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Comprehensive Plan Update Meeting Agenda

Wednesday, June 28, 2017 at 6:30 p.m.
Roseville City Hall Council Chambers, 2660 Civic Center Drive

1. Call to Order

2. Roll Call
3. Review of Minutes

a. May 24, 2017 Comprehensive Plan Update Meeting
4. Communications and Recognitions

a. From the public: Public comment pertaining to general land use issues not on this agenda

b. From the Commission or staff: Information about assorted business not already on this agenda,
including a brief update on the 2040 Comprehensive Plan Update process

5. Project File 0037: 2040 Comprehensive Plan Update

a. Future Land Use Districts
Discussion of possible revisions to the names and descriptions of the land use designations

b. Future Land Use Map
Discussion of the overall future land use map as updated with the new land use designations
based on previous discussions, how land use designations affect (and are affected by) certain
Metropolitan Council requirements, and potential development/redevelopment areas, in general,
as well as deeper discussion of select “special study areas”

6. Adjourn

Upcoming Comprehensive Plan Update Meetings:

Planning Commission: July 26 & August 23
Economic Development Authority: July 18
Public Works, Environment, and Transportation Commission: July 25 & August 22

For up to date information on the comprehensive planning process, go to www.cityofroseville.com/CompPlan

Regular Meetings: Planning Commission & Variance Board: July 12 & August 2
City Council: July 10, 17, 24 & August 14, 28

Be a part of the picture....get involved with your City....Volunteer.
For more information, contact Kelly at kelly.obrien@cityofroseville.com or 651-792-7028.

Volunteering, a Great Way to Get Involved.
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Planning Commission — Comprehensive Plan Update Meeting
City Council Chambers, 2660 Civic Center Drive
Minutes — Wednesday, May 24, 2017 — 6:30 p.m.
Call to Order
. Chair Murphy called to order a Special meeting of the Planning Commission at
- approximately 6:30 p.m. for the purpose of updating the city’s comprehensive plan for
2040.

Roll Call

called the Roll. 5

Members Present: Chair Robert Murphy; Vice Chair James Bull Commissie
James Daire, Julie Kimble, Chuck&itzen, Pete Spar
-newly-appointed Commissioner S_haron Brown

<
L

Staff / Consultants
Present: Community Development m]%ﬁ'
Planner Bryan Lloyd, Consulta;

MOTION

" Member Murphy moved, seconded by Member Bull to amend tonight’s agenda to

add the swearing in of newly-appointed Commi aron Brown.

Ayes: 7
Nays: 0
Motion carried.

Chair Murphy welcom d and froduced Qemm1ss10ner Brown and swore her in as the

= prﬂi@ﬂﬂ /p@cnal Plannmg Commission Meeting - Comprehensive
Plan Up'ﬂ fe ’

”Member Bull moved, seconded by Member Daire to approve the April 26,
2017 meeting minutes as amended.

Corrections
» Page S, Line 164 (Bull)

Typographical correction: Change “Chair Bull” to “Chair Murphy...”
= Page 5, Line 198 (Collins)
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Correct acronym “SEPTED” to “CPTED — Crime Prevention through-
Environmental Design...”

Ayes: 7
Nays: 0
Motion carried.

Communications and Recognitions

a. From the Public (Public comment pertaining to general la

Dale Howey, 991 Parker Avenue, Roseville = )
Mr. Howey provided a bench handout, speaking®in support of the upcoming
“Planning for Resilient Cities” co-sponsored by the Alliafice for Sustainability,
siandeothérs. As a sustainability
enthusiast, Mr. Howey encouraged attendance :meeting, intended for city
staff and the community-at-large, with details on heeting agenda included
in the handout. Mr. Howey offered his assistance 1o the city to implement
some of the tools for sustainability. (e.g electnc V¢ hicle charging station at
City Hall). -

Mr. Lloyd _p?ov1dedfa br1ef update of scheduled events and activities for

essions Fintended for advisory commissioners and commumty
ut all open to the public and more information available on the
e, comprehensive plan web page.

"
\gii

Chair M urphy advised that he and Member Daire had attended an earlier
ssw’fx sponsored by the Alliance for Sustainability, and thanked staff for
promoting this forum in response to their report on the value of information
Aprovided.

kK

Specific to upcoming community engagement walkabouts for the
comprehensive plan update, Member Sparby asked staff to elaborate on the
meeting locations and logistics for residents wishing to attend.
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5.

Hy,
%

Mr. Lloyd again alerted commissioners and the public to the city’s web page
for detailed information, but reviewed the general intent of the walkabouts that
were area-specific, with notices provided in advance to those neighborhoods
and allowing residents to walk through and address opportunities and
challenges that may not be as.obvious to others outside their immediate area.

Ms. Purdu reported that, as addressed at the most recent City Council meeting
as well, the walkabouts would start at a gathering point for each£lecation,
allowing questions of those not wanting or unable to participatesin the entire
walk. Ms. Purdu advised that discussion questions and ps would be

i!ll

then move forward as dictated by those residents of
attendance.
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Assorted land-use topics including a draﬁ}"utur
and descriptions of certain land use categories.

and ideas as a precursor to toni '”:T
to determme a consensus tonlght

_ ssion groups where one developer had proposed that the
City of Rose : deﬁnmon for “office” had to be in Industrial or Business

fﬁyd clarified that part of the comprehensive plan update should look at
re land use as a proxy for the general activities envisioned for those

Aproperties in the future. Mr. Lloyd further noted that part of the update should

include whether current designations and categories were appropriate or could
be improved. Mr. Lloyd advised that he had not yet discussed commission
feedback with city staff at this point, but noted that he was aware of some
districts having current descriptions difficult to pin down or that were
problematic to administer.
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Member Daire noted the process at Larpenteur Avenue and Rice Street
involving four jurisdictions with little direction available at this point, and
questioned how those processes would interface with the comprehensive plan
update process.

Community Development Director Collins advised that some progress was

update,
representative on that community advisory group, and usi
to inform the process.

Chair Murphy noted previous discussions on t hes“
which planning process would be in plac
deadlines.

