
 
  

 
 

   City Council Agenda 
Monday, May 11, 2009  

6:00 p.m. 
City Council Chambers 

(Times are Approximate) 
 

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

6:02 p.m. 2. Approve Agenda 
 

6:05 p.m. 3. Public Comment 
 

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

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

6:25.m. 6. 
 

Approve Minutes 
 

  a. Approve Minutes of  April 27, 2009 Meeting                       
 

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

  a. Approve Payments 
 

  b. Approve General Purchases and Sales of Surplus Goods in 
Excess of $5,000 

 
  c. Receive 1st Quarter Financial Report 

 
  d. Approve Twin Lakes Right-of-Way Stipulation 

Agreements 
 

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

 9. General Ordinances for Adoption 
 

 10. Presentations 
 

6:50 p.m.  a. Joint Meeting with Planning Commission  
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7:30 p.m.  b. 2008 Storm Water Report  

 
 11. Public Hearings 

 
 12. Business Items (Action Items) 

 
7:40 p.m.  a. Adopt Resolution to Approve Art Mueller request for a 

Comprehensive Land Use Map Amendment, Rezoning, 
and Approve General Concept Planned Unit Development 
to redevelop the property at 2025 County Road B into a 
Senior Living Community (PF09-002) 

 
8:10 p.m.  b. Authorize a Joint Fiber Optic Installation Project  

 
8:30 p.m.  c. Approve Wellington Management request  for Rezoning 

of 1126 Sandhurst Drive and 2167 Lexington Avenue to 
Planned Unit Development (PUD) and Approve General 
Concept PUD (PF09-003) 

 
8:45 p.m.  d. Approve 2009 Budget Adjustments, and   

     Consider Alternative Revenue Sources  
 

 13. Business Items – Presentations/Discussions 
 

8:55 p.m.  a. Discuss Twin Lakes Code Enforcement 
 

9:10 p.m.  b. Discuss Recovery of Environmental Clean up Costs at 
Twin Lakes  

 
9:20 p.m. 14. City Manager Future Agenda Review 

 
9:25 p.m. 15. Councilmember Initiated Items for Future Meetings 

 
 16. Adjourn 

 
 
Some Upcoming Public Meetings……… 
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 
Tuesday May 19 6:00 p.m. Housing & Redevelopment Authority 
Monday May 25 - Observation of Memorial Day City Offices Closed 
Tuesday May 26 6:30 p.m. Public Works, Environment & Transportation Commission 
Tuesday Jun 2 6:30 p.m. Parks & Recreation Commission 
Wednesday Jun 3 6:30 p.m. Planning Commission 
Monday Jun 8 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: 5/11/2009 
 Item No.:           7.a  

Department Approval Acting 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     $281,591.08
54961-55092              $287,252.56 

Total $568,843.64
 5 

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

appropriate for the goods and services received.   7 

POLICY OBJECTIVE 8 

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

FINANCIAL IMPACTS 10 

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

reserves. 12 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 13 

Staff recommends approval of all payment of claims. 14 

REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION 15 

Motion to approve the payment of claims as submitted 16 

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

 Date: 5/11/09 
 Item No.:              7.b 

Department Approval Acting 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 

 8 

Sale of Surplus Vehicles or Equipment 9 

City Staff have identified surplus vehicles and equipment that have been replaced and/or are no longer 10 

needed to deliver City programs and services.  These surplus items will either be traded in on replacement 11 

items or will be sold in a public auction or bid process.  The items include the following: 12 

 13 

Department Item / Description 
n/a n/a 

POLICY OBJECTIVE 14 

Required under City Code 103.05. 15 

FINANCIAL IMPACTS 16 

Funding for all items is provided for in the current operating or capital budget. 17 

Department Vendor Item / Description Amount 
Water DSG Metering 500 Badger water meters $ 39,405.00
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION 18 

Staff recommends the City Council approve the submitted purchases or contracts for service and, if 19 

applicable, authorize the trade-in/sale of surplus items. 20 

REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION 21 

Motion to approve the submitted list of general purchases, contracts for services, and if applicable the 22 

trade-in/sale of surplus equipment. 23 

 24 

 25 
Prepared by: Chris Miller, Finance Director 
Attachments: A: None 
 26 



 
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

 Date: 5/11/09 
 Item No.:               7.c  

Department Approval Acting City Manager Approval 

  

Item Description: 2009 1st Quarter Financial Report 
 

Page 1 of 14 

BACKGROUND 1 

In an effort to keep the Council informed on the City’s fiscal condition, a comparison of the 2009 revenues 2 

and expenditures for the period ending March 31, 2009 (unaudited) is shown below.  This comparison is 3 

presented in accordance with the City’s Operating Budget Policy, which reads (in part) as follows: 4 

 5 

The Finance Department will prepare regular reports comparing actual expenditures to 6 

budgeted amounts as part of the budgetary control system.  These reports shall be 7 

distributed to the City Council on a periodic basis. 8 

 9 

The comparison shown below includes those programs and services that constitute the City’s core functions 10 

and for which changes in financial trends can have a near-term impact on the ability to maintain current 11 

service levels.  Programs such as debt service and tax increment financing which are governed by pre-12 

existing obligations and restricted revenues are not shown.  In addition, expenditures in the City’s vehicle 13 

and equipment replacement programs are not shown as these expenditures are specifically tied to pre-14 

established sinking funds.  Unlike some of the City’s operating budgets, these sinking funds are not 15 

susceptible to year-to-year fluctuations.  In these instances, annual reviews are considered sufficient. 16 

 17 

The information is presented strictly on a cash basis which measures only the actual revenues that have 18 

been deposited and the actual expenditures that have been paid.  This is in contrast with the City’s audited 19 

year-end financial report which attempts to measure revenues earned but not collected, as well as costs 20 

incurred but not yet paid. 21 

 22 

It should be noted that many of the City’s revenue streams such as property taxes, are non-recurring or are 23 

received intermittently throughout the year.  This can result in wide revenue fluctuations from month to 24 

month.  In addition, some of the City’s expenditures such as capital replacements are also non-recurring and 25 

subject to wide fluctuations.  To accommodate these differences, a comparison is made to historical results 26 

to identify whether any new trends exist. 27 

 28 
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Citywide Revenue & Expenditure Comparison 29 

The following table depicts the 2009 revenues and expenditures for the fiscal period ending March 31, 30 

2009 for the City’s core programs and services. 31 

 32 
   2009 2009 % %  
   Budget Actual Actual Norm. Diff. 
Revenues       
 General property taxes   $ 10,768,860   $                  -  0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
 Intergovernmental revenue           864,000           129,523  15.0% 13.5% 1.5% 
 Licenses & permits        1,332,400           105,837  7.9% 18.4% -10.5% 
 Charges for services      16,168,650        1,491,864  9.2% 10.2% -1.0% 
 Fines and forfeits           286,000             33,518  11.7% 18.0% -6.2% 
 Cable franchise fees           322,500                       -  0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
 Rentals / Lease           325,675           106,375  32.7% 47.9% -15.2% 
 Donations             38,500                  510  1.3% 3.4% -2.1% 
 Interest earnings           434,860                       -  0.0% 0.0% n/a 
 Miscellaneous           508,550             33,501  6.6% 17.0% -10.4% 
        
 Total Revenues   $ 31,049,995   $   1,901,128  6.1% 7.4% -1.2% 
        
        
   2009 2009 % %  
   Budget Actual Actual Norm. Diff. 
Expenditures       
 General government   $   1,716,800   $      392,130  22.8% 19.2% 3.7% 
 Public safety        7,750,975        1,673,301  21.6% 23.8% -2.2% 
 Public works        2,385,375           509,062  21.3% 24.6% -3.3% 
 Information technology           961,680           159,109  16.5% 25.8% -9.3% 
 Communications           323,500           137,113  42.4% 45.9% -3.5% 
 Recreation        3,750,045           682,502  18.2% 19.9% -1.7% 
 Community development        1,317,055           258,570  19.6% 20.6% -1.0% 
 License Center        1,245,375           208,022  16.7% 19.4% -2.7% 
 Sanitary Sewer        4,085,000           824,304  20.2% 20.3% -0.1% 
 Water        5,624,950           589,556  10.5% 10.0% 0.5% 
 Storm Drainage        1,457,575             33,196  2.3% 14.5% -12.2% 
 Golf Course           404,200             28,369  7.0% 13.5% -6.5% 
 Recycling           357,550           113,915  31.9% 29.3% 2.6% 
        
 Total Expenditures   $ 31,380,080   $   5,609,149  17.9% 19.7% -1.8% 

 33 
Table Comments: 34 

 ‘% Actual’ column depicts the percentage spent compared to the budget 35 
 ‘% Norm’ column depicts the percentage of expenditures we normally incur during this period as measured over the 36 

previous 3 years 37 
 ‘Diff’ column depicts the difference between the percentage actually spent and the percentage we typically incur.   A 38 

percentage difference of 10% or more in this column would be considered significant 39 

 40 
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Revenue and Expenditure Comments 41 

Overall, revenues and expenditures were slightly lower than expected.  Licenses and Permit revenue were 42 

significantly lower reflected the continued downturn in the economy.  Rental and Lease revenue were also 43 

lower partially due to the timing of collections.  Most operating divisions experienced lower than expected 44 

expenditures resulting from personnel vacancies and a reduction in employee training.  Lower equipment 45 

and other capital replacements also contributed to the decline. 46 

 47 

Final Comments 48 

The City’s overall financial condition remains strong, but the sustained economic downturn could result in 49 

the loss of state aid, lower license and permit revenues, and diminished interest earnings. 50 

 51 
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General Fund Summary 52 

The following table depicts the 2009 financial activity for the General Fund for the fiscal period ending 53 

March 31, 2009 (unaudited). 54 

 55 
   2009 2009 % %  
   Budget Actual Actual Expect. Diff. 
Revenues       
 General property taxes   $   8,910,360   $                     -  0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
 Intergovernmental revenue           864,000              129,523  15.0% 13.5% 1.5% 
 Licenses & permits           282,400                19,987  7.1% 5.4% 1.7% 
 Charges for services        1,050,000                  8,335  0.8% 16.3% -15.6% 
 Fines and forfeits           286,000                33,518  11.7% 18.0% -6.2% 
 Donations                       -                          -  0.0% 0.0% n/a 
 Interest earnings           257,360                          -  0.0% 0.0% n/a 
 Miscellaneous           125,000                  2,337  1.9% 3.2% -1.3% 
        
 Total Revenues   $ 11,775,120   $         193,701  1.6% 3.1% -1.5% 
        
Expenditures       
 General government   $   1,716,800   $         392,130  22.8% 19.2% 3.7% 
 Public safety        7,750,975           1,673,301  21.6% 23.8% -2.2% 
 Public works        2,385,375              509,062  21.3% 24.6% -3.3% 
 Other                       -                          -  n/a n/a n/a 
        
 Total Expenditures   $ 11,853,150   $      2,574,493  21.7% 23.3% -1.5% 

 56 

Comments: 57 

General Fund revenues and expenditures were near expected levels.  Notable exceptions include: 58 

 59 

1) Charges for services revenue was lower than expected due to delayed allocation of internal service 60 

charges. 61 

 62 

The primary concerns for the General Funds’ financial condition include the pending loss of state aid and 63 

the potential for less than expected interest earnings due to the continued economic downturn.  The City 64 

should also be concerned about the General Fund’s overall reserve levels which have dropped to 31% of the 65 

annual operating budget.  This is well below the 50% amount prescribed by Council-adopted policies and 66 

industry-recommended standards. 67 

 68 
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Information Technology Fund Summary 69 

The following table depicts the 2009 financial activity for the Information Technology Fund for the fiscal 70 

period ending March 31, 2009 (unaudited). 71 

 72 
   2009 2009 % %  
   Budget Actual Actual Expect. Diff. 
Revenues       
 Charges for services   $      564,005   $      117,816  20.9% 16.7% 4.2% 
 General property taxes             50,000                       -  0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
 Rentals / Lease           272,675             94,881  34.8% 52.0% -17.2% 
 Miscellaneous             75,000               4,500  6.0% 5.3% 0.7% 
        
 Total Revenues   $      961,680   $      217,197  22.6% 26.8% -4.2% 
        
Expenditures       
 Information technology           961,680           159,109  16.5% 25.8% -9.3% 
 Other                       -                       -  n/a n/a n/a 
        
 Total Expenditures   $      961,680   $      159,109  16.5% 25.8% -9.3% 

 73 

Comments: 74 

Information Technology revenues and expenditures were lower than expected.  Rental and Lease revenue 75 

was lower than expected due to the timing of collection efforts.  Expenditures were also lower due to lower 76 

overall investments in IT assets compared to prior years. 77 

 78 

The Information Technology Fund is expected to continue to face challenges in meeting unmet citywide 79 

needs.  Current funding sources are insufficient to replace city equipment at the end of their useful lives.  In 80 

addition, the Fund has no cash reserves rendering it unable to provide for any new initiatives.  A computer 81 

replacement charge to other funds is expected to be recommended with the 2010 Budget to improve the 82 

Fund’s financial stability. 83 

 84 
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Communications Fund Summary 85 

The following table depicts the 2009 financial activity for the Communications Fund for the fiscal period 86 

ending March 31, 2009 (unaudited). 87 

 88 
   2009 2009 % %  
   Budget Actual Actual Expect. Diff. 
Revenues       
 Cable franchise fees   $      322,500   $                  -  0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
 Interest earnings               1,000                       -  0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
 Miscellaneous                       -                       -  n/a n/a n/a 
        
 Total Revenues   $      323,500   $                  -  0.0% 0.1% -0.1% 
        
Expenditures       
 Communications   $      323,500   $      137,113  42.4% 45.9% -3.5% 
 Other                       -                       -  n/a n/a n/a 
        
 Total Expenditures   $      323,500   $      137,113  42.4% 45.9% -3.5% 

 89 

Comments: 90 

Communications Fund revenues and expenditures were near expected levels but comparable to prior years. 91 

 Typically, the City does not receive its first share of cable franchise fees until the 2nd Quarter. 92 

 93 

The Communications Fund is currently in good financial condition with a cash reserve of $184,000 or 64% 94 

of the annual operating budget.  However, the uncertainty of future cable franchise fees, such as the 95 

abolishment of local franchising authority, may warrant the development of a contingency plan in the event 96 

this revenue stream ceases. 97 

 98 
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Recreation Fund Summary 99 

The following table depicts the 2009 financial activity for the Recreation Fund for the fiscal period ending 100 

March 31, 2009 (unaudited). 101 

 102 
   2009 2009 % %  
   Budget Actual Actual Expect. Diff. 
Revenues       
 General property taxes   $   1,858,500   $                  -  0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
 Charges for services        1,749,495           368,009  21.0% 26.0% -4.9% 
 Rentals / Lease             53,000             11,495  21.7% 28.6% -6.9% 
 Donations             38,500                  510  1.3% 3.4% -2.1% 
 Interest earnings               6,500                       -  0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
 Miscellaneous             44,050               5,938  13.5% 54.6% -41.1% 
        
 Total Revenues   $   3,750,045   $      385,952  10.3% 13.2% -2.9% 
        
Expenditures       
 Recreation        3,750,045           682,502  18.2% 19.9% -1.7% 
 Other                       -                       -  n/a n/a n/a 
        
 Total Expenditures   $   3,750,045   $      682,502  18.2% 19.9% -1.7% 

 103 

Comments: 104 

Recreation Fund revenues and expenditures are at expected levels.  Revenues were slightly lower due to 105 

reduced program fees and facility rentals.  Expenditures were lower due to personnel vacancies. 106 

 107 

The Recreation Fund is currently in fair financial condition with a cash reserve of $429,000 or 12% of the 108 

annual operating budget.  The Council-adopted policy recommends a reserve level of 25%.  Additional 109 

reserves will be needed to ensure program stability.  Absent the elimination of some non-fee programs, 110 

additional property taxes remain the most viable option for improving the overall condition. 111 

 112 
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Community Development Fund Summary 113 

The following table depicts the 2009 financial activity for the Community Development Fund for the fiscal 114 

period ending March 31, 2009 (unaudited). 115 

 116 
   2009 2009 % %  
   Budget Actual Actual Expect. Diff. 
Revenues       
 Licenses & permits   $   1,050,000   $        85,850  8.2% 22.6% -14.5% 
 Charges for services                       -               4,989  0.0% 0.0% n/a 
 Fines and forfeits                       -                       -  0.0% 0.0% n/a 
 Interest earnings             10,000                       -  0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
 Miscellaneous           130,000               5,218  4.0% 15.0% -11.0% 
        
 Total Revenues   $   1,190,000   $        96,057  8.1% 22.0% -13.9% 
        
Expenditures       
 Community development        1,317,055           258,570  19.6% 20.6% -1.0% 
 Other                       -                       -  n/a n/a n/a 
        
 Total Expenditures   $   1,317,055   $      258,570  19.6% 20.6% -1.0% 

 117 

Comments: 118 

Community Development Fund revenues are below expected levels resulting from less building activity and 119 

corresponding Licenses and Permit revenues.  Expenditures are at near levels. 120 

 121 

The Community Development Fund is currently in good financial condition with a cash reserve of 122 

$404,000 or 33% of the annual operating budget.  However the City needs to remain mindful of current 123 

economic conditions and the viability of redevelopment opportunities.  A sustained slowdown in housing 124 

and/or commercial development will impact the Fund’s ability to sustain current staffing and service levels. 125 

 126 
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License Center Fund Summary 127 

The following table depicts the 2009 financial activity for the License Center Fund for the fiscal period 128 

ending March 31, 2009 (unaudited). 129 

 130 
   2009 2009 % %  
   Budget Actual Actual Expect. Diff. 
Revenues       
 Charges for services   $   1,245,375   $      148,495  11.9% 21.3% -9.4% 
 Miscellaneous                       -                       -  n/a n/a n/a 
        
 Total Revenues   $   1,245,375   $      148,495  11.9% 21.3% -9.4% 
        
Expenditures       
 License Center operations        1,245,375           208,022  16.7% 19.4% -2.7% 
 Other                       -                       -  n/a n/a n/a 
        
 Total Expenditures   $   1,245,375   $      208,022  16.7% 19.4% -2.7% 

 131 

Comments: 132 

License Center Fund revenues are down significantly due to the continued downturn in the local economy.  133 

New and used car sales have decreased which in turn results in less titling fees at the License Center.  In 134 

addition, consumer demand for passports has also waned due to reduced travel to other countries.  135 

Expenditures are below expected levels due to a reduction in hours and wages from part-time employees as 136 

well as leaving a budgeted full-time position vacant. 137 

 138 

The License Center Fund is currently in good financial condition with a cash reserve of $306,000 or 29% of 139 

the annual operating budget.  However the City needs to stay cognizant of increased competition from other 140 

area licensing centers, as well as new federal or state mandates that could result in higher operating costs.  141 

A sustained economic downturn also poses a risk. 142 

 143 
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Sanitary Sewer Fund Summary 144 

The following table depicts the 2009 financial activity for the Sanitary Sewer Fund for the fiscal period 145 

ending March 31, 2009 (unaudited). 146 

 147 
   2009 2009 % %  
   Budget Actual Actual Expect. Diff. 
Revenues       
 Charges for services   $   3,985,000   $      319,637  8.0% 5.5% 2.5% 
 Interest earnings           100,000                       -  0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
 Miscellaneous                       -                       -  n/a n/a n/a 
        
 Total Revenues   $   4,085,000   $      319,637  7.8% 5.4% 2.4% 
        
Expenditures       
 Sanitary Sewer operations        4,085,000           824,304  20.2% 20.3% -0.1% 
 Other                       -                       -  n/a n/a n/a 
        
 Total Expenditures   $   4,085,000   $      824,304  20.2% 20.3% -0.1% 

 148 

Comments: 149 

Sanitary Sewer Fund revenues are above expected levels due to timing differences in billing out 1st quarter 150 

charges as compared to previous years.  Expenditures are near expected levels. 151 

 152 

The Sanitary Sewer Fund is currently in good financial condition with a cash reserve of $2.9 million or 153 

84% of the annual operating budget.  An internal loan of $450,000 has been made to the Water Fund to 154 

cover that fund’s prior-period operating losses. 155 
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Water Fund Summary 156 

The following table depicts the 2009 financial activity for the Water Fund for the fiscal period ending 157 

March 31, 2009 (unaudited). 158 

 159 
   2009 2009 % %  
   Budget Actual Actual Expect. Diff. 
Revenues       
 Charges for services   $   5,620,950   $      355,016  6.3% 3.4% 2.9% 
 Interest earnings               2,000                       -  0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
 Miscellaneous               2,000               2,935  146.8% 124.8% 21.9% 
        
 Total Revenues   $   5,624,950   $      357,951  6.4% 3.4% 2.9% 
        
Expenditures       
 Water operations        5,624,950           589,556  10.5% 10.0% 0.5% 
 Other                       -                       -  n/a n/a n/a 
        
 Total Expenditures   $   5,624,950   $      589,556  10.5% 11.3% -0.8% 

 160 

Comments: 161 

Water Fund revenues are above expected levels due to timing differences in billing out 1st quarter charges 162 

as compared to previous years.  Expenditures are near expected levels. 163 

 164 

The Water Fund is currently in poor financial condition with no cash reserves.  Although a positive 165 

operating surplus was realized in 2007 and 2008, an internal loan of $450,000 has been made from the 166 

