
  

Planning Commission Agenda 

Wednesday, July 5, 2023 
6:30 PM 

City Council Chambers 
 
Members of the public who wish speak during public comment or an agenda item during this 
meeting can do so virtually by registering at www.cityofroseville.com/attendmeeting  
(Any times listed are approximate – please note that items may be earlier or later than listed 
on the agenda)   
  

1. Call to Order 
2. Roll Call 
3. Approval of Agenda 
4. Review of Minutes 
 a. Review June 7, 2023 Minutes. 
5. Communications and Recognitions 
6. Public Hearing 
 a. Request by Prince of Peace Lutheran Church for an Interim Use to temporarily 

regulate two existing mobile residential micro-unit dwellings on the property at 2555 
Victoria Street (PF23-004) 

7. Business 
 a. City Council Request for Commissions. 
8. Adjourn 
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REQUEST FOR COMMISSION ACTION 

 Date: 7/5/2023 
 Item No.: 4.a. 

Department Approval Agenda Section 
 Review of Minutes 

Item Description: Review June 7, 2023 Minutes. 

Page 1 of 1 

1  
2 Application Information 
3 N/A 
4  
5 Background 
6 N/A 
7  
8 Staff Recommendation 
9 N/A 

10  
11 Requested Planning Commission Action 
12 Review June 7, 2023 minutes and make a motion to approve subject to requested 
13 corrections. 
14  
15 Alternative Actions 
16 N/A 
17  

Prepared by: 
 

Attachments: 1. June 7, 2023 Minutes 
18  
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Planning Commission Regular Meeting 
City Council Chambers, 2660 Civic Center Drive 

Draft Minutes – Wednesday, June 7, 2023 – 6:30 p.m. 
 
 

1. Call to Order 1 
Chair Pribyl called to order the regular meeting of the Planning Commission meeting at 2 
approximately 6:30 p.m. and reviewed the role and purpose of the Planning Commission. 3 
 4 

2. Roll Call 5 
At the request of Chair Pribyl, City Planner Thomas Paschke called the Roll. 6 
 7 
Members Present: Chair Michelle Pribyl, Vice-Chair Karen Schaffhausen, and 8 

Commissioners Michelle Kruzel, Tammy McGehee, Pamela 9 
Aspnes, and Erik Bjorum. 10 

 11 
Members Absent: Matthew Bauer. 12 

 13 
Staff Present: City Planner Thomas Paschke, Community Development Director 14 

Janice Gundlach and Senior Planner Bryan Lloyd. 15 
 16 

3. Approve Agenda 17 
 18 
MOTION 19 
Member Aspnes moved, seconded by Member McGehee, to approve the agenda as 20 
presented. 21 
 22 
Ayes: 6 23 
Nays: 0 24 
Motion carried. 25 

 26 
4. Review of Minutes 27 

 28 
a. April 5, 2023 Planning Commission Regular Meeting  29 

 30 
MOTION 31 
Member Schaffhausen moved, seconded by Member Kruzel, to approve the 32 
April 5, 2023 meeting minutes. 33 
 34 
Ayes: 6 35 
Nays: 0 36 
Motion carried. 37 
 38 

5. Communications and Recognitions: 39 
 40 
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a. From the Public: Public comment pertaining to general land use issues not on this 41 
agenda, including the 2040 Comprehensive Plan Update. 42 
 43 
None. 44 

 45 
b. From the Commission or Staff: Information about assorted business not already on 46 

this agenda, including a brief update on the 2040 Comprehensive Plan Update 47 
process. 48 
 49 
None. 50 
 51 

6. Public Hearing 52 
 53 
a. Request by LHB and Ramsey County Property Management to Consider a 54 

Zoning Code Text Amendment to §1001.10, Definitions, and the Table of 55 
Allowed Uses (1007-2) of the Institutional District, and to Consider a 56 
Conditional Use, all in Support of an Environmental Service Center at 1725 57 
Kent Street (PF23-005) 58 
Chair Pribyl opened the public hearing for PF23-005 at approximately 6:34 p.m. and 59 
reported on the purpose and process of a public hearing. She advised this item will be 60 
before the City Council on July 10, 2023.  61 
 62 
Chair Pribyl indicated she was going to recuse herself and turn over the management 63 
of this item to Vice-Chair Schaffhausen.  She indicated she works for the firm that is 64 
doing the design on this building but is not personally involved. 65 
 66 
City Planner Paschke summarized the request as detailed in the staff report dated June 67 
7, 2023.  68 
 69 
Member McGehee asked if there was a specific reason why staff chose to make this a 70 
conditional use rather than permitted. 71 
 72 
Mr. Paschke indicated the main reason for the conditional use over a permitted use 73 
was when the initial discussion was brought to the Planning Commission there were 74 
potential concerns or issues that were raised by Commissioners as it related to an 75 
environmental service center and the number of uses.  Staff chose to require the 76 
conditional use because that is what the Planning Commission had recommended 77 
back in 2022.  He noted from his perspective it could have gone either way as it 78 
related to being permitted but staff felt this was the best path to move forward. 79 
 80 
Member McGehee noticed that the Director of Public Works had asked for the traffic 81 
study, and she wondered if he was privy to the comments that have come in regarding 82 
traffic. 83 
 84 
Mr. Paschke explained he sent the Public Works Director the comments and he is the 85 
one that forwarded those to the Ramsey County Traffic Engineer and received the 86 
reply that is in the packet. 87 
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 88 
Vice-Chair Schaffhausen asked if this site is currently being used for this purpose. 89 
 90 
Mr. Paschke explained it is on an annual basis.  For a certain number of days there is 91 
an interim use permit to allow for the household hazardous waste. 92 
 93 
Vice-Chair Schaffhausen thought that was reason why the Planning Commission 94 
wanted the conditional use for this site. 95 
 96 
Vice-Chair Schaffhausen invited the applicant to come up to speak . 97 
 98 
Ms. Lydia Major, Landscape Architect with LHB explained she was at the meeting 99 
on behalf of Ramsey County.  She added that Ramsey County has done extensive 100 
community engagement around both the idea of having an environmental service 101 
center and specifically having one at this site and the response has been very positive.  102 
This is a facility that will be an amenity to the community, that will help residents of 103 
Roseville and beyond and believe this location is very well intended to serve that.  104 
She indicated the traffic has increased in the area but does not seem to have a 105 
detrimental impact on Larpenteur and to the surrounding intersections.  Landscaping 106 
will be done and will protect the park and the amenities in the park.  The areas will be 107 
complimented with extensive native landscaping, pollinators, and other things that the 108 
community feels are very desired on this space.  Ramsey County will also be doing its 109 
best with LHB to try to protect as many trees as possible in the front facing lot.  In 110 
addition to that, the building space itself has the warehouse functions and collection 111 
functions that are expected but also has some community room and a reuse of free 112 
retail space where people can come and get paints and other materials that they would 113 
have otherwise go out and buy and they plan to incorporate the building design with 114 
the stormwater and other landscape so it is an integral indoor and outdoor space that 115 
is really a great amenity to Roseville and Ramsey County. 116 
 117 

Public Comment 118 
 119 

No one came forward to speak for or against this request.  Chair Pribyl closed the 120 
public hearing. 121 
 122 
MOTION 123 
Member McGehee moved, seconded by Member Bjorum, to recommend to the 124 
City Council approval of a Zoning Code Text Amendment to §1001.10, 125 
Definitions, and the Table of Allowed Uses (1007-2) of the Institutional District, 126 
and to Consider a Conditional Use, all in Support of an Environmental Service 127 
Center at 1725 Kent Street (PF23-005). 128 
 129 
Ayes: 5 130 
Nays: 0 131 
Abstain: 1 (Pribyl) 132 
Motion carried.   133 
 134 
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b. Request for Approval of a Preliminary Plat of Two Parcels as Six Lots with an 135 
Existing Home Remaining on One of the Lots (PF23-001) 136 
Chair Pribyl opened the public hearing for PF23-001 at approximately 6:54 p.m. and 137 
reported on the purpose and process of a public hearing.  138 
 139 
Senior Planner Bryan Lloyd summarized the request as detailed in the staff report 140 
dated June 7, 2023.  141 
 142 
Member McGehee wanted to be very clear with looking at the drawing and what Mr. 143 
Lloyd has on the screen if it is overlapped on the map the middle area has nothing 144 
now and will have nothing and will be the stormwater area and all of the trees on the 145 
boundary will be removed. 146 
 147 
Mr. Lloyd explained there are several trees in different areas that will be preserved 148 
but with any redevelopment of a sight there will be a significant loss of existing tree 149 
cover.  The Zoning Code allows for that and requires replacement based on a certain 150 
calculation that is established in the Zoning requirements.  It is not without impact but 151 
is allowed to proceed according to the normal standards.  He explained he has had a 152 
couple of conversations with some residents, and one was opposed to seeing new 153 
homes, especially along the Skillman side.  The other person he spoke with asked 154 
more questions about the process and what is allowed and expressed some 155 
disappointment.   156 
 157 
Chair Pribyl asked if the applicant would like to add to the presentation. 158 
 159 
Mr. Sean Keatts, Cara Builders, provided a presentation to the Planning Commission. 160 
 161 

