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Planning Commission Regular Meeting
City Council Chambers, 2660 Civic Center Drive
Draft Minutes — Wednesday, August 7, 2019 — 6:30 p.m.

1. Call to Order
Chair Gitzen called to order the regular meeting of the Planning Commission meeting at
approximately 6:30 p.m. and reviewed the role and purpose of the Planning Commission.

2. Roll Call
At the request of Chair Gitzen, City Planner Thomas Paschke called the Roll.

Members Present: Chair Chuck Gitzen; Vice Chair Peter Sparby, and Commissioners
Julie Kimble, Michelle Kruzel, and Michelle Pribyl.

Members Absent: None

Staff Present: City Planner Thomas Paschke, Community Development Director
Janice Gundlach, Senior Planner Bryan Lloyd

3. Approve Agenda

MOTION
Member Sparby moved, seconded by Member Kruzel, to approve the agenda as
presented.

Ayes: 5
Nays: 0
Motion carried.

4. Review of Minutes
a. July 10, 2019 Planning Commission Regular Meeting
MOTION
Member Kimble moved, seconded by Member Sparby, to approve the July 10,
2019 meeting minutes.
Ayes: 5
Nays: 0
Motion carried.

5. Communications and Recognitions:

a. From the Public: Public comment pertaining to general land use issues not on this
agenda, including the 2040 Comprehensive Plan Update.
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6.

None.

. 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.

None.

Public Hearing

a. Consider A Preliminary Plat (To Be Known As Rosedale Center Seventh

Addition) For Macy’s Retail Holdings, Inc. Creating Two Additional
Development Lots At 1815 Highway 36 (PF19-014)

Chair Gitzen opened the public hearing for PF19-014 at approximately 6:33 p.m. and
reported on the purpose and process of a public hearing.

City Planner Paschke summarized the request as detailed in the staff report dated
August 7, 2019. He reported the city has not received any communications from the
public.

Member Kimble asked if the Portillo’s Restaurant was platted separately when it was
done.

Mr. Paschke indicated it was.

Member Pribyl asked in regard to the storm sewer easements on the corner if it was
an existing storm sewer.

Mr. Paschke stated it was.

Member Pribyl asked if there would be any additional easements needed to meet the
requirements.

Mr. Paschke thought each lot will be required to provide their necessary easements
around the lot as indicated in the report. Any pre-existing easements will have to
remain. The applicant is not looking to vacate any of the public easements for storm
sewer or other.

Member Sparby asked if there was any insight into what was commented on by
MNDot or the County.

Mr. Paschke indicated he did not know off hand. He did not think it was anything
major. He thought the County and MNDot was wondering if there was enough right-
of-way and those types of things versus whether or not to support a plat that creates a
lot that have future development on it. From the city’s perspective, the traffic study
was required that provided the information related to those potential impacts.
Ramsey County is going to want to know that as well moving forward with respect to
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Fairview Avenue, but he did not know if there were any concerns or issues raised by
either of those two entities.

Member Sparby asked if there was a cap on the land dedication fee.

Mr. Paschke indicated there was no cap per say on the dedication fee. It is based on a
percentage of the fair market value, he believed at ten percent currently. If it is for
residential the fee is $4,000 per unit.

Member Kruzel asked how much the traffic volume would change during the peak
Christmas season.

Mr. Paschke thought it would change dramatically but was not sure that was
something that was looked upon as it relates to a traffic study because it is seasonal
and not easy to gauge. Unless specific counts are done during that period or there is
some historical information there is not way to know those potential impacts.

Chair Gitzen asked if the existing sidewalk along the west property line will stay in
place.

Mr. Paschke believed currently staff will review as it relates to the projects coming
forward how any of the existing sidewalk or other infrastructure within the mall of
other might change in order to provide better access to pedestrians so those things
will be taken into consideration when projects for the sites are reviewed.

Chair Gitzen noted in the traffic study it talked about changing the loop road to a two-
way and he wondered if the entire loop road would change into a two-way road.

Mr. Paschke explained most of the road that is an interior to Rosedale would change
to a two-way. There is one section in this general vicinity that would remain a one
way. He indicated that is something the applicant is moving forward on and staff is
working on it with the applicant.

Mr. Andy Berg, Civil Engineer for Kimley-Horn indicated the applicant J.L.L. is also
at the meeting and under contract with Macy’s to carve out the land. He indicated he

was at the meeting to answer any questions the Planning Commission might have.

Member Sparby asked if there was any development slated for the two lots that will
be created.

Mr. Berg explained the applicant is evaluating different options, but nothing is certain
yet.

Public Comment

No one came forward to speak for or against this request.
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MOTION

Member Kimble moved, seconded by Member Pribyl, to recommend to the city
Council approval of the Preliminary Plat for Rosedale Center Seventh Addition,
based on the comments and findings stated in this report and the preliminary
plat documents contained herein(PF19-014).

Ayes: 5
Nays: 0
Motion carried.

Chair Gitzen advised this item will be before the city Council on August 26, 2019.

. Request For Approval Of A Preliminary Plat To Subdivide The Subject

Property Into Two Lots For Development Of A Medical Office Building And An
Apartment Facility. And For Approval Of The Proposed Multifamily Structure
As A Conditional Use (PF19-016)

Chair Gitzen opened the public hearing for PF19-016 at approximately 6:45 p.m. and
reported on the purpose and process of a public hearing.

Senior Planner Bryan Lloyd summarized the request as detailed in the staff report
dated August 7, 2019. He indicated staff has not received any public comment for
this item.

Member Pribyl asked if the traffic study took into account the proposed
redevelopment of the land immediately east of this.

Mr. Lloyd did not believe so but did not look at the details of that traffic report and
has relied on the assessment of it from the City Engineer.

Member Pribyl wondered what the user group is for the pathway and what is the
destination or destinations of the private pathway that is being proposed as a
condition.

Mr. Lloyd indicated it relates a little bit to the proposals on the property to the east
which includes some apartments as well as retail, other commercial uses. He noted
there is a open ditch that drains from further up north by Oasis Pond and this has been
on the Watershed District’s long range plans and because of imminent developments
being accelerated a bit to put that entire ditch into a culvert and staff is working with
the developer to turn the culverted drainage area into a public pedestrian path, making
connections from north to south. The anticipation for the pathway mentioned as a
condition of the apartment development would be that it is a pedestrian corridor that
can catch residents early on and get them across to the pathway in order to take
advantage of some of the commercial uses. He not4ed it is not intended to be a public
connection through the property.
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Member Kimble asked what both properties were parked at, she assumed there would
be underground parking, and was there any consideration for shared parking between
the two buildings.

Mr. Lloyd explained he did not know the total parking numbers and has not been a
part of any conversations that have been directly about shared parking between them.
From the site development plan, it looks like the parking might be more self-
contained.

Member Kimble asked if the parking would get reviewed as this moved through the
process.

Mr. Lloyd indicated it would.

Member Kimble asked as it relates to the Conditional Use Permit, are there any
restrictions on height and what is the height of the multi-family.

Mr. Lloyd explained there are not any height restrictions in the Community Mixed
Use Districts or among the considerations for Conditional Use review. He noted this
is a five-story building and approximately 56 feet in height.

Mr. Paschke believed the regulating plan has a maximizing height of 65 feet so there
is a cap in there that is reviewed, and the application is well under that currently.

