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Regular City Council Meeting Minutes
City Hall Council Chambers, 2660 Civic Center Drive

Monday, March 28, 2016
Roll Call
Mayor Roe called the meeting to order at approximately 6:00 p.m. Voting and Seating
Order: Willmus, Laliberte, Etten, McGehee and Roe. City Manager Patrick Trudgeon
and City Attorney Mark Gaughan were also present.

Pledge of Allegiance

Approve Agenda
Councilmember Etten requested removal of Item 8.9 and Councilmember McGehee re-
quested removal of Item 8.f from the Consent Agenda for separate consideration.

Etten moved, McGehee seconded, approval of the agenda as amended.

Roll Call
Ayes: Willmus, Laliberte, Etten, McGehee and Roe.
Nays: None.

Public Comment
Mayor Roe called for public comment by members of the audience on any non-agenda
items. No one appeared to speak.

Council & City Manager Communications, Reports, and Announcements
Announcements

Mayor Roe announced a vacancy on the Finance Commission for a mid-term appoint-
ment through March 31, 2017, and reviewed the application process and anticipated ap-
pointment by April 18, 2016.

Mayor Roe announced upcoming “Ask the Experts” seminars on various topics of inter-
est to homeowners, scheduled during April at the Ramsey County Library — Roseville
Branch, sponsored in part by the Library and City of Roseville.

Councilmember Laliberte provided an update to the City Council and public on the first
meeting of the Cedarholm Golf Course Task Force. Councilmember Laliberte reported
that the first meeting involved introduction of a good, large and diverse group, scheduling
and calendaring of meetings. Councilmember Laliberte advised that information would
be posted on the city’s website for citizens to follow along with this group of volunteer
decision-makers tasked with making a recommendation to the City Council on the exist-
ing and future clubhouse situation.

Councilmember Laliberte asked staff to provide announcement information at the next
few City Council meetings related to the April 16, 2016 CHAT (Community Health
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Awareness Team — successor to the Block Nurse Program) event scheduled to be held at
Centennial Methodist Church in Roseville. Councilmember Laliberte advised that this
event would include a panel discussion on health care directive; and specifics for future
meetings.

City Manager Trudgeon provided an update on the deer population, and recognized re-
ceipt of emails from citizens to staff. Mr. Trudgeon advised that Ramsey County had re-
cently completed their flyover to estimate a preliminary deer population and their general
locale. Mr. Trudgeon reported that, similar to last year, the deer herds appeared to be
centralized in the north and northeast portion of Roseville. Mr. Trudgeon advised that the
next steps would be for Ramsey County to meet with cities in Ramsey County sometime
in April to consider options, at which time Roseville staff will provide more detailed in-
formation to the City Council and public.

City Manager Trudgeon confirmed that the meeting would be held by Ramsey County
with city staff from various communities; and noted many of the cities in Ramsey County
already had well-established deer management programs in place, and staff intended that
their first involvement after enacting the Wildlife Management Ordinance and Plan
would be a learning experience for them. Mr. Trudgeon advised that staff would bring
back that information and perhaps schedule a future presentation to the City Council on
those findings and suggested options.

Recognitions, Donations and Communications

a. Proclaim Arbor Day
Mayor Roe read a proclamation proclaiming April 29, 2016 as Arbor Day in the
City of Roseville, encouraging citizens to nurture and protect trees to help posi-
tively impact the environment.

Laliberte moved, Etten seconded, proclaiming April 29, 2016 as Arbor Day in the
City of Roseville.

Roll Call
Ayes: Willmus, Laliberte, Etten, McGehee and Roe.
Nays: None.

Approve Minutes

Comments and corrections to draft minutes had been submitted by the City Council
prior to tonight’s meeting and those revisions were incorporated into the draft present-
ed in the Council packet.

a. Approve March 14, 2016 City Council Meeting Minutes
McGehee moved, Etten seconded, approval of the March 14, 2016 City Council
Meeting Minutes as amended.
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Corrections:
Page 7, Line 30 (Laliberte)
e Typographical correction: Correct to read “Roseville County” to “Ramsey
County”
e Page 12, Line 2 (Laliberte)
Typographical correction: Correct to read: *“...Councilmember Etten’s
thoughts about having that information available; advising that [staff] [he]...”
e Page 21, Line 37 (Roe)
Typographical correction: Remove parentheses from “in parks”
e Page 24, Line 41 (Roe)
Typographical correction: Add “and” before Chelsea Holub
e Page 29, Line 27 (McGehee)
Typographical correction: change “paid” to “paying”
e Page 29, Line 35 (Roe)
Typographical correction: Remove “back-ups”
e Page 31, Line 13 (Roe)
Typographical correction: Revise to read “...ownership [befere] [for] the
[main] [lateral] for the sanitary sewer;...”
e Page 32, Line 17 (Roe)
Remove “Mayor Roe” from this sentence
e Page 33, Line 6 (McGehee)
Correct to read: “... [ferm] [from] the view given during [rspecting] [the in-
spection of] mains,...”
Roll Call
Ayes: Willmus, Laliberte, Etten, McGehee and Roe.
Nays: None.
Approve Consent Agenda

At the request of Mayor Roe, City Manager Trudgeon briefly reviewed those items being
considered under the Consent Agenda; and as detailed in specific Requests for Council
Action (RCA) and related attachments dated March 28, 2016.

a.

Approve Payments
Etten moved, Willmus seconded, approval of the following claims and payments
as presented and detailed.

ACH Payments $700,541.48
80775 — 80933 1,168,364.64
TOTAL $1,868,906.12
Roll Call

Ayes: Willmus, Laliberte, Etten, McGehee and Roe.
Nays: None.
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Approve Business & Other Licenses & Permits

Councilmember Laliberte noted several applicants had checked the box “yes” in
having had previous licenses that had been revoked, suspended or not renewed.
Councilmember Laliberte sought to make sure staff had not overlooked these re-
sponses and background investigations had been thorough for all applicants.
Councilmember Laliberte also noted fees having been revised and reduced in sev-
eral instances.

Finance Director Miller responded that, for license fees, staff’s remarks indicated
prorating of the fees to reflect a different calendar cycle and payment for the
number of months a license is in effect.

While not having personally reviewed the business license applications, Finance
Director Miller advised that city staff and Roseville Police had done criminal
background checks, and licenses would not be issued unless each application was
completely vetted and met all city code requirements.

Councilmember Laliberte admitted her discomfort in approving business licenses
without having that information documented with the applications.

Etten moved, Willmus seconded, approval of business and other licenses and
permits for terms as noted.

Roll Call
Ayes: Willmus, Laliberte, Etten, McGehee and Roe.
Nays: None.

Approve General Purchases in Excess of $5,000

Etten moved, Willmus seconded, approval of general purchases and contracts for
services as noted in the RCA dated March 28, 2016, and Attachment A entitled,
“2016 Capital Improvement Plan Summary,” dated February 29, 2016.

Roll Call
Ayes: Willmus, Laliberte, Etten, McGehee and Roe.
Nays: None.

Approve July 4™ Fireworks Display Agreement

Etten moved, Willmus seconded, approval of an Agreement with Pyrotechnic
Display, Inc. (Attached); and authorizing the Mayor and City Manager to execute
the documents for the firm’s performance of the 2016 fireworks display.

Roll Call
Ayes: Willmus, Laliberte, Etten, McGehee and Roe.
Nays: None.
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Consider Donation of Property Located at 0 North McCarrons Boulevard
Councilmember Laliberte suggested a future public recognition of the McCarron
Family for their donation of this 1.17 acre parcel adjacent to Villa Park, and per-
haps a marker on the property acknowledging the family’s donation. Coun-
cilmember Laliberte asked staff if they had an estimated value of the property
and/or future work for restoring this natural area.

City Manager Trudgeon reported that this is a work-in-progress, and there had
been talk of a bench on the parcel to acknowledge the McCarron family donation;
but advised staff would report back to the City Council when a recommendation
is finalized.

Councilmember McGehee also thanked the McCarron family as well and ap-
plauded the city’s intent to keep this as a natural area, noting that it serves as part
of the watershed for Lake McCarron.

Etten moved, Willmus seconded, adoption of Resolution No. (Attachment D) en-
titled, “A Resolution Accepting a Gift of Real Property located in Roseville, Min-
nesota;” and authorizing the Mayor and City Manager to execute the necessary
documents to secure the property’s acquisition.

Roll Call
Ayes: Willmus, Laliberte, Etten, McGehee and Roe.
Nays: None.

Approval to Renew Minnesota Criminal Justice Data Communications Net-
work Subscriber Agreement and Court Data Service Subscriber Amendment
Etten moved, Willmus seconded, approval of the renewal of the Minnesota Crim-
inal Justice Data Communications Subscriber Agreement (Attachment A); and
approval of the Court Data Services Subscriber Amendment to the CJDN Sub-
scriber Agreement (Attachment B); authorizing the Mayor and City Manager to
execute the documents.

Roll Call
Ayes: Willmus, Laliberte, Etten, McGehee and Roe.
Nays: None.

9. Consider Items Removed from Consent

f.

Authorize Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) Property Access
Agreement to Villa Park

At the request of Mayor Roe, City Manager Trudgeon briefly reviewed this item
as detailed in the RCA and related attachments of today’s date. Mr. Trudgeon
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noted that this was part of a larger statewide effort, at no cost to the city, and sup-
ported and recommended by staff.

Councilmember McGehee stated her rationale in emphasizing this item was to re-
quest that staff provide timely periodic reports on how this system is working,
since the city currently didn’t have any experience with this type of installation.
Since this is a device being used heavily as part of the city’s overall storm water
management best management practices (BMP) program, Councilmember McGe-
hee suggested updates on how effective it was proving to be.

City Manager Trudgeon noted that actually two situations were occurring: MPCA
monitoring of pathogens and bacteria, and the Capitol Region Watershed District
monitoring for the infiltration system itself. Mr. Trudgeon agreed that this pro-
vided a great opportunity to expand the knowledge of the city and staff related to
this type of BMP.

McGehee moved, Etten seconded, approval of an MPCA Property Access
Agreement (Attachment A) at Upper Villa Park Property and their installation of a
monitoring well, with staff authorized to work with the MPCA on final placement
of the monitoring well to avoid any use conflicts; and authorizing the Mayor and
City Manager to execute the agreement.

Roll Call
Ayes: Willmus, Laliberte, Etten, McGehee and Roe.
Nays: None.

Order Feasibility Report for the Owasso Private Drive Storm Water Project
At the request of Mayor Roe, City Manager Trudgeon briefly reviewed this item
as detailed in the RCA and related attachments of today’s date. For cost-sharing
purposes, Mr. Trudgeon noted that the proposal was for benefitting residents to be
assessed 25% of the actual cost for this improvement. Mr. Trudgeon clarified that
this request is seeking authorization for ordering the feasibility report as a first
step, and not authorizing the improvement itself.

Councilmember Etten asked the estimated cost for replacement of the road sur-
face only on this private road.

City Engineer Jesse Freihammer estimated the cost of surface pavers would be
$110,000, but noted the underlayment worked as a system with the pavers as well.

At the request of Councilmember Etten, Mr. Freihammer advised that the city cur-
rently maintains this road (e.g. snow plowing), and this paver system would re-
quire additional long-term maintenance by the city for periodically vacuum
sweeping of the pavers.
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Councilmember Etten questioned the city paying a large portion of this private
road improvement and long-term maintenance as well. While recognizing the
goal of the city to address water quality and the need for maintenance to do so,
Councilmember Etten opined that there was a fine line in taking such action; and
further opined that this was over and above the city’s responsibility in using pub-
lic funds to pay for part of the construction of and long-term maintenance of a
private road.

Mayor Roe asked if this roadway was intended to have curb and gutter installed,
or if it would drain off the sides.

Mr. Freihammer advised that, while the road doesn’t need curb and gutter since it
didn’t function as a normal road and water would drain through the pavers, resi-
dents had been considering asking for installation of curbs on one side of the road
as a buffer. Mr. Freihammer noted that this would be one of the items identified
as part of the feasibility study.

Mayor Roe asked staff’s estimated cost for an asphalt road.

Mr. Freihammer advised that he didn’t have that information available offhand;
but also noted there would be complications in meeting stormwater needs and de-
signing a system at that location.

Specific to the paving itself, Mayor Roe supported looking at the options through
a feasibility report. However Mayor Roe agreed with Councilmember Etten in
questioning at what point the city was providing a nice road compared to the cur-
rent gravel option when that road is basically used as a private road. Mayor Roe
suggested, similar to the city paying for asphalt equivalent costs when patches are
required to concrete roads, that funding mechanisms consider that the neighbor-
hood pay for the equivalent of an asphalt road and then further negotiate mainte-
nance options and costs going forward.

Councilmember Willmus asked if at any time discussions had occurred about the
city taking over right-of-way aligning with the private drive.

Mr. Freihammer advised those discussions had not occurred based on his
knowledge. Mr. Freihammer noted that several years ago, the affected residents
had sought and received a permanent easement versus a lease from the railroad,;
and noted that the city also had utility easements running through that area.

Councilmember Willmus questioned if the adjoining property owners to the
easement had requested that the city take over that private roadway.
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Mr. Freihammer stated that he believed those neighbors had asked the city to take
on the road as a city road; but noted there were too many issues required to bring
it up to city street standards.

Regarding maintenance (snow plowing), City Manager Trudgeon noted that there
were city utilities (e.g. fire hydrant) at the end of the private road supporting the
city’s long-standing practice to provide snow maintenance to make those utilities
accessible.