Sanitary Sewer Fund to the Water Fund to cover prior period operating losses.  Future rate increases will be 167 

needed to repay the internal loan and to offset projected increases in operational and capital replacement 168 

costs. 169 

 170 



 

Page 12 of 14 

Storm Sewer Fund Summary 171 

The following table depicts the 2009 financial activity for the Storm Sewer Fund for the fiscal period 172 

ending March 31, 2009 (unaudited). 173 

 174 
   2009 2009 % %  
   Budget Actual Actual Expect. Diff. 
Revenues       
 Charges for services   $   1,402,575   $        97,659  7.0% 10.3% -3.3% 
 Interest earnings             50,000                       -  0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
 Miscellaneous               5,000             10,850  217.0% n/a n/a 
        
 Total Revenues   $   1,457,575   $      108,509  7.4% 9.4% -2.0% 
        
Expenditures       
 Storm Drainage operations        1,457,575             33,196  2.3% 14.5% -12.2% 
 Other                       -                       -  n/a n/a n/a 
        
 Total Expenditures   $   1,457,575   $        33,196  2.3% 14.5% -12.2% 

 175 

Comments: 176 

Storm Sewer Fund revenues are near expected levels.  Expenditures are below expected levels due to lower 177 

capital replacement costs compared to prior years during the same period. 178 

 179 

The Storm Sewer Fund is currently in excellent financial condition with a cash reserve of $2.5 million.  180 

This reserve level is expected to decline over the next 10 years due to planned capital improvements.  181 

Future rate increases will partially offset the draw down of reserves. 182 
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Golf Course Fund Summary 183 

The following table depicts the 2009 financial activity for the Golf Course Fund for the fiscal period 184 

ending March 31, 2009 (unaudited). 185 

 186 
   2009 2009 % %  
   Budget Actual Actual Expect. Diff. 
Revenues       
 Charges for services   $      393,700   $        25,799  6.6% 3.5% 3.0% 
 Interest earnings               8,000                       -  0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
 Miscellaneous               2,500                  914  36.5% 17.5% 19.1% 
        
 Total Revenues   $      404,200   $        26,712  6.6% 3.5% 3.1% 
        
Expenditures       
 Golf Course operations           404,200             28,369  7.0% 13.5% -6.5% 
 Other                       -                       -  n/a n/a n/a 
        
 Total Expenditures   $      404,200   $        28,369  7.0% 13.5% -6.5% 

 187 

Comments: 188 

Golf Course Fund revenues were nominally higher than expected, whereas expenditures were lower.  189 

Revenues and expenditures can fluctuate greatly from year to year depending on the length of the golfing 190 

season and the number of paid rounds. 191 

 192 

The Golf Course Fund is currently in good financial condition with a cash reserve of $365,000 or 106% of 193 

the annual operating budget.  However it does not have sufficient funds to replace the clubhouse and 194 

maintenance facilities at the end of their useful life.  Future green fee increases will be needed to offset 195 

projected increases in operational and capital replacement costs. 196 

 197 
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Recycling Fund Summary 198 

The following table depicts the 2009 financial activity for the Recycling Fund for the fiscal period ending 199 

March 31, 2009 (unaudited). 200 

 201 
   2009 2009 % %  
   Budget Actual Actual Expect. Diff. 
Revenues       
 Intergovernmental revenue   $        75,000   $        34,818  46.4% 57.3% -10.9% 
 Charges for services           157,550             46,109  29.3% 40.7% -11.4% 
 Miscellaneous           125,000                  809  n/a n/a n/a 
        
 Total Revenues   $      357,550   $        81,736  22.9% 52.8% -30.0% 
        
Expenditures       
 Recycling operations           357,550           113,915  31.9% 29.3% 2.6% 
        
 Total Expenditures   $      357,550   $      113,915  31.9% 29.3% 2.6% 

 202 

Comments: 203 

Recycling Fund revenues were lower than expected due to the timing of collecting revenue sharing 204 

proceeds from the recycling contractor.  Expenditures were slightly lower than expected but comparable to 205 

the previous year’s levels. 206 

 207 

The Recycling Fund is currently in poor financial condition, with a cash reserve of $26,000 or 6% of the 208 

annual operating budget.  Future rate increases will be needed to offset projected increases in operational 209 

costs. 210 

 211 

Final Comments 212 

The City’s overall financial condition remains strong; however a couple of concerns should be noted.  First, 213 

it is expected that the City will lose $400,000 in state aid for 2009.  In addition, a sustained economic 214 

downturn will result in lower investment earnings and lower licenses and permit revenues.  In addition, the 215 

City’s cash reserve levels in key operating units and asset replacement funds are below recommended 216 

levels and should be addressed with future budgets. 217 

POLICY OBJECTIVE 218 

The information presented above satisfies the reporting requirements in the City’s Operating Budget Policy.  219 

FINANCIAL IMPACTS 220 

Not applicable. 221 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 222 

Not applicable. 223 

REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION 224 

No formal Council action is requested.  The financial report is presented for informational purposes only. 225 

 226 
Prepared by: Chris Miller, Finance Director 
Attachments: A: None 



 
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

 Date: 5/11/09 
 Item No.:              7.d  

Department Approval Acting City Manager Approval 

  

Item Description: Approve Stipulation Agreement with Roseville Acquisitions regarding the 
acquisition of property for the Twin Lakes Phase I infrastructure project. 
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BACKGROUND 1 

On March 9, 2009, the Roseville City Council authorized the use of “quick take” eminent domain for 2 

the purchase of the necessary land to construct the Phase I infrastructure in the Twin Lakes 3 

Redevelopment Area.  Under “quick take”, the City would be able to take possession of the land at the 4 

beginning of August. 5 

Since the Twin Lakes Phase I infastructure project is schedule to commence at the beginning of July, it 6 

is important that the City obtains title to the land earlier than August.  While it is still possible to start 7 

the construction without all of the property (the City currently has portions of existing right-of-way) in 8 

hand, it does make it more difficult from a staging and scheduling perspective and could potentially 9 

raise the costs.    10 

Therefore, as the City Attorney has been preparing the paperwork to file the “quick take” action,  City 11 

staff and WSB and Associates; the city’s property acquisition consultant;  have been working with the 12 

property owners to have them agree to a stipulation that would allow the City acquire title to the land 13 

earlier than the 90-day period under “quick take”.  The purpose of the stipulation is to acknowledge that 14 

the property owner agrees that there is “public purpose” for the project and waives any objection 15 

regarding to the eminent domain action.  The stipulation also waives the right for a 60-day review of 16 

the appraisal and will allow for the transfer of title for the property on June 15, 2009.  Roseville 17 

Acquisitions (aka Roseville Properties) has agreed to a stipulation as described above. (Attachment A) 18 

POLICY OBJECTIVE 19 

The action being considered will lead to the construction of infrastructure in the Twin Lakes 20 

redevelopment area.  Twin Lakes has long been indentified in the Roseville Comprehensive Plan as in 21 

important redevelopment area for the City. 22 

FINANCIAL IMPACTS 23 

As part of the condemnation proceedings, the City is required to deposit an amount equal to the 24 

appraised value of the property in question with the court.  The property owner is then paid the 25 

appraised amount once the transfer of title occurs.  In this instance, the City will deposit $2,082,700 26 

(the appraisal amount) with the courts.  This amount does not represent the final settlement.  The final 27 
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amount paid will be dependent on the final negotiated amount or will be determined by the 28 

condemnation proceedings if negotiations fail. 29 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 30 

Staff recommends that the City enters into the stipulation agreement with Roseville Acquisitions. 31 

REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION 32 

Motion to enter into the stipulation agreement with Roseville Acquisitions regarding the purchase of 33 

property for the Twin Lakes Phase I Infrastructure project. 34 

 35 
Prepared by: Patrick Trudgeon, Community Development Director 
 
Attachments: A: Stipulation Agreement with Roseville Acquisitions 
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

 Date: 5/11/09 
 Item No.:             10.a  

Department Approval Acting City Manager Approval 

  

Item Description:  Joint Meeting between the Roseville Planning Commission and the City Council
  

Page 1 of 1 

BACKGROUND 1 

The City Council meets annually with the Planning Commission to discuss matters related to land use, 2 

planning, and development. The Planning Commission has indicated that they would like to discuss 3 

their role in the zoning code rewrite with the City Council.  They also would like to receive feedback 4 

from the City Council regarding the Planning Commission’s work in the past year. 5 

REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION 6 

Provide direction to the Planning Commission on issues of mutual interest including land use, 7 

development and the zoning code. 8 

 9 
Prepared by: Pat Trudgeon,  Community Development Director (651) 792-7071 
 
Attachments: None 



 
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

 Date: 5/11/09 
 Item No.:              10.b  

Department Approval Acting City Manager Approval 

  

Item Description: 2008 Storm Water Report 

Page 1 of 1 

BACKGROUND 1 
The City’s Comprehensive Surface Water Management Plan, requires staff to provide a brief annual report to 2 
summarize development changes, capital improvements, and other surface water management related issues that 3 
have occurred over the past year.  The report contains an in-depth discussion of the storm water issues that staff 4 
has worked through during the course of the year.  This allows the City to better plan for future storm water 5 
needs.   6 
 7 
Attached is the 2008 Storm Water Report describing the storm water related changes that occurred throughout the 8 
City last year.  These changes include problem areas updates, City projects in addition to redevelopment and 9 
development projects.  10 
 11 
Staff would also like to add one additional action item to the City’s 2009 work plan.  Last week, staff finalized a 12 
quote from Norseman Plastics to purchase 130 Rain Barrels for $55 each.  Staff proposes to market and sell these 13 
rain barrels to interested residents for $55 plus tax.  This initiative is consistent with the City Council’s IR2025 14 
short term priorities.   15 

POLICY OBJECTIVE 16 
These improvements recommended for inclusion in the 2009 storm water work plan are in keeping with the City of 17 
Roseville’s commitment to help the environment.  These projects would retrofit storm water problem areas with BMPs 18 
that would reduce the volume of runoff, while treating pollutants at the source.   19 

FINANCIAL IMPACTS 20 
The City annually budgets for storm water system improvements in the Storm Water Utility.  It is anticipated 21 
that 2009 storm water work plan items be funded using Storm Water Utility funds. 22 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 23 

Discuss the 2008 Storm Water Report and provide staff with feedback on proposed 2009 action items presented as 24 
a part of the 2008 Storm Water Report.  25 

REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION 26 
Discuss 2008 Storm Water Report and approve the 2009 Staff storm water action items. 27 

Prepared by: Debra Bloom, City Engineer 
Attachments: A: 2008 Storm Water Report 
 B: Location Map 
 C:   Rain Barrel information 
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I. Introduction 1 
One part of the City’s Comprehensive Surface Water Management Plan (CSWMP), is for 
staff to provide a brief annual report to summarize development changes, capital 
improvements, and other water management related issues that have occurred over the 
past year.  In the past, this has been completed as a part of the SWPPP Annual Report.  In 
the interest of providing a more in depth discussion of the storm water issues that staff 
has worked through during the course of the year, we are providing this as a separate 
document.  This will allow us to include more information and enable us to better plan 
for future storm water needs.   

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
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19 
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City staff keeps track of the majority of the rainfalls that occur within the City.  This is 
accomplished through a gauge at the Maintenance Building.  We have included this 
information at the end of this report.   

The report includes the following sections; CSWMP Problem Area Updates, 2008 New 
Problem Areas, 2008 City Projects, 2008 Redevelopment Projects, and Other Drainage 
Concerns.  

II. CSWMP Problem Area Updates 16 
Five problem areas were identified as a part of the 2003 CSWMP.  Over the past 4 years 
we have been able to address some of these areas through additional study or construction 
projects.  Some of the issues that were identified have been resolved while others have 
developed new concerns.  We now have nine problem areas.  What follows is a summary 
of the status of these problem areas.   

A. Area 1- Avon- Brenner.   
Over the years, the City has made a number of improvements in this area to address street 
flooding and increase the pollutant removal efficiency within the Charlie Pond 
subwatershed of Lake Owasso.  Changes in subwatershed boundaries, the addition of the 
Valley Park ponds, new outlets, and larger pipes have all played a role in improving the 
drainage for the area.   

As recently as 6 years ago there were 13 vacant lots in this neighborhood.  In the last 6 
years, 7 of these lots have been developed as single family homes.  6 of these lots are 
located along the south side of Brenner Avenue west of Millwood Avenue.  As these lots 
continue to be developed, renewed neighborhood concern has been expressed about the 
need for additional storm water improvements for this subwatershed.  One of these vacant 
lots is between 812 and 800 Brenner Avenue and has a low area that drains into the 
City’s system.  To determine the role that this lot plays in the updated overall storm water 
system, a new XP-SWMM model was created by URS in 2006. 

Action to date: 
This analysis allowed us to evaluate the performance of the system during intense storm 
events and determine how incremental improvements would impact the elevation of 
flooding within rear yards, low areas, and intersections in this neighborhood.  As a result 
of this analysis, the following improvements were constructed in 2007: 

Brenner Street  41 
42 
43 

 Runoff from the wetland on the vacant lot west of 800 Brenner was redirected to 
storm sewer which flows directly to Lake Owasso, allowing for additional capacity in 
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the Charlie Pond pipe. 44 
Millwood Avenue 45 

46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 

 Yard catch basins at 815 Millwood were disconnected from the storm sewer that 
flows to Charlie Pond pipe and connected to the storm sewer that flows to Lake 
Owasso, allowing for additional capacity in the Charlie Pond pipe. 

 A new connection was made between the manhole in the boulevard at 820 Millwood 
and the manhole in the boulevard of 819 Millwood.  This new pipe serves as a relief 
for high flow conditions, allowing for the low point to drain faster. 

Avon Street 52 
53 
54 
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 The existing catch basins at 3075 and 3074 Avon were replaced with larger grates and 
an additional catch basin was constructed at 3081 Avon to increase inlet capacity.  

Recommended 2009 action:  
The final recommendation from the drainage study was to purchase the vacant lot at 806 
Brenner Avenue.  City Council authorized staff to start negotiations on July 17, 2007.  
We are continuing to work with the Reiling trust on the acquisition of this lot.   

B. Area 2- St. Rose of Lima Area 
The intersection of Dellwood and Skillman Avenue, located near St. Rose of Lima 
Church, experiences street flooding during periods of intense precipitation.  Runoff from 
approximately 14.5 acres of residential land use is tributary to this intersection either 
directly or via the storm sewer along Dellwood and Skillman Avenues.  In addition, 
runoff from a portion of the St. Rose of Lima property is tributary via the Dellwood 
Avenue storm sewer, adding about 5.7 acres of mostly impervious surface.   

An analysis of the existing trunk system indicated it can handle a 2 year rain event.  As a 
result, during intense rainfall events, the trunk system experiences surcharge, thereby 
causing the intersection to flood to a 1.9 foot depth.   

The CSWMP recommended a two tier solution for this street flooding problem.   

Option 1: Construct a pond in the storm water retention on the St. Rose of Lima site.  The 
site is approximately 28% of the total tributary area, and contributes 39% of the total 
runoff volume.  Just implementing this option reduces the intersection flooding to 1.6 
feet.  Estimated cost:  $148,159. 

Option 2:  Expand the pond in Mayflower Park and construct a parallel storm sewer to 
direct runoff from the intersection to the expanded pond.  This would effectively turn this 
neighborhood park into a storm sewer retention pond.  Just implementing this option 
reduces the intersection flooding to 1.0 foot.  Estimated cost:  $549,678. 

Options 1 & 2:  implementing both options would eliminate the intersection flooding.  
Estimated cost:  $697,837. 

Action to date: 
We have not done any additional work in this problem area.  Staff feels that due to 
impacts to the neighborhood park, any proposed solution would involve extensive public 
participation. 
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C. Area 3:  South Owasso Blvd (Ladyslipper Park) 84 
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As a part of the 2006 S. Owasso Blvd Reconstruction project, the City completed the 
improvements to the storm water runoff being discharged into Ladyslipper Park.     

Between Rice Street and Western Avenue, approximately 160 acres of single family 
residential property drain into Lake Owasso through a drainage ditch that cuts through 
Ladyslipper Park in a north south direction.  This ditch was constructed in 1971 as a 
canoe access to Lake Owasso.  In the 1991 Lake Owasso Survey report, it was 
determined that the removal efficiency of this system is very limited.  Only 30 to 50% of 
suspended solids and 9% of the total phosphorus were removed before being discharged 
into Lake Owasso.   

Action to date: 
In 2005, the City constructed a two cell pond system north of the road as well as 3 
wetland/ biofiltration basins south of the road.  These basins increased the TSS removal 
to 81% and Phosphorus removal to 52%.  This is a significant improvement to this 
subwatershed area.  Staff had committed to the DNR and property owners surrounding 
Ladyslipper Park that additional wetland plantings would occur in and around these 
basins; however, we wanted to be assured that they functioned according to design prior 
to completing the installation.   

Recommended 2009 action: 
The 3 wetland/ biofiltration basins south of the road were monitored in 2006, 2007, and 
2008 to establish water levels.  Staff is satisfied that they are performing as designed.  
However after an inventory of existing vegetation last summer it was determined that a 
more extensive planting plan does not need to be implemented.  Staff will continue to 
monitor these basins.   

D. Area 4:  Gluek Lane Pond and Fairview Avenue at the TH 36 Overpass.   
During intense storm events, street flooding occurs in the residential area near the Gluek 
Lane Pond, and on Fairview Avenue beneath the TH 36 overpass.  Both areas are 
tributary to the same storm sewer trunk system that drains north to the pond at the SE 
corner of Fairview and County Road C (OP-1B).  This trunk system serves 308 acres of 
predominantly commercial/industrial land use. 

An analysis of the existing trunk system indicated that during a 100- yr rainfall event (6-
inch/ 24-hr), Gluek Lane experiences some street flooding and the TH 36 underpass is 
flooded to a 4.6 foot depth.  This is the result of the trunk storm sewer line located in 
Fairview Avenue being undersized, causing backflow and surcharging in these areas.  

The CSWMP evaluated 4 options in an effort to resolve the problems identified above.   

Option 1:  Expansion of Pond OP-1A:  this option would increase the holding capacity of 
the basin located in the backyards of the homes on Gluek Lane.  This option would 
eliminate the street flooding on Gluek Lane, and reduce the flooding at the 
Fairview/TH36 underpass to 4.2 feet.  Estimated cost:  $631,318. 

Option 2:  Ponding upstream of Point A.  This option would create 4.8 acre-feet of 
storage in a pond at the SE corner of Fairview and TH 36, increasing capacity for this 
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subwatershed.  Flooding at Fairview would be reduced to 3.3 feet.  Estimated cost:  
$156,000. 
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Option 3:  Provide aggressive rate control for the Rosedale Mall site. 

This option assumes a 40% reduction in peak flow from the Rosedale Mall site.  It also 
assumes that options 1 & 2 are implemented.  Estimated Cost = $787,318 + costs for 
Rosedale improvements. 

Option 4:  Construct a new storm sewer trunk line along Fairview Avenue.  This option 
includes the construction and reconfiguration of the Fairview trunk storm sewer.  It 
eliminates flooding under TH 36 and on Gluek Lane; however, it pushes the water 
downstream to the pond in the SE corner of Fairview and C, increasing the high water 
elevation by 1.3 feet.  Estimated cost:  $1,935,000. 

Action to date: 
The only option discussed in the CSWMP that addressed the street flooding issues 
completely was Option 4; however, due to potential impacts to the homes located around 
the pond in the SE corner of Fairview and County Road C, staff does not feel that this 
option is feasible.  After a 6-inch rainfall event that occurred 10/4/2005, we experienced 
localized flooding in a number of different areas around the City.  The home at 1779 
Rose Place was flooded during this extreme rain event.   

Due to the cost, limited benefit, and potential impacts to the properties located around the 
pond at Fairview and County Road C, staff does not recommend proceeding with any of 
the options as described in the CSWMP.   

Recommended 2009 action: 
In an effort to address some of the flooding concerns in this problem area, staff will 
continue to require redevelopment projects to reduce the volume of water that is sent to 
this system.  This is similar to the action described in Option 3.  A reduction in the peak 
flow from the commercial properties located in the subwatershed will alleviate the 
demand on the Fairview trunk sewer.   

On December 27, 2007 the City purchased the home at 1779 Rose Place as way to 
eliminate the potential of future property damage during extreme storm events.  This 
house was demolished in 2008.  In 2008, Rice Creek Watershed District completed the 
“Southwest Urban Lakes Study”; a roadmap by the Watershed District for future 
management activities and water quality improvement projects.  This site was identified 
in the Little Lake Johanna Management Action Plan for a potential surface feature to treat 
local street runoff from Rose Place.  The City will work with Rice Creek on the 
implementation of this plan. 

E. Area 5:  Arona Pond and surrounding area.   
Arona pond is located within the Applewood Pointe redevelopment area.  Prior to 
development, this pond was a landlocked basin.  For years, the normal water level of the 
pond was governed by infiltration.  As the surrounding area developed, the basin became 
a part of the storm water system.  An outlet was installed around 1979 that enabled the 
basin to pass runoff from extreme events.  Approximately 112 acres contribute runoff to 
Arona Pond.  Over the years, the sandy bottom of this pond became sealed with sediment, 
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eliminating the infiltration capacity of the basin.  This resulted in localized flooding of 
the surrounding properties.  As a part of the Applewood Pointe redevelopment project in 
2003, the City reconstructed this pond.  The reconstruction project nearly doubled the 
capacity of the basin.  Years of sediment accumulation was excavated, restoring the 
infiltration capacity that had been sealed.  In addition, a lift station was constructed to 
provide a secondary outlet for extreme events.  The new pond serves as a regional storm 
water treatment facility for the subwatershed. 
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Recommended 2009 action: 
This area has been removed from the CSWMP problem areas.   