Member Kimble asked if there were any requirements around affordable units or is
this all market rate in this project.

Mr. Lloyd believed in this project it is fully market rate because the affordability
requirements are not in effect at this time based on the 2030 Comprehensive Plan.

Member Kruzel indicated she was concerned with access to Langton Park because
there did not seem to be a lot of open space in the development for children.

Mr. Lloyd explained there is intended to be some recreational area including play
structures for younger children. More broadly there is today a connection north of the
project at Terrace Drive and whether something else is introduced as another
connection more mid-block as the other properties redevelop, staff does not know yet.

Member Sparby asked if there was a cap on the $4,000 per unit for park dedication.
Mr. Lloyd thought that was the cap. The city can choose between $4,000 per
residential unit or park land up to ten percent in a residential context. That is the

standard rate and a per unit fee. There is not a cap beyond that.

Member Sparby thought the park dedication fee the city charges are high and
wondered what other communities charge.
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Mr. Lloyd indicated he was not positive about that. It is the Parks and Recreation
Commission that recommends periodic adjustments of the dedication amounts.

Member Sparby asked if the park dedication fee could be brought to the city Council
to review the determination because he felt that fee will affect any project that comes
to Roseville.

Mr. Lloyd thought as with similar recommendations by the Planning Commission,
any recommendations by the Park and Recreation Commission is reviewed by the city
Council and can change the recommendation if the city Council chooses.

Member Sparby how the condition that was proposed to provide a private, non-
motorized pathway connection through this development, to cross the path
constructed on the culvert, going to account for future development in the area. He
wondered if it is all going to be born by this property to do that and then later
redevelopment will it be incorporated in. He was trying to figure out why that
condition was being proposed.

Mr. Lloyd supposed the biggest question mark at this point is what is the timing and
ultimate be of the culverting project. The goal so far is to get a non-motorized
pedestrian cycling path on there and if all of that happens the residents would be
served well by a connection to it and that is the idea. The condition is intended to be
written in such a way that it is dependent on the construction of that path and if that
never occurs the developer would not be held to creating a pathway to the ditch or the
grassy patch where there is a culvert underneath.

Member Sparby wondered who will own and maintain the pathway down the road.

Chair Gitzen indicated the north/south pedestrian path is a condition or the approval
for the preliminary plat and would be the public easement.

Mr. Lloyd indicated that was correct. He showed on the map the proposed public
pathway that is a part of the condition along with the private pathway within the
development.

Member Pribyl noted the proposed pathway along Fairview looks like it will be close
to traffic within the narrow corridor and she wondered if there were any plans on
making Fairview three lane rather than four lanes in the future so the boulevard could
be widened.

Mr. Lloyd indicated he did not know what the plans are and there is not additional
right-of-way being proposed with this platting application.

Mr. Kyle Brasser, Reuter Walton Development, noted he was at the meeting the
answer any questions. He noted for clarity, the connectivity to parks and greenspace,
the development will have a tot lot, playground structure, sport court and a large pet
and dog area in addition to a pool. He explained the park dedication fee is large. His
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company did recently do a project in St. Paul that was a 93-unit project in downtown
and the park dedication fee was approximately $30,000.

Member Kimble asked if any affordable housing component was considered.

Mr. Brasser stated it was talked about early on, but it was decided to go one hundred
percent market rate because it is actually a city priority to provide high end, high
amenity market rate housing. There has not been any built in the city for twenty-five
years and is the direction his company has taken. It has turned out that it is good in
many ways because there is a complimentary like use by this one that is going to
provide a lot of affordable housing and will be a nice mix of affordability within this
area.

Member Kimble asked if this development will be market rate, luxury or something
else.

Mr. Brasser indicated it is market rate with a high amenity level.

Member Kimble asked in regard to the office building if there will be an anchor
tenant along with more office space to be leased.

Mr. Brasser indicated that was correct. He reviewed the anchor tenant with the
Commission and noted this will not have shared parking because medical users have
a very high parking ratio required, especially for short term visits. He reviewed the

parking spaces for the residential and commercial with the Commission.

Member Sparby asked if the applicant was comfortable with the condition on the
motion for the conditional use.

Mr. Brasser indicated his company was comfortable with it as it is understood by
them and have spoken with city Staff regarding it.

Chair Gitzen asked if the culvert would start at Fairview and go all the way up.

Mr. Lloyd thought it might be from the north side southward and would all happen at
the same time.

Public Comment

No one came forward to speak for or against this request.

MOTION

Member Sparby moved, seconded by Member Kimble, to recommend to the city
Council approval of the Proposed Preliminary Tareen 15t Addition Plat of the
property at 2720 Fairview Avenue, based on the content of this RPCA, public
input, and Planning Commission deliberation, with the following conditions:
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a. The applicant shall dedicate 10-foot drainage and utility easements at the
margins of the proposed parcels pursuant to §1103.03 of the Subdivision
Code.

b. The applicant shall amend the existing easement for the drainage ditch to
account for the culverting of the ditch and the construction of a
pedestrian/cycling corridor on top of the culvert.

¢. The applicant shall dedicate pathway easement(s), where necessary, to
accommodate the required 8-foot pathway along Fairview Avenue.

d. The applicant shall pay a dedication of cash in lieu of park land equal to
$4,000 per dwelling unit before the approved plat will be released for
recording at Ramsey County.

Commission Deliberation

Member Kimble commented on the park dedication fee noting the city is working on
new developments and working in a major suburb and park dedication fee is
considerably less then this but there are offsetting factors of other requirements that
add to the costs and the other communities do not have an award winning park system
like the City of Roseville either. She noted it costs money to have the system that the
City of Roseville has. Those fees are considerably more than some of the other
suburbs but sometimes the fees have to be looked at as a whole rather than just as one
fee.

Member Sparby worried about any redevelopment happening when there is well over
half a million dollars required by the city and it is a committee making those
decisions and the Planning Commission does not know how the Parks and Recreation
Department got to that number. He noted that could definitely hold up development.

Commissioner Pribyl wondered if Condition D needed to be included in the motion.

Mr. Lloyd explained park dedication is a requirement of the subdivision code and
staff does not necessarily list all of the Code requirements that apply to something.
The difference in a preliminary plat is that this is the time to make sure the city has
everything specified that the plat will need to have or do moving forward. He thought
this was a prudent, if not a necessary step.

Member Sparby explained as maker of the motion he did not want to hold up this
recommendation knowing that the fee is the amount recommended by the city but he
thought the city Council should take a look at it if the city is $470,000 over the City
of St. Paul for a similar development.

Chair Gitzen indicated he would support this development.
Ayes: 5

Nays: 0
Motion carried.
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MOTION

Member Pribyl moved, seconded by Member Kruzel, to recommend to the city
Council approval of the Proposed Apartment Complex as a Conditional Use at
2720 Fairview Avenue, based on the content of this RPCA, public input and
Planning Commission deliberation, with the following condition:

a. The applicant shall incorporate a private, non-motorized pathway
connection through this development, to cross the path constructed on the
culvert.

Commission Deliberation

Member Pribyl thought the private pathway requires further discussion as far as
whether the north/south pathway is going to happen but if it does, she thought it
would be a great addition to the neighborhood being created in this area and would
support the idea of that.

Member Sparby indicated his one concern with that is how it is going to age and if it
will actually come to fruition. He did not know if it made sense to add in something
like “if applicable, the applicant shall incorporate a private pathway” because there
are so many unknowns at this point and then at least there would be some direction.