Councilmember Etten noted that, for the most part, the city would be paying a
significant amount of the cost for construction and maintenance of this private
road, even though. Councilmember Etten opined that there should be a more sig-
nificant cost-sharing by residents adjacent to this private road to address the im-
provements as well as long-term maintenance and future replacement. At a min-
imum, Councilmember Etten suggested an upfront contribution by the residents to
the Capital Improvement Program (CIP) to address those future needs, or other
options to facilitate them. Councilmember Etten reiterated his concern in the city
having significant costs for the private road and future maintenance of it.

Councilmember Willmus noted numerous locations within Roseville with private
drives; and as addressed by Councilmember Etten’s concerns, questioned if the
city was setting a precedent with this private drive.

Councilmember Etten also asked for information of other situations citywide with
city utilities at the end of private drives; and how the line is drawn in each of
those situations.

Mayor Roe recognized these were all valid questions needing to be addressed as
part of the feasibility study.

Councilmember McGehee referenced the technical nature of this, as tied to the
previous Item f on another lake with stormwater runoff supposedly with more fil-
tering, but remaining an unknown at this time. Councilmember McGehee ex-
pressed her interest in learning how the city and watershed districts can embed
something, if the decision was made to move forward with this request, to deter-
mine what contaminants were actually entering the lake(s). Since there is no oth-
er system currently like this in Roseville, and from her perspective it seemed the
intent was to address runoff currently sheeting off the surface and not infiltrating
before reaching the lake, Councilmember McGehee expressed her interest in
learning if the goal was being reached with efforts such as this and the previous
request.
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McGehee moved, Etten seconded, adoption of Resolution No. 11310 (Attachment
A) entitled, “Resolution Ordering Preparation of a Feasibility Report for Owasso
Private Drive Storm Water Project;”

Roll Call
Ayes: Willmus, Laliberte, Etten, McGehee and Roe.
Nays: None.

10. General Ordinances for Adoption

a.

Adopt an Ordinance Creating Planned Unit Development (PUD) Standards
within the City Code

City Planner Thomas Paschke reviewed past action of the City Council in hiring
the firm of Sambatek to complete PUD standards for the city; and discussions to-
date at Planning Commission and City Council levels. Mr. Paschke noted the
Planning Commission’s public hearing held on March 2, 2016 leading to tonight’s
updated presentation to the City Council since their last review of the document
on December 7, 2015. Attachments were provided as detailed in the RCA of this
date.

Ben Gozola, Sambatek

Prior to his presentation, Mr. Gozola referenced the various attachments, as well
as an additional marked up copy of new Chapter 1023: Planned Unit Develop-
ments, provided as a bench handout and made part of the staff report.

Mr. Gozola reviewed the history of the process, the project understanding by his
firm, and overarching goals of the PUD ordinance.

In referencing Attachment B during his presentation, Mr. Gozola noted this is a
clean copy of the proposed language allowing for easy reading of the ordinance,
and including comments explaining specific provisions being proposed in addi-
tion to items for further consideration by the City Council. Mr. Gozola noted that
the City Attorney had reviewed the document as well; and reviewed those areas
receiving major and minor changes since the document was last before the City
Council, moving section to section of Chapter 1023, and referencing the comment
section of the marked-up ordinance.

Bench Handout

e Page 13, Line 318 (McGehee)
Councilmember McGehee noted the need to correct language using PUD as a
possessive noun, duly noted by Mr. Gozola.

e Page 9, Line 260 (McGehee)
Councilmember McGehee agreed that the term “true north” was too technical
and use of “north arrow” by the consultant was preferable.




Regular City Council Meeting
Monday, March 28, 2016

Page 10

Attachment C

Page 4, Line 106-108 (Willmus)
Specific to density, Councilmember Willmus asked if that would be phrased
differently for residential and commercial developments.

At the request of Mr. Gozola, staff confirmed that there was no standard
commercial floor ratio, and this was unique to residential density.

Mayor Roe suggested stating “residential” density accordingly, duly noted by
Mr. Gozola.

Termination (Willmus)

Councilmember Willmus suggested the ordinance include a termination
clause, with his preference being termination at 12-months post-approval of
the final PUD document.

Page 9, Lines 249-250 (Willmus)

Councilmember Willmus suggested similar language for Concept and Final
PUD Plan submittals, allowing items flagged and/or waived or if different
than those initially submitted between those stages.

Mr. Gozola referenced language on Page 8, lines 224-225 related to PUD
Sketch Plans, suggesting that language be inserted as noted by Mayor Roe on
Page 12, Item ¢ between lines 370-371 and paralleling that other language.

PUD Qualifications (Willmus)

Councilmember Willmus questioned PUD qualifications related specifically
to multi-party ownership, such as situations with silent partners. Coun-
cilmember Willmus noted the specificity of this proposed language identify-
ing “all persons or entities with ownership interests,” and questioned if the
proposed language precluded Limited Liability situations having silent part-
ners.

City Attorney Gaughan opined that he didn’t believe it would preclude that
situation, noting that typically non-silent partners would possess authority to
act on behalf of the entity as a whole. Mr. Gaughan opined that he was not
aware of a situation where any partnership contingent within an entity of such
size and authority would allow partners to act without the knowledge or au-
thority of all partners. Mr. Gaughan further clarified that this could be part of
the legally written consent, and part of that consent would be affirmation of
purported owners.

Traffic Studies (Laliberte)
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Councilmember Laliberte noted the city typically requesting traffic studies,
but if mitigation solutions were subsequently required as a result of that study
(e.g. parking structures) questioned if that would that be appropriate based on
Mr. Gozola’s familiarity with other PUD models.

Mr. Gozola responded that such a study would be a submittal requirement at
the Concept Stage, and if deemed necessary by the city, then the study would
be requested outlining what would be needed for subsequent approval by the
city, and conditions placed on PUD approval as such.

Second Notice Elimination (Laliberte)

At the request of Councilmember Laliberte as to when notice of the process
would occur, Mr. Gozola reviewed the steps, (Page 6, line 151) with the first
step being the initial developer open house required (Chapter 1102.01) and the
process to be followed for those meetings. As part of that process, Mr. Gozo-
la clarified that notices of upcoming developer open houses and City Council
review dates as indicated by staff would already have been sent out as part of
that first step. Mr. Gozola noted that the question became whether that same
review was needed for the City Council portion.

Councilmember Laliberte agreed with that process as long as the open house
and City Council dates were included in that notice and not skipped over to al-
low constituents to be aware of City Council actions.

Mayor Roe noted that the second open house, which was also noticed, would
be another opportunity for connecting with surrounding residents.

Termination (Laliberte)

Councilmember Laliberte agreed with Councilmember Willmus that some-
thing specific was needed; and agreed with a twelve-month duration if nothing
happened, the developer/applicant would need to start the process over again.

Councilmembers Etten and McGehee agreed with the addition or a termina-
tion clause.

Mayor Roe noted that, if no action occurred during that 12-month period, ap-
proval became moot, but agreed with adding that language to the termination
clause. However, Mayor Roe suggested language for twelve-months, or as
per any other City Council approved timeframe, allowing greater flexibility.

Councilmembers Willmus, Laliberte, Etten and McGehee agreed with Mayor
Roe’s suggestion, as long as the termination didn’t remain open-ended.

While current staff and council members were aware of the intent now, Coun-
cilmember Willmus noted the need to address future personnel to ensure
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something didn’t fall between the cracks due to it not being memorialized
within the PUD ordinance.

Mr. Paschke stated staff’s openness to including such language, but suggested
an option be included should a developer choose to extend the period before
or prior to the PUD becoming a moot point and seeking an extension of a rea-
sonable period along with their reasons for not yet having begun the project.
Mr. Paschke noted that this would require the developer to seek City Council
approval to extend the PUD with language addressing that extension accord-

ingly.

Councilmember Willmus agreed with the proposal, but asked to see the actual
language itself. Councilmember Willmus noted building permit language for
subsequent construction. If actively engaged in implementing it, Coun-
cilmember Willmus opined that was a different situation than final approval
having been granted and then the developer goes away and the city doesn’t
hear from them for a year.

Mayor Roe noted that, without objection, the City Council was interested in
language to address this issue.

Bench Handout

Page 12, “2.i PUD Final Plan Submittal Requirements,” Lines 358 — 362 (City
Attorney Gaughan)

City Attorney Gaughan noted that provision related to an operating and
maintenance plan for common areas provided on page 13; and suggested it be
struck out of this section on page 12. Mr. Gaughan noted it originally came
from a new provisions and referenced a Development Agreement, but noted
that a Development Agreement is not required at the Final Plan submitted
making the reference inappropriate.

Since that was not a mandate, and at the request of Mayor Roe, City Attorney
Gaughan suggested striking the first sentence from Item 2.i, and the remainder
remain as written.

Without objection, Mayor Roe noted the City Council’s agreement with this
revision.

Page 3, PUD Qualifications , Section 1023.05 (lines 68 — 70) (Etten)
Councilmember Etten asked how and why this needed sorting out and how it
was unique, suggesting it was applicable to enhanced developments no matter
their size.

Mr. Gozola noted this same discussion occurred with the City Council in De-
cember of 2015, with the conclusion being that while PUD’s were typically
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set for two acres, some flexibility was preferred so as not to eliminate some
projects that the city may want. Mr. Gozola noted that it would be harder to
achieve some of the goals outlined in the ordinance to qualify under a PUD as
those properties decrease in size. But, Mr. Gozola stated the intent was for the
city to state to a developer that if they could show us they could achieve a de-
sired project on a smaller parcel, the City Council would consider it.

Mayor Roe, with concurrence by City Attorney Gaughan, agreed this would
retain the City Council’s discretion for each project.

e Page 12, Lines 377 — 381 Voting Majorities (Etten)
Councilmember Etten sought clarification as to whether this vote required for
approval was a simple or super majority vote.

Mr. Paschke stated it would be a simple majority vote.

Councilmember Willmus questioned if that was always applicable, should a
PUD be considered a Comprehensive Plan Amendment.

Mr. Paschke, with confirmation by City Attorney Gaughan, responded “no.”

Mayor Roe noted that the PUD had to meet the underlying zoning. However,
he noted some votes required a simple majority vote of the full City Council
versus a simple majority vote of the quorum present and sought clarification
of which applied.

City Attorney Gaughan clarified it would be a simple majority vote as re-
quired for a zoning amendment, unlike the super-majority necessary for “up
zoning, and thus the existing Comprehensive Plan designation.” At the re-
quest of Mayor Roe, Mr. Gaughan opined that he didn’t suspect it would not
require a majority of the full body for a PUD, but offered to verify that infor-
mation.

e Page 15, Section 1023.11P: PUD Cancellation (Etten)
Councilmember Etten again sought clarification as to the percentage vote re-
quired to create a cancellation, with Mr. Paschke and Mayor Roe agreeing that
a simple majority would suffice.

Mayor Roe requested that Mr. Gozola and staff return with a document reflecting
tonight’s discussion and revisions for final review and approval.

Councilmember Willmus asked that only one copy of the document be included in
the next agenda packet to avoid confusion.
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Councilmember McGehee thanked Mr. Paschke and Mr. Gozola for getting this
PUD ordinance done, opining that on her part it had been long-awaited and much
appreciated.

With agreement by his colleagues, Mayor Roe stated this document was much
better than the city’s previous ordinance.

Consider Amendments to Roseville City Code Chapter 201, Advisory Com-
missions; Chapter 205, Human Rights Commission; and Chapter 207 Ethics
Commission

City Manager Trudgeon briefly summarized the RCA and Attachment B consist-
ing of a draft ordinance highlighting proposed amendments to City Ordinance,
Chapter 201 related to the city’s advisory commissions. Mr. Trudgeon sought
feedback from Councilmembers as to staff’s proposed changes based on previous
discussions and actions.

Councilmember Etten expressed his appreciation for the majority of the changes.

Section 201.06: Organization (Etten)

Councilmember Etten suggested moving the contents of Item H (lines 34-25) into
Item A related to election of officers at the first meeting or change language in
line 14 to include “appointment of an Ethics Commission representative (per
Chapter 207 as reference).”

Councilmember Laliberte agreed that was a great fix.

Mayor Roe suggested the same could be accomplished by striking Item H up to
the word “appoint” with the remaining language moved to Item A, immediately
after “...elect a chair and vice-chair, [and a member to serve on the Ethics Com-
mission] from among its appointed members for a term of one-year.”

City Manager Trudgeon duly noted Mayor Roe’s suggestion; without objection.

Special Meetings

Councilmember Willmus questioned the need to include language related to spe-
cial meetings for all advisory commissions, while recognizing the necessity for
the Planning Commission for certain land use items and their timing. Coun-
cilmember Willmus questioned what had previously been in individual advisory
commission language.

City Manager advised that it varied, with some not mentioned and others having a
separate chapter, some in-depth about operations and others not addressing it; and
resulting in an inconsistent standard. While it is critical for the Planning Com-
mission to hold a special meeting as needed, Mr. Trudgeon suggested the revised
language allowing all advisory commissions to hold a special meeting. Mr.
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Trudgeon advised that he didn’t know if and when it may come up, but noted as
an example the current language that prevented the Ethics Commission from call-
ing a special meeting under current code.

Councilmember Laliberte noted that lines 39 — 40 (page 1) allowed commissions
to amend their regular meeting schedules.

Mayor Roe clarified that current language requires a majority vote of the advisory
commission at a regular meeting, but didn’t allow a special meeting being called
between regular meetings, noting that the revised language provided them with a
mechanism to do so.

