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Planning Commission — Comprehensive Plan Update Meeting
City Council Chambers, 2660 Civic Center Drive
Minutes — Wednesday, January 25, 2017 — 6:30 p.m.

Call to Order

Chair Boguszewski 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
At the request of Chair Boguszewski, City Planner Thomas Paschke called the Roll.

Members Present: Chair Michael Boguszewski; Vice Chair Shannon Cunningham; and
Commissioners Robert Murphy, James Daire, Julie Kimble, James
Bull and Chuck Gitzen

Staff / Consultants Present: Community Development Director Kari Collins, City
Planner Thomas Paschke, and Senior Planner Bryan Lloyd,
Project Manager Erin Perdu, WSB & Associates, Inc.

Communications and Recognitions:

a. From the Public (Public comment pertaining to general land use issues no on
this agenda)
None.

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)

Mr. Lloyd displayed an updated calendar timeline of the process to inform
viewers of other events/meetings coming up in order for them to track the process.

Member Gitzen suggested having the timeline updates available as handouts and
as a reminder to the commission of meetings/events beyond regular Planning
Commission meetings.

Project File 0037: 2040 Comprehensive Plan Update
a. Community Engagement Plan

Mr. Lloyd advised that the City Council, at their January 23, 2017 meeting had
approved the community engagement plan; and noted that the plan currently
before the commission included additional City Council input. Mr. Lloyd advised
that the spreadsheet also included information previously provided by the
Community Engagement Commission (CEC) and their broader approach to
looking at materials beyond that of the Planning Commission. Mr. Lloyd
apologized that, due to an email glitch, the information had not been included in
previous iterations, but was now included and had been agreed to in-house for
inclusion.

Chair Boguszewski asked staff to get confirmation that the earlier questions of the
CEC had been adequately addressed; and with the Planning Commission serving
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as the main lead in the process, asked that staff ensure its CEC colleagues
received answers to their questions.

Member Gitzen asked how the table fit into community engagement as approved
by the City Council.

Mr. Lloyd advised that, as in past iterations, the spreadsheet or table format
captured who was trying to be engaged throughout the process and the
information or feedback from those groups that would inform the remainder of the
community engagement plan.

Chair Boguszewski asked that staff include the dates of approval of the various
documents by the City Council for future reference and clarification; duly noted
by Mr. Lloyd. At the further request of Chair Boguszewski, Mr. Lloyd noted that
there weren’t many substantial changes made by the City Council prior to their
approval, and advised that as part of tonight’s review process, those details would
be clarified.

Ms. Perdu noted that, with City Council input, the tagline “Roseville 2040 — Our
Future Together” had been chosen.

Ms. Perdu further clarified that the types of meetings, their purpose, number of
that particular type of meeting, potential dates and locations,
notifications/invitations as applicable and other logistics and details had all been
reviewed as presented and revised. Ms. Perdu noted that all were open to the
public and would be publicly noticed as proposed.

Ms. Perdue announced the tentative date of March 7, 2017 at 6:00 p.m. for the
public kick-off visioning meeting as a workshop and open house entitled
“Exploring Directions;” and would be advertised as soon as a location was
confirmed.

Chair Boguszewski asked what constituted success at these engagements; how
open houses would be handled; and how demographics calculated.

Ms. Perdu responded that the metrics in the community engagement document
were mostly about how many people in general are being engaged; with notes
used fortracking those observable demographics. Ms. Perdu clarified that those
attending would not be asked for personal information beyond the sign-in sheet
for the number attending; but noted that whoever facilitated the meetings would
be responsible for making those observations.

Chair Boguszewski suggested that the sign-in sheet have a line to identify whether
or not someone in attendance was a Roseville resident or not; duly noted by Ms.
Perdu.

While this community engagement plan had been approved by the City Council,
Ms. Perdu encouraged further comments on detail from the Planning Commission
tonight or funneled through their liaisons.

As a vision-impaired person, Member Bull reiterated his frustration with the small
print on the table and asked that it be made more readable.
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Mr. Lloyd apologized for his omission, and advised that he would correct that on
future iterations.

At the suggestion of Member Murphy to make it more readable electronically,
Mr. Lloyd advised that the document was already available on line.

Chair Boguszewski noted that, from his recollection, Member Bull had
specifically asked at the last meeting that the document be more readable,
pointing out his ocular difficulties, and asked that staff do so.

Ms. Perdu reviewed the updated community engagement plan, including various
topic-based focus groups, cluster meeting during and possibly after business hours
depending on participant availability with targeted invitations, even though all
were open to the public.

Chair Boguszewski asked that those specific meeting dates and times were
provided to Planning Commission liaisons: Member Kimble, Gitzen and Bull to
allow for their participation.

Member Bull asked for elaboration on the education component of the
comprehensive plan.