Chair Gitzen thought the other path needed to go in before this east/west path because
it is not connecting to anything. There is a condition built in somewhat, he thought.

Mr. Lloyd indicated the intention is that it does not take affect unless there is that path
to connect to on the culvert. He wondered if “future” should be added to the
condition before “path”.

Member Sparby thought “if applicable” could be added to the condition.

Member Pribyl thought the wording “if the public path is constructed on the culvert”
could be added to the beginning of the condition.

Member Pribyl amended the motion to revise condition a.

Member Pribyl moved, seconded by Member Sparby, to amend the condition to
read:

a. If the public path is constructed on the culvert, the applicant shall
incorporate a private, non-motorized pathway connection through this
development, to cross the path constructed on the culvert.

Ayes: 5
Nays: 0
Motion carried.

Chair Gitzen asked for a vote on the previous motion.
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Ayes: 5
Nays: 0
Motion carried.

Chair Gitzen advised this item will be before the city Council August 26, 2019.

Request By City of Roseville To Approve Amendments To City Code Title 10
(Zoning) To Regulate Temporary Overnight Shelters (PROJ-017, Amdt 37)
Chair Gitzen opened the public hearing for PF19-014 at approximately ? p.m. and
reported on the purpose and process of a public hearing.

Senior Planner Lloyd summarized the request as detailed in the staff report dated
August 7, 2019.

Member Kimble asked for clarification on the table of uses, 1005-5, where the place
of assembly is conditional, the overnight shelter would only be applicable where there
is an already approved place of worship.

Mr. Lloyd indicated that was correct.

Member Kimble asked in regard to the open-endedness of the definition relative to a
limited period of time and seemed so subjective. She wondered how the city will
manage expectations around that definition.

Mr. Lloyd explained that in itself is an open-ended time frame but the licensing
requirements that are referred to specify up to four weeks in any calendar year. There
is a much more definitive time frame involved and he thought instead of specifying
that here, as a fair heads up in the Zoning Code staff is leaving it to those licensing
requirements that if it changes at some point in the future staff does not have to
remember to also change it in this amendment.

Member Pribyl assumed that most of the requirements being in the license, by
changing to a permitted use in the Zoning Code, it really takes out any process related
to zoning and permitting in that respect.

Mr. Lloyd explained there are certainly inspections that involve community
development staff but the only reason that those overnight shelters came to the
Planning Commission in the first place was the Zoning Code did not speak to that use
at all and there is the interim use process that is sort of the wild card that can approve
almost anything and that was the only tool available at the time. This intends to
replace that whole process. The only time the Planning Commission would be
involved in anything about a place of assembly would be in this CMU-1 District
where the city would have to consider a place of assembly as a Conditional Use.
Otherwise it is permitted by right and the overnight sheltering would be permitted
with that license.
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Commissioner Sparby asked if the Planning Commission was looking at the wording
in the Ordinance.

Mr. Lloyd explained the wording is provided as a reference to see what the licensing
is shaping up to be. He believed what he recalled from city Council discussions,
there is not much control or intend to make many amendments to them because it is
coming directly from the State Fire Marshal who has been making, perhaps, some
exceptions to standard requirements in this process to start with. To further deviate
from that is not something the city Council is interested in looking at now. There
could be errors to what is written and presented those corrections could be made.

Chair Gitzen thought it was open for comment, but the Planning Commission is only
looking at the agenda item of zoning.

Member Sparby asked if there is any charge for a license in the Ordinance.

Mr. Paschke indicated there would be, but he did not know if that has been
established yet. That would be done by the city Council once the business license is
created.

Member Sparby asked what the duration of the license would be.

Mr. Paschke believed it would be done annually but the city Council could create a
three-year license as well.

Member Sparby asked how four weeks came about for the duration.

Mr. Paschke explained that was directed by the State Fire Marshal. All of that
language has come from the State Fire Marshal. It might have been modified slightly
to include a few bullet points related to some of the paragraphs provided to staff but
under the direction of the city Fire Chief, staff cannot deviate from what the Fire
Marshal has supported or will support as it relates to those uses.

Member Sparby found it a little odd in this process that the place of worship is
meeting all of the requirements but can only do it for four weeks. He indicated he
was trying to understand this because it seems like an odd situation to him.

Chair Gitzen directed the Commission to review pages 24 and 25 of Attachment A
where Fire Chief O’Neill address those items.

Member Kimble found that interesting because she thought that it was for a four-
week duration, but this is for four weeks a year total. She thought if there were not
any limitations then the actual use of the facility could be changed from a place of
worship to a housing use. It seemed there should be some sort of limitation or the
building use is literally being changed.
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Mr. Paschke thought that in and of itself is a concern of the city Building Official as
well. This is a temporary use.

Community Development Direct Gundlach explained what the Commission does not
have in front of them is Sections 301.01 to 301.09, that is the administrative section
of the business license and activities chapter. That section talks about when the fee is
paid and is an annual license with what processes are involved. This license that is
being created would follow those existing administrative processes, however the
Council was interested in having an avenue to not having to review it every year.
Staff did tweak the one condition into the license that states based on the performance
of the license in prior years, the Council could make the decision to grant a three year
license and then the administrative requirements of this chapter talk about the fee and
then that fee would be added to the fee schedule and the intention is to cover the staff
costs for processing the license and for the Fire Marshal and the Building Official to
do the inspections associated with the conditions that the Fire Marshal placed on it.

Member Sparby explained one of the issues that came up is that is presupposes this
whole ordeal that one of the uses of a place of assembly is not to bring in homeless
people and give them a place to stay when it is below zero. He wondered if that was
a part of the Zoning Code because that is a historic use that place of assembly have
been used for.

Member Kimble did not think that a place of assembly was used for that on a
permanent basis.

Chair Gitzen thought it was not a residential type or occupancy-based facility.

Member Sparby thought it made more sense to indicate if it is either allowed or not
allowed. He thought what the city was trying to do would make this to difficult for a
place of assembly to do.

Ms. Gundlach explained the city is viewing this as an activity and not a permanent
use and staff did not think there needed to be a zoning rule other than allowing it as
an accessory to a permitted use. These conditions that the State Fire Marshal
imposed does not necessarily meet all of the requirements. These do not meet the
requirements of the Fire Code and the State Fire Marshal stated in recognition of the
public need of these uses he is willing to allow them, without meeting all of the Fire
Code Standards subject to the conditions. She thought the idea was to regulate an
activity and are not regulating a permanent use which why it is being limited to a few
weeks a year and requiring inspections for the public health and safety aspect of it.
The intention is not to create permanency.

Mr. Lloyd thought if a church did want to find some more permanent means of
housing people, that could be explored and build appropriate dwelling kinds of units
with all of the Building Code and fire safety incorporated into it.
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Member Pribyl indicated some churches in St. Paul offer shelter and she wondered if
St. Paul used a similar approach.

Ms. Gundlach noted staff did the research on what other communities were doing and
she thought one community did do an interim use process and the rest either did not
know it was occurring in their city or chose not to regulate them. She indicated she
did not have her file in front of her so was not sure what St. Paul was doing.

Mr. Paschke noted one had a Conditional Use process the facility had to go through
as well.

Chair Gitzen thought this came a long way since the Interim Use and felt the city was
trying to streamline it so the churches understand exactly what is needed. He
wondered if there would be any advantage to adding a limited number of occupants to
the definition right after limited time.