F. Area 6: 35W corridor 
Historically the City has observed flooding within the 35W corridor ponds after extreme 
rain events.  These ponds include the basins on both sides of the 35W just to the north of 
County Road C and around the highway ramps.  The primary concern for these 
subwatersheds is the downstream pipe located within the Mn/DOT right- of- way.  This 
pipe is 21 inches in diameter.  Simply increasing the size of the pipe would push the 
problem down stream causing flooding in another location.  Also, this corridor is located 
within Rice Creek Watershed and their new volume reduction standards would not 
support an increase to the runoff discharged to Long Lake.  As a part of the County Road 
C project, additional storage was constructed to address the runoff from County Road C 
through ponding and rain gardens.   

Action to Date: 
This subwatershed was added as a problem area in 2006.   

Recommended 2009 action: 
In an effort to address some of the flooding concerns in this problem area, staff will 
continue to require redevelopment projects to reduce the volume of water that is sent to 
this system.  A reduction in the peak flow from the commercial properties located in the 
subwatershed will alleviate the demand on the 35W trunk sewer.   

G. Area 7:  Como Sub 7- Gottfried Pit  
In 2003, the City of Roseville cooperated with Capitol Region Watershed District 
(CRWD), Falcon Heights, the City of St. Paul, and Ramsey County on a study of down 
stream flooding and water quality issues for the northwestern watershed area to Como 
Lake.  All of these entities contribute storm water flow to Como Lake. This study 
identified improvements that would be made to mitigate the ongoing storm water issues 
in this area.  The study also assigned proportional cost shares to each entity based on 
contributory flow with CRWD agreeing to contribute funding for a portion of the 
improvements.  They served as the lead agency on this study and for the subsequent 
improvements to occur on the Como Golf Course and additional storage at Arlington and 
Hamline Avenues. 

Roseville drains 315 acres into Como Lake via Gottfried Pit near Fernwood Street and 
Larpenteur Avenue.  The work completed as a part of the agreement does not completely 
address the drainage concerns detailed in the report.  
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Action to Date: 210 
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This subwatershed was added as a problem area in 2006.  In an effort to address some of 
the flooding concerns in this problem area, staff will continue to require redevelopment 
projects to reduce the volume of water that is sent to this system.  A reduction in the peak 
flow from the commercial properties located in the subwatershed will alleviate the 
demand on the Gottfried Pit. 

Recommended 2009 action: 
In an effort to address some of the flooding concerns in this problem area, staff will 
continue to require redevelopment projects to reduce the volume of water that is sent to 
this system.  

H. Area 8: Center Street 
For years we have been working on finding a resolution for street flooding at the 
intersection of Center Street and Rice Street.  This is the result of the sediment that has 
accumulated in the ditch located on the east side of Rice Street in the City of Maplewood.  
Center Street drains under Rice Street via a culvert, the sediment in the receiving ditch 
causes Roseville’s side of Rice Street to flood.  As a result, any solution for this street 
flooding requires cooperation from Maplewood.  Since it is a cross jurisdictional issue 
that involves the Trout Brook Interceptor, CRWD needs to be involved.  The three 
jurisdictions have agreed that CRWD will study the problem and recommend a solution. 

Action to Date: 
This subwatershed was added as a problem area in 2007.  

Recommended 2009 action: 
To date we have not come to an agreement about a solution for this drainage concern.  
Staff feels that since all the issues surrounding this subwatershed have not been 
addressed, this subwatershed should be added as a problem area within the CSWMP.   

I. Area 9:  Walsh Lake Subwatershed 
On March 24, 2008, the City Council authorized a study of the storm water hydrology of 
the Walsh Lake subwatershed located in the neighborhood southeast of Midland Hills 
Golf Course (“Rosewood Neighborhood”) due to neighborhood concerns about localized 
street flooding and damage to property. This area includes the following streets: Midland 
Hills Road, Draper Avenue, Rosedale Drive, Westwood Circle, Hythe Street, Skillman 
Avenue, North Rosewood Lane, and South Rosewood Lane.  

An XP-SWMM model was created for this area.  The XP-SWMM analysis allows us to 
evaluate the performance of the system during intense rain events. The model predicts the 
elevation of flooding within wetlands, low areas and intersections in this neighborhood.  
A separate model was executed for the 2, 5, 10 and 100-year storm events. The storm 
events are 2.8”, 3.6”, 4.2”, and 6” of rain in a 24-hour period, and have annual return 
probabilities of 50%, 20%, 10%, and 1%, respectively. 

The existing storm sewer system in the Rosewood neighborhood consists of a network of 
pipes that lead to a manhole at Draper Avenue and Midland Hills Road.  From this 
manhole, the storm water runoff flows through a dual pipe system west to Walsh Lake.  
Our current design standard for storm sewer is a 10-year event.  The existing storm sewer 
system was built in the 1970s.  Additional build-out of the neighborhood, which included 
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the filling of wetlands, resulted in an under-sized storm sewer system for today’s 
conditions. 
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The following areas of concern were identified in the analysis:  

 The intersection of Draper Avenue and Midland Hills Road 
 The wetland located between 2235 and 2211 Rosewood Lane North (“Rosewood 

Pond”). 
 The side yard at 2241 Rosewood Lane South 

 
This pipe configuration at Draper Avenue and Midland Hills Road creates a bottleneck 
on the system, which causes localized street flooding in 100, 10, and 5-year events. 
Rosewood Pond and the side yard at 2241 Rosewood Lane South were identified as flood 
prone in the 100- and 10- year events.  The following table shows the results of the 
modeling for the flood prone areas. 

 2241 Rosewood Rosewood Pond 
Low building elevation 937.60 940.30 
100-Year High Water Elevation 939.57 941.42 
10- Year High Water Elevation 937.48 940.35 
Approximate additional storage 
needed to accommodate 100-Year 
event 

0.75 ac-ft 1.1 ac-ft 

The streets in this neighborhood are in good condition; upsizing the entire storm sewer 
system would not be a cost-effective manner in which to improve the drainage 
conditions, as it would require significant pavement removal and excavation.  In addition 
to costs, upsizing the pipe would increase flow rates into Walsh Lake.  Since the outlet of 
Walsh Lake is controlled by a lift station, increased flow to Walsh Lake could cause 
significant problems downstream. 

266 
267 
268 
269 
270 
271 

272 
273 
274 
275 
276 
277 
278 

279 
280 
281 
282 
283 
284 

285 
286 
287 
288 

Creating additional storage possibilities throughout the existing storm sewer system, such 
as wetland enhancement/pond excavation and rain garden construction, can alleviate the 
stress on the existing system; reduce the threat of flooding, while also improving water 
quality.  By creating additional storage to reduce the risk of flooding, it is anticipated that 
the street flooding will also be reduced. Creating upstream storage will reduce the amount 
of water that reaches the dual pipe, and the timing of the water reaching the dual pipe will 
also be more staggered, alleviating street flooding even further.  

Action to Date: 
This subwatershed was added as a problem area in 2007. 
 
Recommended 2009 action: 
In order to create the additional storage recommended in the report, a final project needs 
to be designed.  We have hired WSB and Associates to complete the following work: 

 Additional study. The pond that was constructed as a part of the Midland Hills 
Condominium development, which may have additional capacity than is currently 
being used.  Analysis would be completed to determine how much storm water could 
be redirected to the pond and what improvements would be needed to do so.  
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 Final design.  Rain garden and other storm water Best Management Practice (BMP) 
locations will be finalized, and designs prepared for each site.  Final design will also 
include the expansion of Rosewood Pond and improvements to the Midland Hills 
Condominium Pond, as determined by the additional study. Since Rosewood Pond is 
a delineated wetland, approval will be required from the Rice Creek Watershed 
District and the DNR for any improvements or enhancements.  WSB will work 
through the required permitting process with all agencies involved. 
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 Public participation.  Neighborhood meetings and individual meetings will be held 
with rain garden recipients during the design process to discuss the appropriate design 
for each site.    

 
III. 2008 New Problem Areas 300 

One of the goals from the City’s CSWMP is to provide flood protection for all residents 
and structures as well as protect the integrity of conveyance channels and storm water 
detention areas.  Many different policies were identified in the plan to accomplish this.  
For the purposes of this report, we want to discuss one in particular.   

Policy 1.9 – Developer responsibility for addressing existing storm water problems  

For development and redevelopment projects affecting storm water problem areas 
identified in this CSWMP, the City requires the developer to incorporate such practices 
as are necessary to resolve a proportionate share of the problem. 

We did not identify any new problem areas in 2008. 

IV. 2008 City Projects 310 

A. City Project No. 07-02:  Neighborhood 10 Reconstruction 
To meet Rice Creek Watershed District (RCWD) requirements, the City constructed 5 
rain gardens as a part of this project.   

B. City Project No. 08-04:  PMP Mill and Overlay Project 
To meet Rice Creek Watershed District (RCWD) requirements, the City constructed 16 
rain gardens as a part of this project.   

V. 2008 Redevelopment Projects: 317 
Each year the City reviews a redevelopment and development plans to ensure that they 
meet all of the policies outlined in the CSWMP.  What follows are descriptions of the 
redevelopment projects that were completed in 2008 that required storm water 
improvements.   

A. Gold Eagle, 1233 Larpenteur Avenue 
This was the construction of an addition and reconstruction of the parking lot for this 
business.  To meet storm water requirements, the owner constructed an underground 
storm water retention system to meet the City’s storm water requirements.  Since this site 
is located in Problem Area 7:  Como Sub 7- Gottfried Pit, we required that the runoff 
from the site be reduced to resolve a proportionate share of the problem, consistent with 
the City’s CSWMP. 
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B. Northwestern College, 3003 Snelling Avenue 329 
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For the first phase of their Campus Master Plan, Northwestern College reconfigured the 
private roads and constructed a parking ramp on their campus.  They installed 
underground retention areas and rain gardens to meet the City’s storm water 
requirements. 

C. Rainbow Foods, 1201 Larpenteur Avenue 
This project was the demolition of the buildings on the northeast corner of Fernwood and 
Larpenteur Avenue to construct a new Rainbow Store.  The property owner, Roundy’s 
installed underground retention areas to meet the City’s storm water requirements.  Since 
this site is located in Problem Area 7:  Como Sub 7- Gottfried Pit, we required that the 
runoff from the site be reduced to resolve a proportionate share of the problem, consistent 
with the City’s CSWMP. 

D. Chianti Grill, 2050 Snelling Avenue 
Last year, the Backyard Bar and Grill restaurant site, located at the Snelling Avenue 
access to HarMar was redeveloped.  The developer constructed an extensive underground 
storm water retention system and rain gardens to meet the City’s storm water 
requirements.   

E. Har Mar Outlot, 1490 County Road B 
This new commercial property was constructed on the northeast corner the HarMar 
Shopping Center.  The developer installed underground retention areas and rain gardens 
to meet the City’s storm water requirements. 

F. Midland Grove Condos, 2220 Midland Grove Road 
To address runoff issues in their courtyard, the Midland Grove Condominium 
Association constructed a large rain garden in their courtyard.  

G. TCF Bank, 1445 County Road B 
The developer has installed an infiltration/ retention area to meet the City’s storm water 
requirements.   

 
VI. Other Drainage Items 357 

A. Rain Garden Workshop 
On Thursday, May 8th, City Staff along with Ramsey Conservation District (RCD) 
sponsored a free Rain Garden Workshop.  Information was provided to residents on the 
following: 

1. How and why rainwater gardens can improve and protect the quality of our lakes, 
streams, and wetlands.  

2. How to assess your yard for locating a rainwater garden   
3. How to properly design a rainwater garden 
4. How to install a rainwater garden 
5. Available financial assistance from different government agencies 
 
Staff was very pleased with the turnout at this workshop, 25 participants representing 18 
properties attended this workshop. 
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Recommended 2009 action: 371 
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We have scheduled another workshop for April 29, 2009.   

B. Bennett Lake Shoreline Improvement Project 
In 2008, the City of Roseville completed an exciting partnership project with Prince of 
Peace Lutheran Church and the Ramsey Conservation District (RCD) to protect the water 
quality of Bennett Lake.  Runoff from the parking lot and slope adjacent to Prince of 
Peace Church had been washing down the hill into Central Park, over the years this 
developed into an erosion issue that washed sediment into Bennett Lake. The shoreline of 
Bennett Lake has also experienced significant sloughing, causing damage to the lower 
path.   

The first phase was done on the church property. The RCD worked with Prince of Peace 
to make changes to the way their runoff was handled. The improvements included 
construction of two rain gardens and filling the erosion gully that has formed between the 
upper and lower pathways. Volunteers from the Church made the improvements in late 
summer and will maintain these new features.  

The second phase was a shoreline restoration project for the portion of Bennett Lake 
located adjacent to the Prince of Peace improvements.  The plan was developed by RCD 
and City staff coordinated its implementation.  The work was completed by Scout 
members, family, and friends and the Minnesota Conservations Corps, a non-profit 
organization. 

In the spring, Dwayne Stenlund, PWETC commissioner, asked if we had any projects 
that an Eagle Scout candidate could help us out with.  He recommended that we use Josh 
Chamberland to lead this first part of this project.  Josh put together a work plan to 
complete the project, organizing tools, food, water, and breaks.  He spent hours working 
through the logistics for the project, visiting the site, looking over the plans, and working 
out how we would accomplish the work.  During the two Saturdays that the work was 
completed, he coordinated the volunteers and provided supervision.  His volunteers 
completed the first part of the project; removal of buckthorn on the slope between the 
upper and lower pathways west of the waterfall and the construction of a wave wall to 
protect the shoreline. 

This work was completed in August on two separate Saturdays.  On the first day, 30 
volunteers worked for almost 8 hours removing the buckthorn on the slope between the 
two pathways.  The buckthorn was laid out and allowed to dry for three weeks.  On the 
second Saturday, the volunteers worked for 5 hours, constructing a wave wall along the 
shoreline out of buckthorn to protect the shoreline to be restored.  Throughout the project 
Josh provided leadership to the workers, ensuring that the work was completed as laid out 
in the plan. 

During September, members of the Minnesota Conservation Corps completed the work 
that Josh started, restoring the shoreline and stabilizing the erosion gully between the 
upper and lower paths.  It is anticipated that additional vegetation will be planted along 
the shoreline in spring 2009.  The wave wall will remain in place until the vegetation on 
this shoreline is established. 
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Recommended 2009 action: 
Install vegetation along the stabilized shoreline.   

C. Impervious Coverage Deviations 
Currently our City Code allows up to 30% impervious on R-1 or R-2 zoned lots.  Staff 
receives a number of impervious coverage deviation requests from homeowners 
requesting more impervious than what is allowed by code.  Our regional treatment system 
is designed assuming that all residential lots are 30% impervious.  As a result of the 
property owner needs to address the hard surface increase on their site through rain 
gardens or other storm water best management practices to hold the rate of runoff at the 
30% impervious rate or they need to convert a portion of their hard surface to pervious 
pavement/ pavers etc. resulting in no increase in hard surface.  The deviation requests are 
addressed in City Code 1014.05: 

1014.05 B 3.  Impervious Coverage Deviation: An impervious coverage deviation is an 
increase in the amount of impervious surface area allowed in either R-1 or 
R-2 districts. 

a. An impervious coverage deviation shall not allow impervious coverage on any 
property to exceed code allowances by more than 20%. 
b. An application for impervious coverage deviation shall be supported by a preliminary 
storm water runoff mitigation plan; the preliminary mitigation plan shall propose 
measures of reducing storm water runoff from the property to the level that is consistent 
with the maximum impervious coverage allowed by the code. 

(1) Any necessary building or driveway permit(s) shall not be issued until a storm 
water runoff mitigation plan has been approved by the City Engineer. 

(2) Implementation of the storm water runoff mitigation plan shall be completed as a 
necessary condition for passing the final building or driveway inspection. 

 
These requests are reviewed by the Development Review Committee.  The following 
factors are considered prior to recommending approval or denial of an impervious 
coverage deviation: 

a. The proximity of the proposed impervious coverage to sensitive natural features; 
b. The potential for the excess impervious coverage to cause storm water problems 
on adjacent properties; and 
c. The use of landscaping and/or fencing to screen the proposed project from 
adjacent properties. 

 
Action to date: 
The following are the homes that were granted lot coverage deviations in 2008.  Each of 
these sites was required to direct the additional hard surface runoff into a rain garden or 
subsurface trench to manage the additional volume from their site.   

Address 
358 McCarrons 
2730 St. Albans 

 453 
454  
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2008 RAINFALL SUMMARY 
 

Date Rainfall Comments 
4/7/08 .56  

4/11-4/12/08 1.36 Rain to snow to rain 
4/18/08 .38  
4/21/08 .59  
4/24/08 1.00  
4/25/08 .44  
5/2/08 1.90  
5/6/08 .21  
5/10/08 .55  
5/13/08 .5  
5/19/08 .12  
5/24/08 .17  
5/30/08 .36  
5/31/08 .11  
6/2/08 .14  
6/3/08  .03  
6/5/08 .82  
6/8/08 .37  
6/11/08 .37  
6/11/08 .82  

6/14-6/15/08 .25  
6/20/08 .05  
6/28/08 .09  
7/10/08 .07  
7/11/08 .29  
7/17/08 .19  
7/19/08 .77  

7/25-7/27/08 .06  
7/31/08 .08  
8/3/08 .18  
8/9/08 .05  

8/11-8/12/08 1.07  
8/16/08 .05  
8/27/08 1.05  
9/2/08 .21  
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Date Rainfall Comments 
9/7/08 .36  
9/11/08 .17 Midnight to 7am 
9/11/08 .27            7am-7pm   

9/13-9/14/08 .57  
9/23/08 .75  
9/29/08 .08  
10/5/08    .32  
10/7/08      1.24  

10/10/08    .06  
10/13/08    .53  
10/20/08   .05  
10/21/08 .06  
10/22/08 .24  
10/26/08 .16  

11/11-11/13/08 1.30 Sleet, rain, snow 
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

 DATE: 5/11/2009 
 ITEM NO:        12.a  

Department Approval                                                                  Acting City Manager Approval 

   

Item Description: Request by Art Mueller for a COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE MAP 
AMENDMENT, REZONING, AND GENERAL CONCEPT PLANNED UNIT 
DEVELOPMENT to redevelop the property at 2025 County Road B into a 
senior living community (PF09-002). 

