
 
  

 
 

   City Council Agenda 
Monday, April 20, 2009  

6:00 p.m.  
Executive Session  

6:30 p.m. 
Regular Meeting 

City Council Chambers 
(Times are Approximate) 

 
6:00 p.m. 1. Roll Call 

 
Voting & Seating Order for April:  Ihlan, Roe, Pust, Johnson, 
Klausing 
 

6:02 p.m. Closed Executive Session Attorney-Client Privilege  
Discussion regarding Hagen Ventures, LLC   
 

6:30 p.m. 2. Approve Agenda 
 

6:35 p.m. 3. Public Comment 
 

6:40 p.m. 4. Council Communications, Reports, Announcements and 
Housing and Redevelopment Authority Report 
 

6:45 p.m. 5. Recognitions, Donations, Communications 
 

6:55 p.m. 6. 
 

Approve Minutes 
 

  a. Approve April 13, 2009 Minutes  
 

7:00 p.m. 7. Approve Consent Agenda 
  

  a. Approve Payments 
  b. Approve Business Licenses 
  c. Approve  General Purchases or Sale of Surplus Items 

Exceeding $5,000 
  d. Adopt a Resolution vacating a Storm Water Easement for 

Ehlers & Assoc. at 3060 Centre Pointe Drive (PF09-009) 
 

7:10 p.m. 8. Consider Items Removed from Consent  
 

 9. General Ordinances for Adoption 
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 10. Presentations 

 
 11. Public Hearings 

 
 12. Business Items (Action Items) 

 
7:20 p.m.  a. Adopt a Resolution Setting a Public Hearing Date of  June 

15, 2009 regarding Aeon’s request for Tax Increment 
Financing for Har Mar Apartments  

7:40 p.m.  b. Approve Eagle Crest Senior Housing LLC PUD 
amendment and T-Mobile request to allow installation of 
telecommunication devices and equipment facility at 2925 
Lincoln Drive (PF 09-005) 

7:50 p.m.  c. Award Bid for 2009 Contract B 
8:00 p.m.  d. Authorize hiring additional IT Support Staff to provide 

services for other Cities 
8:20 p.m.  e. Approve Joint Powers Agreement with the City of 

Vadnais Heights for IT Services 
8:25 p.m.  f. Adopt a Resolution Authorizing City Manager to Execute 

Grant Applications   
 

 13. Business Items – Presentations/Discussions 
 

8:35 p.m.  a. Discuss Request by Wellington Management for 
collaboration in the Preliminary Design of a proposed 
office property at 2167 Lexington (PF09-003)  

9:20 p.m.  b. Discuss Park Master Plan  
9:35 p.m.  c. Twin Lakes Budget Appropriation 

 
9:45 p.m. 14. City Manager Future Agenda Review 

 
9:55 p.m. 15. Councilmember Initiated Items for Future Meetings 

 
 16. Adjourn 

 
Some Upcoming Public Meetings……… 
Tuesday Apr 21 6:00 p.m. Housing & Redevelopment Authority 
Monday Apr 27 6:00 p.m. City Council Meeting 
Tuesday Apr 28 6:30 p.m. Public Works, Environment & Transportation Commission 
Tuesday May 5 6:30 p.m. Parks & Recreation Commission 
Wednesday May 6 6:30 p.m. Planning Commission 
Monday May 11 6:00 p.m. City Council Meeting 
Tuesday May 12 7:00 p.m. Human Rights Commission 
Wednesday May 13 6:30 p.m. Ethics Commission 
Monday May 18 6:00 p.m. City Council Meeting 

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

 Date: 4/20/2009 
 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     $590,684.90
54850-54921                $96,597.13 

Total     $687,282.03
 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: n/a 19 
 20 

































 
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

 Date: 04-20-09 
 Item No.:             7.b  

Department Approval City Manager Approval 

  

Item Description:  Approval of 2009 Business Licenses  
 

Page 1 of 1 

 1 

BACKGROUND 2 

Chapter 301 of the City Code requires all applications for business licenses to be submitted to the City 3 

Council for approval.  The following application(s) is (are) submitted for consideration 4 

 5 

 6 

Massage Therapist License 7 

Vanessa Stokes 8 

@ Rocco Altobelli  9 

1655 West County Road B2 10 

Roseville MN  55113 11 

 12 

 13 

 14 

 15 

POLICY OBJECTIVE 16 

Required by City Code 17 

FINANCIAL IMPACTS 18 

The correct fees were paid to the City at the time the application(s) were made. 19 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 20 

Staff has reviewed the application(s) and has determined that the applicant(s) meet all City requirements.  21 

REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION 22 

Motion to approve the business license application(s) as submitted. 23 

 24 

 25 
Prepared by: Chris Miller, Finance Director 
Attachments: A: Applications  

 
 26 
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

 Date: 4/20/09 
 Item No.:              7.c  

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) Cost will be offset by a $5,000 donation from the Granite Foundation 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 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 
Police St. Boni Motor Sports Park patrol vehicle (a) $ 12,210.91
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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: 4/20/2009 
 ITEM NO:         7.d  

Department Approval: City Manager Approval: 

  

Item Description: Ehlers and Associates, 3060 Centre Pointe Drive, seeks a VACATION of a 
UTILITY and DRAINAGE (pond) EASEMENT (PF09-009). 

PF09-009_RCA_042009 (3).doc 
Page 1 of 3 

1.0 REQUESTED ACTION 1 
Ehlers and Associates is requesting the vacation of a utility and drainage easement for the 2 
storm water management pond in the southeast corner of their property at 3060 Centre 3 
Pointe Drive.  4 

Project Review History 5 
• Application submitted: March 6, 2009; Determined complete: March 12, 2009 6 
• Sixty-day review deadline: May 5, 2009 7 
• Planning Commission recommendation (6-0 to approve): April 1, 2009 8 
• Project report recommendation: April 20, 2009 9 
• Anticipated City Council action: April 20, 2009 10 

2.0 SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION 11 
The Planning Division concurs with the recommendation of the Planning Commission to 12 
approve the requested UTILITY and DRAINAGE EASEMENT VACATION, subject to certain 13 
conditions; see Section 7 of this report for details. 14 

3.0 SUMMARY OF SUGGESTED ACTION 15 
Adopt a resolution approving the requested UTILITY and DRAINAGE EASEMENT 16 
VACATION, subject to conditions; see Section 8 of this report for details. 17 



PF09-009_RCA_042009 (3).doc 
Page 2 of 3 

4.0 BACKGROUND 18 

4.1 The Ehlers property lies at 3060 Centre Pointe Drive, within the Centre Pointe Business 19 
Park. The property has a Comprehensive Plan designation of Business Park (BP) and a 20 
zoning classification of Planned Unit Development (PUD). 21 

4.2 Minnesota State Statutes, Chapter 462.358, subdivision 7, provides municipalities 22 
guidance for vacating publicly owned easements. Specifically, this subdivision reads: 23 
Vacation. The governing body of a municipality may vacate any publicly owned utility 24 
easement or boulevard reserve or any portion thereof, which are not being used for 25 
sewer, drainage, electric, telegraph, telephone, gas and steam purposes or for boulevard 26 
reserve purposes, in the same manner as vacation proceedings are conducted for streets, 27 
alleys and other public ways under a home rule charter or other provisions of law. 28 

4.3 In 1997 the City Council approved the Centre Pointe PUD and, along with it, specific 29 
development plans and/or terms and conditions under which development would be 30 
allowed. The utility and drainage plans identified/created storm water management ponds 31 
designed to accommodate adjacent development drainage. One such pond and subsequent 32 
public drainage easement, lies in the southeast corner of the Ehlers property. 33 

4.4 Ehlers’ desire to expand their office building in compliance with the PUD will require the 34 
storm water management pond to be redesigned, the existing easement to be vacated, and 35 
the a new easement to be created for the new pond configuration. 36 

5.0 STAFF COMMENTS 37 

5.1 When reviewing requests for VACATING PUBLIC EASEMENTS (in this instance a pond 38 
easement), the Public Works/Engineering Department determines whether the request 39 
will immediately or in the future, have an adverse impact the general health, welfare, or 40 
safety of the citizens of the City of Roseville. The Department also determines whether it 41 
is in the best interest of the City to retain an easement protecting the public interest. 42 

5.2 The Public Works/Engineering Department has reviewed the request by Ehlers and has 43 
determined that the subject storm water easement can be vacated and replaced by a new 44 
easement that covers the redesigned and approved (by Rice Creek and City Engineer) 45 
storm water pond. 46 

6.0 PUBLIC HEARING 47 

6.1 The duly-noticed public hearing for this application was held by the Planning 48 
Commission on April 1, 2009. No one from the public spoke on this issue. 49 

6.2 After closing the public hearing, the Planning Commission had further discussion about 50 
the adequacy of parking on or near the property before voting unanimously (6-0) to 51 
recommend approval of the proposed VACATION with the conditions identified in Section 52 
7 of this staff report. Draft minutes of the public hearing are included with this report as 53 
Attachment E. 54 



PF09-009_RCA_042009 (3).doc 
Page 3 of 3 

7.0 RECOMMENDATION 55 
Based on the comments and findings outlined in Sections 4-6 of this report, the Planning 56 
Division recommends approval off the requested EASEMENT VACATION at 3060 Centre 57 
Pointe Drive, subject to the following conditions: 58 

a. The vacated easement must be consistent with the legal description and survey 59 
dated March 4, 2009, and reviewed as part of this application; and 60 

b. A new utility and drainage easement that is approved by the Public Works 61 
Department shall be dedicated prior to the easement vacation is recorded. 62 

8.0 SUGGESTED ACTION 63 
Adopt a resolution vacating the drainage easement for Ehlers and Associates, 3060 64 
Centre Pointe Drive, based on the comments and findings of Sections 4-6 and subject to 65 
the conditions of Section 7 of the project report dated April 20, 2009.66 

Prepared by: City Planner Thomas Paschke 
Attachments: A: Area map 

B: Aerial photo 
C: Vacation/Easement Exhibits 

D: Planning Commission Minutes 
E: Draft Resolution 
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defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the City from any and all claims brought by User, its employees or agents, or third parties which
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EXTRACT OF THE DRAFT MINUTES OF THE APRIL 1, 2009 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

 
 
a. PLANNING FILE 09-009 

Request by Ehlers & Associates, Inc. for approval of an easement 
vacation at 3060 Centre Pointe Drive to allow an office expansion 
that necessitates a redesigned storm water management system 
and a newly-dedicated drainage easement.  
Chair Doherty opened the Public Hearing for Planning File 09-009 (6:40 
p.m.).  
 
Associate Planner Bryan Lloyd reviewed staff’s analysis of the request by 
Ehlers and Associates for vacation of a utility and drainage easement for 
the storm water management pond in the southeast corner of their 
property at 3060 Centre Pointe Drive. 
 
Mr. Lloyd advised that Ehlers desired to expand their office building in 
compliance with the PUD that would require the storm water management 
pond to be redesigned, the existing easement to be vacated, and a new 
easement created for the new pond configuration.  Mr. Lloyd noted that 
the Public Works/Engineering Department had reviewed the request by 
Ehlers and had determined that the subject storm water easement could 
be vacated and replaced by a new easement that covered the redesigned 
and approved (by Rice Creek and City Engineer) storm water pond. 
 
Staff recommended approval of the request by Ehlers and Associates for 
vacation of a utility and drainage easement for the storm water 
management pond in the southeast corner of their property at 3060 
Centre Pointe Drive; based on the comments and findings of Sections 4 
and 5 and the conditions of Section 6 of the project report dated April 01, 
2009. 
 
Discussion included clarification of square footage of the existing building 
and proposed expansion; consistency of the vacated easement and legal 
description and survey dated March 4, 2009 as part of this application; 
dedication of a new utility and drainage easement covering the newly 
designed and approved storm water management pond prior to vacation 
of the existing easement; proposed design techniques for the new 
easement; the applicant’s intent to provide pervious parking in some 
spaces to further mitigate storm water management (not shown in the 
packet materials); and any safety concerns related to the pathway along 
Cleveland Avenue. 
 
City Engineer Deb Bloom concurred that the safety concerns of the 
adjacent pathway were valid, however, she opined that the new pond 
would not affect he existing pathway; that staff would investigation 
location of the trees; and that the incline would be no steeper than the 
current grade, and would just provide for a different conveyance system 
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for the water, based on best management practices and similar to existing 
storage. 
 
Applicant Representative Derik Lash, Project Engineer with Rehbein, 
9651 Naples Street, Blaine, MN 
Mr. Lash addressed questions of Commissioners, including the current 
building square footage of 14,000 and the proposed addition between 
3,000 – 3,500 square feet, with plans having been submitted to the 
Building Inspection Department for approval. 
 
Mr. Lash further addressed the proposed stormwater system, and 
conditional approval by the Rice Creek Watershed District (RCWD) for 
the infiltration-based system based on soil conditions, with the intent for a 
bio-filtration system similar to a rain garden and similar to that already 
existing and with similar slopes to those existing along Cleveland Avenue.  
Mr. Lash advised that they were not planning on removal of any existing 
trees, other than several (5-6) Oak trees that were dead, but would be 
replaced with plantings of similar size, and anticipated at 9-10 
replacement trees.  Mr. Lash advised that the pervious parking was part 
of the site plan and conditional approval had been given by the RCWD. 
 
Discussion included defining pervious paving for new Commissioners; 
examples of other sites to observe pervious pavers; declarations and 
maintenance of the entire drainage easement as per standard operations 
for approval by the RCWD and the City; and confirmation for new 
Commissioners that no commercial development could exceed existing 
runoff and mitigation options to avoid such additional runoff; advantages 
and disadvantages of fencing infiltration ponds, at the discretion of the 
property owner based on nuisance, maintenance and hazard concerns 
with both options; and noting that fences also kept out emergency 
personnel as well as those violating the fenced-in area. 

Public Comment 
No one appeared to speak for or against. 
 
Chair Doherty closed the Public Hearing at this time (6:57 p.m.). 
 

  MOTION  
Member Wozniak moved, seconded by Member Gottfried to 
RECOMMEND APPROVAL of a UTILITY AND DRAINAGE EASEMENT 
VACATION for Ehlers and Associates, 3060 Centre Pointe Drive; 
based on the comments and findings of Sections 4 and 5 and the 
conditions of Section 6 of the project report dated April 01, 2009. 
 
Ayes: 6 
Nays: 0 
Motion carried. 
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EXTRACT OF MINUTES OF MEETING OF THE  1 

CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ROSEVILLE 2 

Pursuant to due call and notice thereof, a regular meeting of the City Council of the City of 3 
Roseville, County of Ramsey, Minnesota, was held on the 20th April, 2009, at 6:00 p.m. 4 

The following members were present:  5 
and the following Members absent; 6 

Council Member _____________ introduced the following resolution and moved its 7 
adoption: 8 

RESOLUTION NO. ______ 9 
A RESOLUTION VACATING A STORM WATER EASEMENT AT 3060 CENTRE 10 

POINTE DRIVE, EHLERS ASSOCIATES (PF09-009) 11 

WHEREAS, Ehlers Associates has requested the vacation of a storm water pond 12 
easement lying generally in the southeast corner of the parcel at 3060 Centre Pointe Drive, 13 
legally described as: 14 

That part of the drainage easement dedicated to the public over, under, and across Lot 1, Block 15 
2, in the recorded plat of CENTRE POINTE BUSINESS PARK, Ramsey County, Minnesota 16 
described as follows:  Commencing at the most southerly corner of Lot 1, Block 2, CENTRE 17 
POINTE BUSINESS PARK, Ramsey County, Minnesota; thence NORTH, assumed bearing, 18 

along the east line of said Lot 1 a distance of 42.45 feet to the southerly corner of said drainage 19 
easement dedicated in said plat of CENTRE POINTE BUSINESS PARK and the point of 20 

beginning; thence North 43 degrees 42 minutes 55 seconds West along said drainage easement a 21 
distance of 128.00 feet; thence continuing along said drainage easement North 35 degrees 50 22 

minutes 12 seconds East a distance of 151.02 feet to said east line of Lot 1; thence SOUTH along 23 
said east line a distance of 215.00 feet to the point of beginning.  24 

WHEREAS, the public Works Director has determined that approving the requested 25 
vacation would not have adverse impacts on the public; and  26 

WHEREAS, the Roseville Planning Commission held a public hearing regarding the 27 
easement vacation on April 1, 2009, voting (7-0) to recommend approval, based on the findings 28 
of the Planning Commission project report dated March 26, 2009; 29 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, by the Roseville City Council, to vacate the 30 
drainage easement described above, based on the information contained in the project report 31 
dated April 20, 2009. 32 

The motion for the adoption of the foregoing resolution was duly seconded by Council 33 
Member ___________ and upon vote being taken thereon, the following voted in favor:  34 
and none voted against; 35 

WHEREUPON said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted. 36 
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Resolution – Ehlers Associates Easement Vacation – PF09-009 

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 Roseville City Council 
held on the 20th day of April 2009 with the original thereof on file in my office. 