Ms. Perdu clarified t hat it wasn’t a chapter of the comprehensive plan per se, but
instead targeted educational institutions to receive their input. Ms. Perdu noted
that this included school districts as well as post-secondary institutions.

Member Bull noted that while participants may be from that environment, the
topic may be something else.

Ms. Perdu agreed with that statement, advising it was intentional to see what their
issues were, and to find out any upcoming projects or plans that they have that
may influence the comprehensive plan; as well as their overall impressions of the
city. Ms. Perdu noted that many of these groups would be gathered by interest
with each of their foci different.

Member Bull opined that focus groups look more like topical groups versus
education and therefore, he didn’t understand how education would it in.

Chair Boguszewski clarified that it didn’t fit in as a concept, but as an educational
community how the comprehensive plan could help.

Ms. Perdu agreed, noting they both informed the other.

Ms. Perdu reviewed the four interagency meetings and their topics (housing/land
use, economics, transportation/infrastructure, and water/open space) that included
watershed districts, the Metropolitan Council, Ramsey County, State of MN and
the consultant hired by the city that would be responsible for the
transportation/Public works scope and for discussion of specific areas of interest.

At the request of Chair Boguszewski, Ms. Perdu clarified that the agency
meetings would be geared more toward staff versus County Commissioners or
other surrounding units of government with the goal to determine how they
influenced the city’s comprehensive plan form a local and regional perspective.
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Member Bull suggested including health care needs if there wasn’t something else
that addressed health care, including for younger people (e.g. hospitals or clinics)
and more neighborhood networks with businesses and neighborhood malls that
were conceptualized last time, including neighborhood clinics, education,
employment and walking/biking amenities.

Ms. Perdu noted that wasn’t something they had contemplated, but agreed it was
worth considering, and thanked Member Bull for that suggestion.

Ms. Perdu continued with the four geography-based neighborhood “walkabout™
meetings.

Chair Boguszewski asked if staff would be on hand and asked how those wanting
to attend but perhaps mobility impaired would be accommodated.

Ms. Perdu agreed that was a good point to consider; and noted the actual area may
dictate whether or not it was a “walkabout” or simply a meeting in an open place.

Member Murphy noted the good attendance as the August “Night Out” events,
and suggested some be scheduled then or people trained to meet people in their
neighborhoods to update them on where the process was at; opining that may
provide a great opportunity to receive additional input.

Chair Boguszewski noted that many of those block parties for the “Night Out”
picked up information at City Hall as they scheduled their events and suggested
staff could be available for facilitators or to alert those picking up information
with additional information and alerting the leads of the city’s interest in their
input.

Ms. Perdu agreed that was a good suggestion and noted the goal of this effort was
to reach under-represented populations by going to them. Ms. Perdu advised that
staff was assisting in choosing the locations most applicable to meet this goal,
with three locations tentatively mapped out at this point.

Mr. Lloyd noted that the City Council had been asked, and the Planning
Commission as well to email staff with their additional ideas including suggested
locations; outlining the three areas chosen to-date: SE Roseville beyond the
corridor visioning area done as a separate project; the NW corner of the city on
the other side of the commercial/industrial area; and the Snelling Avenue/County
Road B area (west of Snelling) and the residential area immediately behind the
commercial/retail area.

At the request of Member Bull related to “walkabouts,” Ms. Perdu advised that
there may be some things to look out in the field if they appear to be areas of
concern; and if a walkabout was done, and then everyone could gather in one spot
to talk about the issues or areas of concern. Ms. Perdu clarified that this was not
intended to be a door-to-door canvas of individual people, in one geographic
grouping; but intended as dispersals of timeframes to get a true representation of
that particular area.

Member Daire noted that the three geographical areas designated were all within
commercial nodes, particularly with multi-family and single-family homes
adjacent to retail/commercial areas.
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Chair Boguszewski noted the benefits outlined in the recent Urban Land Institute
(ULI) workshop and discussions to do something beyond pass-through and to
make Roseville a destination.

At the request or Chair Boguszewski, Ms. Perdu advised that the consultants and
staff would come prepared to each meeting with prompts and visuals; noting that
their experience had proven that specific questions/issues stimulated discussion
and would be tailored to each area.

Ms. Perdu noted three ECFE sessions to engage parents and children in the
discussion.

Chair Boguszewski noted that the very mission of the ECFE is at the heart of this
vehicle and supported correlating this group with their mission.

Ms. Perdu noted the two “Future City” sessions planned to engage middle-school
participants from the recent 2017 “Future City” competition in a dialogue about
public space that was this year’s theme in Roseville.

Chair Boguszewski noted his observation of the students’ excitement in
participating.

Member Bull stated one of his frustrations was that meeting scheduled for
tomorrow that had not been brought to the attention of the liaisons.