PF09-002_RCA_051109.doc 
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1.0 REQUESTED ACTION 1 
Art Mueller (in cooperation with Sue and Andrew Weyer - property owners) seeks 2 
approval of a COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE MAP AMENDMENT, REZONING, AND GENERAL 3 
CONCEPT PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT to redevelop the property at 2025 County Road 4 
B into a 3-story, 55-unit senior living community.  5 

PROJECT REVIEW HISTORY 6 

• Public Open House held: February 19, 2009 7 
• Applications Submitted and Determined Complete: February 24, 2009 8 
• 60-Day Review Deadline:  April 25, 2009 9 
• 60-Day Extension: June 24, 2009 10 
• Project Report Recommendation:  February 26, 2009 11 
• Planning Commission Action:  March 4, 2009 12 
• Anticipated City Council Action:  April 20, 2009 13 

2.0 SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION 14 
The Roseville Planning Commission held the duly noticed public hearing and made the 15 
following recommendations (see attached minutes): 16 

a. RECOMMENDED APPROVAL (4-3) of a COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE MAP 17 
AMENDMENT from LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL (LR) to HIGH DENSITY 18 
RESIDENTIAL (HR) 19 

b. RECOMMENDED APPROVAL (7-0) of a REZONING from SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE 20 
DISTRICT (R-1) to PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) 21 

c. Action on the GENERAL CONCEPT PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT as proposed 22 
failed (1-6) 23 

3.0 SUGGESTED CITY COUNCIL ACTION 24 
BY MOTION, RECOMMEND APPROVAL of the request for a COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE 25 
MAP AMENDMENT, REZONING, and GENERAL CONCEPT PLANNED UNIT 26 
DEVELOPMENT for 2025 County Road B, for Art Mueller, with conditions (see Section 27 
10 for detailed recommendation).  28 
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4.0 PROJECT UPDATE 29 

4.1 Since the Planning Commission Meeting of March 4, 2009, the applicant has been 30 
working with his consultants to revise the proposed building and site to further address 31 
resident concerns and Planning Commissioner comments.  32 

4.2 At the urging of the applicant, the Planning Division postponed Council action until after 33 
the applicant met with Council members to review the revised development proposal. 34 

4.3 The applicant also met with Planning Division staff to discuss the revisions and to 35 
provide a status of the revised proposal.  On April 24, 2009, the Planning Division 36 
received the revised site plan and elevation drawings and on April 29, 2009, it received 37 
the revised narrative. 38 

5.0 SITE CHARACTERISTICS/DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL 39 

5.1 Since the Planning Commission meeting, the applicant has met with representatives of 40 
the Minnesota Department of Transportation (MNDOT) regarding the ownership of the 41 
land area west of Midland Grove Road.  The conclusion is that Mr. Mueller owns the 42 
underlying land area, an approximately 70 by 238-foot parcel that will be conveyed back 43 
to him from MNDOT.  With this additional land, the Orchard parcel size has now 44 
increased from 2.23 acres to 2.61 acres. 45 

5.2 The site is located to the east of Cleveland Avenue, directly adjacent to County Road B, 46 
and south of the Midland Grove Condominiums.  A single-family property and 47 
Ferriswood Townhome community is located to the east, and single-family homes are 48 
located south across County Road B.   49 

5.3 The subject property has an existing Comprehensive Land Use designation of Low 50 
Density Residential; Midland Grove Condominiums has a designation of High Density 51 
Residential; and Ferriswood Townhomes along with the adjacent single-family parcel has 52 
a designation of Medium Density Residential.   53 

5.4 Zoning in the area includes a mix of R3A (Multi-Family Residence District, Three to 54 
Twenty-Four Units) and Midland Grove Condominiums, PUD (Planned Unit 55 
Development) at Ferriswood Townhomes, and R-1 (Single Family Residence District) on 56 
the adjacent property and properties south across County Road B.  57 

5.5 Previously, the applicant submitted a proposal to construct a 4-story, 77-unit senior 58 
housing complex on this site.  After a negative recommendation at the February 4, 2009 59 
Planning Commission meeting, the applicant withdrew the original proposal and 60 
submitted the current proposal, which lowered the height and reduced the number of 61 
units.  62 

5.6 The General Concept proposal seeks to develop a 3-story, 55-unit active senior living 63 
community with an underground parking garage.  The facility would include a variety of 64 
1, 2, and 3-bedroom units, as well amenities such as community, game, craft, and 65 
exercise rooms, kitchen, library, private dining, office, mailroom, and sitting areas.   66 

6.0 REVIEW OF COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 67 

6.1 The Roseville Comprehensive Land Use Plan (the future development guide for property 68 
in Roseville) designates the subject parcel as LR, Low Density Residential.  During the 69 
2008 Comprehensive Plan Update process there was no mention or discussion on this 70 
property.  The Planning Division considers this parcel to be a land use anomaly that is 71 
better suited by a residential Land Use designation other than Low Density.  72 
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6.2 The applicant’s proposal seeks to change the Comprehensive Land Use designation of the 73 
subject parcel from Low Density Residential to High Density Residential, similar to 74 
Midland Grove Condominiums. 75 

6.3 The Planning Division recommends that the requested actions be considered, 76 
concentrating first on the Comprehensive Land Use Map Amendment request before 77 
discussing zoning and the proposed planned unit development.  78 

6.4 For purposes of clarity, residential land use designations are categorized in the following 79 
density ranges:  Low Density is 0-to-4 units per acre, Medium Density is 5-to-12 units 80 
per acre, and High Density is greater than 13 units per acre.  81 

6.5 On February 4, 2009, the Commission heard many concerns/objections due to the 82 
anticipated/perceived increase in traffic and potential intersection conflicts.  As a result 83 
of these concerns, the Development Review Committee (DRC) has reviewed and 84 
considered the multi-family access and increase in traffic, concluding once again that the 85 
subject parcel is best accessed from Midland Grove Road versus County Road B, due to 86 
topographic challenges and for vehicle safety.  The DRC further concluded that if the 87 
parcel remained single-family, it could possibly be split into 4 single-family lots.  The 88 
DRC also determined that the location of the subject parcel is not a desirable location for 89 
new single-family housing given the location relative to Cleveland Avenue, Highway 36, 90 
and necessary access to County Road B, as well as the higher density residential 91 
developments located to the north and east of the subject parcel.  92 

6.6 Using the Institute of Transportation Engineers manual to analyze traffic impacts for a 93 
senior housing facility, City Staff analyzed the impacts this project would have on the 94 
existing transportation network and concluded there will be a minimal increase in traffic 95 
that can be accommodated by the current roadway network.  The accesses and 96 
intersections are designed to accommodate traffic volumes far greater than currently 97 
generated for existing uses and, therefore, will not be negatively impacted by this 98 
development proposal.   99 

6.7 The DRC, and especially the Planning Division, has considered the impacts of changing 100 
the land use designation of the subject 2.61-acre parcel.  This parcel is located adjacent to 101 
or near three major thoroughfares (Highway 36, Cleveland Avenue, and County Road B) 102 
for which the DRC and Planning Division have concluded that low density residential 103 
(single family homes or town homes) is not an appropriate future use.  While such a 104 
future use would be consistent with the use across County Road B (a natural dividing line 105 
for land use designations), it is not consistent with or complementary to the land use it 106 
lies directly adjacent to, Midland Grove Condominiums.   107 

6.8 Another factor taken into consideration by the Planning Division is that of fundamental 108 
planning principles.  It is clear from the Planning Division’s review of the record that 109 
future use of this remnant parcel did not receive proper consideration in the 1960’s. The 110 
most recent Comprehensive Plan update process did not address this property.  Had a 111 
planning process occurred during the original discussions regarding development on the 112 
former farmstead, it is the Planning Division’s opinion that the existing parcel should 113 
have been guided to either medium or high density.  114 

6.9 Basic planning principles would provide for increased residential density to buffer the 115 
lower densities lying east, especially when adjacent to or at the intersection of two major 116 
roadways.  The Metropolitan Council through its System Statement is expecting 117 
Roseville to add 1,432 new households by 2030.  With very little land available for 118 
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single-family or town home developments, multiple-family residential developments of 119 
varying densities will need to be supported by the City to meet this requirement.  The 120 
City also recently completed an update to the Comprehensive Plan, which supports 121 
increased density on infill lots in order to maintain the stock of non-residential areas and 122 
to better utilize land not at its highest and best use.  123 

6.10 While it could be debated whether medium or high density is the best designation for the 124 
parcel, the proposal in front of the City falls into the high-density category.  Since the 125 
request is asking for a change to high density residential, staff review has been limited to 126 
whether or not the high-density designation is appropriate and whether the change 127 
will lead to excessive negative effects.  To do any detailed analysis on the suitability of 128 
medium density on this parcel would be difficult and too speculative without a specific 129 
proposal.  From staff review, while the proposal changes the land use and thus will result 130 
in a more intense use than what is there today, the high density use is appropriate given 131 
the location of the parcel, the density of the surrounding area and limited access for the 132 
property.   133 

6.11 Based on our analysis above, the DRC and Planning Division recommend guiding of the 134 
subject 2.61-acre parcel from Low Density Residential to High Density Residential. 135 

7.0 REVIEW OF ZONING/PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT 136 

7.1 To gain a better understanding of historical actions, the Planning Division completed 137 
additional archival review of the subject area.  We have concluded that in 1967 the 138 
Village Council rezoned the property to R-3A, but the minutes do not reflect a discussion 139 
of land use or a subsequent designation.  The Village Council also supported an 140 
apartment/townhome project on the 10+ acre parcel to the north.  However, that project 141 
never came to fruition and instead the existing Midland Grove Condominium project was 142 
issued permits by the Village staff.   143 

7.2 The Planning Division has concluded the City had a “Comprehensive Development Plan” 144 
in 1969 that identified the Midland Grove property as “Mixed Development” and 145 
Ferriswood and the two residential parcels adjacent to County Road B as “Single 146 
Family”.  147 

7.3 Further research by the Planning Division concludes that the Village had three original 148 
residential zoning districts (R-1, R-2 and R-3).  However in 1966 the Village added a 149 
number of new districts including the R-3A residential district (3-to-24 units per 150 
building).  Our analysis of Midland Grove Condominiums concludes that the number of 151 
units per building does not conform to the requirements of the R-3A District.  Instead the 152 
development would better be served by the R-3 designation.   153 

7.4 Research into Ferriswood Townhomes approval concludes that the retaining wall  was 154 
installed prior to the construction of Ferris Lane.  The record further concludes that the 155 
property received approval of a special use permit for a planned unit development, 156 
effectively rezoning the land to planned unit development, which included the home at 157 
1995 County Road B.  The Planning Division also concluded that no formal discussion or 158 
action regarding land use guiding occurred.  Unfortunately, the microfiche file does not 159 
exist so our research is limited.  Since the early 1990’s the Ferriswood property and 1995 160 
County Road B have been guided Medium Density Residential in the City’s 161 
Comprehensive Plan. 162 
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7.5 The GENERAL CONCEPT PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT is a process by which a 163 
development/redevelopment proposal is formally presented in a public hearing to the 164 
Planning Commission for consideration.  A PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) is a 165 
zoning district, which may include a single or mix of uses on one or more lots or parcels, 166 
and is intended to be used in unique situations to create more flexibility, creativity, and 167 
efficient approach to the use of the land subject to procedures, standards, and regulations 168 
contained in the City Code.  If the City Council ultimately approves the GENERAL 169 
CONCEPT, the applicant then prepares fully detailed development plans for final approval 170 
by the City Council.  171 

7.6 Concept PUD: Art Mueller seeks consideration of a General Concept PUD to pursue 172 
finalization of a senior living community at 2025 County Road B.  The 2.61-acre parcel 173 
would consist of a 3-story, 55-unit structure primarily oriented along the north and east 174 
sides of the parcel and the property would be rezoned from Single Family Residence 175 
District (R-1) to Planned Unit Development (PUD) using the General Residence District 176 
(R-3) as a guide for the site development. 177 

7.7 Building Height: The proposed Orchard development will be 3-stories of senior housing 178 
over a level of parking and storage.  The overall height of the building is anticipated to be 179 
approximately 46-feet; however the height when measured to the midpoint of the roof 180 
truss (Code required height measurement) will be 38 feet.  The Roseville City Code has a 181 
height limitation of three stories and a maximum of 30 feet for buildings within the R-3 182 
district.  The Planning Division has concluded that these two requirements are in conflict 183 
with one another and difficult to rationally apply to development proposals.  By 184 
comparison, Midland Grove Condominiums (a flat roof building) is approximately 34 185 
feet in height to the top of roof parapet.  The Planning Division has also reviewed multi-186 
story senior or other housing projects dating back to 2000 and concluded most of these 187 
buildings meet the 3-story limitation, but exceed the 30-foot height limitation.  These 188 
include Greenhouse Village, Midland Villas, Applewood Pointe, and Sunrise Assisted 189 
Living. 190 

7.8 Building to Lot Size: The City Code also requires 2,000 sq. ft. of lot area for one-191 
bedroom units and 2,800 sq. ft. of lot area for 2 to 4 bedroom units.  A calculation of the 192 
proposed/anticipated unit mix (10-1 bedroom, 30-2 bedroom, and 15-3 bedroom units) 193 
would require lot area totaling 146,000 sq. ft. or lot 3.35 acres in size.  Similarly, the City 194 
Code requires a floor area ratio of .5 or 50%.  A calculation of floor area for the proposed 195 
Orchard concludes 92,571 sq. ft. of floor area or 2.13 acres and a floor area ratio of .95.  196 
The Planning Division has reviewed the similar projects approved by the City since 2000 197 
(Green House Village, Midland Villas, Applewood Pointe, and Sunrise Assisted Living) 198 
and determined all have been allowed to deviate from this standard requirement as part of 199 
a PUD.  Given the limitations of land conducive for multi-story housing and the number 200 
of units and types necessary to market and be a successful project, it is very difficult to 201 
achieve compliance with these two requirements.  The Planning Division believes that 202 
the nature of a Planned Unit Development intended to be used in unique situations to 203 
create more flexibility, creativity, and efficient approach to the use of the land gives the 204 
ability for this project to deviate from certain standards. 205 

7.9 Building Design: Since the Planning Commission’s consideration of the project the 206 
applicant has completed a number of modifications to the building footprint to address 207 
massing and setback concerns. 208 
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7.10 The northeast corner of the building is now proposed at a 45-degree angle versus the 209 
previous 90-degree.  This modification softens the view and breaks-up the wall expanse 210 
and lessens the visual impact from properties to the east and northeast. 211 

7.11 The building now includes various jogs to assist in breaking-up the long expanse for the 212 
north and south sides.  213 

7.12 The southeast “L” wing of the building now jogs at an angle when it approaches County 214 
Road B.  This design element will soften the impact of the building and give it added 215 
character, privacy, and curb appeal.  The third floor now steps back 10 feet further form 216 
the property line than the lower floors.  At the northwest corner of the building the third 217 
floor steps back a full unit. 218 

7.13 The angled “L” wing also features a small end capped roof to soften the perceived height 219 
of the structure.  The roofline has been lowered and additional design features added to 220 
give the appearance of a single family structure at the south elevation. 221 

7.14 The setbacks of the building adjacent the north and east property lines have been 222 
increased; the north varies from 21 feet to 36.9 feet and the east varies from 30.5 feet to 223 
51.7 feet. 224 

7.15 Exterior material would be maintenance-free, likely to include asphalt shingles, 225 
metal/aluminum soffit and fascia, vinyl or concrete (Hardiboard) siding, brick and/or 226 
rock-face block.  227 

7.16 Setbacks: The Orchard has a minimum 10 foot front yard setback from Midland Grove 228 
Road, a varying corner side yard setback adjacent to County Road B of 28.4 to 39.8 feet, 229 
a varying side yard setback from the north property line of 21 to 36.9 feet (the proposed 230 
structure would lie approximately 180 feet from the Midland Grove Condominium 231 
building), and a varying rear yard setback from the east property line of 30.5 to 51.7 feet. 232 
 Decks and patios would encroach 6 feet closer to the north and east property lines.  The 233 
Roseville City Code (R-3 District) requires a 30-foot front-yard setback (west), a 30-foot 234 
corner side yard setback (south), a 10-foot interior side yard setback (north), and a 30-235 
foot rear-yard setback (east).  As shown on the Site Plan, the Orchard meets most of these 236 
setback requirements.  The DRC has discussed the possibility of vacating a portion of the 237 
underutilized right-of-way for Midland Grove Road, which, if vacated, could increase the 238 
official front yard setback, but would not change its proximity to the road. 239 

7.17 Access/Traffic: The applicant proposes to access the site and building via Midland Grove 240 
Road (a public road).  Trip Generation engineering data (Institute of Transportation 241 
Engineers’ Trip Generation Report, 8th Edition (2008)) provided by the applicant’s 242 
consultant indicates that a 55-unit senior development could generate approximately 193 243 
trips/day overall or approximately 3.5 trips/day per household.  Assuming the same trip 244 
generation from the Midland Grove Condominium, the existing 174 units would create 245 
609 trips per day or a total of 802 trips per day for the two developments. 246 

7.18 Parking: Section 1019.10(A) of the City Code sets minimum parking standards by use. 247 
This section does not specifically identify a parking requirement for assisted-living units 248 
as a use and, per to Section 1019.10(B), “where land uses are proposed that are not 249 
specifically listed above [within 1019.10(A)], the City Council shall establish a 250 
reasonable number of off-street parking space for such use.” The City Code has 251 
established parking requirements for nursing homes and senior housing at one space per 252 
four beds and one enclosed space plus 0.3 spaces of visitor parking, respectively.  The 253 
Planning Division has determined that on-site parking shall be 55 enclosed and 16 254 
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surface spaces, or 71 total spaces.  Based on the proposal, resident and employee parking 255 
will be accommodated through enclosed parking located under the building at 256 
approximately 83 underground stalls and 19 visitor surface parking lot spaces.  257 

7.19 Landscaping: The applicant has indicated a strong desire to preserve as many trees as 258 
feasibly possible, especially those near the intersection of County Road B and Midland 259 
Grove Road and north along Midland Grove Road.  The applicant will also attempt to 260 
preserve and/or transplant some of the apple trees that dot the property.  As for proposed 261 
landscaping, the plan indicates boulevard trees, interior trees and shrubs throughout the 262 
site.  Shrubs would act as a natural screen for the main level patios and all storm water 263 
management areas will require some from of heightened landscape. 264 

7.20 Pathways and Sidewalks: Section 1013.07 of the City’s Code requires that new non-265 
motorized pathways be constructed as part of new development on properties that are 266 
designated through the official pathway system plan.  However, the plan does not 267 
indicate sidewalk or path requirement along the north side of County Road B.  The DRC 268 
is recommending a sidewalk from Midland Grove Condominium parcel to County Road 269 
B adjacent Midland Grove Road and looking into a way in which sidewalk can be 270 
provided from Midland Grove Road to Cleveland Avenue, where the identified crossing 271 
lies. 272 

7.21 Storm Water: Storm water will be collected and treated on site. The conceptual storm 273 
water management plan indicates three infiltration areas, one at the rear of the building to 274 
assist with adjacent property drainage, and the other two in the southwest corner of the 275 
property. 276 

7.22 Sanitary Sewer and Water: Sanitary sewer and water will be provided by a water main 277 
and sanitary sewer connection located within County Road B. 278 

7.23 Private Utilities: The private utilities, such as electricity, cable, telephone, and natural 279 
gas, will be designed and coordinated through the Public Works Department to be 280 
underground and utilize a joint trenching system, where applicable. 281 

8.0 STAFF COMMENTS: 282 

8.1 On February 19, 2009, the applicant and Station 19 Architects held the required open 283 
house for the proposed (revised) Orchard development.  There were between 20 to 25 284 
property owners/residents in attendance.  Informal discussions centered on 285 
questions/concerns regarding treatment of east side with special features to mitigate 286 
visual impacts; color and types of building materials; blending more into the adjacent 287 
neighborhood; request for additional signs for speed; traffic increase along Midland 288 
Grove Road; increased landscaping; transplanting of evergreen trees; discussion about 289 
keeping second drive on Midland Grove Road; access to County Road B; fire/safety 290 
aspects of building; and balcony usage (see attached narrative). 291 

8.2 On February 26, 2009, the Roseville Development Review Committee (DRC) met to 292 
review the revised plans for the Orchard.  The DRC supported the change in 293 
Comprehensive Land Use Map designation to High Density Residential; the zoning to 294 
Planned Unit Development; and the proposal as proposed prior to the Planning 295 
Commission meeting.  296 

8.3 Since the March 4, 2009 Planning Commission meeting, the Planning Division has 297 
received and reviewed a revised site plan and building elevation.  This proposal though 298 
similar to the design reviewed by the Commission, includes a number of enhancement 299 
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that further reduce scale and massing of the structure, and increase setbacks to be more 300 
consistent with the R-3 District.    301 

9.0 STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 302 
9.1 The Planning Division recommends APPROVAL OF THE COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE MAP 303 

AMENDMENT, the REZONING, and the GENERAL CONCEPT PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT 304 
for the property at 2025 County Road B for a 55-unit active senior living community by 305 
Art Mueller, with the following conditions: 306 

a. Final plans (grading, drainage, utility, and landscape) being developed that are 307 
consistent with the site plan dated May 11, 2009. 308 

b. The final landscape plan shall include additional screening along the north, south 309 
and east sides of the building.  This screening may include a decorative fence 310 
and/or berm as well as landscaping. 311 

c. The final grading and drainage plan shall meet the requirements of the Rice 312 
Creek Watershed and the City of Roseville. 313 

d. The Roseville Fire Marshall shall approve all fire hydrant locations. 314 

e. The final site plan shall be modified to include a sidewalk along the east side of 315 
Midland Grove Road from County Road B to the Southern property line of 316 
Midland Grove Condominiums. 317 

f. The final site plan shall also be modified to include a sidewalk within the County 318 
B right-of-way from Midland Grove Road to Cleveland Avenue. 319 

10.0 SUGGESTED CITY COUNCIL ACTION: 320 
The Planning Division recommends that the Roseville City Council take the 321 
following action regarding Art Mueller’s request to redevelop 2025 County Road B 322 
with a 55-unit active senior living community: 323 

10.1 Adopt a Resolution approving a COMPREHENSIVE LAND USE MAP AMENDMENT of 324 
2025 County Road B from Low Density Residential (LR) to High Density Residential 325 
(HR).  The land use map designation change will not become final until the City receives 326 
support from the Metropolitan Council.  327 

10.2 By motion, support the requested REZONING of 2025 County Road B from Single 328 
Family Residential (R-1) to Planned Unit Development (PUD). The PUD Agreement, if 329 
approved in the FINAL phase of the PUD review process, will become the development 330 
contract on which the REZONING is based. 331 

10.3 By motion, approval of the GENERAL CONCEPT PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT as 332 
prepared for the May 11, 2009 City Council meeting, subject to the conditions of Section 333 
9 of this report.  Final approval by the City Council will be considered after all conditions 334 
and required documents and permits have been submitted for final approval. Final 335 
approvals are considered a separate application process. 336 

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

B: Aerial photo 
C: Comp Plan designations map 
D: Narrative 
E: Open house summary 

F: Email responses/letter 
G: Planning Commission minutes 
H: Project Plans 
I: Draft resolution 
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STATION NINETEEN 
ARCHITECTS, INC.                   