Public Comment 162 
 163 

Mr. Mike Beers, 608 Shryer, explained he has lived at his home for eighteen years 164 
and he wondered how this is improving the quiet neighborhood.  The five or six 165 
homes being added do not really fit in the neighborhood scenario.  Every house on the 166 
north side of Shryer has the long yards and there is no access outside of Dale Street.  167 
He wondered if there would be enough power for more homes.  There are storm 168 
sewer concerns, neighborhood concerns, increased traffic, he wondered how this is all 169 
going to fit and how will it benefit the current neighbors.  He wondered what this 170 
would do to their taxes and is all of the concerns addressed being addressed in this 171 
plan or just an opportunity for someone to make a bunch of money.  172 
 173 
Ms. Jan Brudvig, 677 Shryer, explained she had some concerns because this is a very 174 
quiet residential neighborhood and leads into Reservoir Park.  This is not a thorough 175 
street so bringing more traffic into the area really causes a lot of safety concerns for 176 
her.  There are a lot of beautiful trees that add to the neighborhood.  She thought this 177 
is a traffic concern.   178 
 179 
Mr. Derek Hinrichs, 696 Shryer, asked what version of the City Code is being used to 180 
get the 9,350-foot minimum for a lot.  He also wondered regarding the two lots on the 181 
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far east side are approximately 9,350 feet, the absolute minimum and he thought the 182 
builder could do better than the absolute minimum required by code. 183 
 184 
Mr. Dave Kautz, 683 Shryer, indicated the owner at 691 Shryer recently tried to sell 185 
his house and was not able to sell it and currently has a renter there and there are a 186 
couple of other houses in the area where the same thing has happened.  His concern is 187 
if these houses do not sell, will there be a variety of renters in the neighborhood.  The 188 
other concern he has is how this will affect their tax base. 189 
 190 
Ms. Roxanne Schultz, 702 Shryer, explained she lives on the reservoir side of Shryer 191 
and wondered if there was a possibility that houses could be proposed to be put 192 
behind her house on a reservoir property to change it since it is now called Reservoir 193 
Woods Park. 194 
 195 
Mr. Mike Collins, 2043 Alameda, explained his only concern was when he went to 196 
the meeting to discuss the initial proposal the things, he took away from the meeting 197 
were the developer was going to try to stick as close to the neighborhood that they 198 
already have, and he thought this was as far away from the neighborhood that is there 199 
right now.  He enjoys looking at the property the way it is now because there are trees 200 
all over and the deer are always there.  It is a natural piece of land in the middle of the 201 
City.  He did not necessarily think having new houses in the neighborhood is a bad 202 
thing, he just thinks the way it is setup is a little excessive.  He thought two or three 203 
lots would be a perfect scenario with keeping the backyard in line with the rest of the 204 
streets or the houses on that street.  He was not against improvement in the 205 
neighborhood but something to consider. 206 
 207 
Ms. Marlene Bartell, 683 Shryer, indicated her concern is she has a nice large lot in 208 
the back and if this goes through there will be a large house right next to her.  She 209 
wondered how much of it would be by her property and would she be able to see the 210 
trees and the deer.   211 
 212 
Ms. Schultz stated when the developer had the first meeting the neighborhood was 213 
under the impression that most of the trees would stay and if looking at the plans it 214 
looks like all of the trees will be gone. 215 
 216 
Mr. Lloyd answered resident questions regarding the Zoning Code.  He also 217 
addressed the concern about homes going in on the southside of Shryer, he indicated 218 
in all likelihood there would not be any homes built in that area due to the Zoning 219 
being Park and Recreation District and a lot of changes would need to occur for that 220 
to happen.   221 
 222 
Mr. Keatts explained at the open house there was discussion about tentative plans for 223 
specific houses that would be on each lot.  He did not have the exact plans yet 224 
because it costs money to do those plans and his company is not at that stage yet.  His 225 
intention is to do the type of houses that closely match the area.  At the open house he 226 
pointed out trees that he thought would have to be removed but upon further 227 
discussions with Mr. Lloyd and the Watershed District, that somewhat expanded and 228 
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at that time he did not have the Watershed District’s reviewal and what they wanted 229 
with their diagrams.  It does not behoove him to remove trees.  He has done 230 
developments in the past and his goal is to keep as many trees as he can.  He was also 231 
happy with the tree replacement program because he does not like driving through 232 
new developments and seeing zero trees.  This plan is a pretty aggressive plan, in his 233 
opinion, he foresees not as many trees being removed.  They are keeping as many 234 
trees as possible along the western side as well as along the eastern side and as many 235 
as possible on the Shryer Avenue side.  Along Skillman there will be some trees 236 
removed but if the Watershed District says the trees do not need to be removed in 237 
northwest corner, for example, his company will not remove them.  This is an 238 
aggressive plan for removal, and he hoped that not as many trees would be removed. 239 
 240 
Member McGehee noted the residents need to address the tax concerns to Ramsey 241 
County because Roseville itself does not handle the taxes at all. 242 
 243 
No one else wished to address the Commission.  Chair Pribyl closed the public 244 
hearing. 245 
 246 
Commission Deliberation 247 
 248 
Member Aspnes asked if 711 Shryer actually three platted lots. 249 
 250 
Mr. Lloyd explained that was correct.  All three are the same size as each of the other 251 
lots in the row and he believed all were seventy-five feet wide. 252 
 253 
Member Aspnes asked if the existing house there now was across the plat lines and if 254 
that house is being removed. 255 
 256 
Mr. Lloyd explained that was all correct. 257 
 258 
Member Aspnes asked if someone wanted to build three houses on the three lots 259 
would they need to come to the Planning Commission. 260 
 261 
Mr. Lloyd indicated the person would not, the fact that these three platted lots are 262 
within one tax parcel is the result of a homeowner buying those three lots and asking 263 
Ramsey County to combine them only for tax purposes, then instead of being taxed 264 
for three separate lots the owner is taxed for only one parcel.   265 
 266 
Member Bjorum indicated there was a question about utilities, he assumed that given 267 
the power and sewer that would have supplied the three homes that could have been 268 
built here, that the existing system could still handle five homes. 269 
 270 
Mr. Lloyd indicated he expected that whatever is necessary to provide service will 271 
have to be met but he was not sure what that would be. 272 
 273 
Member McGehee thought the issue the people are bringing forward is one that the 274 
Planning Commission has seen many times before where there are people with long 275 
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yards and suddenly a house is going against their backyard, in their backyard or so 276 
close along the sides that it really changes the nature of the neighborhood and the 277 
nature of what the homeowner had when the lot was purchased and it is not a matter 278 
of something that the resident did, it is Zoning that the resident relied on.  She thought 279 
it is something worth looking at moving forward because there have been quite a few 280 
of these types of issues before. 281 
 282 
The Commission asked staff about traffic concerns. 283 
 284 
Member Bjorum added that this is a preliminary plat hearing, and he did not see 285 
anything from a legal standpoint that would allow the Planning Commission to deny 286 
moving this forward in the process. 287 
 288 
MOTION 289 
Member Bjorum moved, seconded by Member Schaffhausen, to recommend to 290 
the City Council approval of a Preliminary Plat of Two Parcels as Six Lots with 291 
an Existing Home Remaining on One of the Lots. (PF23-001). 292 
 293 
Ayes: 6 294 
Nays: 0 295 
Motion carried.   296 
 297 
Chair Pribyl advised this item will be before the City Council on July 10, 2023. 298 
 299 