Section 205.02 (page 2, lines 57-58): Scope, Duties and Function (Laliberte)
Specific to the Human Rights Commission (HRC), Councilmember Laliberte ex-
pressed appreciation for their suggestions, making their scope much better and
more relevant than it had been. However, Councilmember Laliberte stated she
was struggling with the purpose language stating “... to encourage full participa-
tion in and uphold the Minnesota Human Rights Act...” Councilmember Laliber-
te suggested a transition word may be missing.

Mayor Roe agreed, suggesting that “... the affairs of this community and uphold
the Minnesota Human Rights Act...”

Without objection, Councilmembers agreed with Mayor Roe’s suggested lan-
guage, duly noted by City Manager Trudgeon.

Mayor Roe asked that City Manager Trudgeon double-check that revision with
the HRC Chair.

Section 207.01 (page 3, line 98): Establishment and Membership (Roe)

Mayor Roe noted a grammatical correction, revising “all” to “each” and changing
‘commissions’ to singular case when referencing appointment of Ethics Commis-
sion representatives, duly noted by City Manager Trudgeon.

Without objection, Mayor Roe requested that staff return with final revisions for
review and consideration by the City Council.

At the request of Councilmember Laliberte specific to the Ethics Commission,
City Manager Trudgeon reported that the Commission had met a few days after
the last City Council discussion while that feedback was still fresh. However, due
to current code language, Mr. Trudgeon advised that a subsequent special meeting
could not be scheduled. In an email to current Ethics Commissioners, Mr. Trudg-
eon advised that he asked them to share any comments with him going forward
that he would subsequently share with the City Council. Mr. Trudgeon advised
that he had heard nothing to-date, but was aware sitting commissioners fully sup-
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ported the City Council’s rationale and didn’t feel any personal rejection or ani-
mosity, recognizing that the proposed changes made sense.

11. Presentations

a.

Receive Presentation from Northeast Youth and Family Services (NYFS)
Mayor Roe welcomed Jerry Hromatka, President and CEO of NYFS.

A copy of Mr. Hromatka’s presentation was included as part of the agenda packet
materials for tonight’s meeting; and he highlighted some of those items.

Mr. Hromatka noted the partner relations with fifteen “municipalities” not just cit-
ies; and advised that initially the program had been a partnership of ten, and was
now up that 15 after the recent merger.

Discussion between Mr. Hromatka and council members included academic and
therapeutic support in area school buildings; day treatment for mental health is-
sues being of a more intensive nature and during the class day lasting from six
months to one year; transitioning clients back into the community as they lean to
manage their illness and return to their classroom or a less-restrictive learning en-
vironment.

Mr. Hromatka noted that NYFS will be celebrating their 40" anniversary this
year, with a Leadership Lunch scheduled in May of 2016; and the annual NYFS
Board of Directors’ initiative for the Mayors Challenge Golf Tournament at Kel-
ler Golf Course scheduled June 13, 2016, serving as a fundraiser above and be-
yond grants and contracts used to fund NYFS programs.

Councilmember McGehee personally thanked Mr. Hromatka for this annual
presentation, and recognized his commitment to the community and the work he
did.

While Mr. Hromatka served as the face of the NYFS organization, Mayor Roe
recognized the many people making it work. On a personal note, Mayor Roe
again highlighted the Mayors Challenge Golf Tournament, and offered various
ways to participate, including sponsorship.

Mayor Roe thanked Mr. Hromatka for his attendance and presentation.

12. Public Hearings and Action Consideration

a.

Public Hearing to Approve/Deny an On-Sale Wine and On-Sale 3.2% Liquor
License for New Bohemia-Roseville LLC, d/b/a New Bohemia Wurst & Bier
Haus, a new restaurant located at 2730 Snelling Avenue N
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Finance Director Chris Miller briefly summarized the request for this new restau-
rant in Roseville.

Mayor Roe noted that no representatives of the restaurant were in attendance to
speak.

Mayor Roe opened and closed the public hearing at approximately 7:55 p.m., with
no one appearing for or against.

McGehee moved, Etten seconded, approval of New Bohemia — Roseville LLC’s
request for an On-Sale Wine License and an On-Sale 3.2% Liquor License locat-
ed at 2730 Snelling Avenue N; contingent on successful completion of back-
ground checks.

Roll Call
Ayes: Willmus, Laliberte, Etten, McGehee and Roe.
Nays: None.

13. Budget Items

a.

Receive 2015 Budget to Actual Results for Selected Funds

At the request of Councilmember Willmus, Finance Director Miller provided two
bench handouts, showing cash reserve level comparison information for key oper-
ating and capital funds for years 2014 and 2015.

Finance Director Chris Miller clarified that the 2015 budget to actual results for
selected funds as detailed in the RCA remained preliminary and had not been ful-
ly audited at this point. Mr. Miller clarified that the anticipated General Fund sur-
plus had yet to be realized and instead noted a current operating deficit of
$311,000+. Mr. Miller noted that this was in part due to December tax collections
of approximately $400,000 less than expected due to a number of properties filing
tax petitions contesting their assessed market valuations. Until those outcomes
are settled, Mr. Miller advised that Ramsey County would withhold funds, and
anticipated the petitions should be finalized later in 2016, but recognized some
may extend into 2017. Mr. Miller advised that similar tax petitions had been filed
in 2015 and since resolved. Mr. Miller noted that the current properties repre-
sented several office buildings and hotels in the Twin Lakes area, and warehouses
on the west side of Roseville. Once the petitions move through the tax courts, Mr.
Miller advised the funds should be received by the city, but he was unable to pro-
ject how much until later this year or early in 2017. While staff often anticipates
some petitions, Mr. Miller noted that the magnitude this year had proven remark-
able based on the city’s past experience.
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At the request of Mayor Roe for clarification of the viewing audience, Finance
Director Miller displayed the graphs for the four funds: General, Parks & Recrea-
tion, License Center and Communications, and provided specifics of each.

At the request of Councilmember Willmus, Finance Director Miller noted the sig-
nificant jump of $300,000 in Community Development Department reserves was
due to a huge jump in permit activity levels between 2014 and 2015.

Councilmember Willmus sought clarification on structural changes made to the
Water Fund.

Finance Director Miller noted that this fund had always been in a tenuous position
as the city struggled to meet infrastructure needs for the Water Fund without also
building up that fund’s cash reserves. Given the excess reserves in the Storm-
water Fund, Mr. Miller noted last year that the City Council authorized a $2.5
million transfer from the Stormwater Fund to the Water Fund. As a result, Mr.
Miller referenced favorable and positive comments from several bond agencies as
they recognize the proactive steps taken by the city to strengthen its financial situ-
ation and provide some tax relief. Mr. Miller congratulated the City Council for
taking those steps, noting that people were noticing.

While recognizing that the City Council authorized some new positions in the Li-
cense Center this year, Councilmember Laliberte asked Finance Director Miller
for his projections for 2016 revenue versus that of 2015.

Finance Director Miller responded that it was too early in the process to make
such a projection, with some of that additional staffing just coming on board and
only three months into 2016. However, Mr. Miller opined that 2016 was on a
pace to beat last year’s mark, even with that additional staffing. Also, Mr. Miller
noted that new staffing models had yet had a chance to capitalize those new posi-
tions by soliciting new auto dealer and/or passport business.

At the request of Councilmember Laliberte, Finance Director Miller advised that
he and City Manager Trudgeon had been discussing the number of new positions
and restructuring within the organization and suggested a report or update to the
City Council after six months underway.

City Manager Trudgeon concurred with that timeframe.
Mayor Roe noted the additional tax relief realized from License Center revenue in
the past, and expressed his hope that business levels would further add to those

revenues.

Approve Amendments to the 2015 Budget
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As detailed in the RCA, Finance Director Miller noted only one requested budget
amendment, noting this was an annual procedural step to demonstrate compliance
from the authorized budget to actual budget. Mr. Miller advised that the City
Council had already authorized the expenditure, but his was simply formally doc-
umenting that authorization.

Etten moved, McGehee seconded, approval of a year-end amendment to the 2015
Roseville City Budget as detailed in the RCA dated March 28, 2016.

Roll Call
Ayes: Willmus, Laliberte, Etten, McGehee and Roe.
Nays: None.
Recess
Mayor Roe recessed the meeting at approximately 8:14 p.m., and reconvened at approximately
8:21 p.m.

14. Business Items (Action Items)

a. Request for Approval of REZONING a Portion of Property along Dale
Street from Low Density Residential-1 (LDR-1) District to Low Density Res-
idential-2 (LDR-2) District; and PRELIMINARY PLAT of 5.82 acres in 17
Lots
A revised Preliminary Plat dated March 28, 2016 was provided as a bench
handout, and made part of the staff report. Senior Planner Bryan Lloyd summa-
rized this request as detailed in the RCA involving a rezoning request for a por-
tion of properties along Dale Street from LDR-2 to LDR-2, and approval of a pre-
liminary plat of 5.82 acres into seventeen lots.

Mr. Lloyd noted that with submission of the preliminary plat as presented tonight,
the original request for outlots was no longer necessary to facilitate lot bounda-
ries, based on the most recent updated survey. Mr. Lloyd referenced remaining
conditions recommended by staff and outlined in the RCA.

Mr. Lloyd noted that the proposal is for 32° wide streets with parking on both
sides as supported by staff. However, Mr. Lloyd advised that the developer is in-
terested in limiting that width to 28’ with parking along one side if the City Coun-
cil is supportive. Mr. Lloyd noted that the developer is proposing the reduced
width of the street to facilitate traffic calming. However, Mr. Lloyd noted that
nearby residents expressed concern in transition from a 32’ to 28’ wide street; and
in recognition of their apprehension, the Planning Commission had recommended
32’ wide streets. Mr. Lloyd advised that the developer is fine with either width,
but clarified that the City’s Public Works and Planning Departments could sup-
port the 28” wide substandard street, leaving that final decision at the discretion of
the City Council.
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Mr. Lloyd advised that earlier today, an email discussion had occurred related to
the Tree Preservation Plan associated with this particular request. Mr. Lloyd re-
ported that due to his initial misunderstanding of that request and the application,
and the dates when the current Tree Preservation Ordinance too effect, he had in-
correctly assumed all materials would be based on that new version. However,
Mr. Lloyd noted that astute members of the City Council noted that not all calcu-
lations or information accompanied the Tree Preservation Plan, and he had incor-
rectly identified that the new ordinance was governing this application, when in-
stead, the old ordinance was governing and those requirements would be put in
place. As a result, Mr. Lloyd recommended an additional condition (F) be placed
on the approval, requiring approved tree preservation plans, grading plans, and
other documentation required by code as a condition of approval of the final plat.

At the request of Councilmember Willmus, Mr. Lloyd clarified that his under-
standing of this applicant was that they were in the land development business,
and then turned over actual construction of the homes to builders rather than look-
ing at each lot for specificities of the home’s footprint and driveway construction.
Mr. Lloyd noted that the developer and planning staff had made the best guess
about how the development may occur; in addressing construction limits and tree
removals/damages as part of the actual construction process. If the removals
and/or damage exceeded those limits, Mr. Lloyd advised that a supplemental tree
preservation plan would need to be submitted.

Regarding rezoning of Lots 7 — 12 to LDR-2, Councilmember Willmus asked
what steps were involved for individuals potentially acquiring one of those par-
cels and instead of constructing a one-family detached home, to construct a two-
family detached of attached dwelling, since either were permitted uses in LDR-2
districts.

Mr. Lloyd responded that while both are permitted uses in LDR-2 zones, the pro-
posed size of the lots between 6,000 to 7,000 square feet in area would not facili-
tate anything other than a single-family detached home, since a two-family unit
on a single parcel required 4,800 square feet per unit.

Mayor Roe noted that such a use would require replatting of a lot; with Mr. Lloyd
confirming that situation.

Councilmember Willmus asked that the applicant provide information regarding
their intent for protective covenants and what those covenants might look like re-
garding the physical structure or style of home a potential builder or lot purchaser
could construct.

Councilmember McGehee requested that Mr. Lloyd or the applicant explain in
more detail the nature of the issue(s) with transition from a 32° to a 28" wide
street. Councilmember McGehee noted that her street was an example of such a
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transition and she found no noticeable transition, opining that the curve in this
case would provide a nice traffic calming approach, especially with this new
through street coming off Dale Street. Councilmember McGehee further opined
that she had a hard time understanding the angst of the neighbors with such a
transition in width.

Mr. Lloyd responded that neighbors apparently found the change in width to be
generally disorienting, noting that the proposal for a 28” wide street had been sup-
ported initially by the City’s Public Works Department in their report to the Plan-
ning Commission and recommended condition with parking allowed on the south
side and width transition occurring on the north side.

Councilmember McGehee noted that traffic is always a problem raised by neigh-
bors, and recognized that the developer had tried to address that through the re-
duced width and traffic calming efforts. Councilmember McGehee also noted this
would reduce impervious surface; and reiterated her inability to see a problem
with it.

Councilmember Willmus referenced his viewing of the Planning Commission
meeting and the number of residents speaking to the width, noting the concern
was one of transition and also stacking all parking on one side of the roadway.
From his perspective, Councilmember Willmus opined that he found a wider road
to be better, and expressed his preference in hindsight that it had been followed
with the Mueller Development. While the road will carry some level of traffic,
Councilmember Willmus further opined that, from a traffic perspective, he’d pre-
fer a wider roadway and noted the number of speakers at the Planning Commis-
sion meeting having concerns with that transition.

In RCA Exhibit A (page 5, line 162), Councilmember Etten referenced City Code,
Section 1103.04 related to drainage and utility easements and their 12° width.
Councilmember Etten noted that this plat shows 10” and questioned why that
width had not been corrected since the Planning Commission meeting.