Ms. Perdu apologized for that omission; advising that the discussion would be
held at the Roseville Middle School with teachers and students from 7:20 to 8:10
p.m. in their classroom before the school day began.

Chair Boguszewski reviewed the logistics for any liaisons able to attend at the
school due to security.

For the purpose of managing expectations, Ms. Collins advised that many
opportunities may have unnecessarily quick turnarounds, especially when a
particular entity reaches out to the consultant. To the extent the liaisons could be
included, Ms. Collins assured the commission that staff would attempt to do so.

Chair Boguszewski stated that the subgroup or liaisons always needed to be kept
informed or any and all meetings; and if a note was immediately sent to the
subcommittee, if one or more could make it, at least they would have been
informed.

Ms. Collins reiterated that, to the extent possible, staff would do so.

Member Bull opined that if staff and the consultant could schedule themselves, it
was up to the liaisons to schedule themselves, depending on their flexibility.

Ms. Collins advised that staff would continue to coordinate with the City Manager
and Planning Commission Chair.

Chair Boguszewski suggested that for clarification, staff should notice the entire
Commission on ALL meetings to avoid any omissions.

Member Murphy suggested that the Planning Commission mailing list be
included on all meeting notices, allowing him to track the activities and ask
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questions after they’re held. Member Murphy noted that if he didn’t know, he
wouldn’t know what to ask; and suggested staff “bury them” in email notices.

Ms. Perdu advised that they would coordinate with staff accordingly.

Member Daire expressed appreciation to Chair Boguszewski for “hanging tough”
on that since the Planning Commission had been tasked to serve as the steering
committee for this plan update; he opined that the communication has to be very
Clear.

With the remaining meetings scheduled, Ms. Perdu advised that she didn’t
anticipate this short of a notice in the future; but assured the Commission that they
would get their act together in that regard.

Regarding the remainder of engagement options, Ms. Perdu advised that they
mostly consisted of online surveys for visioning and directions respectively; and
reviewed intended media notices and mailings, flyers at key locations, and social
media and website announcements.

Regarding intercept boards, Ms. Perdu noted that 10-12 locations were being
considered (e.g. schools, cafeterias, libraries, community centers, Nature Center,
malls, grocery stores, Target store, and various events at multi-family housing and
service sites).

Ms. Perdu advised that “meetings in a box” options would be prepared and
available for project teams to put together materials and a script for check-out of a
box for small gatherings wherever and whenever convenient and would be
advertised and scheduled as the process moves forward. If people from
community organizations took on such an option, Ms. Perdu noted that they often
had more success in reaching their group than a city official would.

Member Murphy sought clarification on the “meeting in a box” concept with
content and assembly done as needed, with Ms. Perdu noting one set of questions
would be provided and run as often as there appeared interest in doing so, and
replicated for check-out as needed. Regarding the need for training of a facilitator,
Ms. Perdu clarified that the script was designed with clear instructions for this
self-explanatory option and reactions then provided back to staff.

With several suggestions provided by individual commissioners, Ms. Perdu asked
that they submit ideas to staff for various groups to target from their perspective.

Ms. Perdu reviewed the “MySidewalk” online option with four major updates
planned as a platform for the city’s website and coinciding with City Council
updates, linked to the city’s comprehensive plan website.

With this plan just having been approved by the City Council earlier this week,
Ms. Perdu advised that as scheduling began, it would be coming back to the
commission for their review.

With the amount of information being gathered, Member Gitzen asked how the
results would be received.

Ms. Perdu responded that her intent was, once a particular group of meetings was
completed and after the initial public kick-off meeting; the results would be
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compiled and brought back to the Planning Commission, again after each group
of events or activities.

Chair Boguszewski noted that one of the benefits of having three liaisons was for
them to help disseminate and have ears at the sessions on those thins key to the
Planning Commission versus just the chatter. While realizing that the critical mass
of information or documentation would be forthcoming, Chair Boguszewski noted
that the liaisons could let the Commission know their general impression of what
was discussed.

Member Gitzen suggested that the information gathering would be pertinent to the
Special Planning Commission meetings and align monthly subjects with
information gathered to-date.

Ms. Perdu duly noted that suggestion.

At the request of Member Daire, Ms. Perdu advised that results and summaries
would first pass through staff from the consultant and then on to the Commission
with their meeting packets; and then published on the website so those attending
the meetings and events could know they had been heard and how their input
would be used and if any ideas came up that would not be incorporated into the
plan update and why they were or were not used and how and why that happened,
establishing a two-way communication effort.

Member Daire noted that he had no strong desire to receive the raw information,
opining that staff did a good job filtering information for the Commission.

When doing visioning and focus groups, Ms. Perdu advised that everything would
be documented and a summary published. If the Commission preferred to drill
down into those individual comments at any point, Ms. Perdu advised that a copy
would be retained.