c. Request for Approval of a Preliminary Plat of an Existing Parcel as Ten Lots for 300 
Single-Family Attached Homes (Twinhomes) (PF23-002) 301 
Chair Pribyl opened the public hearing for PF23-002 at approximately 8:00 p.m. and 302 
reported on the purpose and process of a public hearing.  303 
 304 
Senior Planner Bryan Lloyd summarized the request as detailed in the staff report 305 
dated June 7, 2023.  306 
 307 
Member Aspnes indicated she drove around this parcel and had some concerns about 308 
the private drive only because of the amount of snow there was this past year, she 309 
wondered where all of the snow will go. 310 
 311 
Mr. Lloyd indicated he did not know the answer but suggested there are large side 312 
yards adjacent to Fry Street and maybe the owner would not be able to pile snow in 313 
their drainage outlot but is a place where he would put it.  Whatever provisions are in 314 
the maintenance code, even though it is not a City street it still has similar sorts of 315 
requirements for the maintenance and that sort of thing. 316 
 317 
Member Aspnes asked if the units will be rental units or owner-occupied dwellings. 318 
 319 
Mr. Lloyd explained that is not a question staff considers in subdivision requests.  A 320 
dwelling unit is a dwelling unit, a lot is a lot.  In a subdivision like this the separate 321 
parcels, the separate lots facilitates separate owners but does not prevent someone 322 
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from buying one or more of them and renting it rather than occupying it.  The 323 
transition from doing the development in a single parcel with the ten dwellings, which 324 
in his mind would more likely be rentals, proceeding through the plat process like the 325 
applicant is doing suggests the intent to sell them and purchased then by either 326 
residents or someone who would rent them out. 327 
 328 
Member McGehee explained since the City might require a homeowner’s association, 329 
she has seen homeowners’ associations that specifically specify that the homes cannot 330 
be rented for more than a year and is a condition that the City could apply, if the City 331 
is the one requiring the homeowner’s association. 332 
 333 
Mr. Lloyd explained he was not sure that the City could require some tenancy 334 
provisions in a homeowner’s association.  The City can regulate rentals through the 335 
City’s Rental Registration program of Rental Licensing program, but he did not 336 
believe that the City has the ability to prohibit them. 337 
 338 
Member McGehee indicated she was probably going to object to this on the basis of 339 
traffic because there is the dense neighborhood that is very much landlocked, 340 
particularly with the changes now on Snelling and only two exits coming out onto 341 
Fairview.  She thought both exits were very dangerous for access to this 342 
neighborhood.  The other thing is the City just added approximately four hundred 343 
units just across from this and this is one of the parks that is expected to take some of 344 
the influx of new people in the community.  This particular park seems to her to be an 345 
ideal space to add a little land rather than add more houses in an area that already has 346 
a severe traffic access and exit problem and is quite a densely populated area now.  347 
 348 
Mr. Lloyd explained in the process of reviewing this project the Parks and Recreation 349 
Director indicated recently that the Parks Department did have the opportunity to 350 
consider purchasing the entire parcel for additional park space and they declined to do 351 
that at the time and there was serious consideration of acquiring dedication of land on 352 
the northern side of this parcel to expand the park a little bit and the Parks and 353 
Recreation Commission declined that as well.  The final decision about land or cash 354 
dedication lies with the City Council and can still make that choice. As far as what 355 
the City Council has decided beyond that, the only thing that comes to his mind is 356 
during the Zoning update process of a couple three years ago, he believed this was 357 
one of the sites that got special focus on whether the zoning should be high density as 358 
the adjacent assisted living facility is medium density or something else and the 359 
ultimate decision at that point was for the medium density zoning that is in place 360 
today. 361 
 362 
Member McGehee did not think that was a problem but what she thought was a 363 
problem was if the City polls its residents and the residents ask for something and 364 
when the City has the opportunity to act on it, they don’t as a City, and she thought 365 
particularly to an extent where the residents really values the parks and speak to 366 
everyone about the parks system.  She thought it was unfortunate that a single person 367 
or a small group of people could decide that they do not want to add this to the park 368 
system when it was specified as an idea that people would really like. 369 
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 370 
Member Schaffhausen indicated when she thinks about traffic in particular, Fairview 371 
is also within the purview of Ramsey County. 372 
 373 
Mr. Lloyd indicated that was correct.  He reviewed the traffic patterns and volumes 374 
with the Commission. 375 
 376 
Member Aspnes explained she walked around the park today and noticed there is 377 
park access from southbound Snelling.  She wondered about, in general, parking at 378 
the ball area in the park and she wondered where everyone can park.  There are a few 379 
parking lots in the park and this particular site abuts the pool in the park.  She noted 380 
the elevation of the site is higher than the park land to the north of it.  There are some 381 
scruffy looking pine trees and wondered about screening from the backyards of the 382 
two proposed twinhomes on the north side.  She would like to see some nice 383 
screening, so these homes do not look directly into the pool area.  She also wondered 384 
about the outlot.   She assumed any water runoff will not go down from the 385 
development into the park and that any access water from developing this will be 386 
controlled by the stormwater management. 387 
 388 
Mr. Lloyd explained how stormwater management will work to control the water 389 
runoff. 390 
 391 
Chair Pribyl asked if the applicant would like to come forward to answer questions. 392 
 393 
Mr. Barry O’Meara came forward to answer questions. 394 
 395 
Member Aspnes wondered where the snow will be stored if there is a lot of snow in 396 
the winter. 397 
 398 
Mr. O’Meara explained they have taken snow removal into account when the land 399 
was developed.  He noted by Code there could be fourteen to fifteen units on this land 400 
but because of the possibility of snow storage the units were cut back to ten.  Snow 401 
should be able to be handled onsite and if not, the development will need to pay to 402 
remove it. 403 
 404 
Chair Pribyl wondered if the townhomes will be sold or be rental units. 405 
 406 
Mr. O’Meara explained the development was created in such a way that either having 407 
the townhomes as rentals or sold could be done.  He stated the intent is to be flexible. 408 
 409 

Public Comment 410 
 411 

Mr. Arthur McWilliams, 2571 Fry Street, explained he lives by the kiddie pool and 412 
suspected this development will be good for the neighborhood overall.  There will be 413 
nice new buildings in the neighborhood and in the long run might have a ripple effect 414 
and will be an improvement from what was previously there.  Parking came up, 415 
which is his sole concern.  He noted the parks gets a lot of use as well.   416 
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 417 
No one else wished to address the Commission.  Chair Pribyl closed the public 418 
hearing. 419 
 420 
Commission Deliberation 421 
 422 
Member Aspnes indicated she did not object to the twinhomes by themselves.  Her 423 
concern is the City lost an opportunity to add to the park land, to this park which is 424 
really lovely.  She can see some trees that have been planted in the park.  She thought 425 
the park could use more parking so there is not so much traffic and parking on Fry 426 
Street.   427 
 428 
Member Kruzel asked if staff knew why the Parks and Recreation Commission 429 
decided not to further investigate this or is that something that could be public 430 
knowledge. 431 
 432 
Mr. Paschke thought when this property first went up for sale many years ago the 433 
Parks Department had a chance to buy it and chose not to and he believed the City 434 
was a part of that discussion.   435 
 436 
Member McGehee indicated she personally would make findings that this plan has 437 
potentially very negative impact on the park because of the location, the oversite of 438 
the kiddie pool and the fact that people will be viewing this activity from their homes 439 
as well as the entire parking into the complex, the entire development is a problem, 440 
and this adds to it.  She thought everything from snow removal to parking for those 441 
specific homes are inadequate and the homes having to have sprinkling system 442 
because there is not the kind of access for emergency vehicles that the City would 443 
normally require and the fact that this is a landlocked area with a very busy, highly 444 
used park with some amenities that are particular to this park and particular to 445 
Roseville in general where the City does not have them anywhere else and there are 446 
already parking problems around the parks, especially in the summer, and this is 447 
another example so she could not see in good conscious, herself in particular, could 448 
vote to support this proposal based on the issues that have been raised and to which 449 
there are not any answers.  She would personally send this to the Council with those 450 
preliminary findings of hers as to why this particular proposal should not move 451 
forward. 452 
 453 
Member Bjorum agreed with some of that.  He did not want to penalize the developer 454 
for doing a nice job of developing this property.  Doing what he deems best for the 455 
property, not going to the max density.  He did not want to penalize him for planning 456 
this because there is a parking problem that he is trying to plan for and has said so and 457 
putting the burden of the neighborhood parking issue on his shoulders and this 458 
development, he thought this was set up as medium density development and he did 459 
not see an issue with what is on the plan and he did not see any legal ramification for 460 
the Planning Commission to deny moving this forward.  He understood this is next to 461 
a very busy park and a very busy neighborhood, but he did not see the reason to 462 
penalize the developer for those issues on this. 463 
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 464 
Member Aspnes thanked Member Bjorum for stating his reasons, there really is no 465 
legal reason. 466 
 467 
Member Bjorum explained acknowledged all of the residents in the neighborhood 468 
that wrote in about parking issues and traffic issues but at the same time there is a 469 
containment design here for those units and development. 470 
 471 
MOTION 472 
Member Bjorum moved, seconded by Member Schaffhausen, to recommend to 473 
the City Council approval of a Preliminary Plat of an Existing Parcel as Ten 474 
Lots for Single-Family Attached Homes (Twinhomes) (PF23-002). 475 
 476 
Ayes: 5 477 
Nays: 1 (McGehee) 478 
 479 
Member McGehee explained she would state again the reason that she stated 480 
previously as findings, and she believed that the City might want to revisit this at the 481 
Council level as a purchase and she did not believe that the developer should be 482 
penalized and lose money on this.  To that regard she did not believe that the 483 
developer should be penalized financially but she thought the City Council should 484 
review this as something that they might want to revisit. 485 
 486 
Motion carried.   487 
 488 
Chair Pribyl advised this item will be before the City Council on July 10, 2023. 489 
 490 