Mr. Lloyd thought language could be crafted such as “improvised, limited residential
housing”.

Chair Gitzen thought that would help so the church knew ahead of time that there is a
limited amount of time and occupancy.

Ms. Gundlach indicated staff wanted to make sure to include the license section in the
definition because the zoning requirements are in a completely separate chapter than
the business requirements and staff wanted to make sure that it is referring to both.
The conditions from the Fire Marshal limit it to 24 persons.

Public Comment

No one came forward to speak for or against this request.

MOTION

Member Kimble moved, seconded by Member Kruzel, to recommend to the City
Council approval the proposed Zoning Code Amendment, based on the
comments and findings of this report and the input offered at the public hearing.

Commission Deliberation

Member Kimble thought this is a good step forward and made sense.

Member Kruzel agreed and thought it was very worthwhile and easier on the
churches to obtain what is needed and have more clarity.

Member Sparby indicated he did not feel comfortable with the proposal. All of the
requirements put on the churches and not thoroughly analyzing whether that use is
able to be looked at under the place of assembly in the Zoning Code. Also, the city
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will be imposing a licensure fee on the churches and did not feel comfortable
recommending this.

Member Pribyl indicated she did not have any comments other than knowing the
extensive process this has already been through, she feels confident that staff and the
city Council and churches have already had quite a bit of discussion on this and she
would support the motion.

Chair Gitzen indicated he would support the motion. He thought staff did a great job
putting this together.

Ayes: 4
Nays: 1 (Sparby)
Motion carried.

Adjourn

MOTION
Member Sparby, seconded by Member Kruzel, to adjourn the meeting at 8:02
p-m.

Ayes: 5
Nays: 0
Motion carried.



REMSEVHEE

REQUEST FOR PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION

Date: October 2, 2019
Item No. TA
Department Approval Agenda Section
l\- \BJ—L Public Hearings
Item Description: Request for approval of a Microbrewery as a conditional use (PF19-018)

APPLICATION INFORMATION

Applicant: High Pines Brewing Company LLC
Location: 2704 E Snelling Drive
Property Owner: The Starlite Limited Partnership

Open House Meeting:  N/A
Application Submittal: ~ Submitted September 5, 2019; Considered complete September 13, 2019
City Action Deadline: November 12, 2019, per Minn. Stat. 15.99

GENERAL SITE INFORMATION
Land Use Context

Existing Land Use Guiding Zoning
Site Restaurant CB CB
North General retail and personal service CB CB
West General retail and personal service CB CB
East Office O O/BP
South General retail and personal service CB CB

Notable Natural Features: none

Planning File History:  none

LEVEL OF CITY DISCRETION IN DECISION-MAKING

Action taken on conditional use requests is quasi-judicial.

Subdivision

Zoning/Subdivision
Ordinance

Comprehensive Plan

PF19-018 RPCA 20191002
Page 1 of 4



BACKGROUND

While there are no zoning approvals that apply explicitly to the subject property, the existing parcel was
created in 1989 as part of the Venture 3 Addition plat (Planning File 2032). In addition to the plat, the
approvals sought in PF2032 involved an amendment of a Planned Unit Development (PUD) approved in
1987. In some cases, like the Centre Pointe office park development, PUDs approved in the past
continue to be relevant to the present zoning regulations affecting a given property. In the 1980s and
early 1990s, however, PUDs were not the same kind of tool as we understand them today. In this case,
the 1987 “PUD” was simply a standard rezoning that was paired with a Special Use Permit, which
allowed more than one principal structure to be constructed on a single tax parcel. Technically, then, the
proposal to replat and further develop the property in 1989 represented a “PUD amendment” even
though the subsequent development situated only one principal structure on each of the replatted lots.
Based on the historical research of the subject property, Planning Division staff has concluded the
previously approved PUD addressed the physical characteristics of the development, but the PUD did
not regulate the land uses allowed on the properties. Therefore, the existence of this particular PUD does
not constrain the use of the subject property, and the requested approval of a microbrewery as a
conditional use can be processed according to the normal procedures established in the current zoning
code. The proposed conversion of the former restaurant into a microbrewery is illustrated in Attachment
C, along with other development information.

When exercising the “quasi-judicial” authority on conditional use requests, the role of the City is to
determine the facts associated with a particular proposal and apply those facts to the legal standards
contained in the ordinance and relevant state law. In general, if the facts indicate the application meets
the relevant legal standards and will not compromise the public health, safety, and general welfare, then
the applicant is likely entitled to the approval. The City is, however, able to add conditions to
conditional use approvals to ensure that potential impacts to parks, schools, roads, storm sewers, and
other public infrastructure on and around the subject property are adequately addressed.

Roseville’s Development Review Committee (DRC) met on September 5 and September 19, 2019, to
review the proposal. Some of the comments and feedback based on the DRC’s review of the application
are included in the analysis below, and the full comments offered by DRC members are included with
this RPCA as Attachment D.

CONDITIONAL USE ANALYSIS

The Zoning Code defines a microbrewery as “a facility that produces for sale no more than 3,500 barrels
annually of cider, mead, beer or other beverages made from malt by fermentation and containing not less
than one-half of one percent alcohol by volume,” and requires approval of a microbrewery as a
conditional use in the CB district. But the Zoning Code does not establish other requirements or
standards for microbreweries, nor does it establish any specific conditional use approval criteria to
review when considering such a request for conditional use approval.

With this in mind, floor plans, exterior elevations, and other details are included with the materials in
Attachment C; while these plans help to illustrate the proposal, the specific details may not be germane
to the City’s consideration of the request for conditional use approval. One detail that may not be
immediately obvious in the plans is the volume of production associated with the given specifications of
the brewing equipment. The applicant has verified, however, that while their equipment could be used to
brew 3,500 barrels (or perhaps marginally more) in a year, the brewing equipment would need to be
running almost constantly to do so. By contrast, the intent is to brew three to four days per week, and to
produce about 2,000 barrels per year. Verifying the proposed production levels are consistent with

PF19-018 RPCA 20191002
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Roseville’s definition of a microbrewery is useful, but since Roseville’s definition is aligned with state
licensing requirements, the applicant’s production volume will be monitored and regulated primarily by
the State of Minnesota.

Section 1009.02.C of the City Code establishes a mandate that the City make five specific findings
pertaining a proposed conditional use. Planning Division staff has reviewed the application and offers
the following draft findings.

1. The proposed use is not in conflict with the Comprehensive Plan. The 2030 Comprehensive Plan
does not speak directly to the proposed use or the subject property, but Planning Division staff
believes the proposal is generally not in conflict with the Comprehensive Plan because:

a. It represents the Comprehensive Plan’s broad goals promoting high quality reinvestment.

b. A microbrewery among the office, bank, retail, lodging, and restaurant uses that surround it
contributes to the commercial-area goal of “promot[ing] an appropriate mix of commercial
development types within the community.”

2. The proposed use is not in conflict with any Regulating Maps or other adopted plans. The site is not
subject to a regulating map, nor is the proposed use in conflict with the previously approved PUD or
its subsequent amendment.

3. The proposed use is not in conflict with any City Code requirements. Based on the plans that have
been received and reviewed thus far, staff have not uncovered any City Code conflicts, and the
proposed microbrewery must meet all applicable City Code regulations, or the applicant must secure
any necessary variance approvals, in order to receive the required construction permits. Moreover, a
conditional use approval can be rescinded if the approved use fails to comply with all applicable City
Code requirements or any conditions of the approval.