WITNESS MY HAND officially as such Manager this 20th day of April 2009. 

________________________________ 
William J, Malinen, City Manager 



 
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

 Date: April 20, 2009 
 Item No.: 12.a  

Department Approval City Manager Approval 

  
Item Description: Set Public Hearing Date for Potential Establishment of Har Mar 

Apartments Tax Increment Financing District (TIF District 18) 

Page 1 of 2 

1.0 BACKGROUND 1 

1.1 On March 11, 2009, Aeon, the owners of the Har Mar Apartments, submitted a formal 2 

request to the City for the consideration to establish a housing tax increment financing 3 

(TIF) district on their parcel. The purpose of this request is to create a funding source to 4 

fill the projected financial gap in the second phase of their initiative to revitalize this 5 

aging apartment complex. As proposed, Aeon would construct a new 48-unit apartment 6 

building consisting of a combination of affordable two- and three-bedroom units. 7 

1.2 Aeon is seeking a wide variety of funding sources to assist them with their revitalization 8 

effort. In late-June 2009, they will be applying to Minnesota Housing for housing tax 9 

credits to finance a significant portion of this project. In order to bolster their application, 10 

Aeon would like to demonstrate that other sources of funding are available to this project, 11 

such as TIF.  12 

1.3 In order to create a TIF district, the City must follow the process that is prescribed in 13 

Minnesota Statute 569.175. For a housing TIF district, cities must notify the applicable 14 

county commissioner of its intention to hold a public hearing 30 days prior to publication 15 

of the hearing (§569.175, Subd. 2a) and provide the county and school district a copy of 16 

the proposed tax increment financing plan 30 days prior to the public hearing. To 17 

accomplish these required tasks and have the district created prior to the submission of 18 

Aeon’s tax credit application, the City Council is being requested to set a public hearing 19 

date at this meeting. See Attachment A: Process Timeline to review the required tasks 20 

and milestones. 21 

1.4 The setting of the public hearing date is the first step in this process and does not obligate 22 

the City Council to approving the creation of a TIF district. 23 

2.0 POLICY OBJECTIVE 24 

2.1 By setting a public hearing date to consider the creation of TIF District 18 prior to 25 

Aeon’s tax credit application for their Phase 2 project, the City will potentially help the 26 

developer leverage additional resources to this project. 27 

3.0 BUDGET IMPLICATIONS 28 

3.1 The City has received the required TIF application fee from Aeon to pay for staff and 29 

consulting costs associated with the analysis and planning required to create a TIF 30 
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district. If costs exceed the initial fee, staff will request an additional deposit to complete 31 

the work.  32 

3.2 By setting a public hearing date for the establishment of TIF District 18, the City Council 33 

is not obligating itself to either creating a TIF district for this project or agreeing to any 34 

future financing for Aeon’s Phase II project. As required by statute, the TIF plan will 35 

provide a discussion on the economic and fiscal impacts of the proposed TIF district. 36 

4.0 STAFF RECOMMENDATION 37 

4.1 Staff recommends that the City Council set a public hearing date of June 15, 2009. 38 

Setting this date does not obligate the Council to approve the district.  39 

5.0 REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION 40 

5.1 By resolution, set June 15, 2009, as the public hearing date to consider establishing TIF 41 

District 18. 42 

Prepared by: Jamie Radel, Economic Development Associate 

 
Attachments: A: Process Timeline  

B: Draft Resolution  



4/15/2009 

 
City of Roseville, Minnesota 

 
Timeline for  

Creation of Proposed Tax Increment 
Financing (Housing) District No. 18 

 
Proposed Time Schedule 

 
 
 
 
   
March – May 2009 Review of project components City/Atty/Springsted 
   
   
Monday, April 20,  
2009 @ 6:00 pm 

Council calls for public hearing to be held June 15 
(resolution provided by Briggs & Morgan)  

City/Atty 
 

   
   
Prior to Tuesday,  
April 28, 2009 

County Commissioner receives notification letter 
 30 days prior to publication of public hearing notice 
(arrangements made by Springsted) 

Springsted 

   
   
On/Before Monday, May 
11, 2009 

County and School District receive impact letters & draft TIF plan 
30 days prior to public hearing 
(arrangements made by Springsted) 

Atty/Springsted 

   
   
Tuesday, May 19, 2009 
@ 6:00 pm 

HRA Review of TIF Documents  HRA/Atty/Springsted 

   
   
Monday, June 1, 2009 
Deadline: Fri., May 22 

Publication of Notice of Public Hearing in  
Roseville Review 
(arrangements made by Springsted) 
10-30 days prior to public hearing 

Springsted 

   
   
Monday,  
June 15, 2009 
@ 6:00 pm 

City Council holds public hearing, and adopts resolution 
establishing TIF District and approving Development Agreement 
(TIF documents provided by Springsted) 
(Resolution and Development Agreement provided by Briggs & 
Morgan) 

City/Atty/Springsted 

   
   
After June 15, 2009 Request for District Certification and State Filing 

 
Springsted 
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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 20 day of April, 2009, 8 

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 

 17 

RESOLUTION No. XXXXX 18 

 19 

RESOLUTION CALLING PUBLIC HEARING ON THE 20 

PROPOSED ESTABLISHMENT OF TAX INCREMENT 21 

FINANCING (HOUSING) DISTRICT NO. 18 WITHIN 22 

DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT NO. 1 AND THE PROPOSED 23 

ADOPTION OF A TAX INCREMENT FINANCING PLAN 24 

RELATING THERETO 25 

BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council (the “Council”) of the City of Roseville, 26 

Minnesota (the “City”), as follows: 27 

1. Public Hearing. This Council shall meet on June 15, 2009, at 28 

approximately 6:00 p.m., to hold a public hearing on the following matters:  (a) the 29 

proposed establishment of Tax Increment Financing (Housing) District No. 18 within 30 

Development District No. 1, and (b) the proposed adoption of a Tax Increment Financing 31 

Plan relating thereto, all pursuant to and in accordance with Minnesota Statutes, Sections 32 

469.124 through 469.134, both inclusive, as amended and Minnesota Statutes, Sections 33 

469.174 through 469.1799, both inclusive, as amended (collectively, the “Act”). 34 

2. Notice of Hearing; Filing of Program and Plan.  The City Manager is 35 

hereby authorized to cause a notice of the hearing, substantially in the form attached 36 

hereto as Exhibit A, to be published as required by the Act and to place a copy of the 37 

proposed Tax Increment Financing Plan on file in the Managers’s Office at City Hall and 38 

to make such copies available for inspection by the public. 39 

The motion for the adoption of the foregoing resolution was duly seconded by Member  40 

 41 
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      , and upon a vote being taken thereon, the following voted in favor thereof: 1 

 2 

  and the following voted against the same: none. 3 

 4 

WHEREUPON said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted. 5 
 6 



Resolution –Calling TIF 18 Public Hearing Date 
 
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 20 day of April, 2009 with the original thereof on file in my office. 
 
WITNESS MY HAND officially as such Manager this 20 day of April, 2009. 
            
            
      _________________________________ 
            William J. Malinen, City Manager       
            
 
  (Seal) 
 
 
 
 
 



Exhibit A 1 

 2 

CITY OF ROSEVILLE 3 

COUNTY OF RAMSEY 4 

STATE OF MINNESOTA 5 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 6 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the City Council (the “Council”) of the City of 7 

Roseville, Ramsey County, Minnesota, will hold a public hearing on Monday, June 8 

15, 2009, at 6:00 p.m., at the City Hall, in the City of Roseville, Minnesota, relating 9 

to the proposed establishment of Tax Increment Financing (Housing) District No. 18 10 

within Development District No. 1 and the proposed adoption of a Tax Increment 11 

Financing Plan therefore, pursuant to Minnesota Statutes, Section 469.174 through 12 

469.1799, inclusive, as amended.  Copies of the Tax Increment Financing Plan as 13 

proposed to be adopted will be on file and available for public inspection at the office 14 

of the City Administrator at City Hall. 15 

Development District No. 1 is coterminous with the entire corporate boundaries of 16 

the City of Roseville.  The property proposed to be included in Tax Increment 17 

Financing (Housing) District No. 18 is described in the Tax Increment Financing Plan 18 

on file in the office of the City Manager. 19 

A map of Development District No. 1 and Tax Increment Financing (Housing) 20 

District No. 18 is set forth below: 21 

 22 

 23 

 24 

All interested persons may appear at the hearing and present their views orally or in 25 

writing prior to the hearing. 26 

 



REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

 DATE: 4/20/2009 
 ITEM NO:            12.b  

Department Approval: City Manager Approval:  

   

Item Description: Eagle Crest Senior Housing LLC seeks a PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT 
AMENDMENT in conjunction with T-Mobile to allow the installation of 
telecommunication devices and equipment facility at 2925 Lincoln Drive 
(PF09-005).  

PF09-005_RCA_042009 (4).doc 
Page 1 of 5 

1.0 REQUESTED ACTION 1 
T-Mobile is requesting the Planned Unit Development Amendment in order allow the 2 
installation of three telecommunication antenna and an equipment platform on the roof of 3 
the Eagle Crest building at 2925 Lincoln Drive 4 

Project Review History 5 
• Application submitted: March 6, 2009; Determined complete: March 10, 2009 6 
• Sixty-day review deadline: May 5, 2009 7 
• Project report recommendation: March 26, 2009 8 
• Planning Commission action: April 1, 2009 9 
• Anticipated City Council action: April 20, 1009 10 

2.0 SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION 11 

2.1 Planning Division staff concurs with the unanimous recommendation of the Planning 12 
Commission (at the duly noticed public hearing of April 1, 2009) to support the requested 13 
PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT, AT 2925 LINCOLN DRIVE, as discussed in Sections 4-6 and 14 
the recommendations of Section 7 of the project report dated April 20, 2009.  15 

3.0 SUMMARY OF SUGGESTED ACTION 16 
ADOPT a RESOLUTION approving the PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT 17 
AMENDMENT, allowng the installation of three telecommunication antenna and an 18 
equipment platform on the roof of the Eagle Crest building at 2925 Lincoln Drive. 19 

4.0 BACKGROUND 20 

4.1 The College Properties Planned Unit Development (PUD) was approved in 1993 to allow 21 
the creation of the Eagle Crest Campus, which includes assisted living, independent 22 
senior apartments and a dementia residence. In 1998 the PUD was amended to allow for 23 
a larger dementia care facility than originally approved (see attached). 24 

4.2 When reviewing the established PUD, the Planning Division needed to determine 25 
whether the original intent was to create a residential or business PUD.  After reviewing 26 
the record, the Division determined that the subject College Properties PUD was a 27 
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residential based PUD and not a business based PUD, thus requiring the need for the 28 
amendment request. 29 

4.3 Section 1012.10 of the City Code (or 1013.10 - updated version) regulates 30 
telecommunication towers/antenna.  The Code reads as follows: 31 

1012.10: TOWER AND OTHER STRUCTURE HEIGHT AND 32 

PLACEMENT LIMITATIONS: 33 
A. Private and Commercial Antennas and Towers: 34 
1. City-Owned Antennas and Towers: City-owned or controlled antennas and tower sites 35 
shall be a permitted use in B Business or I Industrial Districts and a conditional use in all 36 
other districts. 37 
2. Private Antennas and Towers: Private (noncommercial) receiving or transmitting 38 
antennas and towers more than twenty (20) feet in height above the principal structure 39 
height in residential districts or more than fifty (50) feet in height above the principal 40 
structure height in business and industrial districts shall be a conditional use in all 41 
districts. 42 
3. Commercial Antennas and Towers - City Sites: Commercial receiving or transmitting 43 
antennas and towers regardless of height or size with the exception of satellite dish 44 
antennas shall connect to and use the City tower sites if use of such facilities is 45 
technically feasible. 46 
4. Commercial Antennas and Towers - Non-City Sites: Commercial receiving or 47 
transmitting antennas and towers not located on a City tower site shall be a conditional 48 
use. Commercial receiving or transmitting antennas and towers may only be located in B 49 
Business or I Industrial Districts. The City may establish permit review periods, tower 50 
termination, time limits or an amortization schedule specifying the year in which the 51 
tower shall be taken down by the applicant or assign. A performance bond or other surety 52 
may be required by the City in order to assure removal of the tower at a specific date. 53 
5. Application: The applicant shall present documentation of the possession of any 54 
required license by any Federal, State or local agency. 55 
6. Requirements: All antennas and towers and support structures including guy wires and 56 
foundations shall be subject to the appropriate requirements of subsection A8 of this 57 
Section and the setback requirements established for accessory structures in the 58 
applicable zoning district. Antennas, towers, guy wires and foundations, and support 59 
buildings shall be constructed on one lot or parcel and shall be set back a minimum of 60 
thirty (30) feet from any front property line. 61 
7. Design: All antennas and towers shall be designed and screened as visually 62 
appropriate, shall utilize a City-approved gray or blue color, and shall contain no signage, 63 
including logos, except as may be required by any State or Federal regulations. 64 
8. Existing Facilities: Existing transmitting and receiving facilities at the time of the 65 
adoption of this Section may remain in service. However, at such time as any material 66 
change is made in the facilities, full compliance with this Section shall be required. No 67 
transmitting or receiving antennas or towers may be added to existing nonconforming 68 
facilities. Towers and receiving facilities shall be dismantled and removed from the site 69 
within one year after abandonment of the use of the tower or facility for communication 70 
purposes. 71 
9. Security Fencing: Security fencing for antennas and towers may include chainlink and 72 
barbed wire to a total height of eight (8) feet above grade. 73 
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10. Support Buildings: Support buildings to house switching and other communication 74 
equipment shall have a brick exterior, be a maximum of two hundred (200) square feet in 75 
size, twenty four (24) feet in height and have two (2) off-street, paved parking spaces. 76 
11. Building Permit: A building permit shall be required for the construction of new 77 
antennas and/or towers and shall include wind loading and strength and footing 78 
calculations prepared by a Minnesota registered engineer. (Ord. 1166, 5-28-1996) 79 
12. Exception: Antennas attached to, but not above, the exterior walls of buildings as an 80 
integral part of the architecture shall be a permitted use in all B Business and I Industrial 81 
Districts. Antennas attached to existing public utility structures or existing public utility 82 
towers in any zoning district, including electrical transmission towers or other structures 83 
deemed appropriate by the Director of Community Development, shall be a permitted use 84 
in all zoning districts, provided the antenna(s) do not increase the height or bulk of said 85 
structure or tower. (Ord. 1198, 1-26-1998) 86 
B. Height Limitations: The height limitations stipulated elsewhere in this Code shall not 87 
apply to: 88 
1. Church spires. 89 
2. Belfries. 90 
3. Cupolas and domes which do not contain usable space. 91 
4. Monuments. 92 
5. Water towers. 93 
6. Fire and hose towers. 94 
7. Observation towers. 95 
8. Flagpoles. 96 
9. Electrical transmission towers. 97 
10. Chimneys. 98 
11. Smokestacks. 99 
12. Parapet walls extending not more than three (3) feet above the limiting height of the 100 
building. 101 
13. Cooling towers. 102 
14. Grain elevators. 103 
15. Elevator penthouses. 104 
C. Exception to Height Exemption: If, in the opinion of the Community Development 105 
Director, such structure would adversely affect adjoining or adjacent property, such 106 
greater height shall not be authorized except by the City Council upon recommendation 107 
of the Planning Commission. (Ord. 1166, 5-28-1996) 108 