7. Other Business Heading Information 491 
 492 
a. City Council Request for Commissions 493 

Councilmember Etten was at the meeting to talk about a review that the City 494 
Council is asking all of the Commissions to do of their purpose, scope, and duties, 495 
understanding that this Commission is different so a lot of this Commission’s 496 
duties is laid out in State Statute and that is about all this Commission can do.  He 497 
reviewed what the Council would like the Planning Commission to discuss and 498 
review over the next couple of months and bring back to the City Council. 499 

 500 
Member McGehee indicated tonight she made some suggestions to go forward to 501 
the City Council and she asked what the best way is to get big picture things to 502 
transmit those to the City Council. 503 
 504 
Councilmember Etten thought to start that it is a part of the Commission’s job, 505 
part of the advisory role to bring those issues forward to the City Council through 506 
a majority vote things the Commission feels the City Council should think about 507 
or address. 508 

 509 
8. Adjourn 510 
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 511 
MOTION 512 
Member Aspnes, seconded by Member Bjorum, to adjourn the meeting at 8:38 513 
p.m.  514 
 515 
Ayes: 6 516 
Nays: 0  517 
Motion carried. 518 
 519 
 520 
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REQUEST FOR COMMISSION ACTION 

 Date: 7/5/2023 
 Item No.: 6.a. 

Department Approval Agenda Section 
Janice Gundlach, Community Development 
Director 

Public Hearing 

Item Description: Request by Prince of Peace Lutheran Church for an Interim Use to 
temporarily regulate two existing mobile residential micro-unit dwellings 
on the property at 2555 Victoria Street (PF23-004) 

Page 1 of 6 

1  
2 Application Information 
3 Applicant:    Prince of Peace Lutheran Church 
4 Location:    2255 Victoria Street 
5 Application Submission:    June 2, 2023 
6 City Action Deadline:    August 1, 2023 
7 Zoning:  Institutional District 
8  
9 Background 

10 The Request 
11 Prince of Peace Lutheran Church is seeking an Interim Use to allow two existing mobile residential 
12 micro-unit dwellings to remain at 2555 Victoria Street until December 31, 2023.  The units are 
13 currently prohibited under City Code because they are not served by municipal sewer and water 
14 utilities, which is required under current City Code and Zoning Code requirements.  Rather, the 
15 mobile residential micro-unit dwellings rely on the adjacent church to meets needs not otherwise met 
16 by the units.  A recently adopted State Law, named Sacred Communities and Micro-Unit Dwellings, 
17 regulating these mobile residential dwelling units, referred to as “micro-units” in “sacred 
18 communities” will go into effect on January 1, 2024.  The State law outlines certain safety-related 
19 requirements and then requires municipalities to allow such units but prohibits municipal regulation. 
20 The requested Interim Use intends to ensure the soon to be effective health and safety standards are 
21 met for the existing mobile residential micro-units through December 31, 2023, at which point the 
22 State law will supersede City Code. Prince of Peace Lutheran Church, located at 2561 Victoria 
23 Street, is included in the Interim Use as the existing mobile residential micro-unit dwellings rely on 
24 the church for toilet, kitchen, laundry and bathing facilities. 
25  
26 What is an Interim Use?  Certain land uses might not be consistent with the land uses designated in 
27 the Comprehensive Land Use Plan or might fail to meet all of the zoning standards established for 
28 the district within which they are proposed; some such land uses may, however, be acceptable or 
29 even beneficial if reviewed and provisionally approved for a limited period of time. The purpose of 
30 the Interim Use review process is to allow the approval of Interim Uses on a case-by-case basis; 
31 approved interim uses shall have a definite end date and may be subject to specific conditions 
32 considered reasonable and/or necessary for the protection of the public health, safety, and general 
33 welfare. 
34  
35 Level of Discretion in Decision Making:  Actions taken on an Interim Use request are legislative; 
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36 the City has broad discretion in making land use decisions based on advancing the health, safety, and 
37 general welfare of the community. However, because the Minnesota Legislature passed requirements 
38 for Sacred Communities and Micro-Unit Dwellings (see Attachment 3), at the advice of the City 
39 Attorney, the City should not use the Interim Use process to impose conditions more restrictive than 
40 those that will go into effect on January 1, 2024. As such, the broad discretion typically provided 
41 through an Interim Use review process is extremely limited with this application. 
42  
43  Background 
44 Sometime in December of 2022, two mobile residential dwelling units (hereinafter referred to as 
45 “micro-unit dwellings”) were placed on the 2.25-acre vacant parcel addressed 2555 Victoria Street N 
46 immediately south, and in common ownership of Prince of Peace Lutheran Church located at 2561 
47 Victoria Street N.   
48  
49 A “micro-unit”, as defined in the recently adopted legislation means a mobile residential dwelling 
50 providing permanent housing within a “sacred community”.  A “sacred community”, as defined in 
51 the recently adopted legislation (and which Prince of Peace has established), is defined as a 
52 residential settlement established on or contiguous to the grounds of a religious institution’s primary 
53 worship location primarily for the purpose of providing permanent housing for chronically homeless 
54 persons, extremely low-income persons, and designated volunteers. 
55  
56 The City of Roseville determined the micro-unit dwellings were prohibited under current City Code 
57 and on February 1, 2023 and sent a letter notifying Prince of Peace of the staff determination the 
58 units were not legal dwelling units under certain City Code and Zoning Code standards (see 
59 Attachment 4). Prince of Peace appealed the staff determination and on March 6, 2023, the City 
60 Council, acting as the Board of Adjustments and Appeals, held a public meeting on the appeal and 
61 upheld the staff determination.     
62  
63 During this same time frame, the Minnesota State Legislature was considering legislation that would 
64 require cities to allow such units and would establish statewide standards for sacred communities 
65 and micro-unit dwellings.  The legislation has since been adopted and becomes effective January 1, 
66 2024.  However, the Roseville City Council, in approving their resolution regarding the 
67 determination of non-compliance, required Prince of Peace to obtain an approved Interim Use (IU) 
68 to regulate the micro-unit dwellings through the end of the year. 
69   
70 Review of Request 
71 In support of their request, Prince of Peace has provided a number of documents, which are found as 
72 Attachment 5.  Planning Division staff examined the following applicable and relevant issues related 
73 to the Interim Use:   
74  
75 # of Units 
76 Prince of Peace has installed two micro-unit dwellings.  One is occupied by a person who is 
77 considered chronically homeless.  The other is occupied by persons who are fulfilling the 
78 “designated volunteer” role.  The term “designated volunteer” is defined in the Sacred Communities 
79 and Micro-Unit Dwelling legislation and means persons who have not experienced homelessness 
80 and have been approved by the religious institution to live in a sacred community as their sole form 
81 of housing.  Staff would note that in order to fully comply with the newly adopted State law, a third 
82 micro-unit dwelling will have to be added to the site come January 1, 2024.   This is because the law 
83 says a sacred community must “have between one-third and 40 percent of the micro units occupied 
84 by designated volunteers”.  With only two units, one-half and 50 percent are occupied by designated 
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85 volunteers.  While this may be acceptable from the City’s perspective for the purposes of processing 
86 the Interim Use, as of January 1, 2024, Price of Peace will have to add a third micro-unit to the 
87 sacred community and that micro-unit must be occupied by persons who will meet the definition of 
88 being chronically homeless (per State law). 
89  

90  
91  
92 Setbacks:  The two micro-unit dwellings are located near the west and north property lines of the 
93 2555 Victoria Street property. The units are setback approximately 20 feet from the north property 
94 line (side yard) and 50 feet from the west property line (rear yard).  Per State Statutes micro-unit 
95 dwellings must meet the setback standard imposed locally for manufactured homes and if such 
96 standard does not exit, then a ten-foot setback is required. Roseville’s Manufactured Home Park 
97 standards require a minimum 10-foot side yard setback (north and south), a minimum 15-foot rear 
98 yard setback (west), and a minimum 50-foot setback from a public right-of-way (front yard).  The 
99 existing micro-unit dwellings comply with these setbacks.   