Mr. Lloyd responded that it had been revised in the intermediate version of the
plat related to outlots; but opined it may not have been caught in this latest pre-
liminary plat presented tonight. However, Mr. Lloyd noted that it is addressed in
Condition A and continued standing language that the plat shall meet all subdivi-
sion code requirements for easements, etc.

Councilmember Etten clarified that the condition would demand that the final plat
provide a 12’ utility easement, with Mr. Lloyd confirming that width at 12°.

On that same RCA Exhibit A (page 7, lines 231 — 245), Councilmember Etten
noted concerns about ponding and drainage in the overall stormwater manage-
ment plan; and asked if any updates were available on those concerns.
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Mr. Lloyd deferred that question to Public Works staff or the applicant, reporting
that he had not been involved in those conversations and how the plans were ad-
vancing in meeting some or all of those concerns.

Councilmember Etten referenced Lots 4 and 5 on the north edge of lots abutting
Wheaton Avenue, noting that it appeared that several trees on the east side of the
proposed drainage pond would be unable to survive , even though they were
shown as remaining in the applicant’s tree preservation plan as submitted. Coun-
cilmember Etten questioned how much elevation change (e.g. 3’?) would be in-
volved and how the trees could possibly survive.

Mr. Lloyd advised that he would make a note for the City’s Arborist to review
that area.

Mayor Roe sought clarification on the next steps for this process, assuming this
request is approved. Mayor Roe noted that the final plat had not yet been submit-
ted and would be a separate approval process from this preliminary approval.
Under those circumstances, Mayor Roe asked staff if the new tree preservation
ordinance would apply to the final plat.

Mr. Lloyd advised that the old city code specified that a preliminary plat would
not be approved without a tree preservation plan, and assuming the tree preserva-
tion plan and preliminary plat develop in tandem and meet requirements for ap-
proval, he interpreted that this version of the tree preservation plan as part of the
preliminary plat would remain the approved plan and not a new tree preservation
plan accompanying the final plat.

City Attorney Gaughan concurred with Mr. Lloyd that the actual tree preservation
plan submitted with the preliminary plat would remain throughout the final plat
approval process.

Mayor Roe noted that the property lines relative to a roadway were the subject of
an upcoming text amendment and subdivision code amendment coming before the
Planning Commission next month. Mayor Roe noted that the lot lines included in
this preliminary plat didn’t meet the letter of current city code requiring that lot
lines be perpendicular or radial to the road. Mayor Roe recognized that this had
been addressed in the draft Planning Commission meeting minutes, but asked
staff how the City Council dealt with that situation and approve a plat not meeting
lot requirements for LDR-2 districts under the current subdivision code, and with
that code not currently allowing non-radial sidelines.

Mr. Lloyd read actual text from that section of current city code related to lot
standards and its specificity. However, Mr. Lloyd noted that that code also pro-
vide no definition of “street line” and in this case could therefore either apply to
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the right-of-way or the curved line of Wheaton Avenue, or more even more
broadly from one end to the other end of the east/west street. Mr. Lloyd advised
that staff had reviewed both scenarios for the Planning Commission, and suggest-
ed if the City Council was most comfortable with the street line interpretation,
they could approve the application with the straight line right-of-way and all lost
could still continue to meet minimum size requirements and that interpretation
would not compromise the ability of the plat’s approval. On the other side, if in-
terpreted more broadly with the east/west street line connection, Mr. Lloyd noted
that all lots would be perpendicular to that in contrast to the street that is in the ac-
tual curve from one direction to another versus the gently undulating line of
Wheaton Avenue. Mr. Lloyd opined that either choice was reasonable and defen-
sible.

Regarding the size of LDR-2 lots as proposed, Mr. Lloyd read the subdivision
code standard requiring 85’ wide and 110’ deep lots, totaling a minimum of
11,000 square feet in area. Mr. Lloyd advised that staff’s position, since the new
zoning code had been adopted in 2010 for a variety of reasons, was that while this
single-family detached dwelling lot size applied to LDR-1, due to that new zoning
code as adopted, LDR-2 detached developments with homes smaller than stand-
ard, as well as in medium density residential (MDR) districts, were appropriate
for smaller lots than indicated in the subdivision code. As an example, Mr. Lloyd
noted that the City Council had approved a similar situation for Garden Station
(former Fire Station site) for smaller than standards but still conforming to MDR
lot sizes for that type of development. Mr. Lloyd referenced RCA Exhibit 1,
staff’s report to the Planning Commission March 2, 2016, where considerable
time was spent discussing any apparent conflict, but staff still advocating and
supporting the LDR-2 part of the plat and its conformity to city requirements for
single-family lots even though it appeared to conflict with the subdivision code.

Mayor Roe sought clarification that the street line definition and zoning code ap-
plication for lot sizes were included in the request for applicable text amendments
coming before the Planning Commission.

Mr. Lloyd confirmed that, noting two minor amendments were anticipated: side
lot lines and street lines. Mr. Lloyd advised that both would deal with eliminating
existing conflicts between single-family detached lot sizes and substandard lots
allowing that.

Councilmember Etten requested additional discussion and clarification of the old
tree preservation plan as part of preliminary plat approval.

Mr. Lloyd noted that the trouble had always been that the final approved tree
preservation plan couldn’t be finalized until after final plat approval, and storm-
water grading and other components had been sufficiently addressed. Mr. Lloyd
advised that the best staff could do was include a recommended condition of ap-
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proval to ensure that staff and the developer continue to update the tree preserva-
tion plan to meet any of those changes with engineering plan.

Councilmember Etten questioned if there had ever been a final tree preservation
plan as part of preliminary plat approval.

Mr. Lloyd responded that, while the tree preservation plan may appear final, it
would change with grading on the site. Mr. Lloyd noted that the tree preservation
plan basically conforms to the former ordinance’s requirements in accordance
with findings of the City’s Arborist and reasonable accounted for trees under
those calculations. Depending on whether the City Council approves a straight or
curving street, Mr. Lloyd noted that would also affect the tree plan and requested
rezoning and lot density along Dale Street. Mr. Lloyd opined that the plan as pre-
sented is as reasonable as can be accomplished for this type of project.

Given Mr. Lloyd’s initial misunderstanding and the significant difference between
the old and new tree preservation plans, in terms of the final outcome, Coun-
cilmember McGehee questioned if the new plan would have significantly changed
the number or size of trees required to be preserved.

Mr. Lloyd responded that the level of detail submitted under the provisions of the
new tree preservation plan would have provided a more detailed inventory and
more refined breakdown of trees accounted for versus dismissing some of the
trees not required for preservation due to their species. Therefore, Mr. Lloyd
opined the new plan may have indicated replacement obligations would be higher
with the new version of the ordinance, based on the consultant’s review of various
examples between the old and new ordinances as presented prior to its adoption.

Councilmember McGehee asked if it was possible to add a condition of this pre-
liminary plat approval that it conform to the new tree preservation plan.

At the request of Mayor Roe, City Attorney Gaughan clarified that this request is
not simply a preliminary plat application, but also a rezoning request. Specific to
rezoning requests, Mr. Gaughan advised that the city retained a wide latitude and
broader leverage for approval, much wider than that of preliminary plat approval
if the applicant conforms to those regulations.

Mayor Roe noted, with confirmation by City Attorney Gaughan, that this leverage
was limited to those lots along Dale Street, under the specifics of the rezoning re-
quest.

City Attorney Gaughan advised that the City Council could make the argument
that this preliminary plat violates current zoning as presented, and could be denied
based on that finding. However, City Attorney Gaughan clarified that the City
Council’s basis for denial of the application would be nonconformance with zon-
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ing code. With Councilmember McGehee’s request that a condition of approval
be the applicant’s conformity with the city’s new tree preservation ordinance, City
Attorney Gaughan responded that this would be a more appropriate topic for
agreement between the parties. City Attorney Gaughan cautioned that the City
Council also needed to be cognizant of the 60-day approval schedule in enumerat-
ing their findings, pending any extension of that approval schedule.

At the request of Mayor Roe, City Attorney Gaughan further clarified that if the
City Council chose to deny approval of the preliminary plat as presented, it
would be based on the finding that Lots 7 through 12 did not conform to the city’s
present zoning code. Mayor Roe noted that this provided rationale for the devel-
oper to apply for rezoning at this time in conjunction with the preliminary plat to
remove that inconformity.

Applicant Representative(s)
Peter Knaeble, Golden Valley Land CO. and Matt Pavek, Land Development
Partner; both Civil Engineers specializing in infill land development

Mr. Knaeble provided a bench handout, attached hereto and made a part hereof,
consisting of an updated aerial view of the proposed Wheaton Woods; and an ar-
chitectural rendering of a sample single-family home for the smaller lots along
Dale Street.

Peter Knaeble

Mr. Knaeble provided a brief review and background of their firm’s expertise in
other challenging development infill projects in first-ring suburbs in the metropol-
itan area, mostly in the western suburbs. Mr. Knaeble noted this would be their
first development project in Roseville, and expressed their excitement in address-
ing this unique site. Mr. Knaeble noted their work with staff for a number of
months, and meetings to-date with neighbors, and their attempts to address some
of the concerns expressed by neighbors during those initial meetings as the pro-
posed development evolved.

Regarding Councilmember Willmus’ request for clarification of their role in this
project, Mr. Knaeble advised that their firm was a land development company;
and while they didn’t do the actual construction themselves, but designed the pro-
ject with the expertise of their development and engineering staff, they did hire
contractors. Mr. Knaeble advised that those contractors would then be responsi-
ble to submit final home plans to the city to obtain a building, while the Golden
Valley team would oversee that construction, and then sell finished lots to those
contractors. With the seventeen proposed lots, Mr. Knaeble advised that they had
been talking with two local builders, both having had Parade of Home models in
adjacent communities in the recent past.
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Based on information from customers, Mr. Knaeble noted their firm had received
positive interest in a project such as this in Roseville, with several potential cus-
tomers having been interested in smaller lots, similar to those on Dale Street, for a
number of reasons including their affordability. Mr. Knaeble anticipated future
homes on those smaller lots being marketed in the range of $350,000 to $400,000;
while the larger lots on Wheaton Avenue will be valued at $600,000 or higher.
Mr. Knaeble noted that it was increasingly difficult to find this type of housing in
Roseville as well as other metropolitan cities, creating some of that positive re-
sponse to-date. Mr. Knaeble noted that his firm would retain architectural ap-
proval for the project and contractors. Mr. Knaeble advised that their firm didn’t
typically record covenants with their projects, but addressed housing styles and
sizes as part of their plan review process.

While recognizing that rezoning of Lots 7 through 12 to LDR-2 allows for twin
homes, Mr. Knaeble stated his firm’s select interest in single-family detached
homes on those lots. As had been stated at the Planning Commission meeting,
Mr. Knaeble noted his firm’s willingness to adhere to any additional restriction or
condition placed by the City Council to ensure that understanding.

Regarding the question of 32” versus 28" wide streets, Mr. Knaeble advised that,
when looking at this project and existing platted rights-of-way from the cul-de-sac
to Dale Street, they thought that by shrinking the street width it would provide
traffic calming for Wheaton Avenue. Mr. Knaeble noted that many communities
in which they worked were reducing city street width standards from 28’ to 32’.
Mr. Knaeble recognized the neighbors’ points of view with the remainder of the
neighborhood built to 32” wide streets and not wanting anything significantly dif-
ferent. However, Mr. Knaeble spoke in support of the benefits of the 28 width
slowing traffic as well as reducing impervious surfaces. Based on their consider-
able amount of work with various metropolitan watershed districts, Mr. Knaeble
noted the advocacy of those watershed districts in encouraging any opportunities
to reduce impervious surfaces. Mr. Knaeble stated that he didn’t expect the tran-
sition in width to be a problem once built, noting that it would result in 2’ to 4’ on
one side of the road and typically stretched out on the curved portion, not readily
visible compared to a straight shot. However, Mr. Knaeble stated his firm’s will-
ingness to agree with the decision of the City Council and their discretion as to
width, reiterating his preference for a 28’ wide roadway extension on Wheaton
Avenue.

Specific to the 12° versus 10’ easement, Mr. Knaeble admitted that was his error
in quickly getting revisions for the latest version of the preliminary plat as pre-
sented tonight and as a result of county surveyor clarifications eliminating the
need for the small outlots. Mr. Knaeble advised that he would correct that to 12’
on the final plat.
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Regarding city code requirements that lot lines be perpendicular to the roadway,
Mr. Knaeble advised that they had initially looked at radial lot lines, but ques-
tioned if the city would be interested in a lot being configured accordingly. While
with a larger subdivision it may make sense, Mr. Knaeble opined that with a
smaller subdivision such as this it didn’t make much sense. Mr. Knaeble advised
that their infill developments also plat lots opposite each other; and opined that
adhering to that particular code requirement would not be appropriate nor would
the city like the way it looked. While recognizing that the design may not meet
the strict interpretation of current code, Mr. Knaeble advised that their firm tries
not to ask for variances for their projects, and opined that the current city code is
not as clear as it could or should be for a project such as this.

Regarding tonight’s discussion related to the subdivision code for LDR-2 dis-
tricts, Mr. Knaeble advised that he couldn’t address that and their relationship to
each other.