5.0 PROJECT OVERVIEW 109 

5.1 A cell site is typically located on an existing structure that will provide the necessary 110 
height for adequate propagation of the signal to reach targeted needs areas.  T-Mobile 111 
Radio Frequency Engineers determine the location of these sites after analyzing customer 112 
demand, area topography, signal propagation models, and relation to existing sites.   113 

5.2 In their narrative, T-Mobile indicates that the Eagle Crest site was identified as being  114 
vital to meet increasing customer demands in the vicinity of Snelling Avenue and the 115 
surrounding neighborhood. 116 

5.3 The proposal calls for three separate panel antenna units to be installed on the roof of the 117 
independent senior building.  Two of the antenna would be mounted to pipes and located 118 
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on the existing false façade or the building.  The third antenna would be located on the 119 
proposed equipment platform and face west off the roof. 120 

5.4 Equipment necessary for operation of the site includes a 10 foot by 20 foot raised 121 
platform on which equipment racks would be installed.  The platform also includes 122 
screening from the west, north, and south via an attached screen wall. 123 

5.5 The Planning Division has concluded that there are no City-owned or privately-owned 124 
towers that would support additional telecommunication devices in the area, therefore the 125 
applicants have sought a private site to meet growing customer demand in the area. 126 

6.0 STAFF COMMENTS 127 

6.1 The Planning Division has concluded that there are conflicting requirements within this 128 
section of the Code.  On one hand, private telecommunication device are not permitted 129 
on residential zoned property, and on the other hand, such devises are supported on 130 
church spires, belfries, cupolas and water towers, which have traditionally been in 131 
residential zones. 132 

6.2 The Planning Division’s review of exempted structures concludes a number of these 133 
structures are located in non-business zones such as most churches and the water tower 134 
which are both zoned single-family residence and a number of apartment/housing 135 
complexes throughout Roseville have varying residential zones. Also, the City Hall 136 
Campus had, until recently, a zoning of single family residence, which site includes a 150 137 
foot tall tower albeit approved through the Conditional Use process.     138 

6.3 Further, although the Code allows for public towers, these are rare, can only be on public 139 
land, and tend to be more controversial than private sites.  To say the least, it is difficult 140 
to match a telecommunication need with a potential public opportunity site.  It also seems 141 
short sighted that a municipality be afforded the conditional use process, but the private 142 
market, who knows its needs much better, cannot. 143 

6.4 The Planning Division has reviewed the approved PUD for College Properties to 144 
determine whether such devices were prohibited (they were not) or whether future 145 
allowance was granted for such device installation (it was not).  As a result, the Division 146 
determined that the PUD could be amended to allow such devices with specific 147 
conditions. 148 

6.5 Lastly, the Planning Division believes people’s reliance on telecommunication 149 
technology will continue to increase, which will require careful consideration of options 150 
supporting telecommunication device installation and/or towers within our municipal 151 
boundaries.  152 

6.6 When considering this request, the Planning Division discussed what type of impact such 153 
devices could pose if allowed to be installed as proposed.  The Division concluded that 154 
prevailing scientific research has determined that antennas do not have harmful 155 
emissions.  Cell towers and equipment have also not caused interference in other forms of 156 
receiving or transmitting devices.  Therefore the Division’s conclusion was that the only 157 
potential impact would be visual or aesthetic.   158 

6.7 In review of the proposal, the two pole antenna arrays will be installed near the building 159 
wall, extending slightly above the false roof, while the third antenna will be attached to 160 
the equipment screening.  This design has a blending effect (appearance that of a vent), 161 
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reducing the perceived visual/aesthetic impact when viewed by passersby or from the 162 
surrounding neighborhood.   163 

7.0 PUBLIC HEARINGS 164 

7.1 A duly noticed public hearing for the T-Mobile application was held on April 1, 2008. 165 
One nearby resident spoke in support of mounting such antennas on existing structures 166 
instead of increasing the number of tower structures, but expressed concerns about the 167 
potential for interference with other wireless services and for creating an unsightly 168 
situation on the subject building by allowing an unlimited number of antennas for 169 
different providers. 170 

7.2 The applicant responded the each carrier/provider is on a different frequency, so there 171 
would not be any interference to other carriers/providers.  In regards to the citizens 172 
second concern, Staff indicated that this PUD Amendment would be limited to the three 173 
antennas and the equipment platform as proposed on the plans and that any modification 174 
or other requests for similar forms of telecommunication devices would require the same 175 
formal process (a neighborhood meeting, a public hearing before the Planning 176 
Commission, and City Council action). 177 

8.0 RECOMMENDATION 178 

8.1 Based on the comments of Sections 4-7 of this report, the Planning Division recommends 179 
approval of the request for an AMENDED PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT to allow 180 
a three antenna arrays and equipment platform on the roof of the 2925 Lincoln Drive 181 
Eagle Crest facility, subject to the following conditions: 182 

a. The equipmant platform screeing shall be comprised of an all-weather (opaque) 183 
maintenance free product.  184 

b. Telecommunication devices (antenna) shall be installed per the plans dated March 185 
5, 2009. 186 

c. Upon termination of T-Mobile’s use of the subject facility, all equipment sahall 187 
be removed within 30 days.  188 

9.0 SUGGESTED ACTION 189 
Adopt a Resolution Approving the Planned Unit Development Amendment for Eagle 190 
Crest Senior Housing LLC and T-Mobile allowing the installation of three 191 
telecommunication antenna on the roof of 2925 Lincoln Drive, based on the comments 192 
Sections 6 and the condition of Section 7 of the project report dated March 27, 2009.193 

Prepared by: City Planner Thomas Paschke 
Attachments: A: Area map 

B: Aerial photo 
C: T-Mobile narrative 
D: T-Mobile plans/elevations 
 

E: 1993 PUD Approval 
F: 4/1/09 Draft PC Minutes 
G: Draft Resolution 
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EXTRACT OF THE DRAFT MINUTES OF THE APRIL 1, 2009 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

 
b. PLANNING FILE 09-005 

Request by T-Mobile for approval of a PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT 
AMENDMENT to allow the installation of cellular antennae on top of the 
Eagle Crest residential building at 2925 Lincoln Drive 
Chair Doherty opened the Public Hearing for Planning File 09-005 (6:58 p.m.) 
 
Associate Planner Bryan Lloyd provided staff’s analysis of the request of T-
Mobile for a Planned Unit Development (PUD) Amendment to allow installation 
of three (3) telecommunications antennae and an equipment platform on the roof 
of the Eagle Crest building at 2925 Lincoln Drive. 
 
Staff recommended APPROVAL of the request of T-Mobile for a Planned Unit 
Development (PUD) Amendment to allow installation of three (3) 
telecommunications antennae and an equipment platform on the roof of the Eagle 
Crest building at 2925 Lincoln Drive, the independent senior building; based on 
the comments of Section 6 and the conditions of Section 7 of the project report 
dated April 1, 2009. 
 
Applicant Representative Paul Harrington, Carlson & Harrington, 
Authorized Representative of T-Mobile for Wireless Site Acquisition, 8000 
West 89th Street, Bloomington, MN,  – wireless site acquisition 
Mr. Harrington addressed the height of the antennae in relationship to the false 
roof of the building; sectoring of antennae to maximize coverage capacity; their 
firm’s involvement in the City Campus monopole, and their preference to utilize 
existing structures rather than installing monopoles; co-locating other carriers on 
these antennae; licensing by the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) of 
one signal band to each company to avoid interference, with each carrier having 
their own equipment and their own antennae; dimensions of the antennae (7” 
wide, 1 foot deep and 5’ long approximately) and ability to paint them to match 
screening; and, based on licensing and band width requirements with the FCC, no 
danger of interfering with signals with the nearby KTIS radio station, with some 
fine-tuning possible if any interference was received. 

Public Comment 
Richard Berger, ___ Millwood Avenue 
Mr. Berger applauded the company’s desire to use existing structures for cell 
phone towers, rather than encouraging the proliferation of independent poles.  
Mr. Berger expressed concern that, if other antennae are installed, would this 
impact other cell phone users who do not use the T-Mobile services. 
 
Community Development Director Patrick Trudgeon advised that, there was a 
potential that other applications may be received; however, he noted that they 
would need to go through this same process for approval; and that this 
application was for the three (3) antennae as indicated. 
 
Mr. Harrington advised that each carrier was licensed within a specific band, and 
that they could work within close proximity without interfering with other 
carriers. 
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Chair Doherty closed the Public Hearing at 7:15 p.m. 
 

  MOTION  
Member Boerigter moved, seconded by Member Doherty to RECOMMEND 
TO THE CITY COUNCIL APPROVAL of a PLANANED UNIT 
DEVELOPMENT (PUD) AMENDMENT for Eagle Crest Senior Housing 
LLC and T-Mobile allowing the installation of three (3) telecommunication 
antennae on the roof of 2925 Lincoln Drive (independent senior building); 
based on the comments of Section 6 and the condition of Section 7 of the 
project report dated April 1, 2009. 
 
Ayes: 6 
Nays: 0 
Motion carried. 
 

Chair Doherty noted that the case was scheduled to be heard by the City Council at their April 20, 
2009 meeting. 
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EXTRACT OF MINUTES OF MEETING OF THE  1 

CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ROSEVILLE 2 

Pursuant to due call and notice thereof, a regular meeting of the City Council of the City of 3 
Roseville, County of Ramsey, Minnesota, was held on the 20th day of April 2009, at 6:00 p.m. 4 

The following members were present:  5 
and the following Members absent; 6 

Council Member _____________ introduced the following resolution and moved its 7 
adoption: 8 

RESOLUTION NO. ______ 9 
A RESOLUTION APPROVING AN AMENDMENT TO THE EAGLECREST PLANNED 10 

UNIT DEVELOPMENT, 2925 LINCOLN DRIVE (PF09-005) 11 

WHEREAS, T-Mobile has requested an amendment to the EagleCrest Planned Unit 12 
Development  approved in 1993, for the purpose of installing telecommunication antenna and 13 
equipment platform; and 14 

WHEREAS, the property is located at 2925 Lincoln Drive and legally described as: 15 

 16 

WHEREAS, the Roseville Planning Commission held a public hearing regarding the 17 
easement vacation on April 1, 2009, voting (6-0) to recommend approval, based on the findings 18 
of the Planning Commission project report dated March 27, 2009; 19 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, by the Roseville City Council, to approve the 20 
amendment to the EagleCrest Planned Unit Development, based on the information contained in 21 
the project report dated April 20, 2009 and the following conditions: 22 

1. The equipmant platform screeing shall be comprised of an all-weather (opaque) 23 
maintenance free product.  24 

2. Telecommunication devices (antenna) shall be installed per the plans dated March 25 
5, 2009. 26 

3. Upon termination of T-Mobile’s use of the subject facility, all equipment sahall 27 
be removed within 30 days.  28 

The motion for the adoption of the foregoing resolution was duly seconded by Council 29 
Member ___________ and upon vote being taken thereon, the following voted in favor:  30 
and none voted against; 31 

WHEREUPON said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted. 32 
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Resolution – T-Mobile PUD Amendment – PF09-005 1 

STATE OF MINNESOTA ) 2 
    ) ss 3 
COUNTY OF RAMSEY )  4 

I, the undersigned, being the duly qualified City Manager of the City of Roseville, 5 
County of Ramsey, State of Minnesota, do hereby certify that I have carefully compared the 6 
attached and foregoing extract of minutes of a regular meeting of said Roseville City Council 7 
held on the 20th day of April 2009 with the original thereof on file in my office. 8 

WITNESS MY HAND officially as such Manager this 20th day of April 2009. 9 

________________________________ 10 
William J, Malinen, City Manager 11 



 
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

 Date:          4/20/09 
 Item No.:      12.c  

Department Approval City Manager Approval 

  

Item Description: Award Bid for 2009 Contract B  
 

Page 1 of 4 

BACKGROUND 1 

The  approved 2009 Pavement Management Program consists of Street Reconstruction and Mill 2 

and Overlay and utility repairs and replacement. The City Council approved plans and 3 

specifications and authorized advertisement for bid in February. Staff advertised the project for 4 

three weeks in March.  The bids were opened at 11 a.m. on Friday, April 3, 2009.  The project 5 

consists of work on the following segments of city streets and based on the bids received, staff 6 

recommends awarding the project to the lowest responsible bidder. 7 

 8 

BACKGROUND 
The  approved 2009 Pavement Management Program consists of Street 
Reconstruction and Mill and Overlay and utility repairs and 
replacement. The City Council approved plans and specifications and 
authorized advertisement for bid in February. Staff advertised the 
project for three weeks in March.  The bids were opened at 11 a.m. on 
Friday, April 3, 2009.  The project consists of work on the following 
segments of city streets and based on the bids received, staff 
recommends awarding the project to the lowest responsible bidder. 
 