Member Daire noted his rationale in asking was Wi
planning would have in relationship to the compr

comprehensive plan update or kit wettl
Planning Commission and Rosevftle Eity Counc1l and how to address this and

Mr. Lloyd res _!01’1
planning effert that ,

¢ Ekeﬁ}id advised that they could be incorporated in the

sive plan update. Mr. Lloyd opined that he suspected many
 from that neighborhood process would be more reflective in the
zoning code overlay than general guidance in the comprehensive plan, but

either way, the results would be determined and addressed subsequently when

_they bgeame available.

mber Daire stated that it was important from his perspect1ve for those

-Tes1dents and business owners in that area to understand the visioning process
and potential implementation. ~While the Roseville City Council has
jurisdiction in the Roseville quadrant of that intersection, Member Daire noted
that there was an important role for neighborhoods to drive a vision for their
respective neighborhoods, even though it may result in conflicts with adjacent
jurisdictions and their respective Planning Commissions and City Councils.

" As a process-oriented person, Member Daire opined that it made sense to have
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an idea of how area plans related to larger plans. Member Daire further opined
that he wasn’t confident that this was the correct way to view the process, but
if so, it seemed like the cart was driving the horse at this point, and therefore,
stated that he was looking for specificity in how to deal with small area plans
related to the larger responsibilities of the Planning Commission and City
Council.

Ms. Purdu stated that, while understanding Member Daire’s conceﬁ?s, there
were several ways she envisioned small area plans, for this area ofRoseville or
others, to be incorporated in the comprehensive plan. As staffafientioned, Ms.
Purdu noted that the overall future land use guidance showi e land use

starting point for what was on the ground now. As .thE»-- i
plans evolve, Ms. Purdu stated that she anticipa ”‘recommendau%ns on
connectlons redevelopment, etc. to becopie mcorporated info the

ensure underlying land uses were not contr:
other, and depending on other efforts, that implente
be incorporated into the plan update. -
1mportance of allowing that visionin, rocess to evo}ve further and in its own

direction intended to apply in a tangible way to short-, middle-, and long-term
goals (e.g. stree_tscap_ing, redevel%"‘pment revitalization etc) Ms Collins

Future Land Use Map
Ms. Pur(r displayed the 2040 future land use map and those areas currently

_des1gn=§éd for high density residential (HDR) that may be better served as

edifim density residential (MDR).

ARailroad C — County Road C

As noted by Member Kimble, there were several new single-family homes and
new development, while all seemed guided for HDR, while she recalled
designated some green space included.
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" Mr. Lloyd clarified that there were remnant parcels currently outright-owned

and designated as part of adjacent parks or appearing passive in their
appearance.

Dale Street and County Road B
At the request of Member Kimble, Ms. Purdu advised that the designation had
been changed to reflect the current land use.

NW Quadrant (Corner of Cleveland Avenue and D)
Chair Murphy noted this was currently designated Communit

and recalled that City Planner Paschke had made a commente
was on area needing review even though he wasn’t aware s of an
concerns.

=

Chair Murphy noted that his comments were re _to the area to the east,
with the gas station, a large house and four driveway

Ms. Purdu suggested that she had=d :
should be part of the residential fgelghhorhoa ather than current designation
as LDR, even though there were guestions as'to how it was being used at this
time.

o two structures on the property, and one
itimate parKing lot and one home; with the commercial
5Fplace compared to the residential feel.

th.to Cleveland Avenue and County Road B
lurphy and Mefber Kimble concurred that a better designation for this
DR. fé‘ﬁau Murphy recalled a previous land use application that

unsuitable for LDR; even though to the east there were condominiums, and to
the east _;ﬁd north, it was designated MDR. Chair Murphy suggested further
discussion to designate that corner as MDR; with Member Kimble suggesting
MDRbe at least considered as a starting point; with consensus by the body.

AMember Bull noted that the referenced proposal was for HDR, approved by the

Planning Commission even though there wasn’t a lot of capacity, but then
subsequently not approved by the City Council. '

Ms. Collins reported that at a recent City Council meeting, they had expressed
their interest in taking a more detailed look into currently HDR designations,
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and suggested this was an appropriate time to reconsider those current HDR
designations at the Planning Commission as well.

Just across the street, Chair Murphy noted that the city had recently purchased
the land on the corner; with Member Gitzen noting that the designation should
be changed to Park/Open Space now.

Mr. Lloyd advised that there were several areas in the community:tecently
purchased by the city for Park/Open Space land use, and reported.that they had
not been updated yet on the displayed land use map.

West of Fairview Avenue/North of Highway 36 (west s1dgl :

Chair Murphy noted the need to designate the fire statmn and water fower

parcels as Institutional.

Ms. Collins advised that the City Council woul
guiding of that site (June) and whether to seék

bediscussing the future
st& for proposals (RFP’s).

Mr. Lloyd reminded commissioners that this map was to designate future — not
current — land use, and suggested guiding that area should be guided Regional
Business (RB) to be more cohesive.with surroundingﬁfoperties.

Lexington Avenue and County road C (across{from City Hall)

Chair Murphy noted a small lot desigriated LPR that wasn’t sold with the other
part of the development, and immeédiately south of the bike shop; suggesting
i se-to blend with the remainder of the area.

ssion, and in looking at future land use in this area, Chair
deréd if Commumty Mlxed Use (CMU) would be a more

riate designation, seeking input from hisrcolleagues.

- "Member Gitzen suggested designating it simply as CMU, but not designating

CMU-1, 2, 3 or 4 at this point to lease options more open.

Ms. Purdu confirmed that the comprehensive plan didn’t designate beyond
simply CMU.

Member Kimble stated her support for CMU in that area.
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Especially with future land use, Member Sparby opined that it would serve as a
good regional hub area for CMU, and offered his support as well.

Member Brown concurred, asking if that area of Roseville is or could be
considered the city’s “official downtown,” and if so it needed a further look.

Member Bull concurred, stating that he saw CMU appropriate in many more
areas around the current Har Mar Mall (e.g. Rice Street). In reviewifigspacket
materials provided and other community examples, Member Bull noted the use
i ».ansportatlon

Wthh seemed to be of great interest to the Roseville co;mumty :
family businesses sought where people can live in, | proximity to
Member Bull opined that there was a lot of valye in that, and increasing
housing units, noting the 600 suggested by the Méfropolitan Council.

Member Kimble noted the ideas
Center as well as Har Mar Mall

suggested that description or definition may need further
review to inclus sideytial uses.