4. The proposed use will not create an excessive burden on parks, streets, and other public facilities.
The proposed microbrewery will not create an excessive burden on parks, streets, or other public
facilities because its impacts are expected to be comparable to the former restaurant in this location,
or many of the other uses permitted in the CB zoning district.

5. The proposed use will not be injurious to the surrounding neighborhood, will not negatively impact
traffic or property values, and will not otherwise harm the public health, safety, and general welfare.
Consistent with the preceding findings, Planning Division staff believes the proposed microbrewery
will be a valuable addition to the surrounding commercial area, will not create adverse traffic
impacts, will positively affect surrounding property values, and will not cause harm to the public
health, safety, and general welfare, especially when compared to other uses permitted at the

property.
PuBLIC COMMENT
At the time this RPCA was prepared, Planning Division staff has not received any comments or
questions about the proposed home addition.
RECOMMENDED ACTION

By motion, recommend approval of the proposed microbrewery as a conditional use at 2704 E
Snelling Drive, based on the content of this RPCA, public input, and Planning Commission
deliberation.

PF19-018 RPCA 20191002
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ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS

A) Pass a motion to table the item for future action. An action to table consideration of the
request must be based on the need for additional information or further analysis to make a
recommendation on one or both requests. Tabling beyond November 6, 2019, may require
extension of the 60-day action deadline established in Minn. Stat. 15.99 to avoid statutory
approval.

B) Pass a motion to recommend denial of the request. A recommendation of denial should be
supported by specific findings of fact based on the Planning Commission’s review of the
application, applicable zoning regulations, and the public record.

Attachments: A: Area map C: Proposed plans and written narrative
B: Aerial photo D: Comments from DRC

Prepared by:  Senior Planner Bryan Lloyd
651-792-7073 ﬁlf

bryan.lloyd@cityofroseville.com
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RPCA Attachment C

High Pines Brewing plans to use to remodel the building located at 2704 E Snelling Drive in Roseville
Minnesota into a brewery. We will initially produce 6-8 styles of beer, including a lager, 2-3 India Pale
Ales, a stout, and a few specialty beers. These products will be tapped at our facility and sold directly to
customers in our tap room. At our taproom, we will offer viewings of the brewery’s daily operation, beer
by the glass, beer in growlers to-go, and retail items including company logo apparel and food provided
by local food trucks.

High Pines Brewing Co. will produce our high quality beer with a 10 barrel, stainless steel brewing

plant. Production capacity of our brewery plant, which Includes the 10 barrel brewing system and 8
twenty barrel fermenters, is estimated to produce 2000 barrels a year (1 barrel equals 31 gallons, which
equals two standard 15.5-gallon kegs). The management team intends to produce and sell
approximately 670 barrels in the first year and incrementally increase production and sales by
approximately 75-125 barrels annually, leveling out at 1000 barrels a year.

We plan to keep the existing structure and only making changes that we need to add our brewery
equipment. Some of these changes include moving some of the existing booths and moving the location
of the bar. The brewery equipment will be placed near the wall between the restaurant seating area
and the kitchen. We have been working with an architect, Pat Waddick, who has designed breweries
throughout Minnesota, and a professional brewery designer, Jeremy King, from Craft Kettle. They are
taking every precaution to make sure that we are following any code enforced by the city of Roseville,
Department of Agriculture, and the Department of Health. We have already reached out to
representatives in each department. Furthermore, we are working with the Department of Agriculture
and Jeremy King to make sure that negatively impact the environment around us.

We are not planning to make any changes to the kitchen area. Our kitchen is an existing structure in our
building and will not be needed for our purposes.

Because High Pines does not intend to serve food, we are going to contract food trucks to sell food to
our customers. We will allow them to park on the premise near the entrance to make it easy for our
guests but will not block any walkways.

High Pines is going to be a family friendly brewery. We plan to utilize the playground that is currently at
this location and only making changes needed to ensure the equipment is safe. We also plan to utilize
the existing outdoor space for walkways and potentially add some outdoor seating. Again, the only
structural changes that will need to be made will be to ensure the safety of our guests.

Adding the brewery equipment will decrease the seating capacity because we will be eliminating 6 of
the existing booths. The outdoor seating will remain same. We will ultimately follow the fire
departments recommendation for capacity.

The proposed location for the High Pines Brewing Co. is in the former Joe’s Crab Shack located at the
intersection of Snelling Ave. (State Hwy 51) and County Road C in Roseville MN. The area is a large
commercial area which includes Rosedale Mall, The Pavillion Mall, Har Mar Mall and various other strip
malls and retail outlets. Rosedale Mall alone serves a trade area population of almost 2 million people and
boasts 12 million visitors a year.

Specifically, across the street from the proposed site is a Wells Fargo office building that currently
maintains around 600 employees in addition to Frontline Asset and McKesson Medical Supply
businesses. There also is a Radisson Country Inn and Suites within walking distance to the location.
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RPCA Attachment C

Although we hope to capture the attention of these employees by marketing directly to them, we do
not intend to disrupt any current traffic patterns. We will not move any of parking lot entrances and
exits. In addition, the size of the parking lot will offer ample parking for our guests and the capacity of
the restaurant. Therefore, we don’t foresee any issues with disrupting our neighboring business or
utilizing any of their parking lots. Also, because the restaurant is an existing commercial space and was
formally a restaurant, we don’t feel our added traffic will add any excessive burden to the area.

The traffic report supplied by the Realtors Property Resource, LLC states that the estimated daily traffic
on Snelling Ave (State Hwy 51) is anywhere between 30,001 and 50,000. It is one of the busiest roads in
the area. In addition to this, State Hwy 36 (1.2 mile away) has estimated daily traffic counts between
88,000 and 92,000 and Interstate 35W (1.5 mile away) has an estimated daily traffic count between
106,000 and 139,000. We do not feel that our restaurant will have any impact on any of these major
highways.

Page 2 of 5



—=

boiler fpam

@'x-i'sti_n' \
o

icgliroom |

ect
-(exigting)

(exisfing) " |
r|= 2
il

| eteo

5 T,
P S e
s | e L " . vo
¢ 13 | o g .
= y i 1
i : - 1
- || boiler -
| - |
{ = (% '.'-.. 9 . . room
: =) e il L 5 j... o
|| — =] ¢ e 4=
= = / | Lo 2
T —Ap® - It E = — ) LI
e o o === - |
. L~ |
- L+ |
.. | jpatio R =

-—— |8

“seating

&

" 9'Hx 10W
e i = I | oV ad

r garage door, .

¥
"
e I

1 proposed layout

brewery [

grinding/
girst/
storage

mas

(existing) -

m

kitthen .