Chair Boguszewski noted that, while most of the questions and thoughts identified
by the Commission seemed to be random thoughts and loose threads, the intent of
the table and how the engagement plan had now been formulated appeared to
reflect those priorities. Chair Boguszewski thanked the City Council for
approving it and allowing things to move forward.

Ms. Perdu advised that the timeline would continue to evolve as more detail for
community engagement was approved by the City Council, with an updated
version available at the next Planning Commission meeting. As Mr. Lloyd noted
earlier in his comments, Ms. Perdu advised that the plan was to provide a quick
snapshot or the current month and upcoming events, being constantly updated.
Ms. Perdu noted that the March Special Planning Commission meeting would
provide the results of the public kick-off meeting.

Further discussion included publishing the timeline on the website in the near
future; including a brief history and revisions dates available online for the public
to remain aware of the dynamics of the timeline; and delays in getting the
information online until it had been finalized earlier this week by the City
Council.
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Member Bull noted that future communication between the consultant, staff and
the Planning Commission as steering committee needed to be updated for
schedules and any adjustments in order to provide guidance on where things are
and what’s happening.

Task I: Review of Vision and Goals

Ms. Perdu noted the goals that had been identified by the homework assignment,
serving as a starting point to move forward with the focus; with staff having
collected and compiled individual responses, and the consultant having prepared a
discussion of those responses.

If tonight’s goal is not reflective of those comments, Member Murphy asked if
that was their last shot at input on the goals.

Ms. Perdu emphatically stated that it was not, and was intended only as the first
shot. Ms. Perdu advised that her goal for tonight was to get a general consensus of
any modifications the body saw in any set of goals. Ms. Perdu advised that she
would then take that information and return with them — as revised — for the next
meeting with vetting by city staff and the public in the meantime.

Mr. Lloyd referenced the cover memo provided with the homework (dated
January 13, 2017) defining the goals and not within any realm of editing the
Imagine Roseville 2025 community visioning process.

As requested by Member Daire, Mr. Lloyd clarified that the wording in the
second column of the spreadsheet provided as the homework assignment were
direct statements of the goals of the Imagine Roseville 2025 document. Mr. Lloyd
further clarified that the intent was to reconsider how those statements informed
the process of the comprehensive plan update going forward, but not the Imagine
Roseville 2025 document itself or any revisions to that document.

Mr. Paschke concurred, noting that consideration should be given to how those
goals are supported or not supported at this point and in the updated
comprehensiveplan going forward. While those goals shaped the previous
comprehensive plan, Mr. Paschke noted the need to determine those that remained
pertinent or needing tweaked; with all the different chapters of the comprehensive
plan having goals addressed accordingly.

At the request of Member Daire, Ms. Perdu advised that an outline of the
comprehensive plan in draft form was not yet updated. Member Daire opined that
he would need to review that in order to do the job laid out before the
commission; opining that it was important to know what is or is not in the
comprehensive plan to judge whether or not it remained relative or had
implications.

Ms. Perdue noted that the outline as it currently exists for the 2040 plan is
outlined in the Table of Contents that had been distributed at the last Planning
Commission meeting and provided general goals and content.

Mr. Lloyd concurred, noting that the Table of Contents identified chapters of the
2040 comprehensive plan related to major topic areas, but at this point in the
process didn’t provide any content of those major topic areas.
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Member Daire suggested that it was then conceivable that some of these
statements are general and can remain because they include things such as, “make
Roseville a livable community for all;” with everything in the comprehensive plan
devoted to that goal.

Mr. Lloyd stated that while the city and community in general had been working
toward that as a sample goal, opinions may vary as to how successful that effort

had been so far, even though it remains a goal. Mr. Lloyd suggested that may be

the type of statement or goal showing up in various chapters (e.g. land use, parks
& recreation, housing and neighborhoods).

Chair Boguszewski suggested that things such as “define livable” and associated
metrics, some attempt be made for a more measurable definition.

Mr. Paschke agreed that each of those respective chapters could define “livable”
in that specific realm.

Ms. Perdu agreed that was a good point, how to measure the goal and indicators
one way or the other. If looking at the goal of livability as an example, Ms. Perdu
suggested keeping it not only in the general goal category, but also in each
chapter, since each may mean something different, but would essentially tie into
the overall goal and which policies would support it.

To assist in the goal setting, Member Bull suggested a simple “yes” or “no” as to
whether this remained a pertinent goal for the 2040 comprehensive plan, and as
the Table of Contents and chapters were reviewed.

Chair Boguszewski, as an example, suggested exploring a new community center.
Chair Boguszewski advised that he had checked off “delete” as it was simply a
solution to achieve or contribute to the inclusive sense of community, but not an
actual goal itself, based on his thought processes.