; hat this would be part of the City Council discussion in

s noteds
her to expand RB to include housing; w1th Mr. Lloyd notmg that the

RB and CB designations, Member Kimble asked if they would also

clude elements of CMU (e.g. green space); with Mr. Lloyd advising that it

1d be a richer variation for CMU that the other designations didn’t have,

~and in that case be more parcel by parcel. Member Kimble opined that it was
important, as a development became larger, that more connective green space
was available.

Ms. Purdu expressed appreciation for how this discussion has developed; and
asked the commission where on the land use map they envisioned that mixed
use. Ms. Purdu noted that it was embedded in some business districts, but not
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currently a primary purpose; but as districts were further clarified, it would
help to have an idea of where commissioners saw that mixed use so the map
and district language could be updated accordingly, with her preference to
make that distinction more clear. Ms. Purdu noted that the only CMU
designation at this time was the Twin Lakes area, requiring a small area plan or
master plan before mixed use is developed. However, in other categories, Ms.
Purdu noted that those were intended to be more informal or ad hoc; and that
was a question she had in what the thinking had been behind the landstise map,

and whether there was a preference to encourage mixed use in cegfain areas of

the city (e.g. Har Mar Mall and along Rice Street) or if it wouls ‘be a deterrent
to mixed use if a small plan or master plan was required in? designated

arcas.

il :

=

Member Kimble asked if part of the complexity wassmnthe land control.

courage=height mixed use or

Ms. Purdu asked if the commission wanted t;
broader footage without a master plan or sm

Member Gitzen stated that the city could envisior 046 use, but couldn’t

actually control what happened in the process.

Ms. Purdu admitted that it was compl =in.that it did and didn’t, but if
official controls are required (e.; i nd use map) they needed to
agree with the comprehensive an, guidance; and while future land use may
not reflect current land uses, the camprehensive plan served as a guide land use
goals where the cityultimately wanted_them to be. Therefore, Ms. Purdu noted
that rezoning requests must be co ent with the comprehensive plan.

As.-€ollins advised that to leave the structure as it, and if ownership and/or

enants turned over, Har Mar Mall would become a non-conforming use in that

~#sense if it didn’t fit into the CMU designation, but it could continue to operate
-as a mall, but when it redeveloped, it would trigger the CMU designation
unless a developer requested a zoning change at that time.

Member Sparby stated that he understood it was still zoned CMU until
rezoned, but may not conform to the comprehensive plan even though zoned
CMU; and while not de facto zoning, it would guide it. ‘



0 ~NO O b WN -

B bAoA D PR DDEWWOWWWWWWWWNDNDNDNNNNNDNDN-=R=2 2223 =m0
DA B WN-20 00N OWN=20OO0ONOOOGRAON-20OC0ONOOGRAOWON-2OCO©

Planning Commission — Comprehensive Plan Update
Minutes — Wednesday, May 24, 2017

Page 10

Member Kimble noted that the trigger was redevelopment.

Mr. Lloyd clarified that legal advice to-date had been that the zoning map and
its parameters were the official control, and therefore, has to be made to
support the guiding document (comprehensive plan). Mr. Lloyd noted that the
next step after adoption of the comprehensive plan update would be to make
necessary zoning changes soon after. While this didn’t compe property

could continue as such, and can be rebu11t 1mproved~a mamtalned as ;ﬁg as
the property owner des1res with redevelopmentsServing as the triggef to the

follow through this process and changes would fade.consistent with the
zoning map and then rezoned no matter their current sfatus. As an example, if
Har Mar Mall redeveloped in thesfuture for mixed usesMs. Collins advised that
the CMU designation would equip-an = and use appropriately for that
vision, provided the goal was tornot continu€ the current use as is. With the
goal to closely align the comprehiensive plan and zoning maps, Ms. Collins
noted that, as Mr. Lloyd indicated a bulk zoning change would be done post-

comprehensive plan;update as applicable, similar to that done in 2010.

With that sa;d Ms. Burdu encougaged comm1s51oners to look at the future land

advised

Iy

Member Bull noted that if the Har Mar Mall was designated CMU and
entified as CMU-1, 2, 3 or 4, redevelopment may actually split the parcels
to different sections with d1fferent densities; therefore making him question

Af it was feasible.

Mr. Lloyd opined that it was appropriate to consider and approach such
designation as if it was a hypothetical change for the parcel to CMU and four
different zoning designations from low to high density. As an example, Mr.
Lloyd referenced the former National Guard Armory site that the
comprehensive plan previously discussed and ultimately resulted in recent
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approval for LDR (single-family residential). While MDR was discussed on a
part of the site, Mr. Lloyd advised that any developer wishing to exceed that
MDR density could request to do so; and similarly additional density could be
proposed for the Har Mar Mall site as well.

Specific to Har Mar Mall, Member Bull opined that redevelopment may
include using some of the current structure, and may or may not conform to
other designations or be appropriate at the same time. =

Considering what could happen at Har Mar Mall, Member Baire noted the
Target Superstore located in the same area, and designatgg;?’ ofethe.Rosedale
Center as RB, with the highway interchange located égjﬁween.

interchange, and while that may or may not be a badfﬁr’?lg, oplned that iy
respects he viewed that as an obstruction, corl_sldenng:Snelllng Averive and
Highway 36. =

area, Member Daire opined that;fz_here was a need to consider the City of
Roseville as a “ne__i_ghborhood” to the broader region. Member Daire noted that
pinvolved only the €ity, but not any land uses or designations
oundan@s, even though they connected across those

"M‘mber Daire opined that 1n con31der1ng this

;6sev1lle that may seem major. Member Daire suggested
ay outthe public transportation network, with one of the dominant
f Roseville being its proximity to both Downtown St. Paul and
, therefore needing to fit into that larger overall context. Even
seville has RB (commercial) nodes, Member Daire opined that there
was a_ieed to consider how they’re connected from Roseville and to the

ignal context and how to address both.

Member Bull agreed with the comments of Member Daire, noting five
municipalities that bordered Roseville; and the need to know what land uses
were adjacent to Roseville and how we wanted to areas to develop. However,
Member Bull noted that the way property and land uses were classified may be
different, and possibly not consistent with that broader picture.
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Member Daire clarified that he wasn’t an advocate for the Metropolitan
Council’s appointed body making decisions on how much housing each
community should have; but on the other hand, he noted that their viewpoint
was significant and one that he’d personally like to explore.