S0e © = e

T T S W

- o A
[ e et e

—
"y
%
- am:
e = -1
i .
I—3 5
—
A e -
— = -
¥ - = s
T E
e ] (Y ———
—m ; e L
— i - e
- ——
o 2

la
- e m—————__
4 - o a—

(-fi

1/16"

key
1 brewery
1 par

[ 1 seating

RPCA

Attachment C‘é )

39 washburn ave. 5. mpls. mn, 55405 » pwaddick@gmail.come 612.377.6121

PATRICK WADDICK ARCHITE

architects

2704 Snelling Ave. N., Roseville MN, 55113

High Pines Brewing
Company

A4

Page 3 of 5

date: Q7 03 19




1219'£LE 0 e oY [ewBIIppemd & G0FSS U SduL'S”

)
=

)
3
8
<
<
)
=5
&

JLIHDYHVY MDIaAVM XHDIH IVd

sida1iyoae

QAR WNQUSEM 6T

Aueduron
suimarg saurd ysryg

CT1SS ‘NIA 9[1AdS0Y “N "9AY Jul[[daus $0LT

Page 4 of|5

date: 07 03 19

Ada

it

D

S 4y

14'-7 3/8"

1/8" = 1'-0"

g 2/ /e *
k" .ﬁ/. ._ r - 9-L1 - m
: ; _
©  .8/E T |ﬂk
: 119" OOOOC
0 B w6
: ;
T o00q] |0000C
m ._1 P9/€9 TT-8T - — _
| = - ]
mw 20'-5 13/32"
- TN orss s
—
i | | n
| [
=C
= (OOOOC
© - ~
II. |t [O00O]-000C
W W | J 9/68 £-01 wIY/ES €-.0T M|
~ f . | W8/1 n.._mm ) » ]
. ; __ :
m T +9/65 T-.S m-
D i | - __NM\WS-@
\8/L 11-.5¢

(3
A9

2 brewery layout

1/8" = 1'-0"

1 bar layout




- it
P02 i T 3 —
P — » — ————
i P a
r—-—-—""—ﬂ“"—!w_ e - -
wre, moce . v a
— z ] Ao ST S
R
- T —— prmp— — H w- ——
r } ‘ airior o] bl
B e o
b fo votei]
PRz rHET ‘ | ' : e _1‘{ e <o - |

)

¥

2 north existing"éll_é\)éﬁ(jr{ R

—— S—-— - - ] P
e |

A e iy 4 | ' Ly A

rya. -

L[_ l = i_ : ::'.:::_\
.-'-j-:::.:n..._..__.____m\_._'[.i._.__________ T —

3 south existing elevation
i

TSR NS Y WA S

proposed overhead

garage door

- - | ‘
T i
WAL O -t
Nlwn ~ 5 e - = B
o . X
- - s wiae
- e s ¥ v ¢
——
osann.
L=
SLIP Disem, - —

4 west existing elevation

=Y
*3
.

notes:

1. All rotten or damages lumber is to
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3. All signage is to be changed in

wording only to reflect new owners.
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RPCA Attachment D

ENSEVHEE
INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM ‘45-'

Date: September 19, 2019

To: Thomas Paschke, City Planner
Bryan Lloyd, Senior Planner

From: Timothy O’Neill Fire Chief / Marshal

RE: PF19-018: Request by High Pines Brewing Company LLC, in conjunction with the property
owner, The Starlite Limited Partnership, for approval of a Microbrewery as a conditional use at 2704 E
Snelling Drive.

/or name

The Fire Department reviewed the proposed plans for the project noted above and offer the
following comments with regard to the project’s impact on City services and/or infrastructure:

1. No comments
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REMSEVHAE

REQUEST FOR PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION

Date: October 2, 2019
Item No. 7B

Department Approval

NP

Agenda Section
Public Hearings

Item Description:

Request for approval of an Amusement Area as a conditional use (PF19-019)

APPLICATION INFORMATION

Applicant:
Location:

Property Owner:

Strange Stars Entertainment LLC/DreamTrace, Inc.

1955 County Rd B2
Roseville Properties LLP

Open House Meeting: N/A

Application Submittal:
City Action Deadline:

GENERAL SITE INFORMATION
Land Use Context

Submitted August 30, 2019; Considered complete August 30, 2019
October 29, 2019, per Minn. Stat. 15.99

Existing Land Use Guiding Zoning
Site General retail and personal service RB RB-2
North General retail and personal service RB RB-2
West General retail and personal service RB RB-2
East Office RB RB-2
South Office RB RB-2

Notable Natural Features: none

Planning File History:

LEVEL OF CITY DISCRETION IN DECISION-MAKING
Action taken on conditional use requests is quasi-judicial.

of-way

PF1405 (1982) Variance to minimum building setback because of widened right-

PF2046 (1990) Rezoning from industrial to retail district, variance to minimum
number of parking stalls, and variance to maximum area of a freestanding sign

Subdivision

Zoning/Subdivision
Ordinance

Comprehensive Plan

PF19-019 RPCA_20191002 - BL re-edit
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BACKGROUND

The contemplated tenant in the subject property would predominantly provide motion-capture and
virtual reality (VR) services to commercial clients. This use of technology is not regulated by the City
Code. Additionally, during evenings and weekends, the applicant proposes to use the same VR
technology for entertainment purposes, by providing opportunities for customers to compete against
each other in e-sports or to work collaboratively on Al challenges. Chapter 303 of the City Code
pertaining to business and activity licenses regulates this sort of use as an “amusement,” which is
defined as:

[A]ny for-profit enterprise or business which provides areas within a building, room or
outdoor space with capacity for eight or more customers at one time, wherein customers play
games, watch game playing, wait to play or que to enter or are being entertained. Examples
of such business uses are: video, laser, pool or other table game areas; arcades, carnivals and
circuses. This definition excludes physical exercise or health centers, theaters, private lodges
or clubs, restaurants and bars and all tax-exempt operations

Uses fitting this definition are then required to receive approval as a conditional use and an annual

business license. Chapter 303 also includes a requirement that conditional use approvals and the annual

license applications address the following list of 13 items:
A. Insurance Coverage

Security Guards

Exterior Lighting Plan

Traffic Management

Indoor and Outdoor Pedestrian Plans

Emergency Evacuation Plan

G. Maintenance Building Report

Signs
On-Site Manager
Employee Training Program
Food/Sanitarian Inspection Report
License Fees

. Noise

MO O ®

In receiving and reviewing this application, however, City staff have found the existing code provisions
to be somewhat problematic. For instance, some retail establishments currently have annual licenses for
amusement devices while other identical establishments do not—and none of them has applied for
conditional use approval. And not only is it entirely possible that new amusement devices or amusement
areas crop up organically without a proprietor knowing about these requirements; Planning Division
staff have recently learned of exactly this situation playing out in existing businesses. While staff across
City Departments hope to consider changes to these regulations in the near future, the present
application must be evaluated based on the regulations currently in effect. To that end, the applicant has
provided some preliminary information about how they would comply with the list of plans and
information required for their eventual license application. This information is intended to demonstrate
the applicant likely can obtain a license, so as not to waste effort and cost undergoing the conditional use
process only to be denied the necessary license. This information, along with the applicant’s description
of the proposed use is included with this RPCA as Attachment C.

When exercising the “quasi-judicial” authority on conditional use requests, the role of the City is to
determine the facts associated with a particular proposal and apply those facts to the legal standards
contained in the ordinance and relevant state law. In general, if the facts indicate the application meets
the relevant legal standards and will not compromise the public health, safety, and general welfare, then
the applicant is likely entitled to the approval. The City is, however, able to add conditions to

PF19-019 RPCA_20191002 - BL re-edit
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conditional use approvals to ensure that potential impacts to parks, schools, roads, storm sewers, and
other public infrastructure on and around the subject property are adequately addressed.