100  
101 Driveway Access & Parking:  The site is accessible via an existing long driveway to/from Victoria 
102 Street that includes a parking area at the terminus of the drive near the micro-unit dwellings, as well 
103 as a small turn-around area about mid-way from the road to the terminus of the driveway, which 
104 could serve as a turn-around for larger emergency vehicles such as a fire truck.  The parking area 
105 could accommodate approximately 6-8 vehicles.   
106  
107 Micro-Unit Dwelling Construction:  The micro-unit dwellings are mobile dwellings constructed on a 
108 trailer that is secured to the ground.  The method of anchoring to the ground is defined in the 
109 recently passed State legislation and must be inspected by a “qualified third-party inspector” (which 
110 the applicant has provided).  These units rely upon the main Church building for use of kitchen, 
111 toilet, laundry and showers.  The individual micro-unit dwellings are equipped with electricity in the 
112 same manner as recreational vehicles would hook up to electricity.  The construction of the units are 
113 certified by the National Organization of Alternative Homes (certificates have been included in the 
114 attachments).  The recently passed State legislation outlines other specific technical requirements, 
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115 but also states that cities cannot impose permitting for the individual micro-units.  Based on the 
116 language of the State law and the information submitted by the applicant, the micro-units appear to 
117 comply with the technical requirements.  Prince of Peace has also submitted information confirming 
118 they’ve secured insurance on the micro-unit dwellings, which is also a requirement under the State 
119 law.   
120  

121  
122  
123 Other Items to Note: 

124 i. Prince of Peace has partnered with Settled, who has provided occupant eligibility 
125 certification in terms of meeting the definition of chronically homeless. 
126 ii. Prince of Peace has provided certification for the micro-unit occupied by the designated 
127 volunteer. 
128 iii. Because the micro-unit dwellings are relying on the church for kitchen, toilet, bathing and 
129 laundry facilities the church must contain the number and type of fixtures that would 
130 otherwise be required for R-2 boarding houses. Prince of Peace submitted information 
131 disclosing the number and type of fixtures within the church and indicates they meet the R-2 
132 requirement. 
133 iv. The materials submitted by Settled and Prince of Peace indicate the micro-units have a “dry 
134 toilet” or “commode” and the waste produced by these toilets will be disposed of in the same 
135 manner as diapers, which the MPCA indicated via email correspondence is acceptable. 
136 v. Water used for cooking is disposed of in the church’s utility room. 
137 vi. Residents of the micro-units have access to the church 24/7. 
138 vii. Residents of the micro-units have signed leases, establishing expectations for conduct, which 
139 is managed by Prince of Peace. 
140 viii. The church is the emergency shelter. 

141  
142 Review of IU Criteria 
143 As previously stated, given the recently passed State legislation allowing micro-unit dwellings in 
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144 Sacred Communities, and Prince of Peace’s compliance with the regulations in the newly passed 
145 law, a typical Interim Use review is superseded by the State’s actions, giving the City little oversight 
146 over this use.  However, in the interest of providing a legislative means to permit the micro-unit 
147 dwellings to remain until the State law goes into effect on January 1, 2024, Planning Division staff 
148 considered the use against the IU findings.  §1009.03 D of the City Code specifies that three specific 
149 findings must be made in order to approve a proposed interim use: 

150 1. The proposed use will not impose additional costs on the public if it is necessary for the 
151 public to take the property in the future. This is generally intended to ensure the particular 
152 interim use will not make the site costly to clean up if the City were to acquire the property 
153 for some purpose in the future. In the case of the two micro-unit dwellings, should these units 
154 need to be removed from the premises it would not take much effort as they are attached to a 
155 trailer, and by their nature are “mobile”.  
156 2. The proposed use will not create an excessive burden on parks, streets, and other public 
157 facilities. The occupancy of two micro-unit dwellings will not create an excessive burden on 
158 the adjacent Central Park; will not generate any traffic impacts to Victoria Street; and will 
159 have little or no impact on public facilities, as currently proposed, given they have direct 
160 access to a County roadway and are not connected to municipal utilities. 
161 3. The proposed use will not be injurious to the surrounding neighborhood or otherwise 
162 harm the public health, safety, and general welfare. These two micro-unit dwellings will 
163 not be injurious to the surrounding neighborhood as the site on which the Sacred Community 
164 lies is large at 2.25 acres in area, is adjacent to Prince of Peace Church to the north that lies 
165 on over 6 acres of land, and abuts Central Park to the west and south therefore not in close 
166 proximity any residential homes.  Similarly, the two micro-units should not harm the public 
167 health, safety, or general welfare of the adjacent community when all requirements under 
168 State Statute are met.  

169  
170  
171  
172  
173  
174 Staff Recommendation 
175 Staff Comments and Recommendation 
176 As previously stated, on January 1, 2024, specific state regulations per the Sacred Communities and 
177 Micro-Unit Dwellings legislation will go into effect. Once this legislation goes into effect, the City 
178 cannot place more restrictive conditions on a sacred community or the micro-unit dwellings than 
179 those stipulated in State law.  At the advice of the City Attorney, between now and December 31, 
180 2023, no conditions should be imposed by the IU that are more restrictive than State law. As such, 
181 the Planning Division’s review of the proposal by Prince of Peace was based solely upon the 
182 requirements provided in Sacred Communities and Micro-Unit Dwellings legislation.   
183  
184 Based upon the existing sacred community, its two micro-unit dwellings, and the requirements 
185 recently adopted into State law that go into effect on January 1, 2024, the 
186 Planning Division has determined no additional conditions should be imposed.  However, the 
187 Planning Division will note the existing sacred community will be required to add an additional 
188 micro-unit dwelling by January 1, 2024, bringing the total to 3, to be compliant with State law.  The 
189 third micro-unit dwelling must be occupied by persons meeting the definition “chronically 
190 homeless” per the Sacred Communities and Micro-Unit Dwellings legislation. 
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191  
192 The Planning Division recommends approval of the requested IU with the following conditions: 

193 1. The IU expires on December 31, 2023; and  
194 2. Two micro-unit dwellings, instead of three, are permitted until December 31, 2023. 
195 3. The Prince of Peace sacred community meets all requirements of the Sacred Communities 
196 and Micro-Unit Dwellings legislation to go into effect on January 1, 2024. 

197  
198  
199 Requested Planning Commission Action 
200 Suggested Planning Commission Action 
201 By motion, make the following recommendations: 

202 A. By motion, recommend approval of a Interim use pursuant to §1009.03.D of the Roseville 
203 City Code for the existing sacred community and two micro-unit dwellings at Prince of Peace 
204 Lutheran Church for the property addressed at 2555 & 2561 Victoria Street based on the 
205 comments and findings of this report, and the following conditions: 

206 1. The IU expires on December 31, 2023; and  
207 2. Two micro-unit dwellings, instead of three, are permitted until December 31, 2023. 
208 3. The Prince of Peace sacred community meets all requirements of the Sacred Communities 
209 and Micro-Unit Dwellings legislation to go into effect on January 1, 2024. 

210  
211  
212 Alternative Actions 
213 Alternative Actions 

214 a. Pass a motion to table the item for future action.  An action to table must be tied to the need 
215 for clarity, analysis, and/or information necessary to make a recommendation on the request. 
216 b. Pass a motion recommending denial of the proposal.  A motion to deny must include findings 
217 of fact germane to the request. 