Chair Murphy noted that part of tonight’s discussion was specific, while part
was leaning toward the philosophical.

Specific to Rosedale Center and Har Mar Mall, Member Kimble rﬁferenced her
off-line notes to Ms. Purdu suggesting her interest in consideringemixed use in
both of those areas and applicable densities. Member Kimbl¢asked®Ms. Purdu
to provide approaches taken by the City of Edina for the Sduthdale- er, and

recent changes for outlots for housing or through small area plans a artéd
to redevelop, including their infrastructure changes

ffom the :%fffgy of Edina’s mixed -

approach as requested.

Chair Murphy asked that staff incl dfﬁlat discussion — individual parcels — for
commission comment at a future meeting.

!
EEE"\(

on specific parcels and discussion around those peripheries.

Chair Murphy confirmed that in concept, the commission’s consensus for
CMU or a similar designation for future land use at Har Mar Mall.

With confirmation by Ms. Purdu, Member Kimble clarified that the
commission was interested in mixed uses, whether through CMU designation
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or some adapted community business description yet to be developed beyond
the current CMU description.

Personally, Member Daire stated his awareness over the last few months of
dramatic changes in the commercial environment, mostly due to online
purchases and the need for bricks and mortar buildings to be adapted
accordingly. Member Daire stated his interest in having better direction on
what could or could not succeed at Har Mar Mall. =

With concurrence by Mr. Lloyd, Member Kimble clarified th
mixed uses without defining a percentage of what was 1nvoLye
development comes forward.

3. iy mn

I“

Member Daire specifically noted the current 1nterestf=:“t’hr1ﬁ or recychngffhops
and asked if that would be a permitted use in CMfJ districts; and if so,/if there
was likelihood that such a use may find its wayzinto the ﬁm Mar Mall area.

'II(

Chair Murphy noted that the commission ﬁidn’ the ability to answer that
within the 2040 comprehensive plan.

were some products that did bett f'site versus onhne purchases (e.g. fitness
stores) depending on the contact type needed for that business (e.g. showroom

Ms. Ptfrdu“ hat she would make sure the mix of uses for CB would be
viable into ture as the retail environment continued to change; and

nd County Road C (SE Corner)

M. Lloyd clarified that the designation was not somethlng that had been

considered much yet this time around, but it did receive quite a bit of focus at
the last update ten years ago, but agreed that HDR may not remain the best
idea.

Chair Murphy and Member Kimble stated their preference for MDR.
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Member Bull noted that, if it remained HDR, it was a good area to do so given
the County Road C thoroughfare and HDR right across the street.

Chair Murphy noted that traffic congestion was already difficult at County
Road C and Dale Street.

With no consensus, Chair Murphy suggested leaving the designatioiraas is at
this time.

Snelling Avenue at Byerly’s location (CB area)
Member Sparby opined that he saw this as another potentia

notlng the future potentlal for affordable housing, mlégd “tse and gre

4
!‘iqn‘

concurring,

m staff about current
s and evaluating various

At the request of Chair Murphy as to a&
descriptions, Mr. Lloyd agreed that allowing mix
districts accordingly to facilitate it was prudent.

for a consensus of whether or not it be called “Community
CM[T” or a hybrid if there was a desire to allow mixed use if it
community district as written or as revised.

happens

=

.Member Kimble stated that her vision for mixed use was to intentionality of

ning as opposed to CMU and then looking hard if housing could be added.
IEthe vision if mixed use, Member Kimble stated her preference to for that
Adesignation accordingly.

Member Sparby noted additional CMU in that area, creating a CMU corridor,
with the addition of green space and conscious ability to mix uses to create
parks and specific areas shifting away to guide the process and make better
decisions.
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Today, Chair Murphy stated that he was more comfortable with the ambiguity

- for mixed use given that immediately to the north of this area there was a

reasonable amount of foot traffic from the University of Northwestern students
to Byerly’s, Cartridge World, etc. and therefore, he would wait to see the
revised wording developed by staff and the consultant team.

Member Bull stated his agreement with mixed use and part of the reasoning to
make Snelling Avenue more of a community street rather thah=just a
thoroughfare that it currently was, but creating reasons for people to get be
able to access the area more easily than current and somiehow address
congestion on those area streets.

While tonight’s discussion seemed to focus on the Har ] Mar Mall and Rosedale
Center, Member Brown also noted other areas (e. g [exington and Larpe yenteur
Avenues) w1th considerable aging commercial uses, and lots of” empty

that area as well, notmg the cons1derable_?a
and Across Hamline. '

1L d commeréﬂ— nodes, when at this time focus was on
quadrants offintersections as opgcySed to the intersections themselves. Member
Daire OE‘.' oIEwas

that was needed for what could happen at those nodes
and then t pTO} action after that. For instance, Member Daire noted
if Har Mar ]

lated to RB nodes where transportation strategies were to surround
those no__dés with arterials. However, at the County Road B and Snelling
Avenugnode, Member Daire opined that it penetrated the commercial; and if
the vision was for a sub-regional business concentration, he also wanted to
“have an idea of what did or did not work.

&
F

Member Kimble recognized the good thinking being done by Member Daire
and the complexities involved; however, she noted the difficulties in anyone
attempting to read future markets and trends. Member Kimble noted that the
goal was to do your best, and recognize that all of the visions may not be
achieved over time, with market forces coming back that may change the
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comprehensive plan and/or rezoning and possibly negating some of those
efforts at visioning.

Mr. Lloyd agreed with the challenges in visioning, using examples from the
past that guided areas to HDR as a regional commuter line was anticipated
through Roseville, making HDR a sensible approach. However, without
realizing that goal, Mr. Lloyd noted the trend now to guide some of those areas
away from HDR since it was found to constrain zoning chat;:
h1storlca1 Industnal de81gnat10n and what those properties could”fdo as they

redevelop as HDR in the foreseeable future. To change‘f
conforming uses once again, Mr. Lloyd noted would all§
regulate them. While attempting overall to address. futlire uses,
noted that those zoning decisions could be amendedfasn

Lloyd stated that he didn’t want to undermine the importance of this

pdate
process, but also didn’t want to see the commisSion be g@alyzed by it either.