Mr. Knaeble advised that when meeting with neighbors and hearing their con-
cerns, admittedly something he and his firm had not thought about, drainage is-
sues had been one of those concerns. Mr. Knaeble noted one of the neighbors
next door to their project’s proposed Lot 1, Block 2 experienced standing water in
this landlocked area every spring before the grand thawed, creating a significant
drainage issue. Therefore, to help alleviate that and as part of their development
project, Mr. Knaeble proposed that a rain garden be installed to provide positive
drainage to solve that concern, as well as addressing retention of the natural habi-
tat area expressed as another concern for neighbors. Mr. Knaeble noted that an-
other major concern of residents was connection from the street, with Wheaton
Avenue currently dead ended or served with a cul-de-sac as the right-of-way was
currently platted, Mr. Knaeble noted that it was their firm’s understanding that the
city’s intent was to eventually connect it, while recognizing that a lot of neighbors
were under the impression it would not and actually preferred a dead end on
Wheaton Avenue.

Specific to the tree issue, Mr. Knaeble suggested a proposal to the city, similar to
that his firm had done on other projects. Mr. Knaeble advised that normally they
would perform custom grading for the eleven larger lots, including addressing in-
terim grade limits and rain garden infiltration in all areas beyond the strip where
homes will be constructed. While assuming trees will be removed as part of the
home’s construction, Mr. Knaeble advised that they left that up to the builders;
but frequently found that the pads they laid out actually proved larger than the
typical homes coming in. By doing this process, Mr. Knaeble noted that if the
builders build the homes, they’ll typically design them around existing trees, an
amenity in marketing the homes and properties. While the tree preservation plan
submitted by his firm shows the ultimate grading limit and calculates tree removal
based on that limit, Mr. Knaeble noted that it was fairly conservative and antici-
pated fewer trees may be removed versus more. By providing this more intense
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tree preservation plan, Mr. Knaeble noted that it served to eliminate any unex-
pected surprises during the engineering process.

Councilmember Willmus sought clarification as to whether Mr. Knaeble’s firm
designed the building pads and ran utilities or not.

Mr. Knaeble responded that their firm didn’t do the design and ran utilities 10’ in
beyond the right-of-way (easement line).

Regarding the new tree preservation ordinance, Councilmember Willmus noted its
language excluded single-family lots. Councilmember Willmus asked what had
served as the trigger regarding tree placemen ton smaller lots if not doing building
pads and selling them to builders. In other words, Councilmember Willmus
sought clarification as to any obligation on the part of the builder pulling the
building permit for a home under the new ordinance.

Mr. Lloyd advised that he had stopped consulting code provisions under the new
ordinance since the old code would apply to this application. However, Mr.
Lloyd estimated that if lots developed under the old tree preservation plan they
could be in compliance, but if under the new code a new home may exceed the
new preservation plan by as much as 50%. Mr. Lloyd noted that the tree preser-
vation plan developed for the plat was triggered by the plat, and all lots would
need to conform to the tree preservation plan and extends to any homes with a
new accounting needing to be done at that point under the preservation plan at-
tached to the plat itself.

Councilmember Willmus noted that some new homes may not see a permit pulled
for 6 months to a year, and in some cases perhaps not even for ten years. Coun-
cilmember Willmus asked if, in those vacant lot cases, if those homes would re-
main under the old tree preservation plan.

Mr. Lloyd responded that the tree preservation plan, as approved with the prelim-
inary plat, was effective for two years.

Councilmember McGehee asked Mr. Knaeble if they could include a more con-
sistent tree preservation plan with their various covenants for these lots.

Mr. Knaeble offered to study that as an option; reiterating that their grading plan
shows the anticipated limit and tree removal and/or replacement calculations, but
expected the limit to be smaller than anticipated. If for any reason the limits
proved larger than anticipated, Mr. Knaeble agreed that it made sense and seemed
fair from his perspective to meet those stricter requirements if additional trees are
involved.
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Mayor Roe noted that this remained voluntary on the part of the developer, since
there was no trigger guaranteed from the city’s perspective or required.

Councilmember Willmus noted if a Developer’s Agreement was involved, the
majority of the improvements would occur under the majority owner.

Councilmember McGehee asked City Attorney Gaughan if he saw an appropriate
mechanism whereby the city could take advantage of its new tree preservation
plan for development of these lots.

Subsequent to further discussion, City Attorney Gaughan reiterated the only re-
course would be for the City Council to memorialize findings to deny the rezon-
ing application. Mr. Gaughan clarified that the city had a code in place setting
forth regulations for subdivision approval; and if the applicant is consistent with
those regulations as stated in current city code, the plat could move forward, as
conditioned. Mr. Gaughan advised that a voluntary agreement could not be used
as part of the approval.

Mr. Knaeble noted that the two builders he referenced are both currently working
on designs for potential customers, and in displaying one of those house style ex-
amples as previously noted, he noted it indicated they’re working on two-story
homes of approximately 2,000 square feet to fit on these smaller lots. Mr. Knae-
ble noted that this represented a relatively modest home and as with any smaller
home with a variety of architectural design, any larger existing trees would serve
as an asset.

Regarding the question of which standards apply under which tree preservation
plan, Mr. Knaeble advised that his firm would be comfortable with an additional
condition as part of the plat approval such as if they exceeded grading limits,
those additional trees would be subject to the new ordinance provisions.

Councilmember Etten reviewed those trees identified on the lot (477 in number)
and those meant to be preserved (approximately 30 in number) and asked Mr.
Knaeble if this was part of his grading plan, and sought clarification of what Mr.
Knaeble anticipated would remain after site preparation was completed.

Mr. Knaeble responded that, after all homes were constructed, he anticipated
Councilmember Etten’s estimation of trees removed or lost would be relatively
accurate. Mr. Knaeble stated that the resulting 477 trees were identified as “sig-
nificant” based on the city’s current tree ordinance. As noted and within grading
limits, trees removed for rain gardens, ponds, and building sites would be counted
as removed as part of the calculations.
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Mayor Roe noted that those trees outside the ultimate construction limits were not
counted as being removed or requiring mitigation, and as noted by Mr. Knaeble,
only a handful of existing trees qualified for that.

At the request of Councilmember McGehee for clarification purposes, Mr. Knae-
ble sought to identify the areas inside or outside the grading limits, basically leav-
ing a strip on both sides of Wheaton Avenue.

As noted earlier regarding plans meeting neighborhood concerns related to
stormwater management and drainage, especially for Lots 8 through 10, Coun-
cilmember Etten opined that rezoning those lots to LDR-2 would only serve to
exacerbate the potential water problem, especially if a retaining wall is installed.
Councilmember Etten admitted he was concerned with the developer being able
to comply with stormwater requirements, especially along Dale Street and those
proposed lots.

Mr. Knaeble advised that his firm was continuing to firm up those plans and final
design of the lots. Among those plans, Mr. Knaeble reported that an additional
catch basin is intended on Dale Street at Wheaton Avenue based on concerns pro-
vided in staff’s report for any additional water coming down Wheaton Avenue
and escaping newly-installed infiltration ponds and before it gets to Dale Street.

Councilmember Etten noted the elevation along Dale Street from those lots to the
streets versus north to Wheaton Avenue, and asked specifically how drainage is-
sues for Lots 8, 9 and 10, currently landlocked, would be addressed with these
plans.

Mayor Roe noted this involved addressing the Wheaton Avenue runoff in particu-
lar.

Mr. Knaeble noted existing drainage from Dale Street with its steep north/south
grade. Mr. Knaeble advised that the intent was with the new catch basin added in
addition to those two to three already along Dale Street, and Wheaton Avenue
drainage, any runoff coming from their lots would be addressed.

Councilmember Etten noted that a retaining wall was proposed for Lots 8 through
10 and asked how the additional catch basin would facilitate that blocked drain-
age.

Mr. Knaeble advised their plan anticipated a worst case scenario, but depending
on house styles and plans, there may be no need to install retaining walls. Mr.
Knaeble advised that he didn’t see anything currently blocking those existing
drainage areas; but reiterated things would be worked out as part of the final de-
sign process.
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Councilmember Etten stated his interest in receiving a response from the Public
Works Department before those plans went too far to see if there was any problem
from their perspective.

City Engineer Jesse Freihammer

City Engineer Freihammer advised that the intent of the conditions applied (RCA
page 2, lines 21 — 29) were to address any drainage requirements. Mr. Freiham-
mer noted one option, if additional mitigation was indicated, would be to require
the developer to add a pipe or outlot if drainage is held back from or in front of a
retaining wall. Mr. Freihammer noted that these requirements would all be
worked out as the Public Improvement Contract (PIC) was developed.

At the request of Councilmember Etten in addressing additional runoff from these
homes into the street, Mr. Freihammer advised that any additional runoff or flow
from Lots 7 through 12 would be addressed through the additional catch basins.
Mr. Freihammer noted that considerable flow was already running down Dale
Street; and opined that the change in flow is not that significant.

At the request of Councilmember Willmus, and final width determination, Mr.
Knaeble advised that they were not intending to construct a sidewalk along
Wheaton Avenue. At the further request of Councilmember Willmus, Mr. Frei-
hammer clarified that with a 28” wide roadway and parking on one side at approx-
imately 7°, it would provide two 10.5” lanes.

With parking allowed on Wheaton Avenue, Councilmember Willmus asked
where residents were intended to safely walk in this apparently heavily-used
neighborhood connecting directly through to Dale Street.

Mr. Freihammer admitted they would still have to walk on the roadway, even
though it could be argued that the smaller width would serve to reduce traffic.

Mayor Roe noted it could also be argued that a 32" wide road with 9’ drive lanes
and parking on both sides may provide even less room for pedestrians to walk
safely.

Councilmember Willmus expressed concern with the curvature of the road and
the city’s ability to maintain and plow it to its full width in winter, noting similar
situations where the snow doesn’t get plowed curb to curb. With a considerable
number of active walkers in the community, Councilmember Willmus noted his
concern with the safety aspect. Based on that concern, Councilmember Willmus
expressed his willingness to support a 28’ roadway if a sidewalk was constructed
on the western edge of the development carrying over to Dale Street, otherwise he
stated he would support a 32’ road width.
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Mayor Roe offered an opportunity for the public to speak on this issue, with no
one appearing for or against.

Willmus moved, Laliberte seconded, enactment of Ordinance No. 1496 (RCA
Exhibit C) entitled, “An Ordinance Amending Title 10 of the City Code, Chang-
ing the Zoning Designation of Certain Real Property;” rezoning Ramsey County
PIN 02-29-23-44-0065 from LDR-1 to LDR-2.

Councilmember Etten stated his opposition to the motion, opining that he didn’t
agree with the RCA that these homes fit that neighborhood other than possibly on
the full-width, larger lots. As brought up in previously-expressed neighbor com-
ments, Councilmember Etten stated his concern with stormwater drainage as more
density is added in that area especially with existing drainage issues; and ques-
tioned if or how they could be fully addressed.

As the maker of the motion, Councilmember Willmus stated his support of the
motion. While recognizing the concerns of Councilmember Etten, Councilmem-
ber Willmus also noted the strong demand for this style and type of single-family
structure as proposed along Dale Street. Although the yards are smaller, Coun-
cilmember Willmus opined that the homes would fit and based his support on
that.

Councilmember Laliberte also agreed that this concept supports the variety of
housing stock being sought in the community. With multi-family housing across
Dale Street, Councilmember Laliberte stated that she didn’t find this proposed de-
velopment to be out-of-character with the neighborhood.

Councilmember McGehee noted a development may come in that is worse than
this; and while it may not be her first choice, opined that the applicant had made
every effort from her perspective to alleviate some of the existing drainage issues.
Overall, Councilmember McGehee stated she found it fitting with the adjacent
neighborhood, and agreed that this type of housing stock on smaller lots was
strongly desired in Roseville, and served to provide an alternative for new homes
being constructed in the community.

Mayor Roe spoke in support of the rezoning, even though it had involved consid-
erable deliberation on his part and after reviewing the Planning Commission’s
discussion, and references to the Farrington Estates proposals of the past and how
this proposed development related to the surrounding area. Mayor Roe stated that
he had ultimately come to the conclusion that, with its location on the edge of the
existing neighborhood on the north and west, he could support the increased den-
sity and upzoning. Mayor Roe noted this was more amenable on his part when
clarifying that any duplexes or townhomes in the LDR-2 zoning district would
still require platting on their own, making him much more comfortable in making
this zoning amendment permanent.
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Roll Call
Ayes: Willmus, Laliberte, McGehee and Roe.
Nays: Etten.
Motion carried.

Willmus moved, Laliberte seconded, approval of the proposed Wheaton Woods
revised/updated PRELIMINARY PLAT (Bench Handout dated March 28,
2016) of Ramsey County PIN’s 02-29-23-44-0065, -0066, and -0067; based on
the findings and recommendations of the Planning Commission, public input, City

Council deliberation, and content of the Request for Council Action (RCA) dated

March 28, 2016, and conditions detailed in lines 60-74, page 3 of that RCA;

amended as follows:

e Additional Condition F: “Final plat approval shall not be issued without
approval of a tree preservation plan accounting for any changes to grading,
utility or stormwater plans not yet anticipated by the Community Develop-
ment Department.

Without objection, Mayor Roe confirmed that this approval understood a road
width for the Wheaton Avenue extension of 32.

Roll Call
Ayes: Willmus, Laliberte and Roe.
Nays: Etten and McGehee.
Motion carried.

Without objection due to time constraints, Mayor Roe deferred action on Agenda
Items 14.c and 15.a to a future time; with tonight’s meeting concluding with
Agenda Items 14.b and 15.b.

Finalize Community Survey Discussion and Survey Budget

As part of the RCA, Communications Manager Garry Bowman presented pro-
posed final community survey questions based on previous City Council direction
and costs based on sample sizes. At the request of Councilmember McGehee, Mr.
Bowman confirmed that no additional questions had been added to the feedback
most recently received from the City Council.