Segment 1: P-09-02- Roselawn Reconstruction  
  

SAP 160-243-004 Roselawn Ave (Hamline to Victoria)  Street Reconstruction
   
Segment 2:  Municipal State Aid Mill and Overlay Projects  

SAP 160-216-015 County Road C-2 (Lexington to cul de sac) Street Reclamation 
SAP 160-228-009 Oakcrest Ave (Hamline To Lexington) Mill & Overlay 
SAP 160-244-002 Brooks Ave (Lexington to Transit) Mill & Overlay 
SAP 160-221-006 Fernwood Ave (Larpenteur to Roselawn) Mill & Overlay 

   
Segment 3:  City Project Nos. P-09-04, SS-09-15, & P-09-16   

P-09-04:  Ruggles St (Huron to Merrill) Mill & Overlay 
 Merrill St (Huron to Roselawn) Mill & Overlay 
 Dionne St  (Lexington to 1067 Dionne) Mill & Overlay 
 Aglen St (Oxford to Roselawn) Mill & Overlay 
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 Cohansey St (Co Rd B to Co Rd C Street Reclamation 
 Fernwood St (Woodhill to Co Rd C2) Street Reclamation 
 Judith Ave (Fernwood to Griggs) Street Reclamation 
 Griggs St (Woodhill to Co Rd C2) Street Reclamation 

SS-09-15  Cleveland Ave – Sanitary Sewer Utility Replacement 
P-09-16  Roseville Oval – Track Bituminous Repair 

 9 

At the Public Hearing for Segment 1: Roselawn Avenue, the City Council requested that staff 10 

investigate the expansion of the City’s current Hardship Deferral Policy for Street Improvement 11 

Assessments to include other types of economic hardship.  The City’s current deferral policy is 12 

limited to; Homestead property with the owners being age 65 or older, or retired by virtue of a 13 

disability.  A deferred assessment would accrue interest until paid.  The policy does not require 14 

documentation from the owner, only their sworn statement that the payment of the assessment 15 

would be a hardship.  Since 1998, we have had no property owners request this deferral.   16 

The authority for this deferral policy is contained in state statute 435.193-195.  This statute limits 17 

the scope of deferral to what currently exists in city policy. In discussing this matter with the 18 

City Attorney he indicated that we would not be able to expand the policy further to include 19 

economic hardship as discussed at the City Council meeting. 20 

POLICY OBJECTIVE 21 

Based on past practice, the City Council has awarded the contract to the lowest responsible 22 

bidder.  The following is a summary of the bids received for this project: 23 

Contractor Bid 

Tower Asphalt, Inc $2,442,586.90 

Frattalone Companies $2,489,848.47 

Asphalt Surface Technology Corp.  
(aka ASTECH) $2,491,836.78 

TA Schifsky & Sons, Inc $2,610,222.69 

North Valley, Inc $2,675,361.01 

Hardrives, Inc. $2,762,509.35 

Midwest Asphalt Corporation $2,807,796.75 

Park Construction $3,000,842.37 

 24 

After a thorough review of the bids received we have determined that while Tower Asphalt had 25 

the low bid, it did not conform with City Specification General Provision 249.0.  This section of 26 

the specifications limits the total mobilization for the project to a maximum of 5% of the total 27 

bid.  The Mobilization item is compensation for preparatory work and operations, including the 28 

movement of personnel, equipment, supplies and incidentals to the Project site.  Below is a 29 

summary of the Mobilization percentages for all of the Contractors that bid this project.  30 

Contractor Mobilization 
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Tower Asphalt, Inc 10.37% 

Frattalone Companies 5.67% 

Asphalt Surface Technology Corp. 
(aka ASTECH) 3.69% 

TA Schifsky & Sons, Inc 3.94% 

North Valley, Inc 2.12% 

Hardrives, Inc. 1.12% 

Midwest Asphalt Corporation 4.66% 

Park Construction 3.43% 

The City has the right to reject any and all Bids, to waive any and all informalities not involving 31 

price.  We have reviewed the contract and bids with the City Attorney and have been advised 32 

that since the inconsistency with Mobilization involves price and is a condition of the contract, it 33 

would not be considered an informality that could be waived.  As a result, staff is recommending 34 

that we reject the two lowest bidders, Tower Asphalt, Inc and Frattalone Companies because of 35 

non-compliance with General Provision section 249.0.   36 

We have reviewed Asphalt Surface Technology Corp. (aka ASTECH Corp.)’s references and 37 

confirmed that they are a responsible bidder.  Staff received positive references from the project 38 

engineer’s for Anoka County- Blaine Airport, Forest Lake, Maple Grove, Orono, Plymouth, and 39 

St. Michael.  All of these Agencies have contracted with ASTECH Corp. in the last 2 years.  40 

Staff recommends that we award the Contract to Asphalt Surface Technology Corp. (aka 41 

ASTECH Corp.). Since they are the lowest responsible bidder whose bid conforms with City 42 

Specifications.  43 

Another option available to the city is to reject all bids and re bid this project. This option would 44 

delay the Council award of bid to June and risk the completion of the project this construction 45 

season. Another risk is that bids could increase as well. Given the competitiveness of the bids 46 

received staff does not feel it is likely that bids would decrease.  47 

FINANCIAL IMPACTS 48 

We received 8 bids for this project.  The lowest responsible bid submitted by Asphalt Surface 49 

Technology Corp. (aka ASTECH Corp.), $2,491,836.78, is 25% lower than the Engineer’s 50 

construction estimate of $3,323,839.50.   51 

This project is proposed to be paid for using Municipal State Aid funds; as well as Street, 52 

Watermain, Storm Sewer, and Sanitary Sewer Infrastructure funds.   53 

A portion of the costs for Segment 1: Roselawn Avenue Reconstruction is proposed to be 54 

assessed.  The Feasibility Report for this project set the proposed assessment rate at $48.06.  55 

This was based on the Engineer’s Estimate.  Based on the bids, we anticipate that this rate will 56 

be reduced by at least 20% to around $40/ foot.   57 

This project is proposed to be completed by Fall 2009.  Final assessment amounts would be 58 

determined following an assessment hearing in the Fall of 2010 and a thorough review of the 59 

project costs and proposed assessments by the City Council.  The property owners can either pay 60 

the assessments up front in October 2010, or have them added to their property taxes with an 61 
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market interest rate. The first installment of the assessment would be due with property taxes 62 

payable in Spring 2011.   63 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 64 

Approval of a resolution awarding bid for 2009 Contract B in the amount of $2,491,836.78 to 65 

Asphalt Surface Technology Corp. (aka ASTECH Corp.), of St. Cloud, Minnesota.   66 

REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION 67 

Approval of a resolution awarding bid for 2009 Contract B in the amount of $2,491,836.78 to 68 

Asphalt Surface Technology Corp. (aka ASTECH Corp.), of St. Cloud, Minnesota.   69 

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



 

 

EXTRACT OF MINUTES OF MEETING 1 
OF CITY COUNCIL 2 

CITY OF ROSEVILLE 3 
RAMSEY COUNTY, MINNESOTA 4 

 5 
Pursuant to due call and notice thereof, a regular meeting of the City Council of the City of Roseville, 6 
County of Ramsey, Minnesota, was duly held in the City Hall at 2660 Civic Center Drive, Roseville, 7 
Minnesota, on Monday, the 20th day of April, 2009, at 6:00 o'clock p.m. 8 
 9 
The following members were present:   and the following were absent:  10 
 11 
Councilmember   introduced the following resolution and moved its adoption: 12 
 13 

RESOLUTION  14 
RESOLUTION AWARDING BIDS 15 

FOR 2009 CONTRACT B 16 
 17 
WHEREAS, pursuant to advertisement for bids for the improvement, according to the plans and 18 
specifications thereof on file in the office of the Manager of said City, said bids were received on Friday, 19 
April 3, 2009, at 11:00 a.m., opened and tabulated according to law and the following bids were received 20 
complying with the advertisement: 21 

BIDDER AMOUNT 
Tower Asphalt, Inc. $2,428,706.26 
Frattalone Companies $2,489,848.47 

Asphalt Surface Technology Corp. (aka 
ASTECH Corp.) $2,491,836.78 

TA Schifsky & Sons, Inc $2,610,222.69 

North Valley, Inc $2,675,361.01 

Hardrives, Inc. $2,762,509.35 

Midwest Asphalt Corporation $2,807,796.75 

Park Construction $3,000,842.37 

WHEREAS, Tower Asphalt, Inc., and Frattalone Companies’ bids did not comply with General Provision 22 
section 249.0. Limits on Mobilization, and 23 
 24 
WHEREAS, Asphalt Surface Technology Corp. (aka ASTECH Corp.) of St. Cloud, Minnesota, is the lowest 25 
responsible bidder at the tabulated price of $2,491,836.78, and 26 
 27 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Roseville, Minnesota: 28 
 29 

1. The City rejects the bids of Tower Asphalt, Inc. and Frattalone Companies for non-compliance with 30 
General Provision section 249.0 that limits mobilization to 5% of the contract price.  Both of these 31 
contractors exceeded this mobilization amount.   32 

2. The Mayor and Manager are hereby authorized and directed to enter into a contract with Asphalt 33 
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2
Surface Technology Corp. (aka ASTECH 1 Corp.) of St. Cloud, Minnesota for 
$2,491,836.78 in the name of the City of Roseville for the above improvements according to the 2 
plans and specifications thereof heretofore approved by the City Council and on file in the office of 3 
the City Engineer.   4 

3. The City Engineer is hereby authorized and directed to return forthwith to all bidders the deposits 5 
made with their bids except the deposits of the successful bidder and the next lowest bidder shall be 6 
retained until contracts have been signed.  7 

 8 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Roseville, Minnesota: 9 
The motion for the adoption of the foregoing resolution was duly seconded by     and upon vote being 10 
taken thereon, the following voted in favor   and the following voted against the same: 11 
 12 
Whereupon said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted. 13 



 

 

3
STATE OF MINNESOTA ) 1 
                                            ) ss 2 
COUNTY OF RAMSEY   ) 3 
 4 
 5 
 6 
 I, the undersigned, being the duly qualified City Manager of the City of Roseville, County of 7 
Ramsey, State of Minnesota, do hereby certify that I have carefully compared the attached and foregoing 8 
extract of minutes of a regular meeting of said City Council held on the 20th day of April, 2009, with the 9 
original thereof on file in my office. 10 
 11 
 WITNESS MY HAND officially as such Manager this 20th day of April, 2009. 12 
       13 
        14 
       ______________________________ 15 
          William J. Malinen, City Manager 16 
 17 



 
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

 Date: 04/20/09 
 Item No.:              12.d 

Department Approval City Manager Approval 

  

Item Description: Consider Establishing a New Position within the Information Technology 
 Division 
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BACKGROUND 1 

Since 1997, the City Council has consistently approved Joint Powers Agreements authorizing the City of 2 

Roseville to provide Information Technology support to area municipalities and governmental agencies.  To 3 

date, the City has 20 such agreements in place worth a combined total of $564,000 annually. 4 

 5 

Monies derived from the partnerships not only pay for the additional staffing costs that have been incurred, 6 

but they also offset a portion of Roseville’s fixed information system costs. 7 

 8 

During the past two years, the City has added 3 additional partnerships, and has recently been approached 9 

by the City of Vadnais Heights who is also interested in a partnership.  Based on the scope of services 10 

outlined in recently approved JPA’s, and in considering the needs of Vadnais Heights, it has been 11 

determined that additional staffing is needed.  The full cost of salary, benefits, training, equipment, etc. will 12 

be borne by the other cities and will not require additional monies from Roseville. 13 

 14 

The IT business partnerships have been successful in large part because each respective organization has 15 

similar needs, and have agreed to standardize on similar platforms.  Overall savings are achieved because 16 

the research, development, and planning on technological issues and the general administrative function is 17 

centralized with the City of Roseville thereby removing the burden from the other agencies. 18 

 19 

The benefit to the City of Roseville is that these partnerships allow us to recoup our investment in research, 20 

training and equipment costs over a broader base.  In addition, Roseville retains a much stronger 21 

complement of IT Staff to service our own needs than we could if we were to go it alone. 22 

 23 

As the City of Roseville continues to engage additional business partners, monies previously spent by other 24 

agencies will transfer to the City of Roseville.  A portion of these monies will be needed to hire additional 25 

IT Staff.  In effect, the other agencies will continue to outsource their IT function – only through Roseville 26 

rather than a private vendor. 27 

 28 



 

Page 2 of 4 

The City currently employs the following positions within the IT Division: 29 

 30 

• Information Technology Manager – 1 FTE 31 

• Network Systems Engineer - 2 FTE’s 32 

• Network Systems Analyst – 1 FTE 33 

• Desktop Support Specialists - 2.5 FTE’s 34 

 35 

Based upon an assessment of Roseville’s current needs as well as the needs of other partnering agencies, 36 

Staff has determined that a new Network Server Specialist position is warranted.  A copy of the job 37 

description for the new position is included in Attachment A.  This new position will be comparable to the 38 

level of responsibility held by the City’s Network Systems Analyst. 39 

POLICY OBJECTIVE 40 

Joint cooperative ventures are consistent with past practices as well as the goals and strategies outlined in 41 

the Imagine Roseville 2025 process. 42 

FINANCIAL IMPACTS 43 

There is no financial impact to the City of Roseville.  The position, which is projected to carry salary and 44 

benefits in the range of $70,000 - $80,000, will be fully funded by monies derived from the partnering 45 

agencies.  Inflationary-type increases in these revenues are expected to keep pace with increasing personnel 46 

costs over time. 47 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 48 

Based upon the current IT needs for both the City and other partnering agencies and available funding 49 

from those same agencies, Staff recommends the City Council approve the creation of this new position. 50 

REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION 51 

Motion to authorize the creation of a Network Server Specialist position within the Information 52 

Technology Division. 53 

 54 

 55 
Prepared by: Chris Miller, Finance Director 
Attachments: A: Job description of the Network Server Specialist position 
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 56 

 57 

Job Summary: 58 

Design, administer, and maintain the enterprise wide Microsoft Exchange messaging system to include 59 

virus protection, spam filtering and security at an enterprise level.  60 

 61 

Scope of Responsibility: 62 

The Server Specialist – Messaging Servers primary role is to manage the Microsoft Exchange servers and 63 

related components to achieve high availability and performance of the various business applications 64 

supported. This individual also participates in the planning and implementation of policies and procedures 65 

to ensure Exchange provisioning and maintenance that is consistent with city goals, industry best practices, 66 

and regulatory requirements. 67 

Essential Duties and Responsibilities: 68 

1) Perform all tasks necessary to fulfill service level agreements regarding Exchange-based messaging 69 

and collaboration availability and security; including those involving user accounts, shared 70 

folders/calendars, mailing lists, and Outlook Web Access. 71 

2) Implement policies, procedures, and technologies to ensure Exchange server security through 72 

secure access, monitoring, control, and routine security evaluations. 73 

3) Manage Exchange database(s), antivirus applications, messaging filtering, and error log tracking. 74 

4) Recommend, schedule, and perform software patches, upgrades, and/or purchases. 75 

5) Ensure that Exchange server implementations comply with policies, standards, licensing 76 

agreements, and configuration guidelines. 77 

6) Perform message archiving, retrieval, and deletion according to best-practices for maintaining 78 

regulatory compliance. 79 

7) Monitor, test, and analyze e-mail system and server software activities to ensure maximum 80 

performance, efficiency, and availability.  81 

8) Provide additional server support for city database servers, applications servers, and other systems. 82 

 83 

Minimum Qualifications: 84 

1. Minimum job requirements are a four year degree in a technology related field, and/or 85 

equivalent training and 5 years of related experience. 86 

2. Proven experience with Microsoft Exchange 2003/2007 administration with 5 years experience. 87 

3. Working technical knowledge of current messaging and collaboration systems software, 88 

protocols, and standards, including Microsoft SharePoint 89 

4. Hands-on software and hardware troubleshooting experience. 90 

5. Extensive experience with Microsoft Active Directory. 91 

CITY OF ROSEVILLE JOB DESCRIPTION 
Job Description Title:     Server Specialist – 
Messaging Servers FLSA Status:      Exempt / Non Union 

Department/Division:              Finance Position Status:   Regular Full-Time 

Accountable To:                   IT Manager Salary Grade:     Exempt Level 12 

Prepared By:                    Terre Heiser / Chris Miller Revision Date:    April 12, 2009 
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6. Working technical knowledge of Exchange 2007 architecture. 92 

7. Experience with Microsoft SQL Server database management. 93 

8. Previous exposure to server virtualization technologies. 94 

9. Previous migration experience to Exchange 2003. 95 

10. Good understanding of the organization’s goals and objectives. 96 

Physical Demands & Working Conditions: 97 

Most work is in an office environment, with extensive use of computers and peripheral equipment.  Limited 98 

lifting of forty pounds or less is required.  The Position is responsible for diverse matters, some of which 99 

have deadlines and require significant attention to detail. 100 

 101 

The Position entails a scheduled 40 hour work week, but may include extended hours in the evening or on 102 

weekends on a periodic basis. 103 

 104 

Approximately 20% of the time, work is performed at the highest level of detail and pressure of deadlines. 105 
 106 



 
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

 Date: 4/20/09 
 Item No.:              12.e 

Department Approval City Manager Approval 

  

Item Description: Consider Approving a Joint Powers Agreement with the City of Vadnais Heights 
 