Member Kimble again thanked Member Daire
many unknowns, suggested looking to what was Roseville now as a
first-tier suburb and its level of densification, with interest both from housing
and retail continuing in Roseville==Member Kimblg'noted future trends that
may drive development with generational Heme-ownership that would support
the thinking around mixed use at diffefent nedes as opposed to singular use

and strip malls as seen in Rosevillg ad in the‘broader regional area.

!ll

Member Daire stated that he w ing to avoid the trap of trying to know
what was going-techappen, but rafher to stand back and recognize that there
wasn’t a clgan slate 10 work withs"and allowing for continuity with the past in

f%wle helping to look at it from a creative process

conceptsifor redevelopment areas, and as part of the homework packet, noted

the keyrareas to address (e.g. Lexington and Larpenteur Avenues, Har Mar
viall¥ Rosedale Center) and in addition to the current land use map, the
ditional work needed in the text for districts to further clarify the
Acommission’s feedback tonight and what may occur for mixed use districts.
Ms. Purdu assured commissioners that it would differ from the current text;
and thanked commissioners for the feedback that would assist her in conveying
that revised text for their review before the next meeting and spemﬁc for key
area development.

11“
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g,

Member Brown noted that from a broader scope, it would be interested to see
how use and demographics played into it, with millennials coming into the
process and what to include in this plan for their future use and shopping
trends and how they would live or commute and how that played into this plan
update. Member Brown noted the considerably wide demographic the
community had to consider.

“terest in
ecognizing
of St, Paul

At the request of Chair Murphy, Member Brown confirmed her jsfi
mixed use at the Hamline, Larpenteur and Lexington areas; even:

Paul) as an example, Member Kimble noted the lacﬁf green space an her
lack of interest in seeing mixed use at Lex_lngton and Larpenteur, while
env1s10n1ng it more for MDR or single-famila

i

:resideng akin back. However,
seeing the street infrastructure at that locati n and yisibility issues, Member
Kimble stated her struggle in considering mixed

“x“!s-

ef_@ve

Member Brown noted the proximity of that urban
Como area.

lopment area to ‘the

Member Gitzen, in looking at CE?dematlorr&rfd ways to make it more mixed
use, stated that his perception fiments from his colleagues, was that in
addition to the areas of focus tonight, there were others that could also be
considered.

tate ’that Ms. Purdu hit on the key, with Roseville’s draw as
p threebretaﬂ centers in the metropolitan area, and used other retail

developments as an example of having recently undergone a newer, refreshing

and moreﬁbrant revitalization. Member Kimble stated that was the vision she

ember Brown referenced the examples provided by Ms. Purdu for the Cities

ff Woodbury and Maple Grove that included gathering spaces in those mixed

use areas (e.g. coffee shops or drive-up stores) that were different than a
typical strip mall, including considerations given to green space.

Member Bull referenced recent surveys indicating the desire to move away
from existing larger retail areas toward neighborhood businesses as
redevelopment occurs, such as a neighborhood center with smaller stores,
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meeting spaces, and livable units included, as well as providing bicycle and
walking paths for transportation and located throughout the community as
parcels become available to develop. However, Member Bull stated that he
wasn’t sure how to communicate to developers the city’s willingness to look at
those possibilities; but didn’t think it was by designating a certain number of
parcels but by developing a mechanism to communicate through the
comprehensive plan and zoning code areas available for redevelopment.

Ms. Purdu suggested one approach may be to see how districts (e.gF CMU RB,

Mr. Lloyd agreed, noting how that drew into the cgm"rr“fents of Membe ]111 in
a mechamsm to 1ndlcate the city’s encourageiént of and desire fof small

iple, Mr. Lloyd noted that
with residents as well

would like to_addr

overlap in CMU an,
‘ B e reta

.In add;t“;on to looklng at districts in terms of mixed uses and tonight’s
scuSsion, Ms. Purdu advised that she would rewrite the text to try to get at
hat was being sought in specific categories, rather than where customers

Awere coming from (e.g. size and bulk of buildings, impacts from use, hours of

operation, traffic patterns, and parking requirements) to get away from how far
the draw is and restricting business accordingly.

With Member Bull noting that most of that would be addressed in the zoning
code rather than the comprehensive plan, Ms. Purdu noted that the general
impact was what she was seeking, by changing titles of some districts to not be



O ~NOO O WN-—->

Planning Commission — Comprehensive Plan Update
Minutes — Wednesday, May 24, 2017

Page 19

based on where customers were coming from whether regionally or
neighborhood.

Ms. Collins clarified that may be comparable to the CMU-1, 2, 3 and 4
districts.

Member Gitzen suggested it may be more of a general business district and
description such as provided in the City of Bloomington description

In speaking about community and regional districts, Member Baire noted the

need to address access patterns as well; arguing for the needzfo

Member Bull noted that infrastructure and needs @;—%Td change dramafically
over the next twenty years depending on future t__;gchnol()_géles

Fd

Member Bull noted the irregul
Member Kimble agreeing that it nef only varied, but also noted peak times also

minutes as they related to these discussions, particularly
discussion in June.

ipdatéd draft of the Decision-Making Rubric, which will become a
intuitive tool for elected, appointed, and hired city officials to

urdu referenced the updated decision-making rubric based on previous
ission feedback, seeking their input on this draft to achieve a consensus

Aprior to presenting it to the City Council.

Member Bull opined that a lot of items discussed in the notes didn’t seem to
make it into this update; with Ms. Purdu advising that they should have, and
asked for specific examples of any omissions from commissioners outside
tonight’s meeting,
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Member Bull noted his review of meeting minutes and his review of the update
and observation of a number of things omitted, one in particular was the goal

. “desirable place to live/work” and those thins unique to Roseville; and also a

lack of specifics beyond gathering statistics for age, race, gender, etc. that
appeared like an EEOC item.

Ms. Purdu advised that she would go back for another review of meeting
minutes.

term.

Member Bull referenced the measurable onspage twé%mth most mcludlng
numbers, but the Roseville as a safe comm oaFlisting trends. Member
Bull stated his preference for numbers from those trends could be

Chair Murphy.:not
while not mtendrng (o be anti-pagk, referenced an article about great parks, and

'""EL?_h_eEeommrssmn accepting that as a goal.

mbers Daire and Sparby had no additional feedback at this time.