218  
219  

Prepared by: Thomas Paschke, City Planner 

Attachments: 1. PF23-004_PC_Attachment1 
2. PF23-004_PC_Attachment2 
3. PF23-004_Attachment3 
4. PF23-004_PC_Attachment4 
5. PF23-004_Attachment5 

220  
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Sec. 57. [327.30] SACRED COMMUNITIES AND MICRO-UNIT DWELLINGS. 
Subdivision 1. Definitions. 
(a) For the purposes of this section, the following terms have the meanings given. 
(b) Chronically homeless" means an individual who: 
(1) is homeless and lives or resides in a place not meant for human habitation, a safe haven, or in 
an emergency shelter; 
(2) has been homeless and living or residing in a place not meant for human habitation, a safe 
haven, or in an emergency shelter continuously for at least one year or on at least our separate 
occasions in the last three years; and 
(3) has an adult head of household, or a minor head-of-household if no adult is present in the 
household, with a diagnosable substance use disorder, serious mental illness, developmental 
disability, post-traumatic stress disorder, cognitive impairments resulting from a brain injury, or 
chronic physical illness or disability, including the co-occurrence of two or more of those 
conditions. 
(c) "Designated volunteers" means persons who have not experienced homelessness and have 
been approved by the religious institution to live in a sacred community as their sole form of 
housing. 
(d) "Extremely low income" means an income that is equal to or less than 30 percent of the area 
median income, adjusted for family size, as estimated by the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development. 
(e) "Micro unit" means a mobile residential dwelling providing permanent housing within a 
sacred community that meets the requirements of subdivision 4. 
(f) "Religious institution" means a church, synagogue, mosque, or other religious organization 
organized under chapter 315. 
(g) "Sacred community" means a residential settlement established on or contiguous to the 
grounds of a religious institution's primary worship location primarily for the purpose of 
providing permanent housing for chronically homeless persons, extremely low-income persons, 
and designated volunteers that meets the requirements of subdivision 3.  
Subd. 2. Dwelling in micro units in sacred communities authorized. Religious institutions are 
authorized to provide permanent housing to people who are chronically homeless, extremely 
low-income, or designated volunteers, in sacred communities composed of micro units subject to 
the provisions of this section. Each religious institution that has sited a sacred community must 
annually certify to the local unit of government that it has complied with the eligibility 
requirements for residents of a sacred community in this section.  
Subd. 3. Sacred community requirements. (a) A sacred community must provide residents of 
micro units access to water and electric utilities either by connecting the micro units to the 
utilities that are serving the principal building on the lot or by other comparable means, or by 
providing the residents access to permanent common kitchen facilities and common facilities for 
toilet, bathing, and laundry with the number and type of fixtures required for an R-2 boarding 
house under Minnesota Rules, part 1305.2902. Any units that are plumbed shall not be included 
in determining the minimum number of fixtures required for the common facilities. 
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(b) A sacred community under this section must: 
(1) be appropriately insured; 
(2) have between one-third and 40 percent of the micro units occupied by designated volunteers; 
and 
(3) provide the municipality with a written plan approved by the religious institution's governing 
board that outlines: 
(i) disposal of water and sewage from micro units if not plumbed; 
(ii) septic tank drainage if plumbed units are not hooked up to the primary worship location's 
system; 
(iii) adequate parking, lighting, and access to units by emergency vehicles; 
(iv) protocols for security and addressing conduct within the settlement; and 
(v) safety protocols for severe weather. 
(c) Unless the municipality has designated sacred communities meeting the requirements of this 
section as permitted uses, a sacred community meeting the requirements of this section shall be 
approved and regulated as a conditional use without the application of additional standards not 
included in this section. When approved, additional permitting is not required for individual 
micro units. 
(d) Sacred communities are subject to the laws governing landlords and tenants under chapter 
504B. Subd. 4. Micro unit requirements. 
(a) In order to be eligible to be placed within a sacred community, a micro unit must be built to 
the requirements of the American National Standards Institute (ANSI) Code 119.5, which 
includes standards for heating, electrical systems, and fire and life safety. A micro unit must also 
meet the following technical requirements: 
(1) be no more than 400 gross square feet; 
(2) be built on a permanent chassis and anchored to pin foundations with engineered fasteners; 
(3) have exterior materials that are compatible in composition, appearance, and durability to the 
exterior materials used in standard residential construction; 
(4) have a minimum insulation rating of R-20 in walls, R-30 in floors, and R-38 in ceilings, as 
well as residential grade insulated doors and windows; 
(5) have a dry, compostable, or plumbed toilet or other system meeting the requirements of the 
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, Chapters 7035, 7040, 7049, and 7080, or other applicable 
rules; 
(6) have either an electrical system that meets NFPA 70 NEC, section 551 or 552 as applicable 
or a low voltage electrical system that meets ANSI/RVIA Low Voltage Standard, current edition; 
(7) have minimum wall framing with two inch by four inch wood or metal studs with framing of 
16 inches to 24 inches on center, or the equivalent in structural insulated panels, with a floor load 
of 40 pounds per square foot and a roof live load of 42 pounds per square foot; and 
(8) have smoke and carbon monoxide detectors installed. 

Page 24 of 109



Attachment 3 

(b) All micro units, including their anchoring, must be inspected and certified for compliance 
with these requirements by a licensed Minnesota professional engineer or qualified third-party 
inspector for ANSI compliance accredited pursuant to either the American Society for Testing 
and Materials Appendix E541 or ISO/IEC 17020. 
(c) Micro units that connect to utilities such as water, sewer, gas, or electric, must obtain any 
permits or inspections required by the municipality or utility company for that connection. 
(d) Micro units must comply with municipal setback requirements established by ordinance for 
manufactured homes. If a municipality does not have such an ordinance, micro units must be set 
back on all sides by at least ten feet. 
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2660 Civic Center Drive • Roseville, MN  55113 
www.cityofroseville.com 

February 1, 2023 

Prince of Peace Lutheran Church 
Attn:  Pastor Peter Christ 
2561 Victoria Street North 
Roseville, MN 55113 

RE: Interim Sacred Settlement 

Dear Pastor Christ, 

As you are aware, on our around December 20, 2022, City staff commenced communication with you 
regarding the placing of two micro housing units on the church property located at 2561 Victoria Street 
North.  Be advised this letter refers to the units as “micro-units” residing in an “Interim Sacred Settlement” 
given the Memorandum of Understanding the church entered into with Settled uses this terminology.   

Based on email, telephone and in-person communications, City staff understands the Interim Sacred 
Settlement and the two micro-units house two families, one considered a resource/intentional neighbor 
and one coming out of chronic homelessness.  City staff further understands these families consider these 
micro-units their permanent housing, but have 24/7 access to the church for bathroom and kitchen 
facilities.  Based on email communications from Settled dated January 4, 2023, it is their position that 
these micro-units are Recreational Vehicles.  It should be noted that, although the units are being used as 
permanent housing, the definition of Recreational Vehicle under Minnesota State Statue and City Code 
describe such vehicles as “temporary.”   

The property at 2561 Victoria Street North is in an Institutional Zone. The property to the immediate 
south, in common ownership with the 2561 Victoria Street North, is zoned Low Density Residential.  The 
placement of the two micro-units is very near the shared property line between the two properties/two 
zoning districts.  City staff has determined the placement and use of these micro-units is not in compliance 
with the City’s Zoning Code for either zoning district.  The Institutional Zoning District does not permit 
residential uses nor recreational camping areas.  The Low Density Residential Zoning District does offer a 
means to construct a development of “Dwelling, Courtyard Cottage” (also known as tiny homes), but does 
not allow a recreational camping area.  The micro-units do not comply with the Zoning Code’s definition 
of dwelling so cannot be considered a legal use.  Therefore, the two micro-units are not permissible to 
remain on the property. It should be noted that, in addition to zoning concerns, staff is concerned these 
micro-units may not meet basic safety, health, and occupancy requirements outlined within the Building 
Code, Fire Code, City Codes related to dwelling units having to be connected to City water and sewer,  and 
other safety codes such as the Building Maintenance and Preservation Code.  

Given the information contained herein, City staff offers three options: 
1. Remove the micro units from the property,
2. Appeal the staff interpretation the two micro-units are not permitted to the City Council.  An

appeal request must be submitted to the City Manager within 10 days of receiving this letter,
whereby the City Council will act on the appeal at a regularly scheduled City Council meeting to
be held within 30 days of receipt of the appeal.  The appeal process is specified in City Code
Section 1009.08 (enclosed herein) and must be accompanied by a $100 processing fee.

Attachment 4
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3. Initiate actions to construct a residential development under the “dwelling, courtyard cottage” 
(or tiny home) housing type on the southerly parcel that is zoned Low Density Residential.  These 
actions will require compliance with the Building Code. 

 
The City appreciates the church’s commitment to addressing chronic homelessness and intends to work 
cooperatively towards a solution achieving Zoning and/or Building Code compliance that addresses all 
public health, safety and welfare concerns.  Please contact Janice Gundlach, Community Development 
Director via phone at 651-792-7071 or via email to Janice.Gundlach@CityofRoseville.com with questions 
or concerns. 
 