Page 1 of 2 

BACKGROUND 1 

Minnesota State Statute 471.59 authorizes political subdivisions of the State to enter into joint powers 2 

agreements (JPA) for the joint exercise of powers that are common to each.  Over the past several months, 3 

the Cities of Vadnais Heights and Roseville have held on-going discussions in regards to the sharing of 4 

information technology support services. 5 

 6 

The City of Roseville currently employs six full-time employees and one part-time employee to administer 7 

the information systems for the City of Roseville and twenty (20) other municipal and governmental 8 

agencies.  The proposed JPA with the City of Vadnais Heights is similar to the other Agreements in both 9 

structure and substance. 10 

 11 

In an effort to ensure adequate information technology support, the City of Vadnais Heights wishes to 12 

engage the City of Roseville in a joint powers agreement.  Staff believes that the City of Roseville can 13 

provide the technical support desired by the City of Vadnais Heights but cannot do so without hiring 14 

additional staff.  City Staff recommends the creation of a Network Server Specialist position to oversee 15 

the Exchange messaging (Email) system and to provide support of other network server systems required 16 

by City Departments both in Roseville and in other agencies.  This position is addressed further under a 17 

separate council action item. 18 

 19 

The attached JPA has been approved by the City of Vadnais Heights and is awaiting approval from the 20 

Roseville City Council. 21 

POLICY OBJECTIVE 22 

Joint cooperative ventures are consistent with past practices as well as the goals and strategies outlined in 23 

the Imagine Roseville 2025 process. 24 

FINANCIAL IMPACTS 25 

The proposed JPA provides non-tax revenues to support City operations.  The hourly rates charged to other 26 

cities are approximately twice the total cost of the City employee; yet substantially lower than could be 27 

obtained from private companies – hence the value to other cities is greater. 28 

 29 

There is no budget impact.  The presence of the JPA along with existing revenue sources is sufficient to 30 

fund the City’s added personnel and related information systems costs. 31 
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION 32 

Staff recommends the Council approve the attached JPA. 33 

REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION 34 

Approve the attached JPA with the City of Vadnais Heights for the purposes of providing information 35 

technology support. 36 

 37 
Prepared by: Chris Miller, Finance Director 
Attachments: A: JPA with the City of Vadnais Heights 
 38 
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

 Date: April 20, 2009  
 Item No.:  12.f  

Department Approval City Manager Approval 

  

Item Description: Authorize City Manager to execute grant applications on behalf of the City 

Page 1 of 1 

BACKGROUND 1 

The City often seeks grant funding from external sources. Grants supplement city funds, 2 

allowing the city to deliver services in a more cost-effective manner. Certain grants also give the 3 

city the opportunity to pursue creative activities which may otherwise not be funded.  4 

Some grant submittals require verification of authority to submit applications on behalf of the 5 

City, but the timeframes may be such that staff do not have time to get Council approval prior to 6 

turning in the grant application by a deadline. Over the years, the City has missed opportunities 7 

to apply for some grant monies.  8 

Many grants, particularly for larger amounts, require matching city funds; however, some 9 

(smaller) grants, do not require matching funds.  10 

POLICY OBJECTIVE 11 

Give the City Manager permission to submit grant applications in a timely manner. The City 12 

Council would formal approve of any grants that require matching funds. The City Manager 13 

would have the authority to accept grants that do not require matching funds.. 14 

FINANCIAL IMPACTS 15 

Potential for the City to receive substantial grant monies which could offset city expenditures. 16 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 17 

Approve the proposed resolution authorizing the City Manager to execute grant applications on 18 

behalf of the City. 19 

REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION 20 

Approve the proposed resolution authorizing the City Manager to execute grant applications on 21 

behalf of the City. 22 

 23 

Prepared by: Bill Malinen, City Manager 
Attachments: A: Resolution 



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 of 7 
Roseville, County of Ramsey, Minnesota was duly held on the 20th day of April , 2009, at 6:00 8 
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 

Resolution Authorizing the City Manager to Execute all  19 
Grant Applications on behalf of the City of Roseville 20 

 21 
 22 

WHEREAS, the City of Roseville has applied for a variety of grants which benefit the City of 23 
Roseville; and 24 

 25 
WHEREAS, grant submittals sometimes require verification of authority to submit the 26 

application on behalf of the City and the timeframes for submittal do not allow 27 
for Council action; and  28 

 29 
WHEREAS,  the City Council encourages staff to continue to identify and apply for grants; 30 

and 31 
 32 
WHEREAS, this Resolution would allow the City of Roseville to apply for various grants but 33 

would continue to require City Council to accept grants with matching fund 34 
requirements. 35 

 36 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Council of the City of Roseville does 37 

hereby authorize the City Manager to execute all grant applications on behalf of 38 
the City of Roseville. 39 

 40 
The motion for the adoption of the foregoing resolution was duly seconded by Member  41 
 42 
      , and upon a vote being taken thereon, the following voted in favor thereof: 43 
 44 
  and the following voted against the same: none. 45 
 46 
WHEREUPON said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted. 47 
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Resolution – Grant Applications 1 
 2 
STATE OF MINNESOTA ) 3 
    ) ss 4 
COUNTY OF RAMSEY )  5 
  6 
 7 
 I, the undersigned, being the duly qualified City Manager of the City of Roseville, 8 
County of Ramsey, State of Minnesota, do hereby certify that I have carefully compared 9 
the attached and foregoing extract of minutes of a regular meeting of said City Council 10 
held on the 20th day of April, 2009 with the original thereof on file in my office. 11 
 12 
WITNESS MY HAND officially as such Manager this 20th day of April, 2009. 13 
            14 
            15 
      _________________________________ 16 
            William J. Malinen, City Manager       17 
            18 
 19 
  (Seal) 20 
 21 



REQUEST FOR COUNCIL WORK 

 DATE         4/20/2009 
 ITEM NO:       13.a  

Department Approval: City Manager Approval: 

   

Item Description: Request by Wellington Management for collaboration in the preliminary 
design of a proposed multi-tenant commercial office property (PF09-003) 

PF09-003_RCW_042009 (2).doc 
Page 1 of 1 

1.0 REQUEST BACKGROUND 1 
Wellington Management proposes a redevelopment of the northwest quadrant of the 2 
intersection of County Road B and Lexington Avenue which would replace the existing 3 
TCF bank structures at 2167 Lexington Avenue and the adjacent single-family residence 4 
at 1126 Sandhurst Drive with a commercial office building and parking area. 5 

Project Review History 6 
• Duly noticed public hearing and Planning Commission recommendation (7-0) to approve the 7 

proposed REZONING and GENERAL CONCEPT PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT: March 4, 2009 8 
• City Council (2-3) failure to approve the proposed REZONING and GENERAL CONCEPT 9 

PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT: March 23, 2009; failure to approve an application constitutes 10 
denial, but does not preclude the immediate submission of a conceptually similar request. 11 

• City Council extended the 60-day action timeline to June 5, 2009 12 

2.0 STAFF COMMENT 13 

2.1 Despite its official refusal of the initial GENERAL CONCEPT plan, the City Council 14 
requested the opportunity to continue working with the applicant to arrive at a plan that 15 
best balances the needs of the City and the developer; to enable this collaboration, the 16 
City Council extended the time allotted for final action on the request by an additional 60 17 
days. Planning Division staff believes that as long a plan is derived that is consistent with 18 
the recommendation made by the Planning Commission following the public hearing, the 19 
proposal may continue through the GENERAL CONCEPT approval process without 20 
returning to the Planning Commission as a new application. 21 

2.2 The applicant has revised the plan in an attempt to address the Council’s initial feedback 22 
and is seeking additional comment and collaboration on the general site design. 23 
Wellington Management is not seeking formal approval at this time, but intends to 24 
submit for Council action in May a package that is consistent with the plans developed 25 
with the Council’s assistance. 26 

Prepared by: Associate Planner Bryan Lloyd 
Attachments: A: 3/4/09 public hearing minutes 

B: 3/23/09 City Council minutes 
C: Applicant narrative 
D: Revised site plan 



PLANNING FILE 09-003 1 
Request by Wellington Management for approval of a REZONING of 1126 Sandhurst and 1267 2 
Lexington Avenue to Planned Unit Development (PUD) from Single-Family Residence District and 3 
General Business District, respectively; and GENERAL CONCEPT PLANNED UNIT 4 
DEVELOPMENT (PUD) to allow the construction of a multi-tenant commercial office property. 5 
Chair Bakeman opened the Public Hearing for Planning File 09-003 (6:44 p.m.).  6 

Associate Planner Bryan Lloyd reviewed staff’s analysis of the request of Wellington Management for 7 
approval of a REZONING of 1126 Sandhurst and 1267 Lexington Avenue to Planned Unit Development 8 
(PUD) from Single-Family Residence District and General Business District, respectively; and GENERAL 9 
CONCEPT PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD), which would replace the existing TCF bank 10 
structures at 2167 Lexington Avenue and the adjacent single-family residence at 1126 Sandhurst Drive to 11 
allow the construction of a multi-tenant commercial office property and redevelopment of the northwest 12 
quadrant of the intersection of County Road B and Lexington Avenue with an 11,250 square-foot 13 
commercial office building and parking area. 14 

Mr. Lloyd reviewed detailed information from the staff report dated March 4, 2009, and specifically 15 
addressed Section 5.3 related to deviations from standard setback requirements due to the proposed 16 
location of the building near the corner of County Road B and Lexington Avenue, noted in the flexibility of 17 
PUD applications. Mr. Lloyd noted that such flexibility would ultimately need approval by the City Council 18 
and must be demonstrably consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. 19 

Staff recommended approval of the REZONING, based on the comments and findings outlined in 20 
Sections 4 – 5; and approval of the GENERAL CONCEPT PUD, based on the comments and findings 21 
outlined in Sections 4 – 7 of the staff report, and conditions detailed in Section 8.0 of the staff report dated 22 
March 4, 2009. 23 

Mr. Lloyd noted that the applicant remained willing to work with staff on the height and design of the 24 
screening fence between residential properties and this proposed commercial land use, in addition to 25 
working with those residents. 26 

Discussion between Commissioners and staff included clarifying where the existing zoning standards and 27 
proposed conditions were inconsistent; subject parcels remaining two (2) separate parcels and not 28 
subdivided or replatted, since the structure would not be built over an existing property line; proposed ten 29 
foot (10’) setback from the side parking lot line to the residential properties; and no concerns in not 30 
adhering to the forty foot (40’) traffic visibility triangle for the building. 31 

City Engineer Debra Bloom 32 
Ms. Bloom reviewed staff’s rationale in approving the proposed building location and setbacks, based on 33 
vehicle visibility and approaches, area speeds and posted speeds, with design consistent with a 35 mph 34 
street; and availability of the EVP signal at that intersection. 35 

Further discussion included accident potential at that intersection for vehicles not adhering to the traffic 36 
light; and concerns addressed by the Fire and Police Departments, with ongoing discussions to minimize 37 
potential accident issues. 38 

Additional discussion included standard versus proposed setbacks; consistent setback of the proposed 39 
building from adjacent business property line; rationale for building locations closer to the street to 40 
encourage more pedestrian-friendly access; and consistency with “Complete Streets” concepts, in 41 
addition to consistency with the City’s Cornerstone Plan developed in the mid- to late-1990’s for 42 
development and redevelopment at significant intersections such as this, primarily to make them more 43 
transit, pedestrian and bicycle friendly, and to frame public space in a way not accomplished with a 44 
parking lot, and allowing a more urban feel. 45 

Further discussion included the location of the main entrance to the building and the privacy concerns of 46 
the anticipated dental use, while allowing for future redesign of the entrance location; intent of the 47 
Neighborhood Business designation in the draft Comprehensive Plan in accommodating walkability, 48 
making pedestrian access from the street preferred; and removal of one (1) driveway onto County Road B 49 
from the current TCF property, with this land use. 50 

Additional discussion included main and emergency accesses into the building; building height of 51 
eighteen feet (18’), with decorative entry cap features facing the parking lot at twenty-one feet (21’); 52 
screening of rooftop mechanicals; considerations for this land use in conjunction with the SuperAmerica 53 
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ingress/egress points and entrances along Lexington, with the proposed access for this application 54 
moving north slightly, as approved by Ramsey County; and potential for limiting left turns out of that 55 
driveway onto Lexington, and advantages and disadvantages of doing so. 56 

Mr. Lloyd advised that staff had fielded only one (1) phone call related to the project, and that staff had 57 
addressed the misinformation they’d been given indicating that the City was intending to take property for 58 
the project by Eminent Domain. Mr. Lloyd noted the one (1) written comment, attached to the record, from 59 
Dr. Wilson, referenced later in the meeting. 60 

Mr. Lloyd noted that staff and the applicant were continuing to discuss fence height and addressed 61 
parking requirements for this size of building at forty-one (41) spaces, with the applicant showing forty-62 
nine (49) spaces. 63 

Applicant Representative, Sonja Simonsen, Director of Finance for Wellington Management 64 
Ms. Simonsen provided a brief history of the intended project over the last year, and conversations with 65 
neighboring property owners and staff. Ms. Simonsen advised that Wellington Management had ninety 66 
(90) buildings in the metropolitan area, with five (5) located in Roseville, and reviewed Wellington’s 67 
business model focus since their establishment in 1984, and their real estate ownership and community 68 
involvement over that twenty-five (25) year history in over 199 communities. 69 

Ms. Simonsen provided an architectural rendering of the building and site; comments received from 70 
residents at the neighborhood meeting; rationale for the north end entrance based on the initial tenant for 71 
privacy issues; and only three (3) suites to be located in the entire building. 72 

Discussion among Commissioners and Ms. Simonsen included rationale for location of the building closer 73 
to the corner; urban features of the building; research from police departments in positioning buildings 74 
and decreased traffic accidents, indicating traffic calming effects; addressed the traffic visibility triangle 75 
and consistencies, based on traffic engineer data, in stopping distances and times; and other site plan 76 
and traffic flow issues that were discussed at the neighborhood meeting. 77 

Ms. Simonsen noted that sixty-three (63) property owners had been invited to the neighborhood meeting, 78 
and that those attending seemed most concerned with security and lighting, which had prompted the 79 
applicant to increase lighting to facilitate those concerns, since there were not street lights at that location. 80 

Ms. Simonsen reviewed conversations with Dennis Hagel of Ramsey County related to the County Road 81 
B access and their preference for closure of that access point; different use with this application, rather 82 
than the previous drive-thru use at the TCF Bank; landscaping and islands on site to control the site; and 83 
operations of the dental office from 8:00 a.m. – 3:00 p.m., and anticipated reduced traffic. 84 

Chair Bakeman noted the configuration and length of Sandhurst and existing traffic problems from 85 
Lexington on to Sandhurst. 86 

Commissioner Wozniak addressed whether the applicant could give some consideration the fact that the 87 
existing signal light was located in the middle of the sidewalk on the north side of County Road B and 88 
work with the City to widen that sidewalk along that area to allow better access for bicycles and/or 89 
pedestrians. 90 

Commissioner Gottfried, speaking in support of bringing buildings closer to streets, expressed concern 91 
that sometimes they were located too close, allowing no room for pedestrian and/or bicycle amenities, 92 
and suggested the Commission consider a condition stipulating that allowance. 93 

Chair Bakeman addressed her concerns with building height, questioning the height of the Cheetah 94 
building at its peak, in addition to the height of the smaller residences, and how the applicant could 95 
provide extra footage to make the building look less like a box and be more fitting with neighborhood’s 96 
character. 97 

Ms. Simonsen noted that this was part of the design rationale in accentuating the entrance to avoid a 98 
boxier look. Ms. Simonsen opined that the landscape plan, on paper, appeared overwhelming, but would 99 
show the applicant’s efforts to make the building part of the neighborhood, and expressed willingness to 100 
work with staff on facilitating pedestrian circulation around the signal post in the middle of the sidewalk. 101 
Ms. Simonsen noted that it was not the intent of the design to overshadow anyone, and that exterior 102 
materials of cultured stone were added to soften the building’s exterior. 103 