Chair Murphy pointed out the first goal, fifth measurable asking for
clarification, with Ms. Purdu noting the need to reword that to indicate that the
measurement was intended that public art would be representative of the
community.
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k‘“?

Chair Murphy also noted that the Roseville as a safe community goal and its
first two bullet points questioned if the number of vacant structures was a
measurable, and if that included a unit or building, or tenants in a multi-tenant
building (e.g. strip mall) and suggested Police Chief Mathwig may want to
provide some input on appropriate measurables for that goal.

Ms. Collins clarified that it was a proven fact that vacancies attracted nuisance
behavior, and this was intended to address nuisance act1v1ty of lofig=yvacant
buildings, not units or multi-unit buildings.

Ms. Purdu stated that language would be revised for more clafif

i Ill!lmml

Specific to sight lines, Ms. Collins advised that the ai%tempt was &
toward Crime Prevention through Environmental Des1gn (CPTED), w

city currently did little of. F . 5

Specific to the measurables Member’ Klmble questloned what it meant with

F
#

=scores high for quality lifelong learning, Member
i 1ﬁETud1né something about the library and education
le he Er,emained unsure how to measure them,

ransportation goal, Member Gitzen suggested a bike-friendly
r the community, perhaps from a bike transportation agency, or
reets initiative to look at the whole right-of way and design for all
ansportation at least showing up as a goal for consideration.

e wellness goal, Chair Murphy questioned‘what the measurable was for
Zequitable access.’

v
Ms. Purdu responded that the idea was to look at the goal through transit stops

as they relate to healthcare facilities for those without vehicles, as well as
access to healthy foods and produce.

Chair Murphy suggested including that in the action column as a sub-goal.
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6.

Mr. Lloyd noted that it would be appropriate as a measurable along the lines of
healthcare facilities within a certain distance of transportation.

Member Bull stated that the idea about healthcare facilities, as discussed last
month, was to address not only the considerable number of goals, but the intent
to document who was tasked with performing the goals and at what level they
were going to be measured, especially based on available staff resources.
Member Bull advised that Ms. Major was going to discuss that with M8z Purdu
and add that to this chart in future drafts.

parties and timelines.

At the request of Chair Murphy, Ms. Purdu reviéwed “next steps” at tHe June
meetmg to wrap up the land use and catego 8 d1scuss_re§nm and then transition

Chair Murphy noted the commission’s request bef
City Council meeting minutes in their draft form
discussion and Member Kimbleis s, request for addltmnal information on
redevelopment of the Southdale €ente =

Asgiik

m

quest of Member Bull, Ms. Purdu and Mr. Lloyd reviewed the plans
r uﬁcommg walkabouts to ensure diversity; as well as other focus groups to
H in those hard-to-reach population groups.

Ms. Collins reported on the upcoming media push for the Rice
Street/Larpenteur Avenue initiative and large-scale workshops scheduled on
June 14" and June 20 and their location, both open to the public.

Adjourn
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MOTION
Member Sparby moved, seconded by Member Kimble to adjourn the meeting at
approximately 8:48 p.m.

Ayes: 7
Nays: 0
Motion carried.
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A 701 Xenia Avenue South | Suite 300 | Minneapolis, MN 55416 | (763) 541-4800
Memorandum

To: City of Roseville Planning Commissioners

CC: Bryan Lloyd, Senior Planner

From: Erin Perdu, Planning Consultant

Date: June 20, 2017

Re: Comprehensive Plan Work Session — Land Use

WSB Project No. 1797-100

The goal of this month’s meeting will be to gain consensus on the future land use map as well as
revisions to the future land use districts. To facilitate that discussion there are two attachments in your
packet:

First, a framework for revised future land use districts: The revisions are based on feedback from our last
meeting as well as in-depth discussions with staff on how these districts are implemented on a day-to-day
basis. You will notice that rather than distinct commercial districts, there is now a spectrum of mixed-use
districts. These districts vary in the breakdown (percentage) of residential use, the density of residential
use, and the intensity of development in each district. Note that not all of the mixed use districts require
residential development, but they all allow some degree of residential use. The following is a summary of
the old (2030) districts and what they have been revised to (2040):

Old District New District Changes

NB MU-1 — Neighborhood Center Requires a mix of uses, with the
predominant use being
residential; description of the
areas as essentially nodes
within various neighborhoods
CMU MU-2 — Community Mixed Use No significant changes

CB MU-3 Corridor Mixed Use Allows up to 50% residential
use; removes references to
customer base; more emphasis
on the scale and intensity of the
use

RB — Regional Business MU-4 Core Mixed Use Allows up to 25% residential
use; removes references to
customer base; more emphasis
on the scale and intensity of the
use

O — Office E-1 Low Intensity Employment More general description of
allowed uses, scale and
intensity also includes
transportation considerations
BP — Business Park E-2 Employment Center Largely the same description,
but also includes transportation
considerations

| — Industrial | — Industrial Unchanged, except for
transportation considerations.

Building a legacy — your legacy.

Equal Opportunity Employer | wsbeng.com
C:\Users\bryan.lloyd\AppData\Local\Microsoft\Windows\INetCache\Content.Outlook\AXKYIS2V\PC Packet Cover Memo.docx
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Next, the revised future land use map: The future land use map has been updated with the new district
tittes and descriptions. None of the areas have changed since your last review (meaning, all of the areas
previously shown as Community Business are now shown as Corridor Mixed Use with no changes, etc.).
There have been changes to the development/redevelopment areas based on our last discussion and
feedback from staff.

One site for discussion at the meeting: The two small parcels at the southwest corner of Dale St. and the
Hwy. 36 exit ramp are circled on the map. This site is highlighted as a “development-redevelopment
area” and staff has received concept plans for medium density residential. The site is currently shown as
Institutional (and is currently used as single-family), but we would like to discuss this site in more detail at
the meeting.

Metropolitan Council Requirements:

As you know, the Metropolitan Council places several parameters on the future land use planning for all
communities in the region. We will now spend some time crunching the numbers and ensuring that
Roseville meets the requirements. Those include: meeting your forecasts for population, households,
and employment; meeting a minimum density for future development/redevelopment that matches your
Community Designation; and meeting requirements for density that supports the city’s affordable housing
allocation. We will discuss each individually.