Member Gitzen asked if there would be input from staff as well, based on their
knowledge base.

Ms. Perdu advised that their input would not be sought yet, but would include a
more detailed version of this for their input, including their knowledge and work
with policies and actions since implementation; and what had been accomplished
or what remained to be done.

As part of tonight’s presentation, Ms. Perdu reviewed the goals and general
comments, including any that needed clarification; with a copy of the presentation
provided as an attachment to these minutes, attached hereto and made a part
hereof. In general, Ms. Perdu reviewed measurable goals, defining terms that may
be hard to understand, such as “sustainable” or “neighborhood character.”

Diversity

Chair Boguszewski noted his interpretation of the terms “respect” and “reflect” as
two entirely different terms, thereby questioning the statement to “ensure” city
staff and elected/appointed officials reflect diversity.
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In general, Member Cunningham agreed on most of the statements, but noted the
current Planning Commission itself didn’t clearly reflect diversity, since it was
currently entirely Caucasian.

Chair Boguszewski noted that was a function of who applied for vacancies as
well; and the application process should promote that diversity, but as currently
worded, appeared only to address diversity among “elected officials.”

Member Murphy suggested striking “elected” and would support diversity among
appointed officials and/or city staff. However, as noted by Chair Boguszewski,
you couldn’t mandate elected officials necessarily reflecting diversity.

Member Bull agreed, suggesting wording such as “we welcome diversity, but
don’t require it.”

Desirability
Ms. Perdue noted the focus on areas for place-making; and asked what was meant

by “business diversity.”

With the dominance of retail in Roseville, Member Kimble suggested the need for
different kinds of employers beyond those in retail.

For further elaboration, Member Cunningham suggested different types of
businesses beyond chains (e.g. restaurants and/or stores) allowing for more
diversity as the city encourages non-chain type businesses.

From the Planning Commission’s perspective, related to policies and practices,
Chair Boguszewski noted the different customer segments (e.g. four star
restaurant versus a food truck).

Member Murphy noted his confusion as to what was meant by being a “regional
leader in creative and sustainable areas” or what “early adopter” meant and how
or where it was applicable.

Member Gitzen noted that the “regional” category was the only place it showed
up in the entire-document; and if applied there, it could also be applied to other
spots as well; stating his agreement with Member Murphy.

Member Daire questioned if “regional leadership” was something Roseville
wanted to be or already is and wanted to maintain that status; or it wasn’t but
sought to achieve it.

When the Imagine Roseville 2025 visioning process occurred, Mr. Lloyd
suggested that it was established as a goal; with some of those ideas felt strongly
about by residents that they felt had been achieved by Roseville, achieved well
and should remain as a goal. Mr. Lloyd suggested others may be perceived as not
yet accomplished or as newly-articulated goals. Mr. Lloyd clarified that the job of
the Commission at this point was how to interpret those goals (e.g. business
diversity) moving forward and how that informed the plan update.

Ms. Perdu suggested that the wording of the goal itself should provide some
indication as to what degree it has or has not been achieved, whether or not the
wording may need changed going forward; or what was needed to achieve the
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goal and steps in the comprehensive plan or any other document to achieve the
goal.

Member Bull noted that as Mr. Lloyd alluded to “perceived” it could simply mean
as a goal that Roseville was “perceived” as a regional leader, a goal.

Member Bull asked what was intended by “quality of life.”

Ms. Perdu agreed that there were many measurable ways to define that, and threw
the question back to the Commission for how they would measure whether the
city was moving in that direction or not.

Chair Boguszewski opined that, with implementation of the community vision,
Roseville had done a lot in achieving its goals over the last ten years.

By consensus, Commissioners agreed, noting that while in process; it also
remained a goal.

Ms. Perdu asked if the Commission wanted to be more detailed in its goals or
when getting into specific implementation of them.

Member Bull suggested qualifying goals with elements of the topic (e.g. where
we live, work and play) and what is the quality of life in each of those three
aspects.

Chair Boguszewski noted there were a lot of tools that could be adjunct to this
(e.g. community survey) and some ready-made metrics that prove achievement of
some of those former goals.

Member Gitzen suggested then, at that point, the goals be retained or serve as
suggested by Member Daire as a continued goal.

Sense of Community
Ms. Perdu noted many-comments were received one way or the other on a
community center.

Chair Boguszewski suggested it wasn’t stating that a community center was
needed, but as a means to achieve a quality of life.

Mr. Lloyd concurred, or as a way to facilitate quality of life.
Resident Investment

Ms. Perdu noted not many comments were made on this topic; opining that
community survey data could inform community engagement and city
responsiveness.