2001 UNIVERSITY AVE. S.E. SUITE 100 
MINNEAPOLIS, MINNESOTA 55414 

612.623.1800  FAX 612.623.0012 

 
 
 

‘The Orchard’ Active Senior Living Development 
2025 County Road B West 

Roseville, MN 
 
 

REVISED PROJECT NARRATIVE  
 

April 29, 2009 
 

 
Developer:  Art Mueller 
    2201 Acorn Road 
    Roseville, MN 55113 
    (651) 697-1405 
 
Architect:   Station 19 Architects, Inc. 
    2001 University Avenue SE, Suite 100 
    Mpls, MN 55414 
    (612) 623-1800 
    Contacts:   Richard Brownlee, Architect 
            Tim Johnson, Project Manager 
 
Civil Engineer:  ProSource Technologies 
    9219 East River Road NW 
    Coon Rapids, MN 55433 
    (763) 786-1445 
    Contact:   Brian Krystofiak, PE 

 
 
 
REQUESTED ACTIONS 
 

The requested actions for ‘The Orchard’ Active Senior Living Project are as follows: 
 Comprehensive Plan Amendment  (LR to HR) 
 Rezoning Approval  (R1 to PUD) 
 General Concept PUD Approval  
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Overview: 
Art Mueller, a longtime Roseville resident and developer has proposed to purchase and develop the Weyer 
property at 2025 West County Road B into an ‘Active Senior Living Community’.   This proposal was brought 
forward March 4, 2009 before the Roseville Planning Commission for consideration. The Commission, after 
consideration and debate respectfully approving the Comprehensive Plan Amendment and Rezoning request to 
allow for high density use.  However, after much deliberation, voting to deny the General Concept PUD.  As 
with the previous proposal, the discussion / debate focused on items such as density, scale, and design 
appearance.  With respect and sensitivity to the neighborhood and the design process, we have again revised our 
plan to address the neighborhood concerns, after discussion of the pending project with the Roseville Planning 
Division. 
 
The latest proposal features 55 (1, 2, & 3 bedroom) units with a variety of spacious floor plans, maintenance-free 
quality exterior architectural materials, landscaping, an outdoor water feature, and underground parking. The 
concept features a community room, game room, craft and exercise rooms, a kitchen, library, private dining, a 
guest room, an office, mailroom, as well as many sitting areas. The project is designed for underground owner 
parking spaces, and at-grade visitor parking spaces.   
 
Siting and Design revisions of the building proposal include: 
 

• A better defined covered entryway feature, greeting guests as they enter the building. 
 

• Parking and access have been revised slightly and feature more parking close to the drop-off area, with a 
continued water feature as the centerpiece.  

 
• Retention Pond has been slightly modified in shape, but is still the same size and in the same location.  

 
• The second garage access point has been eliminated at the Southeast end of the building.  

 
• The northeast corner of the building has been adjusted and is now proposed at 45 degrees instead of a 

straight 90 degree flat wall.  This feature will soften and break up the wall expanse, and lessen the visual 
impact from all properties on the east and the northeast sides of the property.  

• The proposal now features various building jogs, which help to break up the perceived long expanse of 
the building from all sides.  This feature was a suggestion through discussion with the Architect and 
Developer, as well as design suggestions from neighbors and Council Members.   

• The southeast L-Wing of the building now jogs at an angle as it approaches County Road B.  This will 
also help to soften the impact from the adjacent road and give the building some additional character, 
privacy, and curb appeal.  The 3rd floor steps back 10 feet further from the property line than the lower 
floors.  At the NW corner the 3rd floor steps back one unit.   

• The angled L-Wing feature along County Road B, will feature a small end cap roof to soften the 
perceived height of the structure.  The roof line has been lowered and some additional design features 
added to give the appearance of a single-family structure at the south elevation.  

• Both the north and east sides of the building have increased setbacks from the prior proposals.  The north 
setback varies between 21 feet and 36.9 feet, while the east setback varies between 30.5 feet and 51.7 
feet in distance.   

• The exterior building materials are still proposed to be low maintenance, with some additional accent 
features added to give the exterior more flair, and to better reflect a residential design-build type product.    
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Distance from adjacent properties:   
The Proposed building will be approximately 97 feet from the SF home on the east (Enzler property), and 
approximately 124 feet from the townhome on the northeast corner (Stenson property).  The closest point of the  
proposed building from Midland Grove Condominiums to the north is over 200 feet away.  The building setback, 
height revisions, and design changes that we’ve made soften the visual impact of the project from both roads as 
well as from the adjacent homes that are in proximity to the project.   
 
Housing Opportunity:    
This development will be a useful addition for the City in retaining Roseville’s senior community and adding 
additional quality housing stock.  This will allow for many Roseville residents who may want to downsize into 
maintenance-free living, the option to stay in the community. We believe the location serves a good demographic 
as well as a wide geographic area.  While housing starts are slowing, we are confident this quality active senior 
living concept featuring many amenities, will be affordable, and marketable. The City will benefit with an 
estimated $11 million taxable project compared to an existing single-family home with a taxable value of 
$300,000.  This location is well suited for a high-density project, and no subsidy is being asked of the 
City/taxpayers. 
 
Note:   Census information indicates that Edina, St. Anthony and Roseville have the highest percentage of seniors 
in the Twin Cities metro area, with over 21% of the 34,000 Roseville City residents over 65 years of age.  
 
‘The Orchard’ density is less than five senior housing proposals approved in Roseville.  
   
  Development densities for other senior housing projects in Roseville are as  
  follows: 
 

• Rose Pointe  6-story  (148 units on 5 acres)             =      29.5 units/acre 
• Applewood Pointe II 4-story  (94 units on 3.4 Acres)    =  27.9 units/acre 
• Applewood Pointe I  4-story (95 units on 3.6 Acres)    =   26.4 units/acre 
• Greenhouse Village 3-story (102 units on 4 Acres)      =   25.5 units/acre 
• Good Samaritan Society  (50 units on 2 Acres)       =        25 units/acre 
• The Orchard   3-story  (55 units on 2.23 Acres)        =       24.5 units/acre  
• Midland Grove  3-story  (174 units on 9.25 Acres)    =       18.8 units/acre 

   
The proposed Roseville Community benefits of this project are:     
 

1) Increased taxable value of approximately $11 million. 
 

2) Quality life cycle housing opportunities for the active senior living community.   
 

3) Highest and best use of this underutilized in-fill site; is an efficient user of the City’s infrastructure; and 
will have a minimal impact on City systems.  

 
4) Will allow for greater opportunities for families to live in Roseville by freeing up larger homes that 

empty nesters and seniors may not want to maintain anymore.   
 

5) Helps meet the goals of the City that promote sustainable land use, and the goals that support well 
planned and designed development featuring high quality design and low maintenance architectural 
materials in promoting livable and attractive communities.   

 
6) Meets many goals and objectives of the current Roseville Comprehensive Plan and the revised 

Roseville Comprehensive Plan, specifically Chapter 4;  Land Use,  and Chapter 6; Housing and 
Neighborhoods.   



 
Neighborhood Open House;   February 19, 2009  @  6:00-7:00pm 

The Skating Center;  Fireside Room  
The Orchard Senior Active Living Development 

 
 
Open House / Meeting Notes  (2-19-09): 
 
Representatives from Station 19 Architects (Tim Johnson and Richard Brownlee) and Art 
Mueller were present.  The approximate attendance was 20 neighbors from the Midland 
Grove and the Ferriswood neighborhoods.   
 
Staff from Station 19 Architects and Art Mueller were available and answered questions 
regarding the revised project, but initially focused on letting people know the basics of 
the revised proposal.  The 4th floor has been eliminated to allow 3-stories, the unit count 
has been reduced from 77 to 55 units, and the building ends on the south and west sides 
have shifted in to meet the required multi-family setbacks.   
Easel boards were used to show site plans, elevations, aerial representations; and 
residents were engaged as they entered the room.  The open house dialogue was very 
civil and respectful.  Informal discussion focused on various aspects of the project, and 
ranged from traffic impacts, revised unit count, height reduction, density and revised 
building setbacks.   
 
Informal discussion with various neighbors indicated concerns about:   
-Treating the east side of the building with special features to mitigate visual impacts  
-Colors and materials 
-Blending in more with adjacent residential 
-Request for additional signage to reduce speeds 
-Traffic increase along Midland Grove Rd 
-Request for landscaping to increase screening on NE and East sides 
-Transplant evergreens 
-Discussion about keeping 2nd drive on Midland Grove Road 
-Discussion about access to site from County Rd B 
-Fire/Safety aspects of building;  clearance on north side of bldg 
-Balcony usage 
 
Neighbor Steve Enzler and another adjacent neighbor remain concerned about the impact 
to their properties.  Enzler focused on what the development will look like from his 
kitchen pantry, which faces toward the west.   The 1-story height reduction and the 97-
foot distance were discussed and whether or not this mitigated his concerns about 
sunlight, building mass, etc.   
 
Discussion about traffic impacts were discussed by several parties, and the Architects 
conveyed that the additional development would generate 1 car every 4-5 minutes during 
peak usage.  Some residents still indicated their concern for traffic and high speeds at the 
intersections.   

thomas.paschke
Text Box
Attachment E



 
Density was discussed and it was conveyed to some residents that the revised Orchard 
density at 24.5 units/acre was actually less than four recent senior developments which 
were all between 25-28 units/acre.  Further discussion was minimal.  Height reduction 
was also addressed and further discussion about overall building height took place.   The 
height of the Midland Grove building and it’s relationship to the proposed site was 
discussed; over 200 feet from building to building;  Existing trees and landscape to 
remain along property line.   
 
There was also discussion on the demographic data concerning marketability of the 
project.  It was conveyed that Roseville along with Edina and St. Anthony had the highest 
% of seniors in the metro area.   Twenty-one + % of Roseville’s population is over 65 
years old.   
 
Several residents indicated at the end of the open house that they’d be supportive of  
additional stories if it meant more greenspace for the overall development.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Open House ended at about 7:15 pm.   
 
 
Submitted by: 
Tim Johnson   
Station 19 Architects,  Inc.         
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Thomas Paschke

From: support@civicplus.com
Sent: Friday, February 27, 2009 11:59 AM
To: Thomas Paschke
Subject: Online Form Submittal: Contact Thomas Paschke

The following form was submitted via your website: Contact Thomas Paschke

Name:: Gary L Stenson

Address:: 2179 Ferris Lane

City:: Roseville

State: : MN

Zip:: 55113

Home Phone Number:: 651-636-2837

Daytime Phone Number:: 651-523-1248

Email Address:: gstenson@metroplains.com

Please Share Your Comment, Question or Concern: As a follow up to our phone 
conversation I am contacting you to express my opposition  to changing the NE cornor of 
Cleveland and Co Rd B from low density to high density. On three sides of the site there 
are single family or townhomes.  Only on the North is high density and that is appropriate 
up against a major transportation corridor like hwy 36.  The proposed project would 
provide an afternoon shadow over my home and neighboring units.

Additional Information:

Form submitted on: 2/27/2009 11:59:24 AM

Submitted from IP Address: 

Form Address: http://www.ci.roseville.mn.us/forms.asp?FID=99
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Thomas Paschke

From: Marietta E Booth 
Sent: Sunday, January 25, 2009 5:08 PM
To: Thomas Paschke
Subject: Land Use Plan Amendment 2025 County Road B

Hello,

I am writing about my concern for the request for approval of a comprehensive land use 
plan amendment and general concept planned unit development to allow the construction 
of a 77-unit, 4-story Active Senior Living Community at 2025 County Road B.

This land is now zoned residential.  I believe this would need to change so that a 77-unit 
building could be constructed.  I think this should stay zoned as residential.  Having a 77-
unit building with 1, 2, and 3 bedroom units will have more than 77 people living in them 
not counting the various workers and visitors.  This seems to be quite a dense population 
for this area.  The vehicle traffic will increase at this intersection as well as pedestrian 
traffic.

My other concern is will the developer be able to find buyers for the living space?  Will he 
have commitments before he proceeds to excavate? 
Will this be a boondoggle like other projects that have started but were left high and dry 
because financing or buyers was not forthcoming?

Perhaps this land could be promoted for a four-plex or duplex.  Maybe it should be used as 
"Victory" gardens where the "farmers" pay the city to till the soil.

I hope the Planning Commission will think long and hard before granting any variance. 

Marietta Booth

Roseville, MN  55113



Thomas Paschke 

From: Norgard, Sandy L (MN11) [sandy.norgard@honeywell.com]

Sent: Monday, January 26, 2009 11:41 AM

To: Thomas Paschke

Subject: Art Mueller Senior Living Proposal - Roseville

Importance: High

Page 1 of 1

01/26/2009

Dear Mr. Paschke, 
  
I live in the Ferriswood Condominium Association at Ferris Lane and County Road B.  I understand that Mr. Art Mueller wants to 
build a 4‐story, 77‐unit senior living complex at the corner of County Rd B and Cleveland.   
  
I want you to know that I am strongly against the idea since the building would obviously have a big impact on me with it being clearly 
visible from my home.  
  
Respectfully Yours, 
Sandy Norgard 
  
651‐233‐6117 (Mobile) 
sandy.norgard@honeywell.com 
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Thomas Paschke 

From: remarston@comcast.net
Sent: Sunday, March 01, 2009 11:45 AM
To: Thomas Paschke
Cc: remarston@comcast.net
Subject: 2025 County Road B

Page 1 of 1

03/02/2009

Dear Sir: 
  
I have been informed of the proposed multi-family building at 2023 County Road B.  I am concerned that any 
excavation in that area may disturb the underground water flow and will impact the Midland Grove Condos. 
  
As you may know, last year the Midland Grove Condo Association spent hundreds of thousands of dollars 
correcting water issues in the underground garages.  Any digging near there may change the flow of the  
water underground and may perhaps direct it into the condo area, thus  undoing what was done last year. 
  
I am requesting that the City of Roseville require the developer to do an environmental impact assessment 
that specifically address the potential water issues and consult with the environmental firm, Barr 
Engineering, that handled the water project at Midland Grove Condos. 
  
Please enter my concerns into the minutes at the hearing on March 4, 2009. 
  
Ruth Marston 
Owner,  
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Thomas Paschke 

From: Wright, Paula C [PWRIGHT1@Fairview.org]
Sent: Monday, March 02, 2009 4:59 PM
To: Thomas Paschke
Subject: Rezoning on West Cty Rd B
Importance: High

Page 1 of 1

03/03/2009

Dear Mr. Paschke: 
  
When I wrote you the other day, I forgot a couple of VERY IMPORTANT things: 
  
1.  that one of the "other" plans pending for our neighborhood with regard to the 55-unit development is that it will also cause 
possible traffic jams on our road as well as a possible back up as traffic turns from the Cleveland Exit from the freeway 
onto Cty Rd B.  My goodness, it happens NOW and we don't have 55 extra people using this road ............. plus employees that 
need to work there!  I think you better take into consideration just HOW MUCH traffic comes from 35W and turns left onto Cty Rd 
B.  It's a healthy number!  When I come home from work at night, it backs way up!    
  
2.  AND, the people that currently live at 1995 West Cty B will have their home and residence re-zoned as "mid-density".  We 
knew the people that grew up in that home.   That's a residence and should not be changed. 
  
Neither Mr. Wright nor I are in favor of either of the above. 
  
Thank you for your consideration. 
  
Paula Wright 
  
Paula C. Wright 
Development Officer & Program Manager 
Fairview Foundation 
Medical Missions 
612-672-6905 - Office 
 
 
The information transmitted in this e-mail is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain confidential and/or 
privileged material, including 'protected health information'. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any review, 
retransmission, dissemination, distribution, or copying of this message is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, 
please destroy and delete this message from any computer and contact us immediately by return e-mail.  
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Thomas Paschke 

From: DIANE LEAN [cafesuper@msn.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 04, 2009 9:08 AM
To: Thomas Paschke
Subject: 2025 County Road B

Page 1 of 1

03/04/2009

My name is Diane Lean and I have lived, with my husband, at 2250 Midland Grove Rd.,#308 since April of 
2007.  One of the reasons we loved this property when we purchased it was because when you turned into 
Midland Grove Rd., your only purpose was to come to Midland Grove Condos.  The landscaping is beautiful and 
there is so much property that is not covered by the buildings.  We face north, looking at 36 and 35E, but with 
the trees between we don't notice that much. 
  
If Mr. Mueller builds the complex that he intends, it will change the property values at Midland Grove.  People 
won't buy here if it is to congested.  The easement property is just that, so it shouldn't count in the size of the 
property being sold because it can't be used for anything.  The rest of the property is to small for what Mr. 
Mueller has in mind for it. 
  
  
Thank you, 
  
Diane Lean 
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

 Date: 05/11/2009 
 Item No.:            12.b  

Department Approval Acting City Manager Approval 

  

Item Description: Authorize a Joint Fiber Optic Installation Project 
 

Page 1 of 9 

BACKGROUND 1 

Since 2002, the City has capitalized on a number of opportunities to install fiber optic communication lines 2 

to connect City facilities. In 2006 the City partnered with Access Corporation, a private 3 

telecommunications service provider, to install fiber along County Road B2 between Snelling Avenue and 4 

Rice Street that would serve the City of Roseville, the Roseville School District, and Independent School 5 

District #916 (Northeast Metro).  6 

 7 

Most recently in 2008, the County Road B2 backbone was extended to Harriet Alexander Nature Center, 8 

Central Park Elementary School, Roseville Fire Station #3, and Park View School via a lateral fiber optic 9 

connection along the Dale Street Corridor.  10 

 11 

Over the past winter City Staff met with officials from the Roseville Area School District and Ramsey 12 

County Library to develop a fiber construction plan to connect additional public facilities to the existing 13 

fiber backbone.  Both the City and the School District rely heavily on the Comcast-provided Institutional 14 

Network (INET) for inter-building network connectivity. The use of the network is granted by the City’s 15 

competitive local cable television franchise agreement. However not all sections of the INET provide fiber 16 

connectivity. A number of sites use cable modem technology with outdated equipment that cannot deliver 17 

the network speeds and bandwidth required to deliver applications to remote facilities. Additionally recent 18 

FCC rulings bring into question the availability and use of the INET beyond the current franchise 19 

agreement due to expire in 2012. To insure continuity of business services absent the use of the INET, it is 20 

necessary to develop a strategic communications plan to include construction of municipal fiber optic cable 21 

to public facilities. 22 

 23 

City Staff, in conjunction with Roseville School and Ramsey County Library Staff, are recommending that 24 

the following facilities be connected in 2009: 25 

 26 

• Roseville Area High School (RAHS) connection to City Hall. 27 

• Roseville Library connection to City Hall and RAHS. 28 

• Cedarholm Golf Course connection to City Hall 29 

• Falcon Heights Elementary to RAHS and Library 30 

• Brimhall Elementary to RAHS, Fairview, and Library 31 

• Fairview Community Center to RAHS, Library, and City Hall 32 
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 33 

The inclusion of Roseville Library in this project is part of a county-wide municipal effort to interconnect 34 

the library system with METRO-INET, the consortium of cities that share information technology services.  35 

 36 

The cost of this multi-segment fiber optic pathway would be approximately $275,000, of which, $118,750 37 

would be paid for by the City with the remainder paid by the School District and Ramsey County Library.  38 

Each agency would individually be responsible for the cost of connecting their respective facilities to the 39 

pathway. The cost to connect City facilities would be approximately $16,000 to connect City Hall and the 40 

Golf Course to the fiber pathway. If the project is approved, it is anticipated that cost-sharing and usage 41 

agreements would be entered into by the City, the School District, and Ramsey County Library.  42 

 43 

POLICY OBJECTIVE 44 

Multi-jurisdictional agreements and projects are consistent with the goals and strategies identified in the 45 

Imagine Roseville 2025 process.  The joint construction of a fiber optic network will serve a larger number 46 

of constituents and achieve greater economies of scale than if the City would to construct one separately. 47 

FINANCIAL IMPACTS 48 

The estimated cost for the fiber project detailed above for the City of Roseville would be $134,750.  Monies 49 

for the project were included in the City’s 2009 Equipment Fund Budget. 50 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 51 

Staff recommends the Council authorize Staff to solicit proposals for the 2009 Joint Fiber Outlay project 52 

with the Roseville School District and Ramsey County Library System 53 

REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION 54 

Motion to authorize Staff to solicit proposals for the 2009 Joint Fiber Outlay project with the Roseville 55 

School District and Ramsey County Library as outlined in this Staff Report. 56 

 57 
Prepared by: Chris Miller, Finance Director 
 Terre Heiser, Information Technology Manager 
Attachments: A: Draft Fiber Optic Network and Technology Master Plan (for background purposes only) 
 B: Ramsey County Library System Summary (for background purposes only) 
 C: 2009 Fiber Project Summary and Fiber Map 
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Attachment A - Working Draft – City Fiber Optic Network and Technology Master Plans 58 

 59 

City staff has begun assessing its network infrastructure needs and interests for the future, taking into 60 

account both the needs of the City for its municipal operations, but also the opportunity to extend a 61 

municipal fiber utility infrastructure to other public entities, including our school districts, neighboring 62 

cities, the County and also to the State of Minnesota.  The City desires to be well-positioned to enhance the 63 

quality of life, economic vitality and delivery of government services in Roseville through the strategic use 64 

of telecommunications technologies and fiber optic utility infrastructure.  The Imagine Roseville 2025 65 

process identified the need to provide sustainable, cutting edge technology to support educational 66 

opportunities, provide cost effective city services, and support a citywide technology infrastructure that is 67 

accessible to the private sector. 68 

 69 

Within this context, the City seeks to develop a Municipal Fiber Optic Network and Technology Master 70 

Plan to identify the current telecommunications infrastructure; ascertain future telecommunications needs 71 

and services; and determine potential roles and partnership opportunities to help the City meet such needs.  72 

 73 

The effort would include an analysis of:  74 

• the uses of existing City rights-of-way for telecommunications infrastructure and methods to 75 

protect these valuable assets while encouraging location of new technology within the 76 

community;  77 

• the types of telecommunications systems that best promote community objectives and the 78 

electronic delivery of government and institutional services;  79 

• public and business partnership models that promote increased use of telecommunications 80 

technologies within the community;  81 

• alternate strategies that could accomplish the same goals without public financing; 82 

• how telecommunications providers might help the City achieve these objectives; and; 83 