Mayor Roe asked Councilmembers to first focus discussion on the sample size
and budget.

Councilmembers Etten and McGehee supported staff’s recommendation for 400
samples with their specific margin of error; with agreement by Councilmember
Laliberte with that sample size to maintain consistency with the previous survey.

Without objection, Mayor Roe noted support for the 400 sample size in accord-
ance with staff’s original proposal at a projected cost of $18,500.
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In reviewing the draft survey questions provided by staff as Attachment A to the
RCA, Mayor Roe asked if individual Councilmembers found anything that didn’t
align with their expectations.

While not having been at the last City Council meeting, Councilmember Laliberte
thanked Mayor Roe for bringing up the possibility of including a question on or-
ganized trash collection in this year’s survey. While recognizing that the Council
majority did not support that inclusion, Councilmember Laliberte asked once
more to provide tracking trends and potential changes in community feedback.
Councilmember Laliberte questioned why tracking that trend would differ in any
way from tracking trends for the community center. Councilmember Laliberte
spoke in support of keeping the organized trash collection question in this year’s
survey, but expressed her willingness to accept Council consensus.

Recognizing recent email requests she had received, Councilmember McGehee
suggested adding a question about the annual Home & Garden Fair, recently dis-
continued. Since some members of the community felt this was a community
event that built community spirit, but also recognizing that it was a big expense
and inconvenience for staff, Councilmember McGehee suggested asking for feed-
back on whether or not respondents attended past fairs, letting them know if had
been discontinued, and whether they had ideas for something to take its place.
Councilmember McGehee suggested this would provide the City Council with in-
formation as to whether or not the community missed it and therefore, whether
they should consider reinstating it.

Councilmember Etten noted that discussion, and opportunity for public input, had
already been held by the former Roseville Housing & Redevelopment Authority
(HRA) with comparative information from other communities provided by staff
as well as specific costs for Roseville with staff and/or a consultant undertaking
the annual event, and options for less frequent or revised formatting. Coun-
cilmember Etten stated that the determination had been that it was not a great use
of staff time and resources. Given the cost, Councilmember Etten opined he
didn’t see anything changing anytime soon; and therefore he personally found no
reason to ask the question.

Councilmember Laliberte agreed that the HRA had sufficiently studied that issue
and had made a viable determination. While some feedback may be good, Coun-
cilmember Laliberte suggested it as a topic at some point for Speak Up! Roseville.

Mayor Roe noted the seminars now being held to replace the annual Home &
Garden Fair, since workshops seemed to be a popular part of that annual event.
Mayor Roe stated he was not supportive of a survey question related to the event,
which he feared may raise some expectations that it was going to be reinstated.
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15.

Mayor Roe opined that there would be no change in the decision unless signifi-
cant outcry was received from the community.

Etten moved, McGehee seconded, approval of the 2016 residential survey draft as
presented (Attachment A) for a 400-resident community survey; and authorizing
the City Manager to finalize a contract with The Morris Leatherman Company.

Roll Call
Ayes: Willmus, Laliberte, Etten, McGehee and Roe.
Nays: None.

Recycling Request for Proposals (RFP)
Due to time constraints, this item was deferred to a future agenda.

Business Items — Presentations/Discussions

a.

Twin Lakes Parkway East Collector Project — Authorization to Proceed with
Final Design
Due to time constraints, this item was deferred to a future agenda.

Park & Recreation Renewal Program Update and Nearing Closeouts

Parks & Recreation Director Lonnie Brokke provided a Park Renewal Program
(PMP) and related financial updates, outlined as part of the RCA and attachments.
Information also included a park building usage synopsis by staff. Mr. Brokke
provided a general overview of the PMP and its focus on the existing park system
and the timeframe initially set between 2012 and 2016, with a $19 million budget
paid through General Obligation Bonds approved by the City Council.

Mr. Brokke’s presentation reviewed major project areas, various maps showing
the breadth of the citywide program, and identification of the six park buildings
replaced along with facility upgrades at other locations. Among those improve-
ments, Mr. Brokke noted replacement or updates at fourteen playgrounds planned,
with ten replaced to-date using “Community Build’ programs that served to estab-
lish a stewardship network and involved a significant number of volunteers in-
volved with those playground upgrades. Mr. Brokke also noted natural resource
restoration efforts using volunteer networks and grant funds received to-date spe-
cifically for those efforts. Mr. Brokke reviewed some of the other miscellaneous
projects completed at ballfields, lighting and other improvements at the ice rink,
disc golf and tennis court refurbishment, irrigation improvements, sidewalk ex-
tensions, replacement of the boardwalk at Harriet Alexander Nature Center
(HANC), and lighting improvements at parks and along trails. Mr. Brokke pro-
vided project results and budget expenditures to-date; and a review of various pro-
ject awards, current expenditures and an itemized list of areas of overages or un-
der-spending per project.
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Motion to Extend Curfew
At 10:00 p.m., Laliberte moved, McGehee seconded, extending the curfew to complete this item
and Councilmember-Initiated Items for Future Meetings.

Roll Call
Ayes: Laliberte, Etten, McGehee and Roe.
Nays: Willmus.
Motion carried.

Mr. Brokke continued his review of various projects, and property acquisition as
part of the PMP. Mr. Brokke also addressed specific costs for administration of
the PMP for planning and management of the various projects; and costs for liti-
gation and bonding as part of the PMP. Mr. Brokke advised that the total spent
to-date for the PMP was $16,692,999 as of February 22, 2016 from that initial al-
location of $19 million. Mr. Brokke reviewed funds committed but not yet spent
totaling $1,667,647 to cover additional sidewalks and pathways, well monitoring
of Autumn Grove Park South over the next four years, and development of a park
in SW Roseville. Mr. Brokke noted that this brought commitments up to
$18,360,535; leaving uncommitted and unspent funds of $639,464 from the over-
all PMP.

Mr. Brokke provided an itemized list of remaining items unfunded, suggesting the
City Council consider future authorization for some or all of those projects, total-
ing $204,000. Among those projects, Mr. Brokke described them as follows: site
lighting, downspouts, landscape items, moving Autumn Grove playground, im-
provements to Autumn Grove South, HANC improvements (win-
dows/railings/display replacement), site furnishings, Legion Field scoreboard,
electronic doors, and additional skating center improvements.

Mr. Brokke provided a pictorial review of new park facilities and their amenities,
and events utilizing the buildings.

Mr. Brokke thanked City Manager Trudgeon, Mayor Roe, Councilmembers
Willmus, Laliberte, Etten and McGehee, members of the Parks & Recreation
Commission, the community of Roseville, and City staff from all departments for
their invaluable assistance over the years in facilitating this PMP. Mr. Brokke al-
so recognized the PMP Management Team from the Parks & Recreation Depart-
ment, including Jill, Brad and Sean as well as the entire department.

Mr. Brokke concluded his presentation by noted the success of the PMP was be-
ing evidenced by the many in the community and surrounding area using the fa-
cilities.

Mayor Roe emphasized and echoed Mr. Brokke’s comment about the incredible
involvement and support from the community.
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Mayor noted future decision points for the City Council to ponder related to the
options listed by Mr. Brokke totaling $204,000, and preference to receive that au-
thorization on some projects yet this spring.

Councilmember McGehee asked Mr. Brokke to provide a copy of his presentation
for the City Council, duly noted by Mayor Roe and City Manager Trudgeon.

Public Comment
Executive Director Julie Wearn, Roseville Visitors Association (RVA)
On the heels of Mr. Brokke’s PMP presentation, Ms. Wearn asked that, as part of
the RVA'’s strategic planning and community relations, the City Council consider
signage in the area of Langton Park for visitors to Roseville.

Ms. Wearn displayed pictures of the two access areas to Langton Lake from
Cleveland Avenue and current round-about way to access the area. Ms. Wearn
noted there were nine hotels in that area serving significant visitors during the
year, and all within blocks of a 1.6 mile radius of Langton Lake Park yearly.

Ms. Wearn reviewed why access to the park was important, allowing visitors the
ability to find it, and offering an easily accessed and safe route to do so. Ms.
Wearn referenced various studies and provided statistical data on the importance
of these healthy options for visitors.

Ms. Wearn respectfully asked the City Council to think about this area and ad-
dress signage using part of the allocated PMP dollars remaining.

For the benefit of Mr. Brokke and Ms. Wearn, Councilmember McGehee asked
that, in addition to the requested signage, they work toward a decent pathway that
could be easily found and accessed by people, especially where new development
comes in.

Ms. Wearn advised that she was working with Ms. Kelsey and the Community
Development Department as new development comes in, as well as with Ramsey
County Commissioner Mary Jo McGuire since Cleveland Avenue was a road un-
der Ramsey County jurisdiction.

Etten moved, Willmus seconded, approval of additional project categories total-
ling $204,000 as presented and detailed in the RCA dated March 28, 2016.

Roll Call
Ayes: Willmus, Laliberte, Etten, McGehee and Roe.
Nays: None.

16. City Manager Future Agenda Review
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17.

18.

City Manager Trudgeon distributed a preview of upcoming agenda items.

Councilmember-Initiated Items for Future Meetings

Councilmember Laliberte requested in future business license approvals, staff provide
more detailed information of internal and/or Police Department reviews, with a minimum
one-page assurance from staff that those reviews had been completed and addressing any
inconsistencies.

Councilmember Laliberte requested an updated organizational chart and pay structure for
the Community Development and Administration Departments, before and after, the most
recent staffing shifts. Councilmember Laliberte opined that she felt she had lost track of
things in the process.

At the request of City Manager Trudgeon, Councilmember Laliberte stated she was open
to either having that organizational chart sent to the City Council or as a future City
Council agenda items. Mayor Roe suggested that the organizational plan update be pro-
vided to the City Council for now.

Having missed the construction presentation by MnDOT at last week’s Council Meeting,
Councilmember Laliberte expressed her ongoing concerns and rerouting traffic off Lex-
ington Avenue. Councilmember Laliberte reiterated those past concerns she had with lo-
cal traffic choosing Hamline Avenue or Dale Street as alternate routes, and her concerns
with southbound traffic on the north end of the library at the turning lane and repercus-
sions to traffic flow, causing traffic to back up over the Hamline Avenue bridge. Coun-
cilmember Laliberte suggested another discussion with Ramsey County to seek a resolu-
tion; and asked that staff and the City Council pay particular attention to that pressure
point, especially with 2016 construction projects.

Councilmember McGehee requested an update from the Public Works Department on a
projected schedule for recertifying citywide stormwater BMP’s such as raingardens, es-
pecially public best management practices (BMPs) for which the city is responsible.

As an addendum to Councilmember McGehee’s request, Mayor Roe asked that an itemi-
zation of ongoing expenses for public (e.g. city) BMP’s be provided. Mayor Roe noted
that the city would be responsible for any failed certifications and costs for their restora-
tion, creating an ongoing capital improvement program (CIP) expense. Mayor Roe ad-
vised that he had previously spoken to Public Works Director Culver about that needed
information, along with a plan from staff for how and when that inventory and recertifi-
cation would be accomplished.

Adjourn
Etten moved, Laliberte seconded, adjournment of the meeting at approximately 10:24
p.m.
Roll Call
Ayes: Willmus, Laliberte, Etten, McGehee and Roe.
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Nays: None.

Daniel J. Roe, Mayor
ATTEST:

Patrick J. Trudgeon, City Manager
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CHAPTER 1023: PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENTS

1023.01: PURPOSE AND INTENT

A, The purpose of the Planned Unit Development (PUD) zoning district is to provide greater flexibility
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in the development of neishborhoods-residential and non-residential areas in order to achieve more
creative development outcomes while remaining economically viable and marketable. This is
achieved by undertaking a process that results in a development outcome exceeding that which is
typically achievable through the underlying zoning district. The City reserves the right to deny
establishment of a PUD overlay district and direct a developer to re-apply under the standard
applicable zoning district if it is determined that proposed benefits do not justify requested
flexibilities.

)B. Overarching goals (not requirements) of the City in approving a PUD include but are not limited to:

1. Higher standards of site and building design such that a new development appears attractive
and inviting from all surrounding parcels;

2. Greater utilization of new technologies in building design, construction, and land
development;

§iH3. A more creative and efficient use of land than would otherwise be possible;

@4, Incorporation of extensive landscaping and site amenities in excess of what is required by
code;

£95. Creation of high-quality park, open space, and trail opportunities that exceed the expectations
established in the Comprehensive Plan;

&486. Enhanced access to a convenient and efficient multi-modal transportation option to service
the daily needs of residents at peak and non-peak use levels, with high connectivity to the
larger community.

&7, Creative designs that reduce initial infrastructure costs as well as long-term maintenance
and operational costs;

&4i)8.  The preservation and enhancement of desirable site characteristics (including flora and
fauna, scenic views, screening, etc);

€29. Flexibility in design and construction to alleviate anticipated impacts to nearby properties-.
and to provide greater opportunity for increased buffers between uses of differing intensitv:

£510.Incorporation of structured parking to hide vehicle storage and to promote bettertse-of
developableopportunities for improved buffering between intensive uses and sensitive areas::
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()1 1. Elimination of repetition by encouraging a housing mixture that diversifies the
architectural qualities of a neighborhood;

()12, Facilitation of a complementary mix of lifecycle housing;

(i) 13, Accommodation of higher development intensity in areas where infrastructure and other
systems are capable of providing appropriate levels of public services, and subsequently
lower intensity in areas where such services are inadequate, or where natural features require
protection and/or preservation.

