSION 35 

Making Roseville a more welcoming community requires leadership from our residents. At the 36 

recent Human Rights Commission sponsored community forum, nearly 100 attendees shared 37 

many ideas about this topic. It is important that we tap this resource, get those (and other) 38 

citizens engaged and increase our efforts to build neighborhoods around our common interest 39 

and goals.   40 

 41 

With the completed Imagine Roseville 2025 strategies, staff believes that the energies of the 42 

Human Rights Commission members could be used more effectively with a change in focus to 43 

Neighborhood outreach and communication and furthering the community awareness of our 44 

growing diversity as well as our shared values. 45 

 46 

Utilizing the existing Human Rights Commission as a reconstituted “Neighborhood and 47 

Community Diversity Commission” could provide the community focus and effort needed to 48 

further the Imagine Roseville 2025 goals in these areas. 49 

 50 

The Roseville Human Rights Commission was established in 1968 to secure equal opportunity 51 

for all citizens by assisting the state department of human rights.  Over the years of its existence, 52 

the Human Rights Commission has been an important component of the Roseville government, 53 

advocating for human rights issues and addressing specific conditions or situations. 54 

 55 

The Commission has not been directly involved in human rights complaints since the state 56 

Human Rights Department discontinued referring complaints to cities in the early 1990s. 57 

 58 

A Neighborhood and Community Diversity Commission would expand the Human Rights 59 

Commission’s mission and give the City a greater opportunity to achieve these goals. It would 60 

support greater diversity awareness and cultural competence and help the City fully engage all of 61 

our residents to feel a vital part of our community.  From sponsoring and facilitating community 62 

activities, helping to residents to identify and establish neighborhoods and communications 63 

networks to hosting cultural fairs to celebrate our diversity, this new commission can be a 64 

catalyst of change needed for our community. 65 

 66 

Recent demographic statistics indicate a growing diversity in Roseville’s population. The US 67 

Census Bureau report based on statistics from 2005-2007: 68 

 69 

• 10% of Roseville residents were foreign born.  70 

• 12% spoke a language other than English at home. The most commonly spoken language 71 

was Spanish.  72 

• 27% of residents reported that they did not speak English “very well.” 73 

 74 

The 2000 Census, reported that 10.5% of residents were some other race than white.  75 

In 2005, it is estimated that 14.7% of residents are some other race than white.  76 

 77 

At its January meeting the Human Rights Commission discussed the restructuring of the 78 

Commission as a part of their strategic plan and goals, and consensually endorsed the concept.  79 

 80 
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With the upcoming advisory commission appointments coming before the City Council, staff felt 81 

it was a good time to bring this forward to the Council, so that if the Council supports the 82 

concept that applicants may be aware of this change and submit applications for the new 83 

commission.  An ordinance effectuating the change has been drafted for the City Councils 84 

consideration. 85 

POLICY OBJECTIVE 86 

To further the community goals and strategies related to neighborhoods and diversity. 87 

FINANCIAL IMPACTS 88 

No additional financial impacts from existing advisory commission structure. 89 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 90 

That the City Council direct staff to prepare the appropriate Ordinance creating a Neighborhood 91 

and Diversity Commission. 92 

REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION 93 

That the City Council direct staff to prepare the appropriate Ordinance creating a Neighborhood 94 

and Community Diversity Commission. 95 

 96 

Prepared by: Bill Malinen, City Manager 
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