• financial models that clarify likely City roles in the telecommunications arena.  84 

  85 

The kinds of questions that need to be explored include:  86 

• how the City might encourage greater competition and consumer choice in telecommunication 87 

services;  88 

• what the City can do to promote universal access and telecommunication literacy;  89 

• whether the City should construct its own fiber network or "loop";  90 

• how the City might enhance the delivery of government services;  91 

• and the role of telecommunications to enhance the economic climate of the City.  92 

   93 

It is suggested that the City explore two economic models to determine the appropriate role for the City to 94 

undertake: a Citywide full-service network (cable TV; telephone; high speed data services); and a City 95 

institutional network model. Regardless of the network approach chosen, it is important to note that the 96 

recommendations of the modeling component are in addition to the services and telecommunication 97 

solutions offered by the traditional private telecommunication providers.  98 

  99 

 100 
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Potential roles for the City may include:  101 

 102 

• Develop internal infrastructure, including City-owned conduit with fiber linking its facilities on 103 

a priority and cost-justified basis. The first phase of this approach would also include  other 104 

governmental institutions such as facilities of the Roseville Area School District 105 

• Become a provider of external infrastructure as a lesser of conduit and/or fiber to non-106 

governmental institutional entities.  107 

• Become a provider of a full-service network to external, non-governmental institutional entities 108 

and City residents.  109 

 110 

In any of the above three options, the City might partner with an established telecommunications provider. 111 

The partner and City could jointly develop and provide the above assets and services, subject to their 112 

economic and technical feasibility, under a multi-phase agreement.  113 

   114 

Staff recommends the development of a fiber optic telecommunications network for use by public 115 

agencies and institutions with additional capacity for leased conduit and/or fiber to non-governmental 116 

entities.  117 

   118 

Enhancements to Delivery of Government Services  119 

 120 

Over the past few years, the City's internal use of telecommunications technologies has grown significantly. 121 

The City now operates and depends on a sophisticated local and wide area network that connects staff at all 122 

City facilities for voice and computer communications. This advanced network is extended to 14 other 123 

public agencies (Chart A.). There are currently 43 public buildings (Chart B.) connected on an existing 124 

network compromised of municipal fiber optic cabling and a Comcast provided coaxial and fiber optic 125 

network. Whereas the City has already made investments in it’s own fiber optic network, the vast majority 126 

of the infrastructure is provided by Comcast as part of the City’s local cable television franchise through the 127 

provision of an Institutional Network (INET). However many portions of the INET still operate on outdated 128 

coaxial cable connections and equipment which do not provide the reliability necessary to sustain advanced 129 

applications like IP telephony and GIS applications. And with the uncertainty of any provision of local 130 

cable television franchising beyond the current agreement that expires in 2012, it is necessary that the City 131 

make every effort to begin development of an alternate to the Comcast network. 132 

 133 

The City has made significant investments in telecommunications technologies, including IP Telephony, 134 

Geographical Information Services, document imaging and management, network video security and 135 

surveillance, and Internet access. To support these services, high bandwidth connections are required to 136 

interconnect key network hubs like the City Hall Data Center to municipal facilities located throughout the 137 

City and neighboring communities.  138 

 139 

Fiber optic networks provide the capacity for supporting technologies now being implemented and provide 140 

opportunities to deliver high bandwidth video and multimedia applications to City facilities and the public 141 

as planned in the near future, facilitating video conferencing, video training, integrated voice and data 142 

applications, and full motion video and sound. Other facilities on the City wide area network now require 143 

bandwidth upgrades to support new demands.  144 

   145 

 146 
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Benefits of Municipal Fiber Network  147 

 148 

Development of a municipal fiber optic network has been identified as a key strategy to provide the 149 

bandwidth necessary to support enhanced service delivery and to give the City control over operating costs 150 

for its internal telecommunications needs. Additionally, the network would:  151 

 152 

• present opportunities for sharing telecommunications services with the school district  and joint 153 

powers agencies;  154 

• provide a secured and reliable private network for supporting public safety and emergency 155 

response;  156 

• present revenue opportunities for the leasing of City-owned conduit and fiber to 157 

telecommunications providers and businesses in Roseville;  158 

• provide a foundation for promoting continued investments in the City's telecommunications 159 

infrastructure by telecommunications providers and local institutions and businesses;  160 

• provide a framework to contribute to a regional telecommunications network;  161 

• extend infrastructure into strategic areas of the City and provide the backbone to enable a 162 

broader network to be developed if it is shown to be technically and economically feasible.  163 

   164 

The proposed municipal fiber network could be developed in conjunction planned public works projects 165 

which will provide cost savings by combining utility trenching required for other purposes like sewer and 166 

water.  167 

 168 

The fiber optic network should be viewed as a foundational network, harnessing one-time opportunities in a 169 

coherent infrastructure plan and setting the parameters for future infrastructure investment.  A municipal 170 

fiber network serves several immediate objectives of the City and at the same time lays the foundation for 171 

the evolution of a wider network serving more customers, if deemed feasible in the future 172 

telecommunications market. The City's exploration of strategic public/private partnerships will yield 173 

important information about what private sector providers will commit to further develop the 174 

telecommunications network in Roseville and the region. In short, immediate City business opportunities 175 

can be realized and the business risk elements of the network can be mitigated and minimized with this 176 

proposed approach to a network venture.  177 

 178 

In summary, the following are key policy recommendations to be considered for inclusion in the Fiber 179 

Optic Network Master Plan.  180 

 181 

[DRAFT] The City should continue to develop its municipal fiber network for the purpose of connecting 182 

key public institutions. The network should be tied to other public works projects whenever possible to 183 

lower construction costs and can be expected to provide service to identified sites within 48 months to 184 

coincide with expiration of the current cable franchise agreement. Priority must be given to underserved 185 

facilities currently connected to the outdated coaxial network. The network will support the continued 186 

development of advanced voice, data and video services for institutional partners and ensure that the City 187 

will continued to be a leader in the use of modern  telecommunications systems to provide quality public 188 

service.  189 

 190 

[DRAFT] Potential public and private partners for construction, financing and operation of the fiber optic 191 

network should be identified. This effort should proceed while the network is under development, as an 192 

independent project with its own schedule and goals. The scope of partnership could range from lease of 193 
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excess City-owned telecommunications conduit and/or fiber strands to full partnership in the development, 194 

financing and management of the municipal fiber optic network.  195 

 196 

[DRAFT] A policy statement should be adopted that encourages cooperative access to modern 197 

telecommunications services, taking the following concepts into account:  198 

   199 

• Encouraging access at specific types of facilities such as schools, libraries, and public facilities 200 

owned or controlled by government.  201 

• Promoting interconnectivity, interoperability and open access.  202 

• Providing incentives or other mechanisms to promote businesses and others to support the 203 

policies, such as a special fund for those who adopt and take actions consistent with the policies.  204 

   205 

[DRAFT] City staff will continue to expand upon the use of telecommunications technologies for electronic 206 

delivery of government services. Expected outcomes include increased availability of government 207 

information and services, support of community services, increasing public awareness of local issues, 208 

promoting public involvement and sense of community, and enhancement of City business activities 209 

through electronic commerce.  210 

   211 

BUDGET/FINANCIAL IMPACT  212 

Preliminary estimates for the City portion of the Municipal Fiber Optic Network to be $2 million required 213 

over the next five years. These funds could be considered in the context of preparation of the 10-year 214 

Capital Improvement Plan as part of the 2009 City budget process.  215 

 216 
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Attachment B - Connecting Community Partners – Ramsey County Library System 217 

 218 

The Ramsey County Library System is comprised of seven branch libraries located in suburban Ramsey 219 

County; Roseville, Arden Hills, Mounds View, Shoreview, North St. Paul, Maplewood, and White Bear 220 

Lake. 221 

Currently the branch library in Shoreview serves as the primary data distribution point for the 222 

Library system. Each of the other branch libraries connect back to the Shoreview Central 223 

Library to access internal database servers and to provide patron access to the Internet. 224 

With the increased demand and use of Internet access terminals at the branch libraries, 225 

providing sufficient bandwidth to these locations became increasingly difficult to sustain and 226 

afford. Leased data circuits (T1 data lines) that were sufficient 5 years ago could no longer 227 

provide the necessary bandwidth to support library operations.   228 

 229 

In 2005, City staff met with representatives from the Library to explore technology partnering 230 

opportunities. Identified was the need to improve connectivity between the branch libraries and to 231 

increase Internet bandwidth for library patrons.  A relationship was forged to find a solution. 232 

The first phase of the project was to utilize the existing Institutional Network (INET) to provide 233 

county-wide connectivity between the branch libraries.  This required building a network connection 234 

between the local library building and the adjacent City Hall. 235 

 236 

Shoreview  237 

In a joint project with the City of Shoreview, a fiber optic connection was constructed between the 238 

Shoreview Library and Shoreview City Hall. This provided the Central Library access to the INET. 239 

With this new connection, the Library was now able to access a shared Internet connection at Roseville 240 

City Hall. This connection increased the Library’s connection speed from 3Mb/s to 10 Mb/s, and 241 

reduced the City’s operating expense for Internet access. 242 

 243 

North St. Paul 244 

In North St. Paul, the Library participated in a remodel of the North St. Paul Community Center to add 245 

a branch library within the building. This cooperative effort provided access to the INET through the 246 

City’s existing connection, paving the way for the first high-speed connection between a branch library 247 

and the Central Library.  248 

The partnership continues to create additional cost sharing opportunities and benefits to the community. 249 

The Library provides three managed Internet terminals at the Community Center, providing patron 250 

Internet access even when the Library is closed. 251 

 252 

Maplewood 253 

With the opening of the new Maplewood Library in 2007, the number of Internet terminals increased 254 

considerably, putting more pressure on the Library system for bandwidth between the branch library 255 

and Shoreview. The City of North St. Paul constructed a fiber optic connection between the North St. 256 

Paul branch location and the new Maplewood Library. The Library leases the connection from the City. 257 

This provides an ultra-high speed connection between these two libraries and aggregates access back to 258 

the Central Library. 259 

 260 

Mounds View 261 

Following on the success of the projects with the other cities, in 2007 Mounds View constructed fiber 262 

between their City Hall and the Mounds View branch library. Like with Maplewood, the Library leases 263 
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the fiber. By connecting to City Hall, the Library and the City share the INET connection that provides 264 

access back to the Shoreview Library. 265 

 266 

White Bear Lake 267 

In 2008 the same concept was applied to the White Bear Lake branch library; connect City Hall to the 268 

Library with fiber optic cable, creating a network cluster. The Library leases a portion of the fiber to 269 

connect to City Hall and utilizes White Bear Lake’s INET to make a connection to the Maplewood-270 

North St. Paul network cluster and to connect to the Central Library. 271 

 272 

Roseville and Arden Hills 273 

The branch libraries in Roseville and Arden Hills are currently on lower speed, leased data 274 

circuits. The proposed 2009 Joint Fiber Optic Project will connect the Roseville branch to 275 

Roseville City Hall to connect to the INET and subsequently to the Central Library in 276 

Shoreview. 277 

 278 

Summary 279 

The concept was relatively simple. Create network clusters by interconnecting a library building with a 280 

City Hall (and any other nearby public buildings). This provided an immediate improvement for the 281 

Library by sharing existing City network resources. 282 

 283 

The challenge ahead is to find the financial resources to construct fiber between the groups (clusters) of 284 

buildings. Absent access to fiber, creating network clusters has already provided the opportunity to reduce 285 

the cost of leased data services. A single leased, high-speed data connection can serve an entire cluster. 286 

Dozens of public facilities can be interconnected with just a handful of leased data circuits. 287 
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Attachment C - 2009 Project Summary 288 

 289 

Hamline Corridor Fiber Optic Service Area 290 

The Hamline Corridor Fiber Optic Service Area (FOSA) extends from Roseville City Hall westerly to 291 

Hamline Avenue and then south to the intersection of Garden Avenue and Hamline. The fiber optic service 292 

line will provide connectivity to facilities directly adjacent to Hamline Avenue. This service line is divided 293 

into two sections; Hamline Corridor North; and Hamline Corridor South. The pathway is segmented to 294 

provide cost sharing opportunities with the School District and Ramsey County Library.  295 

 296 

Hamline Corridor North (See Map A) 297 

This fiber segment along the Hamline Corridor FOSA terminates at the intersection of Commerce Street 298 

and Hamline Avenue. This primary segment will provide connectivity between Roseville City Hall, 299 

Roseville Area High School, and the Roseville Library.  Each agency has an equal need for interconnecting 300 

these three primary facilities to share in services delivery and to provide opportunities for equipment 301 

collocation.  The Library will serve as a secondary fiber connection point for city and school district 302 

facilities located south of Trunk highway 36. Utilizing the Library for this purpose minimizes the amount of 303 

fiber necessary to provide network redundancy in the event a fiber cut. The three agencies will share the 304 

cost of this segment. 305 

 306 

This fiber segment will also connect to the existing County Road B2 backbone at the intersection of 307 

Hamline and County Road B2 to reach City facilities within the Dale Street Corridor Fiber Service Area. 308 

These facilities include Fire Station #3 and the Nature Center.  This segment will also provide fiber 309 

connectivity to Cedarholm Golf Course. 310 

  311 

Hamline Corridor South (See Map B) 312 

This fiber segment continues from the Commerce Street cross-connect vault o Garden Avenue. This 313 

segment will provide connectivity between Falcon Heights Elementary and Roseville Area High School.  314 

This segment will be used by the City for future connections to a number of storm water and sewer lift 315 

stations in this section of the City. The School District and the City will share the cost of this segment. 316 

 317 

Commerce Street Fiber Optic Service Area (See Map C) 318 

The Commerce Street Fiber Optic Trunk is a lateral extension of the Hamline Corridor that extends 319 

westerly from the intersection of Commerce/Hamline to Snelling Avenue, then southerly to County Road 320 

B, then westerly along County Road B to the Fairview Community Center. This fiber segment will provide 321 

connectivity to facilities adjacent to County Road B to include Brimhall Elementary and Fairview 322 

Community Center.  323 

 324 

This segment will be used by the City for future extensions to a number of storm water and sewer lift 325 

stations located in the western portion of the City. The School District and the City will share the cost of 326 

this extension. 327 

 328 

This trunk will also serve as the primary route for future connections to Lauderdale City Hall, Falcon 329 

Heights City Hall, and the University of Minnesota. 330 

 331 



2009 Joint Fiber Optic Project - Facility Locations

DISCLAIMER: This map is neither a legally recorded map nor a survey and is not intended to be used as one. This map is a compilation of records, information and
 data located in various city, county, state and federal offices and other sources regarding the area shown, and is to be used for reference purposes only.

SOURCES: Ramsey County (March 30, 2009), The Lawrence Group;March 30, 2009 for County parcel and property records data; March 2009 for commercial and

terre.heiser
Text Box
City Hall

terre.heiser
Text Box
Golf Course

terre.heiser
Text Box
High School

terre.heiser
Text Box
Library

terre.heiser
Text Box
Falcon Heights School

terre.heiser
Text Box
Brimhall School

terre.heiser
Text Box
Fairview Center



 

Hamline Corridor North 
Start Point: City Hall Vault – 2660 Civic Center Drive 
End Point: Commerce Street Vault 
Pathway Distance: 7,000 Feet 
Vaults: 5 
Fiber Optic Strands: 144 

Estimated Cost of Construction: $112,000 
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Hamline Corridor South 
Start Point: Commerce Street Vault 
End Point: Garden Avenue Vault 
Pathway Distance:  4,850 Feet 
Vaults: 5 
Fiber Optic Strands: 144 

Estimated Cost of Construction: $64,475 
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Commerce Street Interconnect 

Backbone Interconnect Point: Commerce Street / Hamline Avenue – Hamline Avenue Corridor 
End Point (2009): Fairview Vault ‐ 1910 County Road B 
Pathway Distance: 6,600 Feet 
Vaults: 8 
Fiber Optic Strands: 144 

Estimated Cost of Construction: $89,000 
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Fiber Trunk

Pathway (feet) Cost/Foot Est. Cost Shares

Hamline North 7,000                   16.00$       112,000$  3 37,333$        
Hamline South 4,850                   13.50$       65,475$    2 32,738$        
Commerce Interconnect 6,600                   13.50$       89,100$    2 44,550$        

18,450                
266,575$ 

City 114,621$ 
School 114,621$ 
Library 37,333$   

266,575$ 

Summary Pathway Facility Total Agency Total
City City Hall 83,121$    12,000$  95,121$    

Cedarholm 31,500$    3,850$    35,350$     130,471$      

School RAHS 37,333$    5,000$    42,333$    
Falcon Heights 32,738$    9,925$    42,663$    
Brimhall 22,275$    4,862$    27,137$    
Fairview 22,275$    15,325$  37,600$     149,733$      

Library Roseville 37,333$    3,300$    40,633$     40,633$        

Totals 266,575$  54,262$  320,837$  

Fiber Backbone
All Segments
All Segments
Hamline North

2009 Joint Fiber Optic Project ‐ Financial Summary



 

Roseville City Hall 
2660 Civic Center drive 
Roseville, MN 55113 
 
Primary Fiber Trunk:         Hamline Corridor North 
 
Connection Point:              City Hall Vault 

 

Estimated Costs 
Facility Connection: 

• Pathway – Building to City Hall Vault:  100 feet 

• Pathway Cost  ($20.00/foot):  $2,000 

• Fiber Count in Building: 96 strands  

• Inside Termination (grounding, electrical, cabinet): $10,000  

• Total Estimated Facility Cost: $ 12,000 

Backbone Shared Cost: 

• Fiber Count: 96 strands Hamline North, 96 strands Hamline South, 96 strands Commerce 

• Pathway Cost : $    83,121 

Total Estimated Cost:                   $     95,121 
Estimated Useful Life           20 Years 
Annual Depreciation        $       3,400  
Annual Maintenance (Locates)     $       3,600 
Annual Depreciation (Equipment)   $     10,000 
Depreciated Annual Cost     $     21,756               

Leased Communication Line Options 
Frame Relay (T1/DS1)    (1.5MB)    $   300/month    $    3,600 Annual 
Metro‐Optical Ethernet (10 MB)   $ 1,530/month    $  18,360 Annual 
Metro‐Optical Ethernet (100 MB)  $ 2,550/month    $  30,600 Annual 
*Metro‐Optical Ethernet (1GB)    $11,560/month   $138,720 Annual 
*Comparable service in terms of technology and available bandwidth 



 
 

Cedarholm Golf Course 
2395 Hamline Avenue 
Roseville, MN 55113 
 
Primary Fiber Trunk:       Hamline Corridor North  
 
Connection Point:           Cedarholm Vault  
 
Termination Point:          Roseville City Hall 

Estimated Costs 
Facility Connection: 

• Pathway – Building to Cedarholm Vault:  100 feet 

• Pathway Cost  ($13.50/foot):  $1,350 

• Fiber Count in Building: 12 strands (12 City Hall) 

• Inside Termination (grounding, electrical, cabinet): $2,500  

• Total Estimated Facility Cost: $ 3,850 

Backbone Shared Cost: 

• Fiber Count:  12 strands Hamline North 

• Pathway Cost ($4.50/foot): $31,500 

Total Estimated Cost:                  $    35,350 
Estimated Useful Life        20 Years 
Annual Depreciation                   $      1,767   
Annual Maintenance (Locates)                $      1,000 
Annual Depreciation (Equipment)            $      1,500 
Depreciated  Annual Cost                $      5,067                

Leased Communication Line Options 
Frame Relay (T1/DS1)    (1.5MB)    $   300/month    $    3,600 Annual 
Metro‐Optical Ethernet (10 MB)   $ 1,530/month    $  18,360 Annual 
Metro‐Optical Ethernet (100 MB)  $ 2,550/month    $  30,600 Annual 
*Metro‐Optical Ethernet (1GB)    $11,560/month   $138,720 Annual 
*Comparable service in terms of technology and available bandwidth 



 
 

 
Roseville Area High School 
1261 Highway 36 W (approx. 1300 County Road B2) 
Roseville, MN 55113 
 
Primary Fiber Trunk:       Hamline Corridor North  
 
Connection Point:           RAHS Vault  
 
Termination Point:         Roseville City Hall 

Estimated Costs 
Facility Connection: 

• Pathway – Building to RAHS Vault:  300 feet 

• Pathway Cost  ($0/foot):  $0 (Completed 2007) 

• Fiber Count in Building: 48 strands (6 Fairview, 6 Brimhall, 6 Falcon Heights, 6 Library, 12 
City Hall, 6 E.D. Williams, 6 open) 

• Inside Termination (grounding, electrical, cabinet): $5,000  

• Total Estimated Facility Cost: $ 5,000 

Backbone Shared Cost: 

• Fiber Count: 18 strands Hamline North 

• Pathway Cost:  $   37,333 

Total Estimated Cost:                   $      42,333 
Estimated Useful Life           20 Years 
Annual Depreciation       $        2,100   
Annual Maintenance (Locates)     $       1,800 
Annual Depreciation (Equipment)   $       1,500 
Depreciated  Annual Cost    $        5,400               

Leased Communication Line Options 
Frame Relay (T1/DS1)    (1.5MB)    $   300/month    $    3,600 Annual 
Metro‐Optical Ethernet (10 MB)   $ 1,530/month    $  18,360 Annual 
Metro‐Optical Ethernet (100 MB)  $ 2,550/month    $  30,600 Annual 
*Metro‐Optical Ethernet (1GB)    $11,560/month   $138,720 Annual 
*Comparable service in terms of technology and available bandwidth 