Roseville’s Development Review Committee (DRC) met on September 5 and September 19, 2019, to
review the proposal. Some of the comments and feedback based on the DRC’s review of the application
are included in the analysis below, and the full comments offered by DRC members are included with
this RPCA as Attachment D.

CONDITIONAL USE ANALYSIS

Although the Zoning Code does not specifically identify “amusements,” one can assume that different
types of amusements generally function in a way that is similar to other uses that are identified. An
escape room, for example, might function like a family counseling office, in which small groups of
people reserve approximately hour-long blocks of time to be in that place together. A paintball center
might look a lot like a spinning studio, where 20 — 30 people enter and exit at regular intervals. These
examples are permitted uses in the RB-2 zoning district, and if the scale of the current VR proposal is
assumed to fall somewhere between the uses just described, it can be treated as a permitted use on the
subject property in accordance with Title 10 of the City Code (Zoning). As discussed in the preceding
Background section of this RPCA, however, the City’s business license regulations require approval of
an amusement area as a conditional use in whichever zoning district the amusement use might be
allowed. Chapter 303 does not establish any specific conditional use approval criteria to review when
considering such a request for conditional use approval.

Section 1009.02.C of the City Code establishes a mandate that the City make five specific findings
pertaining a proposed conditional use. Planning Division staff has reviewed the application and offers
the following draft findings.

1. The proposed use is not in conflict with the Comprehensive Plan. The 2030 Comprehensive Plan
does not speak directly to the proposed use or the subject property, but Planning Division staff
believes the proposal is generally consistent with the goals of the Comprehensive Plan to allow a
diverse range of land uses in the Regional Business districts.

2. The proposed use is not in conflict with any Regulating Maps or other adopted plans. The site is not
subject to any regulating map or other adopted plans.

3. The proposed use is not in conflict with any City Code requirements. Based on the plans that have
been received and reviewed thus far, staff have not uncovered any City Code conflicts, and the
proposed amusement area must meet all applicable City Code regulations, or the applicant must
secure any necessary variance approvals, in order to receive the required construction permits.
Because the use will be occupying an existing tenant space, it is unlikely conflicts with City Code
would materialize. Moreover, a conditional use approval can be rescinded if the approved use fails to
comply with all applicable City Code requirements or any conditions of the approval.

4. The proposed use will not create an excessive burden on parks, streets, and other public facilities.
The proposed VR amusement will not create an excessive burden on parks, streets, or other public
facilities because its impacts are expected to be comparable to many of the other uses permitted in
the RB-2 zoning district.
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5. The proposed use will not be injurious to the surrounding neighborhood, will not negatively impact
traffic or property values, and will not otherwise harm the public health, safety, and general welfare.
Consistent with the preceding findings, Planning Division staff believes that the proposed
amusement area will not create adverse traffic impacts or surrounding property values, and will not
cause harm to the public health, safety, and general welfare, especially when compared to other uses
permitted at the property.

PuBLIC COMMENT

At the time this RPCA was prepared, Planning Division staff has not received any comments or
questions about the proposed home addition.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

By motion, recommend approval of the proposed amusement area as a conditional use at 1955
County Road B2, based on the content of this RPCA, public input, and Planning Commission
deliberation.

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS

A) Pass a motion to table the item for future action. An action to table consideration of the
request must be based on the need for additional information or further analysis to make a
recommendation on one or both requests. Tabling beyond October 29, 2019, may require
extension of the 60-day action deadline established in Minn. Stat. 15.99 to avoid statutory
approval.

B) Pass a motion to recommend denial of the request. A recommendation of denial should be
supported by specific findings of fact based on the Planning Commission’s review of the
application, applicable zoning regulations, and the public record.

Attachments: A: Area map C: Proposed plans and written narrative
B: Aerial photo D: Comments from DRC

Prepared by:  Senior Planner Bryan Lloyd
651-792-7073 ‘ﬁlf

bryan.lloyd@cityofroseville.com
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DREAMTRACE

August 23rd, 2019

TO:
Mr. Thomas Paschke (or to Whom it May Concern),
City of Roseville

FROM:
Christian T. Petersen
Strange Stars Entertainment/DreamTrace, Inc.

REG:
Approval of Intended use of 1975 W. Cty Rd B2 (Suite 1).

Dear Mr. Paschke,

With this letter, I'm thrilled to provide you and the city of Roseville with a description of our
intended use for a lease of the 9,000 sqf premises located at 1975 W. Cty Rd B2 (Suite 1).

| have personally had a wonderful experience doing business in the city of Roseville over the
last 20+ years in establishing Fantasy Flight Games, Asmodee North America, and the Fantasy
Flight Games Center (bringing 250+ jobs to the city and a great number of international and
domestic visitors).

Strange Stars Entertainment is my new company which focuses on investing and incubating
the new ventures | have developed with my team. One of our first investments is in
“DreamTrace, Inc”, which we hope to launch in Roseville.

DreamTrace is a motion-capture and Virtual Reality business that will install state-of-the-art
technology and hardware on two “stages” on which we intend to offer the following products:

1) Motion Capture Services (MCS)
We will offer services to media, software, and other industries (such as health care and sports)
with needs to capture digital information related to motion .

2) Virtual Realty Visualization (VRV)

We will offer the ability for consumers and businesses to visualize projects (such as
construction, trade show booths, planograms, and more) in Virtual Reality, unique in that
customers may freely walk around in a 40’ x 40’ stage to explore the true dimensionality of
their project. We will accept standard architectural digital files, as well as provide services to
convert sketches/drawings into a walkable Virtual Reality 3D visualization space.
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3) Virtual Reality Experiences (VRX)

On evenings and weekends (and by special appointment, such as team-building events) we
intend to offer entertainment Virtual Reality Experiences to the public. In these experiences,
participants freely move around a 40’ x 40’ or 40’ by 80’ stage using special VR equipment.
Experiences will range from: 1) “eSport” battles against opposing teams, 2) collaborative
experience against digital Al challenges, and c) (potentially) educational experiences.

We expect the maximum capacity of the Roseville DreamTrace facility to be no more than 50
people, with average attendance much lower (~8-14 people). We expect business hours to be
9am to 11pm, M-Su.

I’'m excited to bring this innovative and cutting-edge business to Roseville and | hope that you
will allow our intended use at the premises. | am available for any questions that you may have
pertaining to the project.

Please find attached a few images of the proposed facilities and our draft build-out plan
(subject to approval by the city at a later time).

Best Wishes,

Christian T. Petersen :
Strange Stars LLC, DreamTrace, Inc.
cpetersen@strangestars.com
Mobile: 651 785 7161
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DreémTrace Int Plans (Draft, NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION APPROVAL)
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DreamTrace Ext and Int Concepts (Draft, NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION APPROVAL)
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DREAMTRACE

September 17, 2019

TO:

Bryan Lloyd, Senior Planner &
Thomas Paschke, City Planner.
City of Roseville

FROM:
Christian T. Petersen
Strange Stars Entertainment/DreamTrace, Inc.

REG:
ADDENDUM TO “DREAMTRACE” MEMO SENT ON AUGUST 23rd, 2019.

Dear Mr. Lloyd & Mr. Paschke,

Pursuant to our conditional-use-permit (CUP) for the “DreamTrace” business, which we hope
to locate at 1975 W. Cty B2 (Suite 1), I’'m providing this addendum to my memo sent to
Thomas Paschke on August 23rd, 2019.