Discussion included whether the parking spaces were all required, or if they could be reduced to provide 104 
a softer transition to the neighborhood line, with the applicant noting that, from a leasing perspective, the 105 
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more parking on site, the better; and also noted the need to accommodate snow storage on site, while 106 
expressing willingness to work with staff on potential parking design to accommodate more green space. 107 

Further discussion included adjustable lighting heights for less impact to adjoining properties; typical 108 
accessibility points above and beyond code requirements; and location of bicycle parking amenities near 109 
the north entrance to the building. 110 

Eric Beazley, Loucks & Associates, Civil Engineer for the Project 111 
Mr. Beazley addressed traffic considerations, based on discussions with Ramsey County and the critical 112 
nature of the County Road B and Lexington Avenue intersection for Ramsey County, and addressing 113 
traffic flow at that intersection. Mr. Beazley addressed City standards for Sandhurst as related to access 114 
points. 115 

City Engineer Debra Bloom 116 
Ms. Bloom addressed staff’s considerations when reviewing circulation on the site and access points, and 117 
anticipated enhancements in traffic flow by moving the access point further away from the intersection. 118 
Ms. Bloom opined that the Sandhurst traffic situation should also improve with the new use and site 119 
access points. 120 

Gonsalo Villares, Pope Architects 121 
Mr. Villares addressed the traffic light pole location, and willingness to address landscaping to make 122 
access easier for pedestrians and bicycles; location of bike racks by the entrance; and pedestrian 123 
connections between the building entrance and sidewalk. 124 

Mr. Villares addressed the building height in relationship to the neighboring buildings, with standard 125 
heights at sixteen feet (16’) for the building, along with an additional two feet (2’) amenity on the corner for 126 
emphasis, and offered to review heights of neighboring buildings in more detail. 127 

Chair Bakeman opened the meeting for public comment at approximately 7:55 p.m. 128 

Public Comment 129 
Andrejs Vape, Owner of Lexington Court Apartments, 2192 – 2206 Lexington 130 
Mr. Vape expressed concern about losing the residential nature of the neighborhood; in addition to traffic 131 
concerns and the number of accidents currently at the corner of County Road B and Lexington Avenue. 132 
Mr. Vape further opined that making a left-hand turn from either of the two (2) accesses to his apartment 133 
buildings was very difficult; and noted the huge traffic issue at Sandhurst and Lexington. Mr. Vape opined 134 
that it would irresponsible to compromise on the forty foot (40’) visibility triangle, and that it would only 135 
create more problems and accidents. Mr. Vape further opined that the code shouldn’t be changed for 136 
setback requirements; and that additional green space and landscaping should be added. Mr. Vape 137 
further opined that, while this will be an improvement over the current drive-thru bank, it should be done 138 
right and that the building should not be located directly up to the sidewalk. 139 

Tom Arnold, representing his daughter, Heidi Arnold, resident at 1133 Sandhurst  140 
Mr. Arnold provided his observations from frequent visits to his daughter’s home; and opined about the 141 
need to remember that the quality of life in Roseville was based on it being a suburb, and that urban 142 
features were not called for. Mr. Arnold opined that there were vacant buildings all over the City, and with 143 
the current economy, no more office buildings were indicated. 144 

Mr. Arnold further opined that the existing well-established and stable neighborhood should be preserved, 145 
and that the addition of an office building in the neighborhood would reduce residential property values. 146 
Mr. Arnold suggested that the applicant only go one (1) lot deep, not two (2) to avoid infringing upon the 147 
residential neighborhood. Mr. Arnold suggested that the City not encourage further chaotic planning with 148 
past patterns of mixing business and residential properties. Mr. Arnold recommended that the City do 149 
more planning to avoid further chaos; and agreed that traffic was atrocious. 150 

Daniel Peterson, 1166 Sandhurst 151 
Mr. Peterson expressed concern in the notification of property owners; opining that he had not heard 152 
about the neighborhood open house, and had heard about tonight’s public hearing only through another 153 
neighbor. 154 

Mr. Peterson opined that, as a resident in the neighborhood for over ten (10) years, he liked the older, 155 
well-established nature of the neighborhood, and the community connectivity of that neighborhood. Mr. 156 
Peterson, however, expressed concern with the traffic along Sandhurst, use of Merrill by people seeking 157 
a thoroughfare from Lexington to Hamline; and ramifications with this proposed use. Mr. Peterson further 158 
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addressed the exterior building materials, opining that it looked like the back of a warehouse, without a 159 
front door. Mr. Peterson opined that there were many vacancies currently in Roseville, and that another 160 
office building was not necessary. Mr. Peterson addressed his observations of bicycle accidents at 161 
County Road B and Lexington; excess speeds over the posted 35 mph; and expressed concerns with the 162 
triangle of safety for cars and pedestrians. Mr. Peterson expressed concern that residential property 163 
values would decrease further; and again addressed his apparent lack of notice and communication 164 
regarding this application. 165 

At the request of Chair Bakeman, City Planner Thomas Paschke addressed the notification process used, 166 
and reviewed the actual list of property owners notified, 500’ from the property line of the development 167 
site, in addition to posted and published notice. 168 

Cindy Wilson, 1172 Sandhurst Drive 169 
As part of the record, written comments were received from Dr. Douglas Wilson, attached hereto 170 
and made a part thereof. 171 
Ms. Wilson advised that she was located eight (8) houses from this home, and had not received a notice 172 
either. Ms. Wilson opined that the property should remain residential to avoid decreasing home values; 173 
noted current lighting pollution from the SuperAmerica property to her home; and addressed major traffic 174 
concerns at that intersection and impacts to pedestrian and bicycle traffic. Ms. Wilson noted that there 175 
were no sidewalks along Sandhurst; and that Lexington was a huge trunk for emergency vehicles, which 176 
were not traveling at 35 mph, creating more potential for accidents. While supporting a use other than the 177 
existing TCF Bank building, Ms. Wilson expressed concern with removing a residence to put in a parking 178 
lot, and opined that the parking lot should be reduced to avoid taking that home. 179 

Andrejs Vape 180 
Mr. Vape opined that, if more residential on that site was not possible, he would suggest more appealing 181 
architectural amenities, with entrance on County Road B, and parking on the side to avoid additional 182 
traffic congestion on Sandhurst. 183 

Mr. Vape also noted the lack of notice he had received about the proposal. 184 

Chair Bakeman requested that staff review the notification process, and verify those property owners on 185 
the list for future notices. 186 

Paul Mergens, 1126 Sandhurst 187 
Mr. Mergens, in listening to public comments tonight, noted the negativity; however, he opined that 188 
Roseville, as an inner ring suburb, could do worse than the proposed use on that corner; and suggested 189 
that citizens focus more on positives of the proposal. Mr. Mergens opined that this may be a wonderful 190 
asset to the community; and noted that some of the city’s homes needed repair, replacement or removal; 191 
and suggested that there were positives to this proposal. 192 

Chair Bakeman recessed the meeting at approximately 8:34 p.m. and reconvened 193 
at approximately 8:40 p.m. 194 

Applicant Response, Sonja Simonsen 195 
Ms. Simonsen addressed some of the comments from tonight’s public testimony, noting that the building 196 
use was currently retail, and that this use should generate less traffic and vehicular traffic, with 740 197 
vehicles per day for a retail use, and only 350 vehicles per day for office use. Ms. Simonsen further noted 198 
that Wellington was the current owners of the commercial TCF Bank building and property; and had no 199 
intention of continuing down the block with commercial development; and recognized appropriate 200 
concerns of residents related to that potential. Ms. Simonson further addressed the applicant’s 201 
willingness, at the direction of the Planning Commission, to hold an additional open house, and noted 202 
staff’s cooperation in assisting with notifying applicable property owners; and stressed that opinions of the 203 
residents were of value to Wellington. 204 

Chair Bakeman closed the Public Hearing at approximately 8:43 p.m. 205 

Mr. Paschke, for the record, verified that Mr. Vape had been on the mailing list for notices, listed at a post 206 
office box, for both the open house and public hearing process notices. 207 

Discussion among Commissioners and staff included Chair Bakeman’s request prior to tonight’s Public 208 
Hearing, for individual commissioners to review the Comprehensive Plan for future development and 209 
redefining various business types, of which Neighborhood Business designation was one of three; and 210 
types of businesses to be considered in that land use designation, as defined. 211 
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Further discussion included height of the proposed building in relationship to surrounding buildings, both 212 
commercial and/or residential; allowances of current zoning allowing parking lots to occupy single-family 213 
residential lots as a permitted accessory use; and potential mitigation to soften perceptions of the building 214 
to the adjacent residences, in addition to screening or landscaping. 215 

Commissioner Doherty opined that he was not bothered by the building’s height; and that it was an 216 
attractive building, not to be mistaken for a warehouse; and further opined that landscaping would 217 
mitigate screening issues from Sandhurst and adjoining properties. 218 

Discussion included lack of sidewalk along Sandhurst, and no proposed addition of one in the City’s 219 
overall sidewalk plan, due to it’s lack of connectivity with other sidewalks;  220 

Commissioner Gottfried expressed concern related to berming or screening and potentially reducing 221 
parking on site to accommodate those amenities. 222 

Commissioner Wozniak noted existing trees in the proposed sidewalk location and suggested that, if 223 
possible, they be preserved. 224 

Mr. Paschke suggested that Commissioners provide specific conditions, as staff was not suggesting a 225 
sidewalk; noting the need to balance landscape requirements with purposes and benefit to the property 226 
and neighborhood as a whole, and based on managing and enforcing winter maintenance of sidewalks. 227 

Commissioner Martinson opined that, unless the sidewalk were carried over along the entire street 228 
(Sandhurst), sidewalk only along this parcel would make it look even more commercial and not in line with 229 
the remaining neighborhood. 230 

MOTION 231 
Member Boerigter moved, seconded by Member Doherty to RECOMMEND APPROVAL of the 232 
REZONING of the parcels at 1126 Sandhurst Drive and 2167 Lexington Avenue to PUD from R-1 233 
and B-3, respectively; based on the comments and findings of Sections 4 and 5 of the project 234 
report dated March 4, 2009. 235 

Ayes: 7 236 
Nays: 0 237 
Motion carried. 238 

MOTION 239 
Member Boerigter moved, seconded by Member Bakeman Doherty to RECOMMEND APPROVAL 240 
of a GENERAL CONCEPT PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) for Wellington Management to 241 
allow the proposed redevelopment of 1126 Sandhurst Drive and 2167 Lexington Avenue; based on 242 
the comments and findings of Sections 4 – 7 and the conditions of Section 8 of the project report 243 
dated March 4, 2009; amended as follows: 244 

 Amend Condition C to include language for buffer and screening of the parking lot from 245 
Sandhurst; 246 

 Add a condition that the applicant and staff work to improve or widen the sidewalk at the 247 
northwest corner of County Road B and Lexington to mitigate the location of the existing 248 
light pole; 249 

 Add a condition that the applicant will include bicycle parking facilities on site and near 250 
the building entrance; and 251 

 Parking Spaces 252 
Add a condition that staff will work with the applicant for potential removal of seven (7) 253 
parking spaces on the west side of the parking lot and convert them to “proof of parking” 254 
to allow for greater green space in the interim, with that assurance that sufficient parking 255 
will be provided on site, and not encouraging any street parking on Sandhurst. 256 

Commissioner Best opined that he had no problem with the proposed location of the building entrance; 257 
and further opined that the tenant’s concerns for privacy were valid. 258 

Commissioner Gottfried opined that he had no problem with the proposed building entrance, given that 259 
the building’s design capacities included potential relocation with a different tenant. 260 

Commissioner Boerigter opined that, while wanting to provide a more urban feel and making the site 261 
more pedestrian friendly, the City also needed to be realistic based on human nature and their driving to 262 
the site and accessing the building adjacent to the parking lot. Commissioner Boerigter cautioned that the 263 
Commission didn’t want to encourage any parking on Sandhurst, which may be an unintended 264 
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consequence of reducing the parking lot, and therefore supported Mr. Paschke’s suggestion for “proof of 265 
parking” for future reference. 266 

Commissioner Doherty concurred with that concern, that if adequate parking were not available on site, 267 
people would park on Sandhurst, creating extremely adverse outcomes. 268 

Commissioner Gottfried supported the parking being built as required for the building’s tenants. 269 

Commissioner Martinson expressed concern regarding the traffic visibility triangle and customary speeds 270 
of traffic. 271 

Mr. Paschke noted Condition A and ongoing discussions between the applicant and staff on final 272 
placement of the building. 273 

Commissioner Boerigter noted the competing uses at that signalized intersection and nature of the 274 
generic safety triangle without looking at the specific location in question; and spoke in support of the 275 
proposed location, noting expressed concerns. 276 

Commissioner Doherty concurred with Commissioner Boerigter. 277 

Mr. Paschke noted similar examples in the community related to encroaching on the safety triangle; noted 278 
that the code was created in the 1980’s, and that the community had grown considerably since the 1930’s 279 
and 1940’s when parcels were originally platted. Mr. Paschke advised that the concerns brought forward 280 
tonight would be included in ongoing discussions and addressed prior to development and presentation of 281 
final plans. 282 

Commissioner Gottfried noted the need for consistency as this land use designation was initiated. 283 

Commissioner Boerigter opined that, in looking at the overall picture and listening to testimony, this land 284 
use should provide a more positive aspect to the neighborhood in the long run, as this area was 285 
redeveloped into a business node; and opined that there should be nominal impact to the neighborhood 286 
while fitting into what the City was trying to accomplish in redevelop those nodes. 287 

Chair Bakeman, while originally sharing neighborhood concerns, opined that those concerns had now 288 
been somewhat alleviated; and further opined that this proposed use fit with the neighborhood with 289 
appropriate screening. Chair Bakeman expressed some concerns with pedestrian and bicycle traffic that 290 
staff and the applicant needed to further address; but overall, she opined that it was a pretty good project. 291 

Ayes: 7 292 
Nays: 0 293 
Motion carried. 294 
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Rezone Parcels at 1126 Sandhurst and 2167 Lexington Avenue to PUD and Approve the 1 
General Concept PUD for Wellington Management 2 
Associate Planner Bryan Lloyd briefly reviewed the request as detailed in the staff report dated 3 
March 23, 2009.  Mr. Lloyd noted that the primary outstanding issue remained the location of the 4 
building in relationship to the traffic safety triangle; and summarized ongoing discussions and 5 
revisions since the Planning Commission meeting. 6 

Discussion included the procedure requested in this instance for rezoning compared to past 7 
rezoning and General Concept PUD requests, and staff’s clarification of a more accurately 8 
defined approach. 9 

Further discussion included rezoning without indication of underlying zoning, particularly 10 
rezoning from residential to commercial; and development potential for adjacent and 11 
surrounding properties, including those across the street. 12 

Steve Wellington, President of Wellington Management 13 
Mr. Wellington expressed appreciation for the City Council’s attention to this request; and 14 
reviewed other developments of their firm in the metropolitan area, in addition to those in 15 
Roseville.  Mr. Wellington advised that his firm was interested in doing the best job to reflect the 16 
desires of the community; and opined that the proposed project was reflective of this intent, 17 
while redeveloping this challenging site and corner location.  Mr. Wellington expressed 18 
willingness to further consider additional comments and suggestions to improve upon the 19 
proposed project. 20 

Further discussion included issues with the zero setback on County Road B and Lexington 21 
Avenue; main thoroughfare for students to access the Roseville Area High School by foot or 22 
bicycle; sight line concerns; need for additional green space; limitations on the use of that 23 
particular parcel, and challenges to increase green space and make it financially viable; potential 24 
minor adjustments to facilitate the safety triangle; and potential shifting of the building further 25 
north to increase that visibility. 26 