 

Roseville Library 
2180 Hamline Avenue 
Roseville, MN 55113 
 
Primary Fiber Trunk:        Hamline Corridor North  
 
Connection Point:             Library Vault 
  
Termination Point (s):      Roseville City Hall 
                                             Roseville Area High School 

Estimated Costs 
Facility Connection: 

• Pathway – Building to Library Vault:  100 feet 

• Pathway Cost  ($8/foot):  $800 (conduit in place) 

• Fiber Count in Building: 72 strands (6 High School, 24 City Hall, 6 Fairview, 6 Brimhall, 6 
Falcon Heights, 24 open) 

• Inside Termination (grounding, electrical, cabinet): $2,500  

• Total Estimated Facility Cost: $ 3,300 

Backbone Shared Cost: 

o Fiber Count: 36 strands Hamline North 

o Pathway Cost: $    37,333 

Total Infrastructure Cost:    $      40,633 
Estimated Useful Life           20 Years 
Annual Depreciation       $        2,031   
Annual Maintenance (Locates)     $       1,000 
Annual Depreciation (Equipment)   $       1,500 
Estimated Annual Cost      $        4,531                

Leased Communication Line Options 
Frame Relay (T1/DS1)    (1.5MB)    $   300/month    $    3,600 Annual 
Metro‐Optical Ethernet (10 MB)   $ 1,530/month    $  18,360 Annual 
Metro‐Optical Ethernet (100 MB)  $ 2,550/month    $  30,600 Annual 
*Metro‐Optical Ethernet (1GB)    $11,560/month   $138,720 Annual 
*Comparable service in terms of technology and available bandwidth 



 

Falcon Heights Elementary School
1393 Garden Avenue 
Falcon Heights, MN 55113 
 
Primary Fiber Trunk:       Hamline Corridor 
 
Connection Point:           Garden Avenue Vault  
 
Termination Point(s):     Roseville Area high School  
                                           Roseville Library 

Estimated Costs 
Facility Connection: 

• Pathway – Building to Garden Avenue Vault:  550 feet 

• Pathway Cost  ($13.50/foot):  $7,425 

• Fiber Count in Building: 12 strands (6 High School, 6 Library) 

• Inside Termination (grounding, electrical, cabinet): $2,500  

• Total Estimated Facility Cost: $ 9,925 

Backbone Shared Cost: 

• Fiber Count: 12 strands Hamline South, 12 strands Hamline North 

• Pathway Cost: $32,738 

Total Estimated Cost:        $     45,163 
Estimated Useful Life            20 Years 
Annual Depreciation         $       2,300   
Annual Maintenance (Locates)      $       1,000 
Annual Depreciation (Equipment)    $       1,500 
Depreciated  Annual Cost      $       4,800                

Leased Communication Line Options 
Frame Relay (T1/DS1)    (1.5MB)    $   300/month    $    3,600 Annual 
Metro‐Optical Ethernet (10 MB)   $ 1,530/month    $  18,360 Annual 
Metro‐Optical Ethernet (100 MB)  $ 2,550/month    $  30,600 Annual 
*Metro‐Optical Ethernet (1GB)    $11,560/month   $138,720 Annual 
*Comparable service in terms of technology and available bandwidth 



 
 

Brimhall Elementary School 
1744 County Road B 
Roseville, MN 55113 
 
Primary Fiber Trunk:     Commerce Interconnect 
 
Connection Point:          Brimhall Vault  
 
Termination Point(s):    Roseville Area High School 
                                          Roseville Library 
                         Fairview Community Center 

Estimated Costs 
Facility Connection: 

• Pathway – Building to Brimhall Vault:  175 feet 

• Pathway Cost  ($13.50/foot):  $2,362 

• Fiber Count in Building: 24 strands (6 High School, 6 Fairview, 6 Library, 6 open) 

• Inside Termination (grounding, electrical, cabinet): $2,500  

• Total Estimated Facility Cost: $ 4,862 

Backbone Shared Cost: 

• Fiber Count:  18 strands Commerce, 12 strands Hamline North 

• Pathway Cost: $    22,275 

Total Estimated Cost:        $     27,137 
Estimated Useful Life            20 Years 
Annual Depreciation         $       1,350   
Annual Maintenance (Locates)      $       2,000 
Annual Depreciation (Equipment)    $       1,500 
Depreciated Annual Cost      $       4,850                

Leased Communication Line Options 
Frame Relay (T1/DS1)    (1.5MB)    $   300/month    $    3,600 Annual 
Metro‐Optical Ethernet (10 MB)   $ 1,530/month    $  18,360 Annual 
Metro‐Optical Ethernet (100 MB)  $ 2,550/month    $  30,600 Annual 
*Metro‐Optical Ethernet (1GB)    $11,560/month   $138,720 Annual 
*Comparable service in terms of technology and available bandwidth 



 

Fairview Community Center 
1910 County Road B 
Roseville, MN 55113 
 
Primary Fiber Trunk:   Commerce Interconnect 
 
Connection Point:        Fairview Vault  
 
Termination Point(s):  Roseville Area High School  
                                        Roseville Library 
                                        Roseville City Hall 

                        
Estimated Costs 
Facility Connection: 

• Pathway – Building to Fairview Vault:  950 feet 

• Pathway Cost  ($13.50/foot):  $12,825 

• Fiber Count in Building: 24 strands (6 High School, 6 Brimhall, 6 Library, 6 City Hall) 

• Inside Termination (grounding, electrical, cabinet): $2,500  

• Total Estimated Facility Cost: $ 15,325 

Backbone Shared Cost: 

• Fiber Count:  24 strands Commerce, 18 strands Hamline North 

• Pathway Cost: $    22,275 (requires completed construction to Brimhall) 

Total Cost:          $     37,600 
Estimated Useful Life            20 Years 
Annual Depreciation         $       1,880   
Annual Maintenance (Locates)      $       2,000 
Annual Depreciation (Equipment)    $       1,500 
Depreciated  Annual Cost      $       5,380                

Leased Communication Line Options 
Frame Relay (T1/DS1)    (1.5MB)    $   300/month    $    3,600 Annual 
Metro‐Optical Ethernet (10 MB)   $ 1,530/month    $  18,360 Annual 
Metro‐Optical Ethernet (100 MB)  $ 2,550/month    $  30,600 Annual 
*Metro‐Optical Ethernet (1GB)    $11,560/month   $138,720 Annual 
*Comparable service in terms of technology and available bandwidth 



REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

 DATE: 5/11/2009 
 ITEM NO:           12.c  

Department Approval:                                                                    Acting City Manager Approval: 

  

Item Description: Request by Wellington Management for support of a Rezoning of 1126 
Sandhurst Drive and 2167 Lexington Avenue to Planned Unit 
Development from Single Family Residence District and General 
Business District, respectively, and approval of a General Concept 
Planned Unit Development to allow the construction of a multi-tenant 
commercial office property (PF09-003) 
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1.0 REQUESTED ACTION 1 
Wellington Management seeks support of a REZONING and approval of a GENERAL 2 
CONCEPT PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT for a proposed redevelopment of the northwest 3 
quadrant of the intersection of County Road B and Lexington Avenue which would 4 
replace the existing TCF bank structures at 2167 Lexington Avenue and the adjacent 5 
single-family residence at 1126 Sandhurst Drive with an 11,250-square-foot commercial 6 
office building and parking area. 7 

Project Review History 8 
• Application submitted: February 10, 2009; determined complete: February 11, 2009 9 
• Sixty-day review deadline: April 7, 2009 10 
• Sixty-day City Council extension: June 5, 2009 11 
• Planning Commission recommendation (7-0 to approve): March 4, 2009 12 
• Initial project report recommendation: March 23, 2009 13 
• Revised report recommendation: May 6, 2009 14 
• Anticipated City Council action: May 11, 2009 15 

2.0 SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION 16 

2.1 On March 23, 2009, the Council requested the opportunity to continue working with the 17 
applicant to arrive at a plan that best balances the needs of the City and the developer.  18 
On April 20, 2009, the applicant presented revisions to their plan that met with general 19 
support of the City Council.   20 

2.2 Planning Division staff concurs with the unanimous recommendation of the Planning 21 
Commission to approve the requested REZONING and GENERAL CONCEPT PLANNED UNIT 22 
DEVELOPMENT, subject to certain conditions as well as the revised plans submitted by the 23 
applicant; see Section 9 of this report for the detailed recommendation. 24 

 25 
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3.0 SUMMARY OF SUGGESTED ACTION 26 
By motion, support the requested REZONING and GENERAL CONCEPT PLANNED UNIT 27 
DEVELOPMENT (with conditions) of the properties at 1126 Sandhurst Drive and 2167 28 
Lexington Avenue; see Section 10 of this report for the detailed action. 29 

4.0 REVIEW OF COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 30 

4.1 Although the proposed development appears to be consistent with Roseville’s 2030 31 
Comprehensive Plan, which would apply a land use designation of Neighborhood 32 
Business to both of the subject parcels, that document has yet to be approved by the 33 
Metropolitan Council and ratified by the City Council. This proposal, therefore, must be 34 
evaluated within the context of the existing Comprehensive Plan. 35 

4.2 The proposed business use is to be located on the parcel at 2167 Lexington Avenue, 36 
which has a Comprehensive Plan designation of Business (B); this allows for a wide 37 
variety of residential, retail, restaurant, office, and other commercial uses consistent with 38 
the parcel’s existing General Business zoning – Roseville’s most intense business 39 
district. 40 

4.3 The property at 1126 Sandhurst Drive has a Comprehensive Plan designation of Low 41 
Density Residential (LR), which corresponds to the kinds of uses allowed in R-1 and R-2 42 
zoning districts. Given that the proposal only puts parking and an accessory structure (for 43 
the trash handling equipment) on this parcel and that storage buildings and off-street 44 
parking and loading areas are allowed in the zoning districts associated with the LR land 45 
use designation, no change to the Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map is necessary for 46 
this proposal. 47 

4.4 The Cornerstone Neighborhood Mixed-Use Project, adopted into the Comprehensive 48 
Plan in 1998 as a conceptual master plan of sorts to redesign key, under-utilized retail 49 
and commercial intersections, determined that a redesigned Lexington Avenue/County 50 
Road B intersection would have great potential for positive community impact. The 51 
document indicates that “careful attention to the concerns of the neighborhood could 52 
make this corner fulfill the wishes of its adjacent residents [and] it could become the 53 
touchstone for establishing an appealing balance of structure, open space, design and 54 
use.” 55 

4.5 The Cornerstone report stresses the importance of locating at least modest buildings at 56 
the corners of the intersection to frame the public space and “create a sense of place and 57 
closure,” and it expresses optimism for a successful redevelopment of this intersection as 58 
a whole despite the challenges presented by the lack of structures in the corners of the 59 
park and gas station properties. And although Cornerstone explicitly makes no 60 
recommendation of a preferred density or scale of development, the report frequently 61 
advocates a mix of office and retail uses on a “ground floor” with residential or office 62 
uses “above.” The report also touts this specific intersection as being: “located in a prime 63 
spot to provide community linkage. The attraction of the open space, the convenience to 64 
neighborhood retail, and access to transit are part of its potential. As a centrally-located 65 
intersection of major arterials, the intersection could serve as the hub for the spread of 66 
new resident friendly design ideas throughout the community.” 67 

 68 
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 69 

5.0 REVIEW OF ZONING/PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT 70 

5.1 A PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) is a zoning district which may include single or 71 
mixed uses on one or more lots or parcels, and is intended to be used in unique situations 72 
to create a more flexible, creative, and efficient approach to the use of the land subject to 73 
the PUD procedures, standards, and regulations contained in the City Code. 74 

5.2 The end result of REZONING a property to PUD is the creation of a customized zoning 75 
district (i.e., a PUD Agreement) that regulates the use and development of a specific 76 
subject property in the same way that standard zoning districts regulate other properties. 77 
Aspects of such a development may deviate from the requirements of a standard zoning 78 
district, but they must be approved by the City Council and specified in the PUD 79 
Agreement in order to ensure that the overall development is in keeping with general 80 
guidance of the Comprehensive Land Use Plan. The PUD Agreement, if approved in the 81 
FINAL phase of the PUD review process, will comprise the development parameters on 82 
which the REZONING is based. 83 

5.3 In the GENERAL CONCEPT phase, a preliminary development proposal is formally 84 
presented in a public hearing to the Planning Commission for consideration. As the name 85 
indicates, the GENERAL CONCEPT of a development is considered in this first phase; a 86 
proposal may lack significant detail, but the Planning Commission and City Council have 87 
the opportunity to help guide the development to ensure that it advances the land use 88 
goals and policies expressed in the Comprehensive Plan. If a development is approved in 89 
concept, the applicant then refines all of the technical plans to verify that the approved 90 
concept is feasible in reality and then submits those plans for final approval by the City 91 
Council. 92 

5.4 Because a PUD is intended to provide flexibility with respect to standard zoning 93 
requirements on a property, it’s useful to identify where the proposed PUD district would 94 
differ from the standards of established zoning districts; the following table illustrates the 95 
proposed differences: 96 

Existing Zoning Standards Proposed Conditions 
R-1 zoning on 1126 Sandhurst Drive
 Parking setback from side property line: 5 ft. 0 ft. from internal lot line 
 Maximum impervious coverage: 30% 64% (storm water runoff equivalent to 0%)
B-3 zoning on 2167 Lexington Avenue
 Parking setback from Sandhurst Drive ROW: 15 ft. Varies from 0 ft. to 6 ft.  
 Parking setback from Lexington Avenue ROW: 15 ft. 10 ft.
 Parking setback from internal side property line: 5 ft. 0 ft. from internal lot line 
 Parking setback from side property line: 5 ft. 10 ft. from auto parts property
 Building setback from County Road B ROW: 30 ft. 7 ft.  
 Building setback from Lexington Avenue ROW: 30 ft. 10 ft. and 4 ft.   

The most significant of the above deviations from the standard zoning requirements are 97 
related to the proposed location of the building adjacent to County Road B (northern 98 
portion) and Lexington Avenue and the northeast portion of the parking lot. All other 99 
typical zoning requirements (e.g., setbacks, number and size of parking spaces, building 100 
height, etc.) not identified in the preceding table are met by the proposed redevelopment. 101 
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5.5 Non-zoning requirements (e.g., for Building Codes, storm water management, etc.) have 102 
been part of PUD approvals in the past, but they should be removed from the PUD 103 
process, relying instead on the established approval processes. 104 

5.6 Because the Comprehensive Plan allows (perhaps even encourages) buildings up to 3 105 
stories tall in this location and others like it, Planning Division staff recommends 106 
establishing a specific building envelope but does not recommend further restricting the 107 
size of building that could be developed on this site in the future as long as parking 108 
requirements continue to be satisfied. 109 

 110 

5.7 While not addressed among the standard parking regulations, the Planning Commission 111 
recommended a requirement to incorporate bicycle parking facilities as well as to 112 
improve pedestrian circulation around the traffic light pole in the sidewalk adjacent to the 113 
site. The revised site plan includes the requested bicycle parking and indicates an 114 
expansion of the sidewalk facility within the County Road B right-of-way. 115 

5.8 Although the anticipated dental office user in the southern end of the proposed building 116 
has patient privacy concerns with an entrance directly from the County Road B sidewalk, 117 
the building is being designed in such a way that windows in that part of the structure can 118 
be replaced by an entrance as tenants change in the future.  119 

5.9 Signage for the development should not be considered with the PUD application; signs 120 
should instead be consistent with Code standards, which require a Master Sign Plan for 121 
multi-tenant properties like the proposal. 122 

5.10 The storm water management plan for the project may need further development; this 123 
need not be finalized in the GENERAL CONCEPT phase of the PUD process. 124 

6.0 REVIEW OF REVISIONS 125 
Based upon comments received at the March 23 meeting and the April 20 work session,  126 
the applicant has made the following revisions to the project: 127 

6.1 A curved wall has been incorporated into the building design that removes the structure 128 
from within the traffic visibility triangle, as was previously proposed.  The added design 129 
of the curve creates an attractive building wall at the intersection of County Road B and 130 
Lexington Avenue. 131 

6.2 The revised plan (similar to the previous design) supports an entry from either the County 132 
Road B or Lexington Avenue side of the building should the tenant mix be favorable to 133 
such an inclusion. 134 

6.3 The building shifted north from zero to 7 feet to include a greater setback adjacent to 135 
County Road B.  Conversely, the setback for the parking lot adjacent to Sandhurst 136 
Avenue was reduced from 7 feet to zero.  Landscaping will be provided and maintained 137 
by the applicant, but a portion of the landscaping is now located in the Sandhurst right-138 
of-way.  An additional building modification reduced the northern portion of the building 139 
adjacent Lexington Avenue form 10 feet to 4 feet. 140 

6.4 Trees and shrubs have been added in the landscape plan for additional aesthetic buffering 141 
between the west parking lot fence and parking lot.  The two parking lot islands have 142 
been widened to accommodate a tree; larger islands were proposed versus an additional 143 
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EXTRACT OF THE APRIL 20, 2009 
CITY COUNCIL MINUTES 

 
 
Business Items - Presentations/Discussions 
  

a.         Discuss Request by Wellington Management for Collaboration in the Preliminary 
Design of a Proposed Office Property at 2167 Lexington     (PF09-003) 
 
Community Development Director Patrick Trudgeon introduced representatives from 
Wellington Management, for presentation of their revised designs for redevelopment of 
the parcel at 2167 Lexington Avenue, addressing previous concerns expressed by the 
City Council and public. 

  
Sonja Simonsen, Director of Finance for Wellington Management and 
Gonsalo Villares, Pope Architects 
Ms. Simonsen reviewed changes made to the plan based on  previous comments and 
concerns, including creation of a curved wall on the southeast corner of the building 
addressing visibility triangle concerns and increasing the aesthetic value of the building; 
additional landscaping and green space opportunities created by that design; and 
relocating the building and parking lot seven feet to the north.  Ms. Simonsen advised 
that this allowed retention of the original parking lot landscaping, but placed it in the 
public right-of-way that Wellington intended to maintain and manage.  Ms. Simonsen 
reviewed the increased landscaping on the western edge of the property (additional trees 
and shrubs) providing additional privacy to the adjoining residential property on the west; 
relocation of proposed snow storage to allow that additional landscaping; and increased 
setbacks on County Road B for tree and shrub plantings.  Ms. Simonsen advised that 
Wellington had attempted to incorporate as much feedback from previous comments and 
concerns as was feasible; and advised that she and Mr. Villares were open to further 
questions and comments related to those revisions. 

  
Councilmember Pust thanked Wellington representatives for their responsiveness; and 
expressed appreciation for the new design, rounded building, landscaping, and increased 
visibility. 

  
Discussion among Councilmembers and Wellington representatives included type of 
shrub proposed to ensure visibility; location of and number of bicycle parking provided 
(five spaces located on the northwest side of the building further away from the curb cut 
for safety considerations); whether any reduction in the parking lot was possible to 
reduce impervious surfaces further based on zoning requirements and proposed uses of 
the building and avoiding any on-street parking on Sandhurst to address neighborhood 
concerns; and landscape screening of the parking lot. 

  
 Councilmember Ihlan expressed appreciation for this much-improved design.  She 

expressed concern that the City's standards for parking seemed to negatively influence 
the environmental and aesthetics of today's realities. 
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 Councilmember Johnson echoed favorable comments of Councilmembers Pust and Ihlan 

related to aesthetic and setback improvements; however, questioned the location of the 
curb cut and sight lines on the north side of the building onto Lexington.  Councilmember 
Johnson noted that this was a prime location for pedestrian and bicycle traffic given its 
proximity to schools; and expressed concerns with the visibility for cars exiting the 
parking lot and encroaching onto the sidewalk in anticipation of their left or right turns. 

  
 Ms. Simonsen noted that currently there were 740 vehicles daily encroaching on the same 

pedestrian/bicycle transit route, and that the new use would reduce that to approximately 
340 vehicles per day, and hopefully improve traffic impacts with the proposed 
development.  Ms. Simonsen advised that the developer was attempting to make the best 
use of the exiting curb cut and reduce traffic counts. 

  
 Further discussion included whether the building could be reduced further near the curb 

cut even though some square footage would be lost. 
  
 City Planner Thomas Paschke clarified that a visibility triangle was not part of that curb 

cut; and noted that the access functions now and that cars would be encroaching on the 
sidewalk even with the current use with no building, and would do so no matter the use 
for the proposed building. 

  
 Councilmember Roe, while recognizing the concerns for vehicles encroaching on to the 

sidewalk, opined that in his experience, traffic seldom stopped before the sidewalk; and 
expressed concern that such a condition may create an unnecessary hardship for the 
applicant to address a problem without obvious resolution.  Councilmember Roe sought 
additional information from the applicant related to existing and proposed storm water 
management on the site. 

  
 Ms. Simonsen and Mr. Paschke responded that initial feedback from the Rice Creek 

Watershed District (RCWD) and the City was that their storm water management plan 
met current requirements, pretreatment and rate control practices.  Ms. Simonsen advised 
that they had bid out pavers seeking to provide additional pervious surface for the parking 
lot; however, she anticipated that the cost would be economically prohibitive. 

  
 Additional discussion included proposed use and size of the west side service door as a 

fire exit; the applications exploration of adding additional doors anticipating future uses 
and the larger window installations for easier change-out to doors if future uses should 
warrant that; marketability of the building based on the office building having a common 
entrance through a main door rather than a retail bay; fire rating and construction material 
considerations and requirements; and potential creation of additional islands to increase 
water drainage of the parking lot, since there were an additional five parking spaces 
above City Code requirements; and exterior materials proposed. 