Strong Sense of Community

Member Bull noted the pros and cons of neighborhood identifiers, opining that he
was seeing that throughout the city today, whether it was a goal or not. Member
Bull suggested thinking more about that and potentially revising it, opining that
sometimes neighborhood identification created stovepipes when the city was
attempt into build a sense of community rather than disparate groups.
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Member Kimble opined that they were more organic and assets to a community;
noting that some cities around Roseville had developed communities through
those neighborhoods.

Chair Boguszewski suggested “enable” versus “promote;” with Member Kimble
suggesting language such as “tolerate” versus “promote”

Member Bull suggested more thought be put into it and how to build
neighborhoods into the sense of the total community instead of either/or.

With this goal, Member Daire stated that he felt strongly about neighborhood
organizations as a response mechanism and that they should be encouraged.
However, Member Daire stated that it struck him that a reason for people to give
of their time to organize or accomplish something may vary and may be without
any sense of competitiveness from one neighborhood or another. Member Daire
opined that it took art and skill to do, and while he remained in favor of it, it
provided for no immediate appearance of what it takes to develop an organization.
Using the McCarron’s Lake Neighborhood Association as an example, Member
Daire noted how it had been knit into the fabric of Roseville over the years; and
expressed his interest in seeing more of that in the community; but also noted that
in order to generate those types of groups, they needed to have a reason.

Mr. Lloyd asked how much of that the NextDoor.com platform provided for;
noting that it wasn’t available in 2027 when the Imagine Roseville 2025
document was put together. While some neighborhood groups had already formed
organically, Mr. Lloyd pointed out that the city had not been involved in any
formative way, but suggested a community based on real geography versus digital
geography provided by NextDoor.com.

Ms. Perdu suggested that would be a good topic to pursue in more detail.

Chair Boguszewski opined that it was an important question and suggested the
Commission needed to be intentional about it in a way that made sense.

Community Safety
Ms. Perdu suggested interest in making those goals stronger and sought comment
from the Planning Commission.

Member Murphy opined that the need was to consider the community’s strong
police, fire and emergency presence, not only for visitors but also for its residents
and business community.

Ms. Perdu agreed that was a fair point.

Housing
Ms. Perdu reviewed comments noted on the homework sheet, such as partnering

with the private sector; and noted questions about “funding” and whether that was
the right word or not when those partnerships could be beyond our outside the
funding realm.

Chair Boguszewski stated that the key nuance for him personally had been the
definition of “affordability.” As worded, Chair Boguszewski questioned the actual
metric meant by the word “sufficient” when keyed to population and whether that
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meant a certain percentage of income earners falling into multiple income levels.
Chair Boguszewski questioned if that was the housing units being sought after for
affordable housing units, and beyond what simply made it “affordable.”

Ms. Perdu suggested her firm provide the Metropolitan Council’s targets for the
Commission’s examination and decision.

Chair Boguszewski questioned if they should be examined for possible adoption
or to inform the city’s goal, noting that the Metropolitan Council had its own
vision and from his personal opinion, it wasn’t always aligned with Roseville’s
vision. Therefore, Chair Boguszewski suggested that the information provided
should inform the city and this process, but not serve to define Roseville and its
goals.

Member Cunningham addressed “life cycle housing” opining that this was one
area specifically identified already that is lacking in Roseville (e.g. step-up
housing). Member Cunningham suggested one way to address that more
specifically would be to break it out into its own category similar to that of the
“affordable” category, bringing more awareness to it.

Member Bull admitted he didn’t understand how “revise” or “delete” fit into the
comprehensive plan (e.g. maintain properties).

Ms. Perdu clarified that if the city envisions being devoted to building
maintenance programs, code enforcement, loans to maintain properties, etc. it
depended on the direction the city wanted to go.

Chair Boguszewski noted that some of those programs were already in place.

Member Murphy stated he had included “partially” in his notes because of those
initial steps to achieve safe and well-maintained properties, many already in
place.

Mr. Lloyd noted the city’s current dual approach for cycling through residential
and commercial areas of the city, from the boulevard, to determine if there were
issues in evidence to identify for correction or enforcement. While that inspection
cycle continues, Mr. Lloyd advised it responded to that initial goal.

Member Bull questioned how that fit into the comprehensive plan, with Mr. Lloyd
responding that it was addressed in the “neighborhoods” or “housing” chapters
with goals or policies revolving around that very action. As these goals are
determined and what they mean is fleshed out in detail, Mr. Lloyd noted that they
would in turn result in policies set forth by the City Council to achieve or
maintain those goals. In other words, ensuring the community continued to
comply with city code.

Member Murphy advised that he had been the one commenting on funding,
recognizing the desire to ensure affordable housing and funding; but also
maintaining housing programs that captured funding as only one particular
solution but part of many other components.