Additional discussion included the need to create an environment friendly for pedestrians and 27 
bicycles, not just cars and parking; further revisions prior to final development plan presentation; 28 
whether a smaller footprint and an additional story would be feasible and more appealing to the 29 
neighborhood; and need to reduce impervious coverage. 30 

Further discussion included potential acquisition of the adjoining commercial property on 31 
County Road B, and their lack of interest in relocating at this time based on approaches by the 32 
developer. 33 

Mr. Wellington advised that discussion was underway for rounding the corner of the building to 34 
increase visibility and making it more aesthetically pleasing. 35 

Sonja Simonsen, Wellington Project Manager 36 
Ms. Simonsen reviewed comments received at the neighborhood Open House, and general 37 
support of the neighborhood to see the current bank/retail site and drive-thru eliminated.  Ms. 38 
Simonsen addressed the use of the parking lot as a buffer to residential neighbors; and potential 39 
reduction of traffic with this office use.  Ms. Simonsen noted that the sidewalk would not be 40 
reduced in size with location of the building at the proposed location; and that comments and 41 
concern of the neighbors had been addressed following that meeting.  Ms. Simonsen advised 42 
that, in terms of height and density, the neighbors supported a single-story structure to keep 43 
consistent with the neighborhood feel, without blocking their view or trees. 44 
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Public Comment 45 
Paul Mergens, 1126 Sandhurst Drive 46 
Mr. Mergens opined that the general comments at the meeting were positive; with some 47 
questions raised and adequately answered by the developer; and opined that he was satisfied that 48 
this would be a benefit to the community and infringing neighborhood.  Mr. Mergens noted the 49 
plans for landscaping to shelter the residential properties, lighting addressed to not reflect in 50 
residential windows, and other provisions made by the developer in consideration of comments 51 
received. 52 

Dick Houck, 1131 Roselawn 53 
Mr. Houck expressed appreciation that Wellington was interested in this property; however, he 54 
opined that zero setback was the biggest mistake ever made, speaking specifically to its use on 55 
his corner.  Mr. Houck opined that this situation would be just as bad; and spoke in support of a 56 
10-15’ green space; and some required setback.   57 

Mayor Klausing spoke in support of the project, particularly in this economic climate.  Mayor 58 
Klausing expressed concern with the zero setback for both safety and aesthetics; and suggested 59 
approval with the understanding that before receipt of the final PUD, staff and the property 60 
owner would address and rectify those concerns. 61 

Councilmember Roe concurred with the need to resolve the corner issue; and noted that there 62 
was currently a strip of green between the sidewalk and the building, even though the sidewalk 63 
was in the right-of-way.  Councilmember Roe concurred there was also a need to address the 64 
public safety issue on that corner; and shared comments expressed at the Planning Commission 65 
meeting by Commissioner Gottfried related to relocating the main entrance to the building, while 66 
addressing tenant concerns. 67 

Councilmember Ihlan noted the comments of neighbors related to the proposed parking lot, 68 
specifically those comments and concerns of the most immediate adjacent neighbor.  69 
Councilmember Ihlan opined that she would prefer to have the collaborative process resolved 70 
prior to approval; and questioned the need for that large of a parking lot, suggesting that the 71 
building be relocated further north, with additional green space and/or buffering between the 72 
development parcel and the residential neighborhood. 73 

Klausing moved, Johnson seconded, approval of the request for REZONING the parcels at 1126 74 
Sandhurst Drive and 2167 Lexington Avenue to PUD from R-1 and B-3 respectively, as 75 
discussed in Sections 4-5 of the project report dated March 23, 2009; noting that the PUD 76 
Agreement, if approved in the FINAL phase of the PUD review process, will become the 77 
development contract on which the rezoning is based; and approval of the GENERAL 78 
CONCEPT PUD for Wellington Management to allow the proposed redevelopment of 1126 79 
Sandhurst Drive and 2167 Lexington Avenue, based on the comments and findings of Sections 80 
4-8 and the conditions of Section 9 of the project report dated March 23, 2009. 81 

Mayor Klausing spoke in support of the project; agreeing that the setback and visibility triangle 82 
still needed work; and encouraged as much buffering and green space as possible to make the 83 
transition from the neighborhood to business. 84 

Councilmember Johnson spoke in support of the rounded concept, and sought additional setback 85 
on the Lexington side with as many aesthetics as possible. 86 

Councilmember Ihlan spoke in support of detailed conditions as discussed to facilitate a 87 
collaborative process; opining that approval at this point was premature. 88 
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Councilmember Pust expressed appreciation to the developer for their willingness to work on the 89 
plan; and opined that the City Council should await those revisions, based on the concerns and 90 
needed solutions. 91 

Pust moved, Ihlan seconded, tabling consideration of this request. 92 

Roll Call 93 
Ayes: Pust and Ihlan. 94 
Nays: Johnson; Roe and Klausing. 95 
Motion failed. 96 

City Attorney Scott Anderson suggested that the City Council consider other options, such as 97 
requesting that the developer return with a second General Concept Plan, addressing expressed 98 
concerns. 99 

Mayor Klausing opined his support for this plan, with some minor tweaking. 100 

Roe moved, Klausing seconded, a motion to add a condition to the approval that the applicant 101 
and staff work to address the safety triangle related to the corner of the building on Lexington 102 
and County Road B; and to reduce the parking spaces as much as possible. 103 

Roll Call 104 
Ayes: Pust; Roe; and Klausing. 105 
Nays: Johnson and Ihlan. 106 
Motion carried. 107 

Roll Call (original motion as amended) 108 
Ayes:  Roe, Klausing 109 
Nays:  Pust, Ihlan, Johnson 110 
Motion Failed 111 

City Attorney Anderson noted that the City Council had not approved the General Concept Plan 112 
as presented; and that the City Council wished further revisions; and suggested extension of the 113 
review deadline. 114 

Klausing moved, Pust seconded, motion to authorize staff to send written notice to the applicant, 115 
extending the sixty-day review deadline. 116 

Roll Call 117 
Ayes: Pust; Ihlan; Johnson; Roe; and Klausing. 118 
Nays: None. 119 

Councilmember Pust noted that the record clearly indicates her support for this project, with 120 
proposed and minor revisions. 121 

Mr. Wellington assured Councilmembers that this process and discussion had been productive, 122 
and that they would continue their collaborative venture with staff and the neighborhood. Mr. 123 
Wellington encouraged a workshop discussion with Councilmembers that could facilitate 124 
improved designs and allow for broad community input reflecting those wishes. 125 

Councilmember Johnson opined that this was a great project; and he looked forward to resolution 126 
of remaining issues. 127 

Councilmember Ihlan spoke in support of allowing time on a future agenda and non-voting 128 
session for public input and Councilmember feedback on the project. 129 
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Our proposed development plan includes removing the existing 4,000SF TCF Bank building and 
drive-thru in order to complete the redevelopment of  the site as a new approximately 11,877SF single 
story, commercial building.  The adjacent residence at 1126 Sandhurst is being acquired in order to 
provide sufficient parking for the project.   

 The location of the building is primarily driven by the surrounding residential community.  We are 
keen to support a complete suburban community.  In order to do this, the building rests farthest from the 
neighboring houses on Sandhurst, at the SE lot line.   This was requested by the neighbors attending the 
Community Open House.  Parking remains behind the building.  Our intent is to promote safe and 
pleasant conditions for all in the neighborhood, including:   motorists, bicyclists, pedestrians, and 
residents.   

We presented our initial Site Plan for consideration on March 23rd to the City Council.  We are 
now requesting additional comment and insight from council members.  We attach an updated Site Plan 
for your consideration and note the following updates: 

• First, we propose a curved wall for the SE corner of the building.  This revision allows us 
to keep the building structure away from the 40'visibility triangle while also enhancing the 
attractiveness of the building at the intersection of County Road B and Lexington Ave.  
 

• Further, we slid the building to the north in order to provide a wider setback along Co. Rd. 
B.  This setback is now 7'-1" (compared to 0' in our original plan). By sliding the building 
north to provide a wider setback along Co. Rd. B, the setback between some of the 
parking spaces and the property line along Sandhurst is now 0' (compared to 7'-6 1/2" in 
the last plan we presented to the City).  Landscaping will still be provided and maintained 
by us, we note however that it is now within the right-of-way.  Finally, by sliding the 
building north to provide a wider setback along Co. Rd B., the building setback along 
Lexington Ave. is now 4'-0" (compared to 10'-0" in the last plan we presented to the City).   

• We updated the Site Plan to reflect landscaping for the entire site, rather than noting this 
as an additional attachment to our submittal.  We added trees and shrubs specifically 
located between the parking lot and the privacy fence that runs north-south.  The intent of 
this landscaping is to provide an even more effective buffer between our site and the 
house immediately to west.  Snow storage will now take place in the landscape area 
adjacent to the south side of the parking lot.   
 

• The row of parking spaces located to the east of the trash enclosure went from 12 spaces 
to 13 spaces.   

 
• Bike racks were relocated to the northwest corner of the building to provide additional 

protection for users rather than directly in the path of the curb cut. 
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Parks and Recreation Department 
 

 

 
To:      Mayor, City Council Members and City Manager William Malinen  

From:       Lonnie Brokke, Director of Parks and Recreation  

Date:        April 20th, 2009 

Re:  Parks and Recreation System Master Plan Update     

 
Thank you for your inquiry into the status of the Parks and Recreation System Master 
Plan update. I want to assure you that it remains a high priority for the Parks and 
Recreation Department and staff as suggested and recommended by the Community 
through Imagine Roseville 2025 with further direction and anticipation from the Parks 
and Recreation Commission, City Council and the Roseville Comprehensive Plan.  
 
General Update on Status includes: 
 
On November 17, 2008 the City Council reviewed and authorized issuing the RFP.  
 
On November 19th, 2008 the RFP’s were issued to (13) known qualified firms.  
 
On December 12, 2008, (9) proposals were received. The price range was $125,000 -
150,000. All proposals have been reviewed and are subject to some interpretation and 
will be sorted out in more detail during the interview and pre-award process, which has 
not yet been conducted.  
 
As you are fully aware, the Parks and Recreation Department is currently implementing 
a substantial operational budget reduction/reorganization plan by well over $100,000 
annually. Practically speaking, this has required a reprioritization of tasks and, for time 
being, a bit of a “muddling along” approach to the way we do business. Please bear with 
us as we work through these challenging efforts.  

I want to reiterate that the delay of implementing the planning process definitely does 
not indicate a lack of interest, diminish the need or change its priority! It is extremely 
important that this process continue and be set out with a high degree of thought, 
planning, and resident involvement from every angle and be as detailed as possible. 
The delay is required in order to have the ability to properly analyze, interview and bring 
a final recommendation to the City Council.   
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At this time; implementing the reorganization plan, preparing for the upcoming 
reaccreditation process and having the ability to tend to the numerous day to day 
operations have only temporarily delayed the planning effort. 

I do realize that this process continues to remain a high priority for the City Council, 
Parks and Recreation Commission, Community and do anticipate bringing a final 
consultant recommendation to you as soon as possible as the appropriate time and 
attention can be devoted.   

The delay on moving forward with the master planning process is certainly a bit longer 
than what I would have expected and am anxious to continue to work through the 
proposals, talk further with the proposers, develop a plan of action and finally bring that 
recommendation to the City Council.  

The aim is to re-review the proposals, narrow the field to three for interviews, confirm 
the terms and make a final recommendation to the City Council.  

 
Thank you for your guidance, direction and questions regarding the status of this 
important effort. This process will set this spectacular Parks and Recreation System in 
motion for the next 60 years. I plan to be at your meeting on April 20th to hear your 
thoughts. If you have any questions or varying thoughts from what I have outlined, 
please let me know.  
 
 



 
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

 Date:          04/20/09 
 Item No.:        13.c 

Department Approval City Manager Approval 

  

Item Description: Authorize Staff to Continue to Pursue Funding Opportunities for Twin 
Lakes Infrastructure and Environmental Cleanup 

Page 1 of 1 

BACKGROUND 1 

In February staff was contacted by Congresswoman McCollum’s office regarding needed 2 

assistance to facilitate redevelopment in the Twin Lakes area. They had been contacted by 3 

the development community and labor regarding how projects such as Twin Lakes create 4 

jobs and stimulate the economy. Staff met with the Congresswoman’s staff and discussed the 5 

Twin Lakes redevelopment area and also hosted a tour of the project area. The 6 

Congresswoman’s staff was very interested in how they might help facilitate this project. 7 

While they were not able to promise any specific financial assistance they are committed to 8 

helping us pursue traditional funding sources. 9 

In March we received short notice that an application period was open to solicit applications 10 

for the 2010 federal appropriations bill. Staff submitted an application to the 11 

Congresswoman’s office for assistance with Twin Lakes infrastructure and environmental 12 

cleanup. We just recently received notice that their staff is holding a meeting on April 27th at 13 

the Fairview Community Center to allow applicants for federal appropriations to pitch their 14 

projects. Staff is seeking support from the Council to continue to pursue these types of 15 

funding opportunities for the Twin Lakes area. Staff would continue to keep Council 16 

apprised of availability of funding opportunities and level of commitment on the part of the 17 

city. Attached is an example of the materials that staff has developed to inform potential 18 

granting agencies of the issues and opportunities in the Twin Lakes area.  19 

FINANCIAL IMPACTS 20 

There is no immediate financial impact until appropriations occur or grant awards are 21 

communicated. Financial commitment on the part of the city can vary per program. The City 22 

Council accepts or rejects awards before expenditure occurs. 23 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 24 

Authorize staff to continue to pursue funding opportunities for the redevelopment of the Twin 25 

Lakes area.  26 

REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION 27 

Motion authorizing staff to continue to pursue Federal Appropriations and other funding 28 

opportunities to facilitate the redevelopment of the Twin Lakes area.  29 

Prepared by: Duane Schwartz, Public Works Director 
Attachments: A.   Twin Lakes Redevelopment Area  

B. Twin Lakes Environmental Application  
C. Twin Lakes Infrastructure Project Application 
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Background

Over the past 20 years, the City of Roseville has worked 
to facilitate land use change within the Twin Lakes Re-
development Area. The vision for this area has evolved 
from a business park in 1988 to a mixed-use area that 
includes a variety of offi ce, service, and residential uses 
today. Through the development of a master plan and 
creation of design guidelines, this area is planned to 
become a desirable working and living environment with 
physical connectivity and visual cohesiveness.

Located at an interchange of Interstate 35W, Twin Lakes 
has excellent access to the regional marketplace. How-
ever, due to the area’s blighted condition, it has been dif-
fi cult for interested developers to secure tenants for new 
buildings or fi nancing projects. Two key impediments 
to development within this area are the known environ-
mental contamination and the lack of adequate public 
infrastructure.

Extensive environmental assessment activities have taken 
place within the Twin Lakes Redevelopment Area. Initi-
ated by both the City and the private sector, these studies 
have identifi ed widespread petroleum-related contamina-
tion and areas of hazardous substances. These fi ndings 
were not surprising as trucking-related uses predominat-
ed this area for forty years. Unfortunately, these studies 
have not resulted in parties initiating cleanup of this area. 
Brownfi elds redevelopment is a paradox in that generally 
cleanup will not occur without development and devel-
opment cannot occur without cleanup. To eliminate this 
barrier, the City would like to initiate the environmental 
cleanup in this area. 

When the Twin Lakes area was initially developed, an in-
ternal network of roads was not constructed. The trucking 
operations accessed the regional roadway network via 
drives directly onto the county road system. To redevelop 
this area into the mixed-use area as planned, an internal 
roadway system is needed to allow internal circulation. 
Twin Lakes Parkway and Mount Ridge Road will form 
the east-west and north-south spines for this new road 
network. These streets are being designed as complete 
streets to promote safe walking and bicycling and to 
decrease the reliance on the automobile in the area.