Sincerely, 
City of Roseville 

 
 
 
 

Patrick Trudgeon 
City Manager 
 
Attachments:  
 
cc. Appeals – 1009.08 
  

Attachment 4
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1009.08: APPEALS  
 

A. An appeal pertaining to a decision of the Variance Board or an administrative ruling of the 
Community Development Department regarding any interpretation of the intent of this Title, or 
any administrative action approving or denying an application or request related to any matter 
addressed in this Title may be filed by any property owner or their agent.  

1. The appeal shall be submitted to the City Manager within 10 calendar days after the 
making of the order or decision being appealed.  

2. The appeal shall state the specific grounds upon which the appeal is made.  
3. The appeal shall be accompanied by the fee set forth in Chapter 314 of this Code.  

B. When an appeal is filed, a public meeting regarding the matter shall be held before the City 
Council, acting as the Board of Adjustments and Appeals, at a regular meeting held within 30 days 
of the receipt of the appeal. The Board of Adjustments and Appeals will reconsider only the 
evidence that had previously been considered as part of the formal action that is the subject of 
the appeal. New or additional information from the appeals applicant(s) may be considered by 
the Board of Adjustments and Appeals at its sole discretion, if that information serves to clarify 
information previously considered by the Variance Board and/or staff.  

1. Variance Appeals: A mailed notice of the public meeting at which the appeal is to be 
considered will be sent to the appeals applicant(s), members of the Variance Board, 
and to all of those property owners within the public hearing notification area 
established in Chapter 108 of the City Code, as well as the owner of the subject 
property.  

2. Administrative Deviation Appeals: A mailed notice of the public meeting at which the 
appeal is to be considered will be sent to the appeals applicant(s) and all of those 
property owners who received notice of the original administrative deviation hearing, 
as well as the owner of the subject property.  

3. Appeals of Administrative Decisions: A mailed notice of the public meeting at which 
the appeal is to be considered will be sent to the appeals applicant(s) as well as the 
owner of the subject property. 
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REQUEST FOR COMMISSION ACTION 

 Date: 7/5/2023 
 Item No.: 7.a. 

Department Approval Agenda Section 
Janice Gundlach, Community Development 
Director 

Business 

Item Description: City Council Request for Commissions. 

Page 1 of 1 

1  
2 Application Information 
3 N/A 
4  
5 Background 
6 Council member Etten attended the June 7, 2023 Planning Commission meeting and 
7 introduced this topic.  During that discussion, Commissioners were advised to send 
8 comments to staff, which would then be provided to the full Commission for 
9 discussion.  Commissioner McGehee provided comments, which are attached for 

10 review.  The Commission should engage in discussion surrounding any proposed changes 
11 to the Planning Commission's roles and responsibilities to be forwarded to the City Council 
12 for future consideration. 
13  
14 Staff Recommendation 
15 Engage in a discussion surrounding the Commission's roles and responsibilities and begin 
16 to form consensus surrounding any amendments to be forwarded to the City Council for 
17 future consideration. 
18  
19 Requested Planning Commission Action 
20 Review the attached letter from the City Council as well as comments from fellow 
21 Commissioners regarding a review and update of City commissions.  Engage in a 
22 discussion surrounding any proposed amendments to the Commission's roles and 
23 responsibilities to be forwarded to the City Council for future consideration. 
24  
25 Alternative Actions 
26 N/A  
27  

Prepared by: Janice Gundlach, Community Development Director  

Attachments: 1. City Council Request for Commissions 
2. Commissioner McGehee Suggestions for Discussion 

28  
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Commissioners, 
In April the City Council decided to pursue a review and update for our City Commissions.  The 
Council feels any review and update must include the input of the members of the  
Commissions.   

Commissions are an important part of the governance of the City by providing vital information 
and recommendations to the City Council.  In recent years, some commissions have come to 
the Council asking about changes in name, purpose, scope and duty, and meeting schedule.   

The purpose of this review by Commissioners is to flesh out potential changes that can improve 
the Commission experience for members and ensure Commissioners are making a positive 
impact on the governance of the City of Roseville and their community in general.  

As part of your work: 
● Examine sections of Roseville City Code Chapters 201-208 that are relevant to your

Commission
● Review your Commission’s Purpose, Scope, Duties and Functions
● Consider your number of Commissioners, frequency and spacing of meetings and other

aspects of the operation and work of your Commission that you feel would enhance the
quality of meetings, engagement of Commissioners and the community, and strengthen
information coming to the City Council.

For each of these areas think about these questions: 
○ What is good
○ What needs to be changed
○ What might be removed
○ What might be added to better serve the community

It is possible some Commissions will have very few recommended changes and that is OK.  
Some or all of this work may not be relevant for Commissions such as the Planning and the 
Police Civil Service Commissions that have statutory guidelines that must be followed.  

Commissioners should try to align their format with a clear Purpose statement, membership,  an 
outline of the Scope of the Commission’s work including enumerated Duties and Functions, and 
meeting requirements (see city code Chapter 201).  

Here is our current timeline: 
1. Commission review and recommendations, May 2023 to August or September 2023,
2. Council consideration, September and October, 2023
3. Final Council passage of updates, November/December 2023
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CHAPTER 202  

PLANNING COMMISSION 

SECTION: 
 

202.01: Establishment and Membership 

202.02: Meetings and Reports  

202.03: Preparation of Comprehensive Plan 

202.04: Procedure for Adoption of City Comprehensive Plan 

202.05: Adoption of City Comprehensive Plan by City Council 

202.06: Means of Executing Plan 

202.07: Zoning Code and City Comprehensive Plan 
 

202.01: ESTABLISHMENT AND MEMBERSHIP: 
 

A City Planning Commission for the City is hereby established, which shall be subject to Chapter 

201 of the City Code.  The Planning Commission shall be the City planning agency and shall have 

the powers and duties given such agencies generally by Minnesota Statutes, sections 462.351 

through 462.364, as amended, and as conferred upon it by this Chapter. (Ord. 194, 4-19-1955; 1995 

Code) 
 
 

The Planning Commission shall consist of seven members appointed by the City Council. 
 

202.02: MEETINGS AND REPORTS: 

 
The Commission shall hold at least one regular meeting each month.  It shall keep a record of its 

resolutions, transactions, and findings, which shall be a public record. (Ord. 194, 4-19-1955; 1995 

Code) 
 
 

202.03: PREPARATION OF COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: 
It shall be the function and duty of the Planning Commission to prepare and recommend a 

Comprehensive City Plan for the development of the City, including proposed public buildings, 

street arrangements, public utility services, parks, playgrounds and other similar developments, 

the use of property, the density of population and other matters relating to the development of the 

City. Such Plan may be prepared in sections, each of which shall relate to a major subject of the 

plan, as outlined in the Commission's program of work. (Ord. 194, 4-19-1955; 1995 Code) 
 

202.04 PROCEDURE FOR ADOPTION OF CITY COMPREHENSIVE 

PLAN: 
 

The Planning Commission may, at any time, recommend to the City Council, the adoption of the 

City Comprehensive Plan, any section of it or any substantial amendment thereof. Before making 

such recommendation to the City Council, the Planning Commission shall hold at least one 

public hearing, as provided for in Chapter 108 of this Code. The recommendation by the 

Planning Commission to the City Council shall be by a resolution of the Commission, approved 

by the affirmative votes of not less than 5/7
ths

 of its total membership. The Commission may 

from time to time recommend minor amendments to the City Comprehensive Plan or any 

section thereof without the public hearing mentioned herein providing that a majority of its 

members are of the opinion that such hearing is not necessary or in the public interest. (Ord. 
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1175A, 11-25-1996) 

 
If an amendment to the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map is requested by a property 

owner, the applicant shall hold an open house meeting with residents and property owners in the 

vicinity of the affected property prior to submitting an application for the amendment. 

Requirements for such an open house are as follows: 

 

A. Purpose: To provide a convenient forum for engaging community members in the 

development process, to describe the proposal in detail, and to answer questions and solicit 

feedback. 

B. Timing: The open house shall be held not more than 30 days prior to the submission of an 

application for Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map Amendment approval and shall 

be held on a weekday evening beginning between 6:00 p.m. and 7:00 p.m. and ending by 

10:00 p.m. 

C. Location: The open house shall be held at a location in or near the neighborhood affected by 

the proposed amendment, and (in the case of a site near Roseville’s boundaries) preferably 

in Roseville. In the event that such a meeting space is not available the applicant shall 

arrange for the meeting to be held at the City Hall Campus. 