With this correspondence, | provide you with details and answers to the statutes in Ordinance
Code 303.08, as they relate to the proposed DreamTrace facility. I’'m available for any
questions related to the below.

303.08: CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT REQUIREMENTS: In addition to the requirements
listed in Section 1013.01, a conditional use permit shall include, but not be limited to, the
following reports, standards and plans which are to be submitted as part of the annual
license application or as otherwise stated:

A. Insurance Coverage: The City may require proof of liability insurance coverage in
amounts not less than $1,000,000.00 each.

We plan to have liability insurance equal to, or in excess, of that amount. We would provide
proof of this insurance prior to opening the doors to the public.

B. Security: The City may require the applicant to provide on-site security agents at
indoor and outdoor locations during peak periods which are identified in the pedestrian,
maintenance and traffic management plans.

The attendance at DreamTrace is not expected to be more than 50 individuals at peak times
(including staff) so we hope this will not be necessary.
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C. Lighting Plan: An exterior lighting plan shall provide for installation and maintenance
of lighting standards in parking and entry areas. The standards shall include light
intensity as follows: 1. 20 foot-candles within 75 feet of entry or exit. 2. Five foot-candles
throughout the parking lot.

Since this is an longstanding existing strip center, the lighting should be compliant. On request
we can provide a photometric plan.

D. Traffic Management: A traffic management plan shall provide for parking and
circulation. The plan shall illustrate: 1. Number of spaces estimated to be in use during
afternoon and evening business hours or performances. The total number of spaces
available on the site shall accommodate two complete shifts of customers when the
facility is used at capacity. 2. The traffic circulation plan within the car and bus parking
areas and any traffic direction signage. 3. Entrance and exit capacity on driveways.

We have staff parking provided for in the rear of the building (4-6 vehicles), and anticipate no
more than (30) vehicles in the front shared parking lot, primarily between the hours of (5pm to
9pm M-F, and 1pm to 9pm S-Su) There are 117 spaces in the front parking lot, with the
lightest parking needs from FreeWheel Bike and Schneiderman’s Furniture. Schneiderman’s
Furniture parks far less than the code assumes. On request, we can provide the parking plan
and map.

E. Pedestrian Plan: An exterior (out of the parking areas) and indoor pedestrian queuing
plan shall be provided with staggered entry times to gaming areas and a managed one-
way entry, multi-way building exit system for customers.

| attach the anticipated peak use interior traffic flow as Appendix “A” to this diagram. We don’t
foresee any significant queuing, as we except the lion’s share of attendance to be pre-booked.

F. Emergency Evacuation Plan: An evacuation plan shall include a weekly attendance
total, reported on a monthly basis (to City Fire Marshal) to determine capacity and
routing for evacuation. The evacuation plan shall describe the exit locations, designated
fire lanes, routing, crowd management techniques and staff training necessary for
evacuation.

We expect the facility to receive thorough city and fire-marshal approvals prior to finalizing
construction. While we are happy to comply with city requests, we request a waiver from
providing a monthly evacuation plan, as such a plan seems to anticipate significantly greater
crowds than our expectations of DreamTrace. Instead, we suggest to provide such a plan
promptly upon a city or fire-marshal request.

G. Maintenance Building Report: An annual maintenance and building report shall
include records of all maintenance and building improvements during the previous year.
This report shall include records of improvements to bathrooms, seats, carpet, windows,
doors, heating and air handling equipment, water and sewer services, exterior
landscaping, parking and lighting. The trash collection systems for inside the building
and in parking areas shall be illustrated and methods for screening exterior trash
collection areas must be provided.
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As above, while we are happy to comply with city requests, we request a waiver from
providing an annual maintenance and building report, as our interior changes are not expected
to change materially from the drawings that we will submit for city approval prior to starting
construction. Instead, we suggest to provide such a report promptly upon future city or fire-
marshal request.

H. Signs: Exterior and interior marquee or wall signs shall illustrate entry areas and
hours of operation or starting times for events.

We intend to comply with this.

I. On-Site Manager: An on-site manager shall be on the site at all times when the
business is open to the public. The on-site manager shall have his/her name and
business phone number prominently displayed in the front entry or lobby at all times.

We intend to comply with this.

J. Employee Training Program: All employee training programs shall include a 12 month
roster of employees and a description of the employee training program. The employee
training program shall include health, sanitation, safety, crowd management,
maintenance and evacuation training. Employees shall be in recognizable uniform, shirt
or jacket.

We will execute routine training programs with our staff covering these areas, and our staff will
be required to wear recognizable uniforms.

K. Food/Sanitarian Inspection Report: A copy of the most recent Ramsey County
Department of Health Food/Sanitarian inspection report shall be submitted with license
application. It shall include all actions taken to comply with the inspection reports.

We will deliver copies of such reports when/if such a license is applied for.

L. License Fees: License fees, as established by the City Fee Schedule in Section 314.05,
shall cover all annual City administration and life/safety expenses and inspections. (Ord.
1379A, 11-17-2008)

Dreamtrace will comply with such fees as apply to our business.

M. Noise: Noise levels from machinery or customers shall be identified in a noise plan.
Such noise shall not cause a disturbance to adjacent and surrounding uses which would
cause the normal operation of said uses to be damaged or unreasonably disturbed.

As we expect any noise emitted from DreamTrace to be immaterial, we request a waiver from
delivering a noice plan. Rather, we will deliver such a plan if deemed necessary by the city.
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Appendix A, Traffic Flow (DRAFT PLAN, NOT YET SUBMITTED FOR CITY APPROVAL)
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ENSEVHEE
INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM ‘45-'

Date: September 19, 2019

To: Thomas Paschke, City Planner
Bryan Lloyd, Senior Planner

From: Timothy O’Neill Fire Chief / marshal
RE: PF19-019: Request by Strange Stars Entertainment LLC/DreamTrace, Inc., in conjunction with

the property owner, Roseville Properties LLP, for approval of an Amusement Area as a conditional use at
1955 County Road B2.

The Fire Department reviewed the proposed plans for the project noted above and offer the
following comments with regard to the project’s impact on City services and/or infrastructure:

1. Approval of construction and sprinkler plans will be required.
2. Under current City Code would require Amusement license and annual inspection
a. Would like to recommend removal of current “Amusement license” provision for
business and thus annual inspection.
b. Inspection of these type business fall under other inspection requirements and thus not
a reduction in services.
c. Current “Amusement license fees do not cover the cost of conduction and administering
the inspection.
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ENSEVHEE
INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM ‘45-'

Date: September 19, 2019

To: Thomas Paschke, City Planner
Bryan Lloyd, Senior Planner

From: Chief Rick Mathwig- Roseville Police Department

RE: Strange Stars Entertainment LLC/DreamTrace, Inc., 1955 County Road B2, W,

The Police Department reviewed the proposed plans for the project noted above and offer the
following comments with regard to the project’s impact on City services and/or infrastructure:

1. No comments based on the current plans submitted to the City

2. Comments and concerns will be forthcoming if the business alters its plan and begins to
offer sales of alcohol, or patrons using the facility in the evening or on weekends bring in
alcoholic beverages. Alcohol consumption changes the intended use of an amusement
type of business.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback and on this project at this time. As the project
advances, Police Department staff will continue to review any forthcoming plans and provide
additional reviews and feedback as necessary. Please contact me should there be questions or
concerns regarding any of the information contained herein.
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