Redevelopment of the Twin Lakes Area is an extremely 
important project for Roseville. Without the City taking 
a leadership role in the environmental cleanup and the 
construction of needed public improvements, redevel-
opment opportunities within Twin Lakes will continue 
to languish. The City has received $528,000 from the 
Minnesota Department of Employment and Economic 

The Twin Lakes Redevelopment Area is located within the 
Interstate 35W corridor and is only 6 miles to downtown Min-
neapolis and the University of Minnesota West Bank Campus. 
The East Bank Campus of the University is 2 miles from this 
site and downtown St. Paul is 10 miles. Due to the proximity to 
both downtowns and university campuses, it is one of the prime 
redevelopment opportunities within the Twin Cities Metropoli-
tan Area. 

Twin Lakes Twin Lakes 
Redevelopment AreaRedevelopment Area

Downtown Minneapolis
University of Minnesota

I-35W

The groundwork has been laid...

The City is ready and has the capacity to bring this to com-
pletion. The City would like to break ground on Twin Lakes 
Parkway by July 1, 2009. Actions that have been taken to 
bring this project to a start include:

Twin Lakes Parkway is included the Comprehensive    
 Plan as an important transportation corridor

Right-of-way offi  cially mapped for Twin Lakes Park-   
 way

State environmental review and mitigation plan    
 completed

Roadway contamination investigation underway 
Roadway design underway with 90-percent plans    

 expected to be completed by the end of February
Right-of-way appraisals underway 

Land acquisition set to begin 

Northeas
t Diagnol Corrid

or

Development to assist with the implementation of the ini-
tial phase of infrastructure construction; however, this is 
only a small fraction of the $31 million required to create 
a “development-ready” site.
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Twin Lakes Redevelopment Project City of Roseville2

Project Benefi ts

Job Sustained & Created

The following job projections are based on development that 
is anticipated within the Twin Lakes Area.

Short-Term Jobs
    # of Jobs
Infrastructure Construction 315 
Building Construction* 3,990

Long-Term Jobs
   # of Jobs   Average Wage/Yr. 
Offi ce* 2,350  $33,000 - $63,000 
Service* 380  $19,000 - $27,000

*Estimates based on full build out of Twin Lakes 
with 790,000 sq. ft. of offi ce, 255,000 sq. ft. of 
service, and 165 multi-family housing units.

Green Infrastructure

Includes permeable paving to decrease runoff from • 
paved surfaces 

Uses a stormwater reuse system to capture runoff in  • 
below-ground storage chambers so it can be re-used to 
irrigate landscaping 

Integrates native plants into the landscaping as they • 
can survive winter cold and summer heat, require little 
irrigation or fertilizer, and are resistant to most pests 
and diseases, creating a both a low-maintenance and 
attractive streetscape

Incorporates landscaped connections between the de-• 
velopment and Langton Lake
Park

Smart Growth & 

Transit-Supportive Development

Supports infi ll business and residential development in • 
the core metropolitan area, which decreases develop-
ment pressure on the urban edge—resulting is less urban 
sprawl

Maintains community vibrancy through investment in an • 
aging inner-ring suburb

Allows offi ce and housing densities supportive of mass • 
transportation and opportunity to expand on Metro Tran-
sit’s park-and-ride investment

Adjacent to the Northeast Diagonal, a future transit cor-• 
ridor connecting Minneapolis to White Bear Lake

Supports active living by developing a pedestrian friendly • 
environment with interconnected uses

 

Brownfi elds Cleanup

Eliminates environmental hazards through planned and • 
monitored remediation activities in an area of community 
concern

Decreases negative environmental impacts to Langton • 
Lake and Langton Lake Park

Renews an area known for blight and environmental un-• 
knowns to an area of community opportunity

Beyond the anticipated $150 million increase in market 
value, redevelopment of the Twin Lakes area will pro-
vide many benefi ts to Roseville. This project creates and 
sustains jobs for community residents. It also facilitates 
cleanup of environmental contamination adjacent to 
Langton Lake Park. By using smart growth and transit-

supportive development principles and green-infrastructure 
techniques, this project will improve the community’s 
overall environmental sustainability. 
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Environmental Remediation

Environmental contamination is well documented within 
the Twin Lakes Redevelopment Area, but is not fully un-
derstood. In the early 2000s, the City, with fi nancial assis-
tance from the U.S. EPA, conducted an area-wide Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessment and groundwater stud-
ies. As the majority of land within this area is privately 
owned, the City’s efforts were limited to publicly owned 
right-of-way. Property owners have also conducted as-
sessment activities on individual sites. Both City- and 
property-owner-led investigations have found widespread 
petroleum contamination as well as areas of hazardous 
substance contamination in the soil and groundwater. 

Soil and groundwater contamination includes:
Diesel-range organic compounds • 
Gasoline-range organic compounds• 
Benzene, ethylbenzene, toluene, and xylene• 
Volatile organic compounds (VOCs)• 
Chlorinated VOCs• 

To date, the source of the groundwater contamination has 
not been found.

Without outside intervention, environmental cleanup 
is anticipated to occur incrementally, prior to project 
construction. The City created a TIF Hazardous Sub-
stance Subdistrict for this area. The income generated by 
this district is expected to drop below its projection as 
its value is derived from the existing market value of the 
properties, which are expected to decrease with the 2010 
assessment. The cleanup costs far exceeded the City’s 
ability to pay with the more favorable initial projection, 
thus the existing gap will increase.

Needed Activities

Enroll the area into the State’s Voluntary Cleanup • 
Program and Petroleum Cleanup Program
Finalize subsurface of soil and water investigation• 
Undertake remedial planning• 

Implement action plans• 

Estimated Cost

$16 million

Although secured by a fence, people fi nd 
ways in.

Twin Lakes 1974. This area was contami-
nated because of its historical trucking 
uses.

Illegal dumping of rubbish continues to 
occur.
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Infrastructure Improvements

Since the mid-1990s, the City has planned the construc-
tion of a new east-west street, Twin Lakes Parkway, and 
new north-south street, Mount Ridge Road. The City 
anticipated that this area would be developed by a master 
developer, who would construct all the infrastructure as 
part of their project. Based on changes in market dynam-
ics, the City’s position is shifting and it believes that it 
needs to take the lead in implementing infrastructure 
improvements within this area.

In order to spark interest in the Twin Lakes Redevel-
opment Area, Roseville initiated the design of public 
infrastructure. The existing infrastructure is inadequate 
to meet the mixed-use vision for this area. The City is 
currently designing the needed water and sewer utilities, 
streets, sidewalks and pathways, and streetscaping for 
this area. The new infrastructure will create a vibrant, pe-
destrian friendly development, setting the tone for future 
private investment. 

Environmental sustainability for this project is also a key 
objective. To conserve water consumption within the 
area, the City will use lower-maintenance native vegeta-
tion to landscape and is designing its stormwater manage-
ment system to reuse stormwater for irrigation.

The City would like to commence construction of this 
infrastructure during the 2009 construction season. 

Planned Improvements

Right-of-way acquisition• 
Building demolition • 
Twin Lakes Parkway construction• 
Mount Ridge Road construction• 
Iona Lane construction• 
Prior Avenue construction• 
I-35W ramp improvements• 
Arthur Street improvements• 
Sidewalks, pathways, and streetscaping construction• 
Sanitary- and storm-sewer and water-main installa-• 
tion

Estimated Cost

$15 million

dra
ft

The future entrance of Twin Lakes Park-
way from I-35W and Cleveland Avenue.

Prior Avenue. Reconstruction of this street 
will benefi t new and existing development.

Planned Roadway Network. Twin Lakes 
Parkway runs generally east to west and 
Mount Ridge Road and Prior Avenue run 
north and south.
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Partnerships

The City has developed collaborative partnerships with 
several government entities during its redevelopment 
eff orts within the Twin Lakes Redevelopment Area. These 
partnerships include:

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency• 

Minnesota Department  of Employment & Economic • 
Development

Metropolitan Council• 

Metro Transit• 

Ramsey County• 

Rendering of the Metro Transit Park-and-Ride facility 
planned for the corner of Iona Lane and Mount Ridge 
Road

Contact Information

For additional information, please contact any of the fol-
lowing people.

Patrick Trudgeon
Community Development Director
Telephone: 651/792-7071
Email: pat.trudgeon@ci.roseville.mn.us

Bill Malinen
City Manager
Telephone: 651/792-7021
email: bill.malinen@ci.roseville.mn.us

Craig Klausing
Mayor
Telephone: 651-308-8916
Email: craigklausing@comcast.net

Summary

The City of Roseville is ready to move forward with 
redevelopment of the Twin Lakes area and is seeking 
assistance from the federal government to help jump start 
this project. The transformation of this blighted industrial 
area to that of an integrated mixed-use development is 
anticipated to provide:

$150 million in new market value and over 2,700 • 
jobs when completed
Improved environmental conditions on the site and • 
the surrounding area through brownfi elds cleanup 
and construction of green infrastructure
Smart growth and transit-supportive development • 
by concentrating dense development within the core 
metropolitan area 

Over the last two decades this project has been sty-
mied due to known environmental conditions and lack 
of adequate public infrastructure. Estimated costs for 
brownfi elds remediation and infrastructure construction 
is $31 million. The City has created a tax increment fi -
nancing (TIF) district and has worked with federal, state, 
and regional partners to help leverage funding for this 
project. TIF and outside resources are often predicated on 
known development, not anticipated development. Under  
current economic conditions, the City’s ability to fi nance 
this project itself or leverage resources for this project is 
limited. 

The City’s goal for the Twin Lakes Redevelopment Area 
is to have it development-ready by the time the economy 
rebounds. Without outside resources, this goal cannot be 
met.

Project Needs

Brownfi elds Cleanup $16 million

Infrastructure Construction $15 million

Total $31 million



 

 

Organization Name: 

 
* Project Name: 

 
 
Project Contact Information 

Pat Trudgeon 

City of Roseville 

2660 Civic Center Dr. 

Roseville, MN 55113 

(651) 792-7071 

(651)792-7070 

Pat.trudgeon@ci.roseville.mn.us 

 
Project Information 

• A brief description of the activity or project. (4500 characters or less): 
 

Over the past 20 years, the City of Roseville has worked to facilitate land use change within the 
Twin Lakes Redevelopment Area. The vision for this area has evolved from a business park in 
1988 to a mixed-use area that includes a variety of office, service, and residential uses today. 
Through the development of a master plan and creation of design guidelines, this area is planned 
to become a desirable working and living environment with physical connectivity between uses 
and the surrounding area and visual cohesiveness. 
 
Located at an interchange of Interstate 35W, Twin Lakes has excellent access to the regional 
marketplace. However, due to the area’s blighted condition, it has been difficult for interested 
developers to secure tenants for new buildings or financing projects. Two key impediments to 
development within this area are the known environmental contamination and the lack of 
adequate public infrastructure. 
 
Extensive environmental assessment activities have taken place within the Twin Lakes 
Redevelopment Area. Initiated by both the City and the private sector, these studies have 
identified widespread petroleum-related contamination and areas of hazardous substances. These 
findings were not surprising as trucking-related uses predominated this area for forty years. 
Unfortunately, these studies have not resulted in parties initiating cleanup of this area. 
Brownfields redevelopment is a paradox in that generally cleanup will not occur without 
development and development cannot occur without cleanup. To eliminate this barrier, the City 
would like to initiate the environmental cleanup in this area.  
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When the Twin Lakes area was initially developed, an internal network of roads was not 
constructed. The trucking operations accessed the regional roadway network via drives directly 
onto the county road system. To redevelop this area into the mixed-use area as planned, an 
internal roadway system is needed to allow internal circulation. Twin Lakes Parkway and Mount 
Ridge Road will form the east-west and north-south spines for this new road network. These 
streets are being designed as complete streets to promote safe walking and bicycling and to 
decrease the reliance on the automobile in the area. 
 
Redevelopment of the Twin Lakes Area is an extremely important project for Roseville. Without 
the City taking a leadership role in the environmental cleanup and the construction of needed 
public improvements, redevelopment opportunities within Twin Lakes will continue to languish. 
 
 
 
Please provide comprehensive but concise answers to the following questions: (150 words 
or less) 
* What is the total project cost (from all funding sources and all years)?: 
 
* What amount are you requesting for this project in FY 2010? (Your request should not exceed 
the amount that will be used in one year.) Input as a number without dollar signs, commas, or 
decimals.: 
 
* What is your budget for the amount you are requesting for this project in FY 2010? (For 
example: salary - $40,000; computer $3,000; etc...): 
 
* What other funding sources are contributing to this project? What is the amount that each is 
contributing?: 
 
 
* Has the potential recipient received Federal funding from any agency in the past five years?: 

No 

Yes 
 
If yes, specify from which federal agency the organization has received funding. If the 
organization or proposed project has received a federal earmark appropriation in the past five 
years please include the Congressional office that submitted the request: 
 
-Department of Justice 
-Environmental Protection Agency 
-Department of Homeland Security 
-Department of Transportation 
-Department of the Interior 



 

 

Organization Name: City of Roseville 
 
* Project Name: Twin Lakes Infrastructure Project 
 
Project Contact Information 

Pat Trudgeon 
City of Roseville 
2660 Civic Center Dr. 
Roseville, MN 55113 
(651) 792-7071 
(651)792-7070 
Pat.trudgeon@ci.roseville.mn.us 
 
Project Information 

A brief description of the activity or project. (4500 characters or less): 

General Project Overview 

Over the past 20 years, the City of Roseville has worked to facilitate land use change within the 
Twin Lakes Redevelopment Area. The vision for this area has evolved from a business park in 
1988 to a mixed-use area that includes a variety of office, service, and residential uses today. 
Through the development of a master plan and creation of design guidelines, this area is planned 
to become a desirable working and living environment with physical connectivity between uses 
and the surrounding area and visual cohesiveness. 
 
Located at an interchange of Interstate 35W, Twin Lakes has excellent access to the regional 
marketplace. However, due to the area’s blighted condition, it has been difficult for interested 
developers to secure tenants for new buildings or financing projects. Two key impediments to 
development within this area are the known environmental contamination and the lack of 
adequate public infrastructure. 
 
Project Specifics 
 
Extensive environmental assessment activities have taken place within the Twin Lakes Redevelopment 
Area. Initiated by both the City and the private sector, these studies have identified widespread 
petroleum-related contamination and areas of hazardous substances. These findings were not surprising as 
trucking-related uses predominated this area for forty years. Unfortunately, these studies have not resulted 
in parties initiating cleanup of this area. Brownfields redevelopment is a paradox in that generally cleanup 
will not occur without development and development cannot occur without cleanup. To eliminate this 
barrier, the City would like to undertake comprehensive environmental assessment to fully characterize 
the level and extent of soil and groundwater contamination and develop the appropriate mitigation plans 
in order to bring closure to these sites.  
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Please provide comprehensive but concise answers to the following questions: (150 words 
or less) 
* What is the total project cost (from all funding sources and all years)?: 
 
17000000 
 
* What amount are you requesting for this project in FY 2010? (Your request should not exceed 
the amount that will be used in one year.) Input as a number without dollar signs, commas, or 
decimals.: 
 
1000000 
 
* What is your budget for the amount you are requesting for this project in FY 2010? (For 
example: salary - $40,000; computer $3,000; etc...): 
 
Environmental Assessment  500000 
Environmental Planning 500000 
 
* What other funding sources are contributing to this project? What is the amount that each is 
contributing?: 
 
* Has the potential recipient received Federal funding from any agency in the past five years?: 

No 

Yes 
 
If yes, specify from which federal agency the organization has received funding. If the 
organization or proposed project has received a federal earmark appropriation in the past five 
years please include the Congressional office that submitted the request: 
 
-Department of Justice 
-Environmental Protection Agency 
-Department of Homeland Security 
-Department of Transportation 
-Department of the Interior 
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