1023.02: INITIATION OF PROCEEDINGS

The owner of property on which a PUD is proposed shall file the applicable application for approval of
the PUD by paying the fee(s) set forth in Chapter 314 of this Code and submitting a completed
application form and supporting documents as set forth on the application form and within this Section.
Complete applications shall be reviewed by City Commissions as deemed necessary by the Community
Development Department, including a public hearing before the Planning Commission, and be acted upon
by the City Council according to the process set forth in Chapter 108 of this Code. If a proposed PUD is
denied, any subsequent application for a substantially similar PUD within one (1) year of the date of
denial shall fully address all findings which supported the denial prior to being accepted as complete.

1023.03: REFLECTION ON THE OFFICIAL ZONING MAP

A, PUD provisions provide an optional method of regulating land use which permits flexibility from
standard regulating provisions. Establishment of a PUD shall require adoption of an ordinance
creating an overlay zoning district atop the boundaries of the development area. For each PUD
District, a specific ordinance shall be adopted establishing all rules which shall supersede
underlying zoning. Issues not specifically addressed by the PUD Overlay district shall be governed
by the underlying zoning district regulations.

5)B. All PUDs approved prior to [date of ordinance publication] shall be allowed to continue per the
original conditions of approval.

1023.04: PERMITTED LOCATIONS FOR PUD REZONING

Establishment of a PUD overlay district may be requested for any area regardless of current zoning.

Page 2 of 15



59

60
61
62
63
64
65

66
67
68
69
70

71

72
73
74

75
76

77

78

79
80
81

82
83
84
85

86
87

88
89

£531023.05: PUD QualifieationsQUALIFICATIONS

A, Establishment of a PUD will be considered only for areas of land in single ownership or control.

. in the sole

O

discretion of the Citv. is acceptable when legally sufficient written consent from all persons and

entities with ownership interest is provided at the time of application.

6)B._Projects eligible for a PUD shall have a site which consists of a parcel or contiguous parcels of land
two (2) acres or more in size. Tracts of less than two acres may be ceverned-byeligible for a PUD
overlay district only if the applicant can demonstrate that a project of superior design can be
achieved, or that greater compliance with the comprehensive plan goals and policies can be attained
through use of the PUD process.

1023.06: PERMITTED USES WITHIN A PUD

A, The extent of permitted land uses within a PUD shall be limited to those land uses that are either
permitted or deemed by the Community Development Department to be substantially similar to
those allowed in the underlying zoning district.

5)B. Adopted PUD overlay district regulations may include specific provisions governing uses which
supersede underlying zoning requirements.

e3C. More than one building may be placed on one lot in a PUD.

1023.07: AREAS OF FLEXIBILITY

Flexibility provided through a PUD will not to be approved simply to avoid adherence to underlying
zoning regulations, but instead must be used as a springboard to new and-exeitine-development that
would not otherwise be possible utilizing existing zoning standards. Areas of possible flexibility include:

A, Building Placement — including zero lot line construction subject to building code allowances.
Specifications and standards for lots and setbacks shall be at the discretion of City Council, and
shall encourage a desirable living or working environment which assists in achieving the goals set

out for PUDs in Section £A1023.0 [(B)(13b).

)B. Trees/Landscaping Requirements — requires specialized landscaping plans that better address on-
site needs and adjacent property concerns than would otherwise be required.

£e3C. Open Spaces — provision of public open spaces that are enhanced with public art and other
amenities to provide a congregation area and a unique sense of place within the development.

Page 3 of 15



91
92

93

94
95
96

97
98
99

100

101
102

103
104

105
106
107

108
109
jﬂo

111
112
|113

114
|115

116
117
118

119

(BD. Parking Standards — a reduetionchange in stall or lot configuration requirements in exchange for
structured parking, better screening of parking areas, or higher quality landscaping throughout a
parking area.

{e)E. Exterior Materials — flexibility on exterior materials to allow for unique architectural expression-.

HF. Density —up to a 10% increase in density if the PUD provides substantially more site amenities and
achieves more comprehensive plan goals than could be achieved in a conventional development for
the applicable land use zone.

2)G. Other — the City Council reserves the right to consider other modifications to underlying zoning
requirements not listed above provided such changes are supportable under the PUD review criteria
listed in Section (A%331023.08.

£1023.08: PUD REVIEW CRITERIA

The following findings shall be made by the City Council prior to approval of a new or amended PUD
overlay district:

{a)A. The quality of the building and site design proposed by the PUD will substantially enhance
aesthetics of the site and implement relevant goals and policies of the comprehensive plan;

)B. The design creates a unified environment within the project boundaries by ensuring architectural
compatibility of all structures, efficient vehicular and pedestrian circulation, aestheticaly—pleasing
landseapeenhanced landscaping and site features, and efficient use of utilities:;

¢eC. The design achieves maximum compatibility with surrounding land uses, both existing and
anticipated, and shall minimize the potential adverse impacts that the PUD and surrounding land
uses may have on one another::

(D. The design takes into consideration proposed modification of underlying zoning requirements, and
provides appropriate solutions to eliminate adverse impacts that proposed modifications may
impose on surrounding lands-;

{e)E._If the proposed PUD involves construction over two or more phases, the applicant has demonstrated
that each phase is capable of being a stand-alone development independent of other phases-;
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HE. At least one or more of the following specific goals will be achieved by the proposed PUD:

1. Sustainability Improvements

Multiple sustainability techniques are incorporated into the development plans including but
not necessarily limited to:

+-a.Implementation of high quality construction standards and the use of high quality
construction materials to ensure the longevity of the proposed project;

Z-b.Improvements to reduce the project’s energy load, increase energy efficiency, and
maximize the use of renewable energy sources;

3-¢. Inclusion of facilities to reuse or recycle water for on-site uses such as irrigation;

4-d.Enhancement of Indoor Environmental Quality (IEQ) by maximizing interior daylight,
investment in appropriate ventilation and moisture control, occupant control over systems
such as lighting and temperature, and avoidance of materials with high-VOC emissions.

¢H2. Improved Storm Water Management

Where appropriate, maximizing the use of ecologically-based approaches to storm water
management, restoration or enhancement of on-site ecological systems, and protection of off-
site ecological systems through the application of Low Impact Development (LID) practices.

¢ih3. Enhanced Buffering

Along property lines that abut different use types, implementation of two or more of the
following techniques:

+:a. Significant vegetative screening and maintenance of existing vegetation if possible and
appropriate;

2-b.Increased setbacks;

3-¢. Inclusion of berms, walls, fencing, or a combination of such.

4. Structured Parking

Inclusion of structure parking to minimize land area dedicated to vehicles thereby
maximizing uses elsewhere on the property.
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£91023.09: PUD ReviewProcedureREVIEW PROCEDURE

All requests to establish a Planned Unit Development overlay district shall be initiated by following the
steps below.

A. Developer Open House Required

1. Prior to submitting an application for PUD Sketch Plan review, the applicant shall be required
to hold a Developer Open House meeting in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 1102,
Section 1102.01(B).

2. The written summary required by Chapter 1102. Section 1102.01(B)(5) shall be submitted to
the City as a component of the subsequent PUD Sketch Plan application.

B. PUD Sketch Plan

1. Purpose

3-The PUD Sketch Plan is the next step in the public engagement process which eangives the

developer an opportunity to present their ideas to the City Council and public so as to gain

oeneral feedback on areas that will require additional analvsis. studv. design. changes. etc.
Feedback gained during the PUD Sketch Plan phase should be addressed atsteceedins—stases
of PUD-desisnandreviewwithin the subsequent PUD Concept Plan to be presented at a
second required Developer Open House meeting prior to formal submittal.

2. Specific PUD ConceptSketch Plan Submittal Requirements

TFhe-Except as may be waived by the Community Development Department. the following
information shall : ‘ #-constitute a complete application for

PUD Sketch Plan.

+-a. A listing of contact information including name(s), address(es) and phone number(s) of:
the owner of record, authorized agents or representatives, engineer, surveyor, and any
other relevant associates;

2-b.A listing of the following site data: Address, current zoning, parcel size in acres and
square feet and current legal description(s);

3-¢. A narrative explaining the applicant’s proposed objectives for the PUD, a listing of the
areas of flexibility from standard zoning sought through the use of PUD design, and an
explanation of how the proposal addresses the PUD review criteria in Section

ANS831023.08:.:
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4d.A listing of general information including the number of proposed residential units,

commercial and/or industrial land uses and square footages by category of use, public use
areas including a description of proposed use, and any other land use proposed as part of

the PUD;

3-¢. Calculation of the proposed density of the project and the potential density under
standard zoning regulations, including both gross density and net density accounting for
developable and undevelopable land. Undevelopable land for the purposes of this
calculation shall include all wetlands, floodplain, slopes greater than 18%, poor soils and
areas of concentrated woodlands.

6-f. The outline of a conceptual development schedule indicating the approximate date when
construction of the project, or stages of the same, can be expected to begin and be
completed (including the proposed phasing of construction of public improvements and
recreational and common space areas).

+g. A Ceneept-PUD Sketch Plan illustrating the nature and type of proposed development.
At a minimum, the plan should show:

ai. Area calculations for gross land area:

b-ii. _Existing zoning district(s) on the subject land and all adjacent parcels:

eiii. _Layout of proposed lots and proposed uses. Denote outlots planned for public
dedication and/or open space (schools, parks, etc.):

ekiv. Area calculations for each parcel:

ezv. _General location of wetlands and/or watercourses over the property and within 200

feet of the perimeter of the subdivision parcel:

+vi. Location of existing and proposed streets within and immediately adjacent to the

subdivision parcel:
evii. Proposed sidewalks and trails:
heviii. Proposed parking areas:

+iX. Proposed parks, common areas, and preservation easements (indicate public vs.

private if applicable}):
+X. _General location of wooded areas or significant features (environmental, historical,
cultural) of the parcel:
fexi. Location of utility systems that will serve the property:

£xii. Other: An applicant may submit any additional information that may explain the
proposed PUD.
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¢i3. PUD CeneeptSketch Plan Proposal Review

Upon receiving a PUD eeneeptSketch plan proposal, the Community Development
Department shall schedule a date upon which the City Council will review the plans and

provide feedback to the applicant—Fhe-Community-Development-Departmentshall provide

+-a. During the meeting, the City Council may make comment on the merit, needed changes,
and suggested conditions that the proposer should adhere to with any future application.

b. Staff should identify information submittals that were waived so Council may determine

if such is needed for PUD Concept Plan submittal.

2-¢. The City Council may take comment from the public as part of the meeting.

3-d.The City Council shall make no formal decision as part of the consideration. The City
Council’s comments are explicitly not an approval or denial of the project, and are
intended only to provide information for the applicant to consider prior to application for
a possible PUD PrehisinaryConcept Plan.

H)C. Second Developer Open House Meeting Required

(1. Prior to submitting an application for PUD PrehisminarvzConcept Plan, the applicant shall be

required to hold a second Developer Open House meeting in accordance with the provisions
of Chapter 1102, Section 1102.01(B).

@#)2. The written summary required by Chapter 1102, Section 1102.01(B)(5) shall be submitted to

the City as a component of the subsequent PUD PrehisriraryConcept Plan application.

{3D. PUD PrebminaryConcept Plan

1. Prerequisites

+a.No application for a PUD RrehimnaryConcept Plan will be accepted unless a distinctly
similar proposal has completed the PUD €enceptSketch Plan review process within the
previous year from the date of application.

2-b.No application for a PUD PrehminaryConcept Plan will be accepted unless the required
developer open house meeting has been held within-three- 3 -menthstromnot less than 15

davs and not more than 45 davs prior to the datesubmission of a Concept PUD

application.
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@H2. PUD PreliminaryConcept Plan Submittal Requirements

Except as may be waived by the Community Development Department, the following
information shall constitute a complete application for PUD PreliminarConcept Plan.

+-a. All required information for a preliminary plat per Chapter 1102, Section 1102.01(C) and
Section 1102.02.

2-b. A written summary of the required Developer Open House meeting as required by
Chapter 1102, Section 1102.01(B)(5).