First, all calculations are based on areas planned for new development or redevelopment. So that
includes both vacant areas and sites we think are likely to redevelop (or are planned for redevelopment)
within the planning horizon). That means we are looking at future land use programmed on those sites
that we have preliminarily indicated on the map in blue outline/crosshatch.

Second, the calculations are based on the density ranges (for residential development) that are
prescribed in the description of the districts.

Land Use Category Current (2030) Density Range | Proposed (2040) Density
(du/acre) Range (du/acre)

Low Density Residential 1.5 4 1.5 4

Medium Density Residential 4 12 4 12

High Density Residential 12 36 12 36

Community Mixed Use 4 36 4 36

Neighborhood Center n/a 4 12

Forecasts: We are required to demonstrate that the planned land use results in development that meets
the Met Council forecasts for population, households and employment. That calculation takes the
acreage in each future land use category within the development/redevelopment area and multiplies it by
the midpoint of the density range for residential categories. We have some additional calculations that
we run for employment (based on lot coverage and avg. square footage per employee), but we will
address those at a later date. Below is a table showing the forecasts for population and households,
along with the projections based on the 2040 future land use map and the densities for each category.

2010 Census 2040 Forecast 2010-2040 Net Gain | 2040 Plan Yield
Population | 33,660 34,500 840 2,387
Households | 14,623 16,100 1,477 1,114
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Dev. i
Land Use Type ev . Den5|ty. Range ‘ . 4
Acres Min Mid Max Midpoint Units
g o Low Density Res 31.64 1.5 2.75 4 100% 87
T O
3 S Medium Density Res 7.34 4 8 12 100% 59
5 g
E @ High Density Res 19.80 12 24 36 100% 475
()
% < Neighborhood Center 0.89 4 8 12 50% 4
o Community Mixed Use 97.92 4 20 36 25% 490
Guided Total 83.71 1,114

As you can see, we are shy of our yield of households (housing units) by approximately 350 units. Note
that the table above does not include any changes to existing density ranges, which would bring the
housing unit yield up. However we are meeting our population forecast without any difficulty.

Community Designation: For this, we use the minimum of the density range for all future land use
categories (except for Low Density Residential) to ensure that the density of future
development/redevelopment meets the required minimum density for Roseville’s Community Designation,
which is Urban. The Urban designation requires an average density of 10 units per acre for new
development and redevelopment. To calculate this density, we take the acreage in each future land use
category within the development/redevelopment area and multiply it by the minimum of the density range
for residential categories. That density must be at least 10 units per acre.

Land Use Type Dev. Density Range Minimum
Acres Min Mid Max ! Units

g Medium Density Res 7.34 4 8 12 100% 29

j;: v High Density Res 19.80 12 24 36 100% 238

"‘Oj' > Neighborhood Center 0.89 4 8 12 50% 2

§ Community Mixed Use 97.92 4 20 36 25% 98
Guided Total 52.07 367

Community Designation
Density 7.04

Again, you can see from the above table that our density is shy of where it should be to meet the
Community Designation requirements if we use the same density assumptions as the 2030 Future Land

Use categories.

There are several ways the future land use map/districts can be modified to meet the forecast and
Community Designation Requirements:

e Increase the minimum residential densities in one or more districts

e Require some percentage of residential development more of the mixed use districts

e Change the map to include more acreage for higher density categories

e Some combination of the above.

I will bring an interactive spreadsheet with some scenarios to the meeting so that we can discuss those
options in more detail.
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Affordable Housing: Finally, the Met Council requires that sufficient land be guided at minimum
residential densities of 8 units per acre to support the city’s total allocation of affordable housing need.
(120 units). In Roseville, if we assume the same density ranges as the 2030 Plan, we can use both your

High Density Residential and Community Mixed Use future land use categories to meet the need.

Therefore, to calculate this, we take the acreage of High Density Residential and 25% of the acreage of
the Mixed Use (the required minimum percent residential) within the development/redevelopment area
and multiply it by the minimum of the density range for those residential categories. That number must

meet or exceed 142 total units.

Affordable Housing Need Allocation

At or Below 30 % AMI 72
From 31 to 50 % AMI 50
From 51 to 80 % AMI 20
Total Units 142

AMI = Area Median Income, which in 2016
was about 585,000 for a household of four

. Density R ini
Land Use Type Dev UELAC Yield % Mmmum
Acres Min Mid Max Units
S 5
= E High Density Residential 19.8 12 24 36 100% 238
- O
= <
8 =) Community Mixed Use 97.92 4 20 36 25% 98
Guided Total 443 336

So, even without any changes to assumed density ranges, the City is meeting it's affordable housing
allocation. That includes the allocation specifically targeted at below 50% AMI which requires a minimum
density of 12 units per acre (and so would only include the High Density Residential Area).

| will review the basis for these calculations as well as options for meeting the forecast and community
designation densities at the meeting. In the meantime, if you have any questions or comments as you
review these materials before the meeting please feel free to contact me.



Future Land Use Framework

commercial, office, shopping centers.
Scale/intensity: high

Transportation considerations: access to
transit, multi-modal facilities and
connections, preserved pedestrian and
bicycle access in high vehicular traffic
areas, access to commercial areas from
residential uses and transit hubs.