D. Invitations: The applicant shall prepare a printed invitation identifying the date, time, place, 

and purpose of the open house and shall mail the invitation to the recipients in a list 

prepared and provided in electronic format by Community Development Department staff. 

The recipients will include property owners within 500 feet of the project property, 

members of the Planning Commission and City Council, and other community members 

that have registered to receive the invitations. 

E. Summary: A written summary of the open house shall be submitted as a necessary 

component of an application for Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map Amendment 

approval. (Ord. 1362, 3-24-2008) 
 

202.05: ADOPTION OF CITY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN BY CITY 

COUNCIL: 
 

Upon receiving a recommendation from the Planning Commission for the establishment or 

amendment of a plan, the City Council shall follow procedure as set forth in Chapter 108 of this 

Code. The City Council may adopt such plan or amendments by a majority vote of its members 

or by a larger majority if required by statute. (Ord. 1175A, 11-25-1996) 
 

202.06: MEANS OF EXECUTING PLAN: 
 

Upon the adoption of the City Plan or any section thereof, it shall be the duty of the Planning 

Commission to recommend to the City Council reasonable and practicable means for putting into 

effect such Plan or section thereof in order that the same will serve as a pattern and guide for the 

orderly physical development of the City. Such means shall consist of a zoning plan, the control 

of subdivision plats, a plan for future street locations, etc. (Ord. 194, 4-19-1955) 
 

202.07: ZONING CODE AND CITY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: 
 

The Planning Commission may, upon its own motion or upon instruction by the City Council, 

prepare revisions to the Zoning Code and/or Plan for the City. Before recommending such Code 

and/or Plan to the City Council, the Planning Commission shall hold at least one public hearing 

as provided for in Chapter 108 of this Code. The same procedure shall apply for the preparation 

of any overall street plan or acquisition of lands for public purposes.  (Ord. 1175A, 11-25-1996) 

(Ord. 1481, 07-20-2015)
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Memo 

To:  Roseville City Council  

From:  Tammy McGehee 

Date:  June 20, 2023 

RE: Suggestions for Discussion 

The Planning Commission is a state mandated advisory body, but its role is defined by the 

municipality.  As presently defined, the Planning Commission has a very large role in the 

Comprehensive Plan, but not in any actual planning.  The format and process presently in place 

is one whereby already vetted projects that have been defined by Community Development to 

meet all City requirements are brought to the Commission to be upheld as proper and legal.  By 

the time a project has reached the Commission, the 60 day clock has begun and staff has found it 

to fit the code legally.   

 The result of this current process is that the “public hearing” is a dishonest exercise through 

which no substantial modification can be made.  This leads to, and has led to, massive ill-will on 

the part of residents who come forward with reasonable ideas and suggestions but whose efforts 

and time are dismissed because there is no real leverage to make a course correction.  

Furthermore, when a series of these events occurs where even reasonable suggestions cannot be 

incorporated, the Commission has no mechanism to discuss ways to propose and discuss 

alterations to the zoning code and or process to make modifications to improve the process and 

outcomes in the future.   

During my tenure thus far, I would like to see the following items discussed by the Planning 

Commission as part of the Council outreach which was presented by Councilman Etten at the 

last meeting.   

1. Discuss adding a line item at the end of the agenda where Commission members can have

topics or items placed on the following month’s agenda for discussion—similar to that on the

Council agenda.

2. Discuss changing the process to add a period of discussion between the Commission and a

developer regarding a proposed plan.  This proposed meeting would follow the open house so

that resident input would be considered and discussed prior to the item entering into the formal

60 day consideration.  For example, the Fed Ex parking lot project was a perfect case in point

where the ability of the residents and commissioners to communicate directly with the developer

made all the difference!

3. Discuss defining the role of the Planning Commission with respect to planning related topics.

This would include things like the “Master Plans” and associated planning, i.e. Comprehensive

Plan, Pathway Master Plan, Park Master Plan, Campus Master Plan, etc.  This provides a resident
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based entity to advise the Council and to see how these parts fit together to realize a vision for 

the community. 

4.  Discuss possible “visioning” process and its role and timing in the Comprehensive Planning 

process. 

5.  Discuss the Planning Commission role in the visioning process.   

6.  Discuss consideration of having the Design Review Committee (DRC) include members of 

the Planning Commission.  As it is presently structured, it is far too opaque from any resident, 

advisory, or decision making bodies.  

7.  Discuss revising our subdivision zoning rules to make the size of the resulting subdivided lots 

no smaller than the average lot size of all lots touching a 500’ radius around the proposed 

subdivided lot..  This plan results in a gradual move to increased density and smaller lots, but it 

is more measured and does not immediately dramatically change a neighborhood.  It is this 

dramatic change to a neighborhood created by our current subdivision zoning that has been the 

cause of the  many negative reactions by residents and neighborhoods. 

Finally, a thought on density we should all consider.  During my tenure on the Council I recall 

that what the Council initially requested of staff was an “update” to the 2030 Plan.  As we know, 

that was not what happened.  Because of this change, the visioning that was done for Roseville 

2025 was not used as a vision basis and there was no new visioning done.   

For these reasons the current 2040 Comprehensive Plan, because of the lack of using any 

previous visioning as a basis for the plan, became simply representative of a bit of Council 

suggestions, lots of work by the previous Planning Commission, and a final document prepared 

largely by Community Development.  What emerged in the 2040 Comprehensive Plan final 

document was a shocking deviation in our previous zoning—with little public input or discussion 

and no real need.   Without a local newspaper or active visioning, residents are simply unaware 

of these changes.  We are now the only northern suburb without any “single family” R-1 zoning! 

The Planning Commission has been dealing with this shift in policy for the past two years and 

has seen the resulting very unfortunate changes to neighborhoods, green space, tree canopy, 

impervious surface, and resident dissatisfaction with city government.  The latter, resident 

disgust, anger, and sense of disenfranchisement , has become clear in public hearings related to 

our new lot sizes and its role in replacing lots and homes in long time R-1 areas  with twin 

homes, duplex homes, or in some cases small lot HOA developments.  There are several 

examples of which you are aware --the McCarrons development, County Road B, and Old 

Highway 8 in the past 18 months. 

And the issues continue.  In the June packet one resident wrote that a developer was advertizing 

on a website, “coming this summer – 4 brand new rambler homes in the heart of Roseville!”  The 
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resident then raised this question, “Had the subdivision of the plot already been approved or was 

the letter asking for feedback we received just a formality?”  In the same packet another resident 

posits, “We understand that increased density is a part of Roseville’s 2040 plan….”   

General “increased density” was not a goal that was not debated on the Council nor was it vetted 

in the Community during the planning for the 2040 Comprehensive Plan.   It is an idea that is not 

popular with residents in Roseville as evidenced by residents coming forward to the Planning 

Commission.  And, it is becoming increasingly clear that many of these changes are simply 

increasing the rental burden of the city.  While rental property is an essential part of our housing 

mix, just as with too much of anything, it changes the character of the community as a whole and 

very strongly impacts many of our existing neighborhoods. 

While I am a supporter of areas of manufactured homes and tiny homes, which we have not 

sought to review or discuss, there is no way or need for us to provide any more “homes” in 

Roseville.  In fact, as we look forward to water shortages, climate change, droughts and deluges, 

heat islands, tax burdens, etc., and sustainability in general, preserving our larger lots, 

encouraging smaller impervious footprints, permeable driveways and walks, bee lawns, and 

protection and encouragement of our city’s tree canopy, etc. is what we should be focusing on.  

These are the programs and actions of the smart cities all across the globe. 

 Roseville is “perfectly positioned” with location, great variety of housing types, styles, lot sizes 

and price ranges, access to good public transportation, mix of residential, commercial, and 

industrial employers, and strong park system.  If we build on this excellent foundation for the 

future, we would encourage natural areas, protect our wetlands, lakes, and ponds, and reshape 

our streets as they are resurfaced to provide the old swales to recharge the ground water rather 

than carrying our debris, fertilizer, pesticides, and herbicides, and our precious water to the 

Mississippi River.  We could encourage home ownership rather than rental to provide true 

diversity and equity.  There are many areas of our code that are in directly in conflict with true 

equity, resilience, and sustainability. 

We have met all the Metropolitan Council’s requirements for both density and affordable 

housing through 2040.  Instead of simply doing more of what we already have in sufficient 

quantity, let us all engage in new visioning and planning to insure that Roseville remains a 

community that is safe, healthy, sustainable, and resilient. 

This takes planning on a larger scale than putting an OK on proposals developers bring forward.  

I hope we can begin to discuss changes and ways to make this larger type of planning possible.   
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