3-¢. A separate PUD PreliminaryConcept Site Plan which includes the following information:

a=1. _Administrative information (including identification of the drawing as a “PUD
PretiminaryConcept Plan,” the proposed name of the project, contact information for
the developer and individual preparing the plan, signature of the surveyor and civil
engineer certifying the document, date of plan preparation or revision, and a graphic

scale and trae-north arrow);

b-ii. _Area calculations for gross land area, wetland areas, right-of-way dedications, and
proposed public and private parks or open space;

e-iii. _Existing zoning district(s}:) on the subject land and all adjacent parcels:

line of the subdivision should be distinguishable from the other property lines.
Denote Outlots planned for public dedication and/or open space (schools, parks, etc.);

eiv. Layout of proposed lots with future lot and block numbers. The perimeter boundary

e-v. Area calculations for each parcel;

+vi. _Proposed setbacks on each lot (forming the building pad) and calculated buildable
area;
vii. _Proposed gross hardcover allowance per lot (if applicable);
keviii. Existing contours at intervals of two feet. Contours must extend a minimum of 200
feet beyond the boundary of the parcel(s) in question;
+iX. _Delineation of wetlands and/or watercourses over the property;
+X. _Delineation of the ordinary high water levels of all water bodies;

kxi. Location, width, and names of existing and proposed streets within and immediately

adjacent to the subdivision parcel;
kxii. _Easements and rights-of-way within or adjacent to the subdivision parcel(s);
#exiil._The location and orientation of proposed buildings;
#=xiv. Proposed sidewalks and trails;

e-xv. Vehicular circulation system showing location and dimension for all driveways,
parking spaces, parking lot aisles, service roads, loading areas, fire lanes, emergency
access, if necessary, public and private streets, alleys, sidewalks, bike paths, direction

of traffic flow and traffic control devices;
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p=xvi. Lighting location, style and mounting and light distribution plan.

g-xvii. Proposed parks, common areas, and preservation easements (indicate public vs.
private if applicable);

#xviii. Location, access and screening detail of large trash handling and recycling collection
areas
4.d.Colored buildinselevationsrenderings which detail the building materials being used and

clearly communicate the look and design of the proposed building(s);

5-e. A grading drainage and erosion control plan prepared by a registered professional

engineer; providing all information euthned-<etty-codesection-dedicated-to-plan
requirements=as required by Public Works and/or the Community Development

Department;

6-f. A utility plan providing all information euthned-<cit-codesectiondedicated-to-plan
requirements>:as required by Public Works and/or the Community Development

Department:

Z-g. A landscape plan prepared by a qualified professional providing all information outlined
in Section 1011.03 Landscaping and Screening in All Districts;

8-h.A tree preservation plan as required by Section 1011.04 Tree Preservation and
Restoration in All Districts;

9-i. The location and detail of signage providing all pertinent information necessary to
determine compliance with Chapter 1010, Sign Regulations-:

+6-1. A traffic study containing, at a minimum, the total and peak hour trip generation
from the site at full development, and the effect of such traffic on the level of service of
nearby and adjacent streets, intersections, and total parking requirements-:

+H-k. A plan sheet or narrative clearly delineating all features not consistent with
underlying zoning regulations, and all PUD goals being addressed in exchange for the
desired areas of flexibility=:

+2L Any other information as directed by the Community Development Department.
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¢ih3. PUD PrelimiraryConcept Plan Review

+a. As part of the review process for a PUD PrehmiraryConcept Plan, the Community
Development Department shall generate an analysis of the proposal against the
expectations for PUDs, and make a recommendation regarding the proposed overlay
district for Planning Commission and City Council consideration.

2-b. The Community Development Department shall prepare a draft ordinance to establish the
potential overlay district to be established as a component of the PUD Final Plan.

3-¢. The Planning Commission shall hold a public hearing and consider the application’s
consistency with the goals for PUDs, the PUD review criteria, and applicable
comprehensive plan goals. The Planning Commission shall make recommendations to
the City Council on the merit, needed changes, and suggested conditions to impose on the
PUD.

4d.In approving or denying the PUD PrehminaryConcept Plan, the City Council shall make
findings on the PUD review criteria outlined in Section {A38%1023.08.

5-e. As a condition of Prehwinar-PUD_Concept Plan approval; finalization, adoption, and
publication of an overlay district ordinance shall need to occur prior to the filing of any
future final plat.

¢BE. PUD Final Plan

1. Application Deadline

Application for a PUD Final Plan shall be submitted for approval within ninety (90) days of
City Council approval of the PUD PrehminarrConcept Plan unless a written request for a
time extension is submitted by the applicant and approved by the City Council.

¢H2. PUD Final Plan Submittal Requirements

Except as may be waived by the Community Development Department, the following
information shall constitute a complete application for PUD Final Plan.

+a.All required information for a final plat per Chapter 1102, Section 1102.04.

2:b.All required PUD PrehminaryConcept Plan documents, other than the preliminary plat,
shall be updated to incorporate and address all conditions of PUD PrelimirarrConcept
Plan approval.

3-¢. Any deed restrictions, covenants, agreements, and articles of incorporation and bylaws of
any proposed homeowners’ association or other documents or contracts which control the
use or maintenance of property covered by the PUD.

4.d.A final staging plan, if staging is proposed, indicating the geographical sequence and
timing of development, including the estimated start and completion date for each stage.
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5-e. Up-to-date title evidence for the subject property in a form acceptable to the Community
Development Department.

6-f. Warranty deeds for Property being dedicated to the City for all parks, outlots, etc., free

from all liens and encumbrances-ex

Z.g. All easement dedication documents for easements not shown on the final plat including
those for trails, ingress/egress, etc., together with all necessary consents to the easement
by existing encumbrancers of the property.

8-h.Any other information deemed necessary by the Community Development Department to
fully present the intention and character of the PUD.

i. The Development Aereement mav require an Operating and Maintenance Plan. [f certain

land areas or structures within the PUD are designated for recreational use. public plazas.

open areas or service facilities. the owner of such land and buildings shall provide a plan

to the citv that ensures the continued operation and maintenance of such areas or facilities

in a manner suitable to the city.

¢in3. PUD Final Plan Review

+-a. The Community Development Department shall generate an analysis of the final
documents against the conditions of PUD PretirrinaryConcept Plan approval, and make a
recommendation as to whether all conditions have been met or if additional changes are
needed.

2.b.The Community Development Department shall finalize the ordinance to establish the
proposed overlay district for consideration by the Planning Commission and City
Council.

3-¢. The Planning Commission shall hold a public hearing on the proposed Overlay District
ordinance and Final PUD Plans, and shall submit a recommendation to the City Council
for consideration. Because a PUD PrehiminaryConcept Plan was previously approved,
the Planning Commission’s recommendation shall only focus on whether the Ordinance
and PUD Final Plan are in substantial compliance with the Preliminary PUD Plan and the
required conditions of approval.

4+-d.The City Council shall then consider the recommendations of the Community
Development Department, the public, and the Planning Commission; and make a
decision of approval or denial, in whole or in part, on the PUD Final Plan. A denial shall
only be based on findings that a PUD Final Plan is not in substantial compliance with the
approved PUD PreliminaryConcept Plan and/or the required conditions of approval.

5.e. As a condition of PUD Final Plan approval, publication of the overlay district ordinance
shall be required prior to filing of the approved final plat.

6-f. Planned Unit Development Agreement.

a-i. At its sole discretion, the City may as a condition of approval, require the owner and

developer of the proposed PUD to execute a development agreement which may
include but not be limited to all requirements of the PUD Final Plan.
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b-ii.The development agreement may require the developers to provide an irrevocable
letter of credit in favor of the City. The letter of credit shall be provided by a
financial institution licensed in the state and acceptable to the City. The City may
require that certain provisions and conditions of the development agreement be stated
in the letter of credit. The letter of credit shall be in an amount sufficient to ensure

the provision or development of improvement called for by the development

agreement.

a:0. As directed by the Citv. documents related to the PUD shall be recorded against the
property.

1023.10: PUD AMENDMENTS

Approved PUD’s may be amended from time to time as a result of unforeseen circumstances, overlooked
opportunities, or requests from a developer. At such a time, the applicant shall make an application to the

city for a PUD amendment. AH-stueh-amendinentsswitbbeprocessed-as-one-ofthefolowine:
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A. Existing PUD Overlay Districts

Amendments for approved PUD Overlav districts shall be processed as one of the following:

2

Administrative Amendment—

{a) The Community Development Department may approve minor changes in the location,
placement, and height of buildings if such changes are required by engineering or other
circumstances, provided the changes conform to the approved overlay district fansuage-intent
and are consistent with all requirements of the PUD ordinance. Under no circumstances shall
an administrative amendment allow additional stories to buildings, additional lots, or changes
to designated uses established as part of the PUD. An Administrative Amendment shall be
memorialized via letter signed by the Community Development Director and recorded against
the PUD property.

Ordinance Amendment—

) A PUD change requiring ana text update to the adopted PUD overlay district language
shall be administered in accordance with adopted regulations for zoning code changes in
Chapter 1009._Ordinance amendments shall be limited to changes that are deemed by the

Community Development Department to be consistent with the intent of the original PUD

approval. but are technically necessarv due to construction of the adopted overlayv district

language.
PUD Amendment—any

£&) Anv change not qualifying for an administrative amendment or an Ordinance amendment
shall require a PUD amendment. An application to amend a PUD shall be administered in the
same manner as that required for a new PUD beginning at PUD PrehminraryPlan-Concept
Plan [the prerequisite for a previous PUD Sketch Plan submittal shall not apply. but the

required open house in 1023.09(C) must be held].

B. Pre-existine PUDs Approved as a Special Use Permit

Pre-existine PUDs authorized prior to [date this ordinance is effective] shall continue to be

coverned per the original conditions of approval until the PUD is cancelled by the City. or the PUD

is converted to a PUD overlayv district. An application to amend a pre-existing PUD shall be

administered in the same manner as that required for a new PUD beginning at PUD Concept Plan

[the prerequisite for a previous PUD Sketch Plan submittal shall not apply. but the required open

house in 1023.09(C) must be held].

Page 14 of 15



457

458
459
460
461
462

463

464

465

466
467

468

469
470
471

1 472

473
| 474

1023.11: PUD CANCELLATION

A PUD shall only be cancelled and revoked upon the City Council adopting an ordinance rescinding the
overlay district or special use permit establishing the PUD. Cancellation of a PUD shall include findings

that demonstrate that the PUD is no longer necessary due to changes in local regulations over time: is

inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan or other application land use regulations:: threatens public
safety, health, or welfare:: or other applicable findings in accordance with law.

1023.12: ADMINISTRATION

In general, the following rules shall apply to all PUDs:
1. Rules and regulations:

{a) No requirement outlined in the PUD review process shall restrict the City Council from
taking action on an application if necessary to meet state mandated time deadlines;

2. Preconstruction:

) No building permit shall be granted for any building on land for which a PUD plan is in
the process of review, unless the proposed building is allowed under the existing zoning and
will not impact, influence, or interfere with the proposed PUD plan.

3. Effect on Conveyed Property:

&) In the event that any real property in an approved PUD is conveyed in total, or in part, the
buyersnew owners thereof shall be bound by the provisions of the approved overlay district.
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City of Roseville
Cash Reserve Levels
For Key Operating & Capital Funds

12/31/2015
Operating Fund Reserves

General (unrestricted) $ 5,491,647
Parks & Recreation 1,286,176
Community Development 1,018,960
Communications 469,751
Information Technology 838,277
License Center 1,245,178

$ 10,349,989

12/31/2015
Capital Replacement Fund Reserves

Police Vehicles & Equipment $ 432,799
Fire Vehicles & Equipment 677,118
Parks & Rec. Vehicles & Equipment 42,981
Public Works Vehicles & Equipment 998,880
Administration Equipment 13,107
Finance Equipment 21,735
Central Services Equipment 98,254
Building Replacement 225,666
Pathway Maintenance 125,397
Parks Improvement Program 373,637
Park Dedication 1,247,663
Street Replacement 10,185,251

(a) Water 1,390,329
(a) Sanitary Sewer 636,698
(a) Storm Water 977,284
Recycling 90,651

(a) Golf Course 263,899
$ 17,801,349

(2) Reserves are used for operations and capital replacements
(b) Cash reserve level targets are based on CIP needs

Target
Pet,
40%
25%
35%
20%
20%
20%

Target
Pet,
(b)
(b)
(b)
(b)
(b)
(b)
(b)
(b)
(b)
(b)
(®)
(b)
(b)
(b)
(b
(®
(®

2015

Actual

Pct.
39% §
28%
64%
93%
37%
66%

2014
Actual
Pct.
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a

n/a

n/a

2016
$$ Over Budgeted Use
(Under) Of Reserves
(63,700)  $ 375,500
41,891 -
291,713 118,920
341,912 26,275
144,657 -
576,725 274,125
2016

$$ Over Budgeted Use
(Under) Of Reserves
n/a $ -
n/a 35,000
n/a -
n/a 122,000
n/a 4,000
n/a 7,000
n/a 2,500
n/a -
n/a -
n/a 170,500
n/a -
n/a 640,000
n/a -
n/a -
n/a -
n/a 6,090
n/a 35,450




City of Roseville
Cash Reserve Levels

For Key Operating & Capital Funds

(2)
(2)
(2)

(@

(a) Reserves are used for operations and capital replacements

Operating Fund
General (unrestricted)

Parks & Recreation
Community Development
Communications
Information Technology
License Center

Capital Replacement Fund
Police Vehicles & Equipment
Fire Vehicles & Equipment
Parks & Rec. Vehicles & Equipment
Public Works Vehicles & Equipment
Administration Equipment
Finance Equipment
Central Services Equipment
Building Replacement
Pathway Maintenance
Parks Improvement Program
Park Dedication
Street Replacement
Water
Sanitary Sewer
Storm Water
Recycling
Golf Course

12/31/2014
Reserves

$ 5,803,244
1,099,011
713,525
633,732
653,669
1,154,394

$ 10,057,575

12/31/2014
Reserves
$ 451,730
919,848
118,657
874,301
12,885
15,713
96,237
839,125
229,091
366,139
1,091,586
11,819,457
(2,519,132)
1,004,421
3,908,851
119,056

249,595

$ 19,597,560

(b) Cash reserve level targets are based on CIP needs

Target
Pct.
40%
25%
35%
20%
20%
20%

Target
Pet.
(b)
(®)
(b)
(b
(b)
(b)
(b)
(®
(b)
(b)
(b)
(b)
(b)
(b)
(b)
(b)
(b

2014
Actual
Pct.
42% $
26%
49%
114%
32%
T4%

2014
Actual
Pect.
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a

2015

$$ Over Budgeted Use

(Under) Of Reserves
101,915 $ 375,500
7,231 -
100,780 : -
596,463 107,325
81,195 51,965
626,239 323,423

2015

$3$ Over Budgeted Use
(Under) Of Reserves
n/a $ 78,990
n/a 253,000
n/a 60,343
n/a 114,800
n/a -
n/a -
n/a 2,840
n/a 103,800
n/a 25,000
n/a -
n/a -
n/a 840,000
n/a -
/a 425,000
n/a 400,000
n/a 15,000
n/a 99,500
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