Ms. Perdu duly noted that consideration, suggesting it be reworded as with several
other categories based on tonight’s comments.
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Chair Boguszewski stated that the word “character” set him off when used as a
term, supporting the Roseville line that “you don’t know what it is, but you know
it when you hear it.” Chair Boguszewski stated his preference for clear definitions
versus tolerance for terms not easily definable, such as “sustainability” to provide
a measurement, or strip them out of the goals if subjective or only guiding the
desired goals.

Ms. Perdu suggested that was a good topic for future discussion.

Environmental Health

Ms. Perdu noted the few comments provided by individual commissioners on
measurable and splitting up energy conservation and pollution reduction as
separate topics with different implementation strategies. Ms. Perdu suggested that
the “resilience” chapter look at that.

Chair Boguszewski reiterated the need for easy to measure goals.

Parks, Open Space and Recreation
Ms. Perdu advised that there would be more discussion on this area when getting
to a discussion of objectives.

Chair Boguszewski noted the success of Roseville’s park system, and his
numerous notations in the “implemented” category given recent improvements
and funding of that system.

Health and Wellness

With the agreement of Chair Boguszewski, Ms. Perdu suggested the need to look
at metrics and the city’s role in supporting it and whether “enable” was the correct
term.

Lifelong Learning

Ms. Perdu noted lots of support for the existing status, while many were not
directly under the city’s control; but involved more partnering and city-support of
area educational institutions when and if indicated.

Member Murphy noted that his comment to “sustain cutting-edge technology” be
deleted, since it wasn’t in the city’s backyard when there were now so many
commercial alternatives, including the county library and school system reaching
out. Therefore, Member Murphy opined that it wasn’t his job to know how to rate
or assign goals; and asked if there was any support among his colleagues as to
whether or not this should remain as a goal.

Member Bull suggested it could mean the city supporting high density wi-fi or
cable television capabilities and providing access through its public utilities.

Member Murphy opined that he could see support, but continued to be concerned
with the language “provide.”

Member Bull agreed that it needed rewording.
Ms. Perdue duly noted that suggestion.

Transportation
Member Bull opined that transportation needs may change dramatically by 2040.
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Mr. Lloyd suggested looking at this from two sides: the network on which people
moved around and how those same people got around on it.

Member Murphy questioned the goal for “publicly funded transportation;”
questioning how the city accomplished that, considering how to write individual
performance goals or a year-end review of that aspect. Other than something like
the Roseville Circulator, Member Murphy questioned how to address the broader
transit system beyond ensuring potholes were fixed on city roadways.

Member Gitzen suggested this took into consideration partnering opportunities
with Ramsey County and the State and alternate funding; recognizing that those
roads were maintained via a partnership and were not the city’s sole
responsibility.

Member Murphy stated that he thought that had been included in the “public
transit system” goal; with Chair Boguszewski agreeing with that interpretation as
well.

From that perspective, Chair Boguszewski suggested not having a goal to “fund”
through the city’s tax base but to clarify above that and allow access but not
ensuring it, but only enabling it, especially those areas beyond the city’s
jurisdiction.

Based on the Roseville Facebook page, and Roseville being equidistant from both
downtowns, Member Daire suggested encouraging the Metropolitan Council’s
extension of public traffic connections, including feeder bus systems that in turn
fed employment centers and encouraged people working there to consider
Roseville as their home. Member Daire opined that this may provide a significant
and attractive feature especially given the high cost of parking in either
downtown; if public transit such as the signature light rail — could be made
attractive. Member Daire opined that the city would then have a significant role in
encouraging those types of facilities, whether or not they required city funding
participation or not.

Member Kimble suggested “advocating” as the term versus “funding (e.g. BRT
and Park & Ride facilities).

Mr. Paschke noted they could be accomplished through different means of
taxation outside the city’s tax base.

Chair Boguszewski noted the Roseville City Council’s lobbying efforts to
facilitate doing the BRT in the right way; suggesting that type of activity could be
encouraged on the part of staff, the City Council, and its advisory commissions;
with funding often being the hardest part.

Member Bull noted the MnDOT survey on biking released last week; and asked
that staff make sure the commission received a copy of that.

Mr. Paschke advised that he would alert the Public Works Director and City
Engineer to provide a copy.

Infrastructure
Ms. Perdu noted the consensus of comments to reword this section regarding
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funding and whether it should be part of the actual goal or simply an
implementation strategy; and recognizing that “environmentally sensitive” was
too vague of a term to define. Ms. Perdu further noted the resiliency portion in
this infrastructure category and as a separate chapter suggested for the 2040 plan
update moving forward, and including a resiliency concept there.

Ms. Perdu opined those were good suggestions to lead into the future, particularly
regarding the utility chapter.

Technology
Ms. Perdu stated that the main comment she observed was rewording of

public/private partnerships so it was clearly not the city’s responsibility to
provide, but a partnership with other entities.