  
Mayor Klausing and Councilmembers thanked Wellington for their responsiveness to 
previously-expressed concerns and comments. 
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

 Date: 3/30/09 
 Item No.:               13.b 

Department Approval City Manager Approval 

  

Item Description: Consider Adjustments to the 2009 Budget 
 

Page 1 of 4 

BACKGROUND 1 

On December 15, 2008, the City Council adopted the Final 2009 Budget.  As with previous year’s budgets, 2 

the 2009 Budget carried a number of revenue and expenditure assumptions which are based on prior years’ 3 

results, expected trends, and projections based on inputs from a variety of sources.  Among the assumptions 4 

made was that the City would receive from the State of Minnesota, approximately $400,000 in Market 5 

Value Homestead Credit (MVHC) in 2009.  These monies are used to support police, fire, streets, parks & 6 

recreation, and administrative and finance functions. 7 

 8 

At the time the 2009 Budget was adopted, it was acknowledged that the State of Minnesota was facing a 9 

projected budget shortfall but the magnitude of that shortfall and its impact on MVHC was unknown.  The 10 

fate of the City’s MVHC aid is still unknown, but all indications suggest that the City will lose its allotment 11 

for 2009 and possibly beyond. 12 

 13 

In recognition of the expected loss of MVHC, it is prudent for the City to publicly acknowledge the impact 14 

and to make budget adjustment as necessary.  While the Council can choose to take any number of actions 15 

in response to this, it is suggested that the Council first give consideration to the following options in 16 

offsetting the loss: 17 

 18 

1) Use cash reserves 19 

2) Make temporary or short-term budget cuts 20 

3) Make structural or long-term budget cuts 21 

 22 

Each of these options is discussed further below. 23 

 24 

Cash Reserves 25 

MVHC revenues are deposited into the tax-supported programs; primarily the General and Parks & 26 

Recreation Funds.  For 2009, the City could choose to offset the loss in MVHC by using reserves from 27 

these funds.  However, both of these funds have cash reserves that are already below industry-28 

recommended levels, as well as the amounts prescribed in the Council-adopted Cash Reserve Policy.  In 29 

total, the General and Parks & Recreation Funds are approximately $3 million below recommended levels.  30 

Using reserves further will only weaken these Funds’ ability to generate interest earnings and respond to 31 

contingencies and unforeseen circumstances. 32 
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 33 

Temporary or Short-Term Budget Cuts 34 

The Council could choose to use short-term measures such as leaving employee positions temporarily 35 

vacant, reducing overtime, delaying vehicle and equipment purchases, or reducing Staff training and 36 

conferences. 37 

 38 

However, this would have the effect of spreading an increased workload over less Staff, and effectively 39 

prohibiting the City from realizing the optimal value of its vehicles and equipment.  While this approach 40 

may offset the loss of MVHC for 2009, it would not necessarily provide a viable option beyond 2009.  In 41 

short, it would not be sustainable. 42 

 43 

Structural or Long-Term Budget Cuts 44 

Finally, the Council could choose structural or long-term measures such as; organizational restructuring 45 

that result in the elimination of employee positions, eliminating programs and services, or reducing service 46 

levels. 47 

 48 

This option presents the most viable option for ensuring financial and operational sustainability.  It will 49 

better equate the public’s ability or willingness to pay for services with the actual demand for those 50 

services. 51 

 52 

Potential 2009 Budget Cuts 53 

In recogniton of the expected loss in MVHC in 2009, and possibly beyond, City Staff has compiled a list of 54 

potential spending cuts.  These cuts are summarized in Attachment A.  Bear in mind, that the proposed cuts 55 

were based on the premise that the impact from the loss of MVHC should be borne by each department on a 56 

proportionate basis based on the 2009 Budget.  This represents only one of several formulas that could be 57 

used. 58 

 59 

City Staff will be present at the meeting to address any Council inquiries and impacts from any spending 60 

cuts. 61 

POLICY OBJECTIVE 62 

It is recommended that the City publicly acknowledge the expected loss of MVHC and its potential impact. 63 

FINANCIAL IMPACTS 64 

The City expects to lose $400,000 in MVHC in 2009, and possibly beyond; creating a budget shortfall in 65 

the property tax-supported programs. 66 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 67 

Not applicable. 68 

REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION 69 

City Staff is seeking direction on whether to make cost-cutting adjustments to the 2009 Budget. 70 

 71 
Prepared by: Chris Miller, Finance Director 
Attachments: A: Summary of Potential 2009 Budget Reductions 
 B.    Staff Memos 
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Attachment A –  
List of Potential 2009 Budget Reductions 

 
 
The table below summarizes the potential 2009 Budget Reductions.  
 

 
Division / Function 

 
Item 

Budget Reduction/ 
Savings 

City Council Advertising $ 500 
City Council Conferences 1,000
City Council Employee recognition 500
City Council Worksession expenses 200
Human Rights Commission General expenses 250
Ethics Commission General expenses 250
Administration Citywide employee training 4,000
Administration Employee career dev. training 3,000
Administration Position advertising 5,000
Administration Professional services 5,000
Administration Temporary employees 3,000
Elections Supplies and materials 960
Legal Professional services 5,675
Contingency Reduced contingency 6,967
  
Finance / Accounting Reduced reception desk duties 16,260
Central Services Reduced color copying 2,253
Insurance Reduced internal charges 2,357
   
Building  Maintenance Professional services 20,000
Engineering ROW, erosion control mgmt. 20,000
Street Maintenance 6-month vacancy in Staff position 31,148
  
Parks & Recreation Staff reorganization, reduction of 1.5 FTE’s 75,000
Parks & Recreation Program and service level cuts 36,000
Parks & Recreation Reduce PIP 6,000
  
Pathway Maintenance Program and service level cuts 4,124
Boulevard Maintenance Program and service level cuts 1,767
  
 Subtotal $ 251,211 
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Attachment A –  
List of Potential 2009 Budget Reductions 

 
 

 
Division / Function 

 
Item 

Budget Reduction/ 
Savings 

Police Leave Police Officer position vacant $ 64,539
Police Lost citation revenue 5,994
Police Reduction of 2 CSO positions 35,390
Police Family Violence Network 6,050
Police Explorer Program 1,285
Police Junior Badges 1,000
Police McGruff 1,600
Police Digital Interview Room equipment 20,000
Police National Night Out 2,000
Police City Hall Open House materials 600
Police Citizen Park Patrol Shirts 300
Police LEC Range 1,500
Police Professional services 19,644
Police Hiring physical / psych tests 2,725
Police IAWP Conference 1,675
Police Administrative tickets 1,304
Police All Other Conferences 8,755
  
Fire Reduce on-duty staffing 48,448
  
 Subtotal $ 222,809  
  
 Grand Total $ 474,020

 
As the tables above indicate, City Staff have identified in excess of $400,000 in recognition of the last-
minute cuts that were made to various operating budgets late last year, but were not subject to the same 
cost-cutting allocation formula that is being used for these purposes. 
 



margaret.driscoll
Typewritten Text
Attachment B



















 
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

 Date: 5/11/09 
 Item No.:             12.d  
                     RCA 2 of 2 

Department Approval Acting City Manager Approval 

  

Item Description: Discussion on Alternative Revenue Sources 
 

Page 1 of 3 

BACKGROUND 1 

As the City prepares for the expected loss of $400,000 in Market Value Homestead Credit (MVHC), and 2 

recognizing the importance of achieving long-term financial sustainability, the City is faced with the 3 

prospect of reducing program and service levels.  While the re-evaluation of the City’s program offerings is 4 

on-going, it is arguably prudent to at least consider alternative revenue sources as a means of minimizing 5 

program and service cuts. 6 

 7 

Over the past several years, City Staff have identified a number of potential revenue sources that are in use 8 

in other municipalities and that could be implemented in Roseville.  We have also identified some potential 9 

sources that would offset specific program costs.  They include (but are not limited to): 10 

 11 

 Gas and/or electric franchise fee 12 

 Street light utility fee 13 

 Continued regional cooperation efforts 14 

 Special services district assessments 15 

 Commercial police patrol fee 16 

 Increase business licensing fees 17 

 Increases fines 18 

 Vehicle towing fees 19 

 Animal recover/transport fee 20 

 Home security check fee 21 

 Increase business alarm fees 22 

 Student enrollment fee 23 

 24 

These new revenue sources not only could be used to offset the loss of MVHC, it could also provide greater 25 

transparency in demonstrating the amounts needed to fully recover program costs.  In addition, they could 26 

be used to strengthen the City’s asset replacement funding mechanisms. 27 

 28 

Individually, these revenues sources, such as the vehicle towing fee might garner as little as $10-20 per 29 

occasion.  By contrast, if the City enacted a street light utility or electric franchise fee it could generate 30 

hundreds of thousands of dollars annually. 31 

 32 
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Before pursuing the use of these alternative revenue sources, the City would need to affirm whether it has 33 

the legal authority to enact them.  If the Council is agreeable, City Staff can work with the City Attorney to 34 

determine whether they are permitted. 35 

 36 

The Council is asked to provide feedback on their general acceptance to these new revenue sources.  If the 37 

Council is unsupportive then there is little reason to pursue them further. 38 

 39 

City Staff will be available at the meeting to provide some general comments and address any Council 40 

inquiries.  41 

POLICY OBJECTIVE 42 

The use of varied revenue sources provides greater stability in preserving programs and service levels, and 43 

can produce a more equitable distribution of program costs.  This is further supported in the Council-44 

adopted Revenue Policy. 45 

FINANCIAL IMPACTS 46 

The potential revenues that could result from implementing these new funding sources vary substantially, 47 

but could be significant and may allow the City to preserve program and services at current levels. 48 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 49 

Staff recommends the continued diversification of revenue streams to support City programs and services. 50 

REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION 51 

City Staff is seeking direction on whether to pursue the alternative revenue sources identified above. 52 

 53 
Prepared by: Chris Miller, Finance Director 
Attachments: A: City Revenue Policy – Adopted 2/25/08. 
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Revenue Policy 54 

 55 

 56 

Purpose 57 

 58 

 To provide a diversified and strong set of revenues to ensure a stable revenue system for City 59 

programs and services 60 

 61 

 To match revenues with similar uses to ensure adequate funding for the various City services and 62 

programs over the long-term 63 

Policy 64 

 65 

 The City will try to maintain a diversified and stable revenue system and to shelter it from short 66 

run fluctuations in any one revenue source 67 

 68 

 Absent any outside legal restrictions, all Federal, State, County, or other governmental financial 69 

aids, should be formally designated, by resolution, towards a specific program or service.  General 70 

purpose aids shall only be used for capital or non-recurring expenditures and not for on-going 71 

operations. 72 

 73 

 Each year the City will recalculate the full costs of activities supported by user fees, to identify the 74 

impact of inflation and other cost increases, and will set those fees as appropriate.  Fees will be 75 

established and adopted annually on the Fee Schedule. 76 

 77 

 The City will set fees and user charges for each enterprise fund, such as water and sewer, at a level 78 

that fully supports the total direct and indirect cost of the activity.  Indirect costs include the cost 79 

of annual straight life depreciation of capital assets and each fund's share of the administrative and 80 

general government costs incurred by the general operating fund 81 

 82 

 Absent public policy reasons to the contrary, the City will set fees and user charges for non-83 

enterprise funds, at a level that fully supports the total direct and indirect cost of the activity.  84 

Indirect costs include the cost of annual straight life depreciation of capital assets 85 

 86 

Implementation 87 

The Budget accurately allocates the revenues and expenditures of City programs and services. 
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

 Date: 05-11-2009 
 Item No.:          13.a 

Department Approval Acting City Manager Approval 

  

Item Description: Update to City Council on Code Enforcement actions taken to resolve 
current public nuisance violations at various Twin Lakes properties. 

 

Page 1 of 2 

BACKGROUND 1 

At the March 30, 2009 City Council meeting the Council directed staff to inspect the Twin Lakes 2 

redevelopment area and act upon any public nuisances observed. Staff inspected the Twin Lakes area in 3 

early April and observed the following violations:  4 

o 2814 Cleveland Avenue (Dorso): 5 

 Junk and debris. 6 

 Building in need of maintenance. 7 

o 2001 County Road C (Roseville Properties):  8 

 Building not secure. 9 

 Building in need of maintenance. 10 

o 2690 Prior Avenue (P.I.K): 11 

 Building not secure. 12 

 Graffiti. 13 

 Junk and debris. 14 

 Building in need of maintenance. 15 

o 2660 Cleveland Avenue  (Roseville Properties): 16 

 Two buildings not secure. 17 

 Buildings in need of maintenance. 18 

o 1947 County Road C (Roseville Properties): 19 

 Two buildings not secure. 20 

 Graffiti. 21 

 Buildings in need of maintenance. 22 

On April 17th notices were sent to all property owners identifying observed violations and requesting 23 

that public nuisances be corrected within 14 days. The notices addressed the more significant of the 24 

issues such as: buildings not secure, graffiti and junk/debris. Building maintenance issues were deferred 25 

in order to take care of the more imminent public safety issues first.  26 

On May 5th, staff re-inspected each of the sites for compliance. Some of the identified public nuisances 27 

had been corrected while some had not:  28 

o 2814 Cleveland Avenue (Dorso) – violation not corrected. 29 

o 2001 County Road C – (Roseville Properties) violation corrected. 30 

o 2690 Prior Avenue – (P.I.K.) violations corrected. 31 
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o 2660 Cleveland Avenue – (Roseville Properties) violations not corrected, also additional 32 

debris dropped on site. 33 

o 1947 County Road C – (Roseville Properties) violations not corrected. 34 

Staff has had contact with representatives of Roseville Properties.  In preparation for the demolition of 35 

the their buildings, they have opened up the building for inspections by demolition contractors.  They 36 

are planning on tearing down the buildings in the next 60-90 days, and would like to hold off making 37 

any corrections  (i.e. painting over the graffiti). 38 

Staff is prepared to send second notices to those property owners who had not completed corrections. 39 

However, given the potential of the buildings at 2660 Cleveland Ave. and 1947 County Road C to be 40 

torn down in the near future, the City may want to consider holding off sending a second notice at this 41 

time.  Staff would, however, send the second notice to 2814 Cleveland Ave as it relates to junk and 42 

debris on the property.   The notice will state that if corrections were not completed in 10 days,  the 43 

next course of action would be for the City to abate the violations.  44 

For a historical perspective, a history of code enforcement actions taken in the Twin Lakes 45 

redevelopment area is attached (Attachment A). 46 

A status update, including pictures, will be provided at the Council hearing. 47 

The City Attorney will be prepared to discuss the Hazardous Building Law and how the City could 48 

initiate the procedure if desired. 49 

POLICY OBJECTIVE 50 

The City goals within the Comprehensive Plan are to protect and improve property values (Goal 3, 4, 51 

and 5; page 6 and, Section 3) and to adhere to performance standards which protect the integrity of the 52 

housing units and the neighborhood (Policy 6, page 8, Section 3). 53 

FINANCIAL IMPACTS 54 

Costs for abatements undertaken by the city are collected from the affected property owners: 55 

In the short term, costs of abatements on commercial properties are paid out of the Community 56 

Development Department budget. 57 

Each property owner is then billed for actual and administrative costs.  If charges are not paid, staff 58 

recovers costs as specified in Section 407.07B.   59 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 60 

Staff recommends that the Council direct Community Development staff to continue to work with the 61 

property owners to correct the code violations.  62 

REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION 63 

 64 

Will be based on discussion. 65 
 
Prepared by: Don Munson, Permit Coordinator;  Patrick Trudgeon, Community Development Director 
 
Attachments:  A:   Past code enforcement actions at Twin Lakes 
 B: Map showing location of code violations 
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          Attachment A 

Community Development Department 
 

Memo  
 

To: Pat Trudgeon, Community Development Director 

From: Don Munson, Building Official  

Date: 02-05-2009 

Re: Twin Lakes – Code Enforcement 

 

Following are the results of a search of computer files for land use violations occurring 

in the Twin Lakes Area bounded by County Road C, Cleveland, County Road C-2 and 

Arthur Street:  

2009: 

• 2660 Cleveland:  File 2009-10:    Snow not shoveled along pathway. 

• 2001 Cty Rd C:   File 2009-11:    Snow not shoveled along pathway. 

• 1947 Cty Rd C:   File 2009-12:    Snow not shoveled along pathway. 

2008: 

• 2001 Cty Rd C:    File 2008-11:    Snow storage covering public pathway. 

• 2690 Cleveland:   File 2008-36:    Grass over 8”. 

• 2680 Prior Ave:    File 2008-322:  Danger to Children – broken windows – abated. 

• 2001 Cty Rd C:    File 2008-364:  Grass over 8”. 

• 2660 Cleveland:   File 2008-367:  Grass over 8”. 

                                                                Snow storage covering public pathway. 

• 2001 Cty Rd C:    File 2008-913:   Snow storage around building. 

• 2001 Cty Rd C:    File 2008-930:   Snow storage around building.  

2007: 

• 1947 Cty Rd C:    File 2007-276:    Grass over 8”. 

                                                                 Building not secure – open. 

                                                                 Junk & debris on site. 

• 2650 Cleveland:   File 2007-278:   Grass over 8” 

• 2690 Cleveland:   File 2007-278:   Grass over 8”. 

                                                                 Junk & debris on site. 

• 2750 Cleveland:   File 2007-278:   Grass over 8”. 

                                                                 Debris pile in front of building. 

• 2814 Cleveland:   File 2007-278:   Grass over 8”. 

                                                                 Machinery stored in ROW. 
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• 2690 Prior Ave:   File 2007-278:    Grass over 8”. 

                                                                 Junk & debris on site. 

                                                                 Building not secure – open. 

                                                                 Graffiti on building. 

• 2001 Cty Rd C:    File 2007-279:   Grass over 8”. 

                                                                Building not secure – open. 

                                                                Junk & debris on site. 

• 2690 Cleveland:   File 2007-280:   Junk & debris on site and grass over 8”. 

• 2814 Cleveland:   File 2007-283:   Grass over 8”. 

• 1984 Cty Rd C-2: File 2007-284:   Grass over 8”. 

• 2660 Cleveland:   File 2007-290:   Grass over 8”. 

                                                                 Building Maintenance. 

                                                                 Building not secure – open. 

                                                                 Junk & debris on site. 

2006: 

• 2814 Cleveland:   File 2006-68:     Semi’s stored in front yard areas. 

2005: 

• 1947 Cty Rd C:    File 2005-66:     Semi’s stored in front yard areas. 

                                                                Dirt being dumped in front yard area. 

2004: 

• 1947 Cty Rd C:    File C04-26:       Semi’s stored in front yard areas. 

• 1947 Cty Rd C:    File C04-185:     Grass over 8”. 
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* Fence in disrepair

* Graffiti on all sides
* Overhead doors need paint
* Building needs maintenance and paint
* Junk and debris piles, pallets
* Fence on west end has graffiti
* 2 broken out windows on east side
* Garage door panels broken and doors open

* Graffiti
* Building needs paint
* Garage doors need paint

* Snow storage
* East and west buildings have open doors
* West building sign band broken
* Can't see building due to snow

* Building open
* Sign broken with hanging pole
* Wall sign panels broken
* Needs paint

* Broken front door
* Semi storage
* POD storage
* Building needs paint

* Lots of trailers
* Plywood/scrap/junk on north end

* Needs paint and soffit repair

* Vacant but in good shape

* Vacant but in good shape

* Overhead garage doors open
* Building needs paint
* Graffiti on south side
* Fence in disrepair

* Overhead garage door open on east side
* Building needs paint
* Graffiti on west side

´ 1 inch = 300 feet

Attachment B



 
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

 Date: 05-11-2009 
 Item No.:          13.b  

Department Approval Acting City Manager Approval 

  
Item Description: Environmental Cost Recovery in Twin Lakes 
 

Page 1 of 1 

BACKGROUND 1 

 2 

At the April 27th City Council meeting, Councilmember Ihlan requested that the City Council discuss  3 

the recovery of environmental clean up costs at Twin Lakes. On December 17, 2007, Larry Espel of 4 

Green Espel Law Firm prepared a memo regarding the laws regarding environmental cost recovery.  5 

The memo also reviewed the procedure for a party such as the City to compel previous property owners 6 

to pay for the costs of the clean up as well as providing an estimate on what it would cost to begin the 7 

process. The memo did note that the burden of proof would be on the City to prove that potentially 8 

responsible parties have caused or contributed  to the environmental condition of the property.  A copy 9 

of the memo is attached. 10 

POLICY OBJECTIVE 11 

The Twin Lakes Redevelopment Area has long been targeted for environmental cleanup.  Any process 12 

that would generate funds to assist in the environmental cleanup would be beneficial.   13 

FINANCIAL IMPACTS 14 

The Espel memo estimates that initial costs that the City would need to conduct the environmental cost 15 

recovery would range from $35,000 to $70,000.   16 

REQUESTED COUNCIL ACTION 17 

 18 

The City Council should discuss whether or not the City should hire environmental consultants and 19 

attorneys to explore the possibility of recovering the costs for the clean-up within Twin Lakes. 20 
 
Prepared by: Patrick Trudgeon, Community Development Director  (651) 792-7071 
 
Attachments:  A:   Memo from Larry Espel dated December 17, 2007 
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