Full Name Summary Description
LR Low Density Density: 1.5-4 du/acre Low-density residential land uses include single-family detached houses
Residential Uses: Single-Family Residential generally with a density between 1.5 and four units per acre and two-family
Scale/intensity: small attached houses generally with a density of no more than eight units per acre.
Transportation considerations: sidewalks Institutional uses such as schools and places of worship are also permitted here.
MR Medium Density: 4-12 du/acre Medium-density residential land uses include single-family attached housing
Density Uses: Condominiums, Townhomes, types such as triplex, quadruplex, row houses, side-by-side townhouses, back-
Residential duplexes, row houses, small ot detached to-back townhouses, mansion townhouses, and small-lot detached houses,
homes generally with a density greater than four units per acre up to 12 units per acre.
Scale/intensity: small-medium Institutional uses such as schools and places of worship are also permitted here.
Transportation considerations: sidewalks,
trails
HR High Density Density: 12-36 du/acre High-density residential land uses include multifamily housing types including
Residential Uses: Apartments, lofts, stacked apartments, lofts, flats, and stacked townhouses, generally with a density
townhomes greater than 12 units per acre. Institutional uses such as schools and places of
Scale/intensity: medium-high worship are also permitted here.
Transportation considerations: sidewalks,
connections to transit, multi-modal
facilities
MU-1 | Neighborhood | Density: 4-12 du/acre Neighborhood Centers are located on minor arterial and collector streets with
Center Uses: Medium density residential (50- uses will be organized into a cohesive neighborhood “node”. These areas may
75%), commercial, office, civic, parks and incorporate a mixture of commercial and residential uses, with commercial uses
open space preferable at block corners. Residential uses should generally have a density
Scale/intensity: low-medium between four and 12 units per acre and should account for approximately 50-
Transportation considerations: sidewalks, | 75% of the overall mixed-use area.
connections between neighborhoods and
businesses, connections to transit stops Buildings shall be scaled appropriately to the surrounding neighborhood,
reflecting a low-to-mid-rise profile. Commercial uses should be oriented toward
pedestrians and the sidewalk. Commercial uses should be designed to minimize
negative impacts adjacent residential neighborhoods while maintaining
connections with sidewalks or trails. This is the most restrictive mixed use area
in terms of intensity and is intended for application in areas adjacent to low-
density residential areas. Development will be limited in height to correspond
to the surrounding neighborhood character.
Community Density: 4-36 du/acre Community Mixed Use areas are intended to contain a mix of complementary
Mixed Use Uses: Mid-high density residential (25- uses that may include housing, office, civic, commercial, park, and open space
50%), commercial, office, civic, parks and uses. Community Mixed Use areas organize uses into a cohesive district,
open space neighborhood, or corridor, connecting uses in common structures and with
Scale/intensity: medium sidewalks and trails, and using density, structured parking, shared parking, and
Transportation considerations: sidewalks, | other approaches to create green space and public places within the areas. The
multi-modal facilities, connections mix of land uses may include Medium- and High-Density Residential, Office,
between uses, connections to transit stops | Community Business, Institutional, and Parks and Open Space uses. Residential
land uses will account for between 25% and 50% of the overall mixed-use area.
The mix of uses may be in a common site, development area, or building.
Individual developments may consist of a mix of two or more complementary
uses that are compatible and connected to surrounding land-use patterns. To
ensure that the desired mix of uses and connections are achieved, a more
detailed small-area plan, master plan, and/or area-specific design principles is
required to guide individual developments within the overall mixed-use area.
\V|UECHN Corridor Density: 12-36 du/acre Corridor Mixed Use areas are located on streets designated as A Minor
Mixed Use Uses: High density residential (0-50%, Augmentor or A Minor Reliever in the Transportation Plan. Corridor Mixed Use
commercial, office, civic, parks and open areas may include a wide range of uses from shopping centers to freestanding
space businesses and institutions to high-density residential developments.
Scale/intensity: medium-high Residential land uses will account for up to 50% of the overall mixed-use area.
Transportation considerations: strong
emphasis on pedestrian, transit and bicycle | Corridor Mixed Use areas promote the redevelopment of aging strip centers
access and connections between uses. and underutilized commercial sites in a manner that integrates shopping,
employment, services, places to live and/or public gathering spaces.
Corridor Mixed Use areas should have a strong orientation to pedestrian,
transit and bicycle access to the area and movement within the area.
Residential uses, generally with a density greater than 12 units per acre, may be
located in Corridor Mixed Use areas as part of mixed-use buildings with
allowable business uses on the ground floor or as standalone buildings with
well-designed infrastructure connecting them to the surrounding area.
\V V3 Core Mixed Density: 20-36 du/acre Core Mixed Use areas are located in places with visibility and access from the
Use Uses: High density residential (0-25%), regional highway system (Interstate 35W and State Highway 36). Core Mixed

Use areas include large-footprint commercial development, shopping centers,
large-scale institutions, office buildings, high density residential uses, and other
uses that generate more traffic, noise, and intensity than other mixed use
districts. Residential land uses will account for up to 25% of the overall mixed-
use area. Structures found in Core Mixed Use areas are higher in bulk than
other mixed use districts and are at a scale appropriate to their proximity to
highways and major thoroughfares.

Core Mixed Use areas should be well-served by existing or planned transit, and
pedestrian and bicycle access both to and between areas in this district is
strongly encouraged. The scale of this district requires inter-district connectivity
and multi-modal access. Limits to surface parking are encouraged. Residential
development at 20 units/acre or greater is allowed in Core Mixed Use.
Residential development should be well-connected to and accessible from the
surrounding commercial uses by those travelling without a car.
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Full Name Summary Description
E-1 Low-Intensity | Uses: office, business, research Low-Intensity Employment areas include a variety of office uses such as
Employment Scale/intensity: low-medium business, professional, administrative, scientific, technical, research, and
Transportation considerations: multi- development services at high densities.
modal facilities and connections to transit
Employment Uses: office, business, R&D, business parks | Employment centers are largely single-use areas that have a consistent
Center Scale/intensity: medium-high architectural style with a mix of employment-oriented use types. These uses
Transportation considerations: multi- may include office, office-showroom-warehousing, research and development
modal facilities and connections to transit | services, high-tech electronic manufacturing, medical, and lodging with
business-park-supporting retail and services such as healthcare, fitness, child
daycare, dry-cleaning, bank, coffee shop, restaurant, and convenience store.
The scale of development in these areas is commensurate with their proximity
to highways and major transportation corridors. Appropriate connections to
transit should be included in Employment Center developments.
Industrial Uses: manufacturing, light industrial, Industrial uses include manufacturing, assembly, processing, warehousing,
warehousing, distribution laboratory, distribution, related office uses, and truck/transportation
Scale/intensity: medium-high terminals.
Transportation considerations:
connections to transit, freight connections
to highways and major corridors
IN Institutional Uses: civic, school, places of worship Institutional land uses include civic, school, library, church, cemetery, and

Scale/intensity: medium-high
Transportation considerations: :
sidewalks, connections to transit, multi-
modal facilities

correctional facilities on a larger scale than those normally incorporated into
the low-density residential area.
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