Member Murphy stated that if the intent was for development of long-term
technology infrastructure, if for city staff or for the city as a whole, he stated first
he would consider it to conduct Roseville operations; and if applying to the whole
city if applicable.

While unsure how it was originally intended, Mr. Lloyd suggested that some
years back there were a number of new installations for wireless and cellular
infrastructure, and the city’s Information Technology, Inspections, and Police
staff were jointly interested in that network and advocating for its completion. Mr.
Lloyd noted that this provided for wireless access to office files for them in when
out in the field; and suggested that may have led to the city services side versus
that of the broader community.

Specific to the broader community, Mr. Paschke noted that the city controlled
many of the rights-of-way where that infrastructure was located (e.g. fiber optic
systems) that may be a public/private partnership; but still needed a plan to
determine where it made sense to initially install them. Mr. Paschke opined it was
more holistic for the city to continue to move down that road as technology
continued to evolve. Mr. Paschke noted that most towers were owned by the city
or were on city-owned property; and noted the need to tie that all in when
considering the benefit to the broader community.

Chair Boguszewski stated that had been how he interpreted this category, using
the City of Minneapolis and their maintenance of the public wi-fi system as an
example, which he considered a good thing. Since this had now become a basic
expectation of life, Chair Boguszewski opined that he saw nothing wrong with
retaining it as a goal.

Mr. Paschke noted that the city held franchise agreements with Comcast, with all
that also tied to this goal and negotiations handled by the city on behalf of the
community.

Member Bull noted that future technology could include drones reading water
meters; garbage cans connected to wi-fi to know when they should be emptied,
etc.

Tax Base
In the category of “encouraging renovation and redevelopment,” Member Kimble
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referenced the previous discussion about encouraging diversity of business types
that the city was trying to attract, and establishing a diverse tax base beyond retail
and encompassing a whole complement of types.

Member Bull stated that he didn’t like how that motivation sounded: that the city
wanted diversity so it could increase its tax base.

Member Kimble clarified that she wasn’t aware of a category talking about jobs;
but noted the need to include jobs as a goal.

Mr. Lloyd suggested incorporating “jobs’ into the “Making Roseville a good
place to live, work and play” category.

Ms. Perdu agreed this was not specific to a separate “job” category.

Ms. Collins noted that some of that was articulated within the objectives of the
recently City Council adopted Public Financing Policy, defining when the city
was going to provide a subsidy and financing. Ms. Collins advised that she would
provide a copy of that to Ms. Perdu for incorporation in the comprehensive plan if
and as applicable.

Chair Boguszewski noted that “job growth” was the key phrase; with Member
Kimble adding “quality” as another key.

Specific to the business diversity question, Chair Boguszewski noted the need to
consider whether or not to enable someone at either end of the job spectrum to
make Roseville their home; and the kinds of jobs that needed to develop to suit
either of those levels of profession, indicating multiple levels of job types to
support.

Ms. Collins responded that the city could easily promote diverse jobs in the
community while encouraging high wage jobs as well; opining it involved two
separate priorities. As-an example, Ms. Collins noted the large amount of retail
and low wage jobs while seeking higher wage jobs and having those two
components work together across a broad spectrum.

Member Daire suggested language such as “to encourage diverse, high wage
jobs.”

Ms. Collins disagreed with that language, opining the two were not the same, and
that both goals could be accomplished: enabling a diverse array of jobs while also
encouraging livable wage jobs.

Ms. Perdu thanked the commission and staff for their comments, and agreed to
work on that language.

In an effort to think outside the box, Member Gitzen suggested another question
for tomorrow’s meeting with middle school students to determine what those
students envisioned twenty years down the road and outside preconceived
notions.

Ms. Perdu duly noted that suggestion; and opined that as the public engagement
process proceeded, it would further inform this area.
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In conclusion, Ms. Perdu thanked the commission for their comments; and
advised that she would be rewriting the goals per those written comments and
tonight’s discussion to provide the public something to react to.

Next Steps
After tomorrow morning’s meeting with “Future City” students, Ms. Perdu

advised that their firm would be providing an update to staff to disseminate to the
commission for their February work session; including a first draft of these
updated visioning goals.

Ms. Perdu reiterated the anticipated public kick-off on March 7, 2017, with
additional details to follow once finalized; and followed by the launching of the
public website.

At the request of Member Bull, Mr. Lloyd reiterated that the intent was for regular
updates from staff at each regularly scheduled Planning Commission meeting
with information on accomplishments since the last meeting and brief overview of
upcoming events and activities. However, given regular land-use issues and
ongoing workload for the Commission, Mr. Lloyd clarified that no detailed
content about the comprehensive plan update was intended at those regular
meetings, but would take place at the second special meeting of the Commission
scheduled for the fourth Wednesday of each month.

Adjourn
Chair Boguszewski adjourned the meeting at approximately 8:32 p.m.



