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Minncsota, USA
Planning Commission Regular Meeting
City Council Chambers, 2660 Civic Center Drive

Minutes — Wednesday, April 5, 2017 — 6:30 p.m.

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

Roll Call
At the request of Interim Vice Chair Murphy, Community Development Director Kari
Collins called the Roll.

Members Present: Interim Vice Chair Robert Murphy; and Commissioners Chuck

Gitzen, James Daire, Julie Kimble, James Bull, and newly-
appointed Commissioner Pete Sparby

Staff Present: Community Development Director Kari Collins and Senior

Planner Bryan Lloyd

Organizational Business

a.

Swear-in New Commissioner: Pete Sparby

Community Development Director Kari Collins announced that newly-appointed
Commissioner Tammi Etheridge had withdrawn her appointment to serve on the
commission.

Vice Chair Murphy administered the Oath of Office to Commissioner Sparby; and
colleagues welcomed him to the Planning Commission.

Elect Planning Commission Chair and Vice Chair
Interim Vice Chair Murphy offered up his name to serve as Chair.

MOTION
By acclimation, Member Daire moved, seconded by Member Bull, Member
Murphy to serve as Chair of the Planning Commission.

Ayes: 6
Nays: 0
Motion carried.

Member Bull offered up his name to serve as Vice Chair.
By consensus, Commissioners approved Member Bull to serve as Vice Chair
of the Planning Commission.

Appoint Variance Board Members
Given his new position in serving as Chair of the Commission, Member Murphy
withdrew his former role serving on the Variance Board.

Members Gitzen and Daire volunteered to continue serving on the Variance
Board; with Member Kimble volunteering to move from Alternate to full service
on the Board.

Member Sparby volunteered to serve as an Alternate on the Variance Board.
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MOTION

Member Murphy moved, seconded by Member Bull to appoint Members
Daire, Gitzen and Kimble, with Alternate Member Sparby, to serve on the
Variance Board effective in May of 2017, pending ratification by the City
Council.

Ayes: 6
Nays: 0
Motion carried.

Appoint Commissioner to Ethics Commission

As current representative to the Ethics Commission, Member Bull stated his
interest in continuing in that role.

MOTION

Member Murphy moved, seconded by Member Daire, to designate Member
Bull to serve as the Planning Commission representative to the Ethics
Commission.

Ayes: 6
Nays: 0
Motion carried.

Appoint Commissioner to the Rice/Larpenteur Community Advisory Group
Members Kimble and Daire expressed interest in serving in this role.

Ms. Collins clarified that one appointee was needed to be selected by the
Commission to serve in this role; however, she noted that any interested resident
of Roseville, including any other commissioners not appointed as their
representative were welcome to apply for remaining at-large positions on the
advisory group.

Vice Chair Bull suggested designating an alternate in case the primary appointee
was unable to attend a meeting.

Member Daire admitted that at this point, his schedule was full, but he expressed
his ongoing interest in this multi-jurisdictional area; and offered his attendance at
those meetings as a resident versus an official commissioner; and therefore
endorsed Member Kimble for serving in that role.

MOTION

Member Bull moved, seconded by Member Gitzen, to designate Member
Kimble to serve as the Planning Commission representative to the Rice
Street/Larpenteur Avenue Community Advisory Group.

Ayes: 6
Nays: 0
Motion carried.
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Review of Minutes
March 1, 2017, Regular Meeting Minutes

MOTION
Member Bull moved, seconded by Member Kimble to approve the March 1, 2017
meeting minutes as amended

Corrections:

. Page 15, Line 641 (Kimble)
Typographical Correction: Correct to read: *...Member Kimble stated her
continued [lack] of support for the ,,,”

Ayes: 6
Nays: 0
Motion carried.

Communications and Recognitions:

a. From the Public: Public Comment to land use on issues not on this agenda,
including the 2040 Comprehensive Plan Update
None.

b. From the Commission or Staff: Information about assorted business not

already on this agenda, including a brief update on the 2040 Comprehensive
Plan Update process.

Commissioner Kimble noted upcoming Economic Development meetings
scheduled in May and June as part of the process, and questioned meting times,
seeking clarification as to whether the topics at those meetings would be of
interest of informational for commissioners to attend.

Senior Planner Lloyd responded that the dates were scheduled on regular City
Council meeting dates in most cases; but offered to review actual dates and times
and submit that information to the commission for their information. Mr. Lloyd
noted that all meetings were open to the public, and encouraged commissioners to
attend or view the discussions via the website.

Vice Chair Bull reminded his colleagues of the upcoming annual Ethics Training
for city commissioners, staff and council members, scheduled for May 12, 2017 at
6:00 p.m.; with a 5:30 p.m. start for new commission members as part of their
orientation process.

For the benefit and update of the public and Commission, Senior Planner Bryan
Lloyd provided a brief update on the comprehensive plan update process. Mr.
Lloyd referenced the March 15, 2017 memorandum from the consultant team
summarizing results of the kick-off meeting and feedback from that event. Mr.
Lloyd noted that intercept boards were being located throughout the community;
focus group logistics, agendas, and invitations were being finalized, and meetings
in a box and surveys were being prepared. Mr. Lloyd advised that all of the public
input would be combined by the consultants and presented to the Commission at
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their April 26, 2017 meeting; along with the scheduled April 24, 2017 City
Council check-in by the consultants.

6. Public Hearing (Continued)

a.

PLANNING FILE 17-002: Request by Grace Church, Roseville Area High
School, St. Christopher’s Episcopal Church, Church of Corpus Christi, St.
Rose of Lima, Calvary Church, New Life Presbyterian Church, Centennial
United Methodist Church, and Roseville Covenant Church in cooperation
with the MN State Fair for renewed approval of eight park and ride facilities
and approval of one new (St. Christopher’s Episcopal Church) park and ride
facilities and approval of one new park and ride facility as an INTERIM
USE. Addresses of the facilities are as follows: 1310 County Road B-2, 1240
County Road B-2, 2300 Hamline Avenue, 2131 Fairview Avenue, 2048 Hamline
Avenue, 2120 Lexington Avenue, 965 Larpenteur Avenue, 1524 County Road C-2
and 2865 Hamline Avenue

Chair Murphy continued the public hearing for Planning File 17-002 at 6:47 p.m.

As detailed in the staff report, Senior Planner Bryan Lloyd provided a brief update
since the last Commission meeting; and additional input from the Police and
Public Works Departments on new conditions as detailed as Conditions J, K and
L. Mr. Lloyd advised that staff recommends approval of the Interim Use renewal,
subject to those conditions.

Chair Murphy referenced an email provided at the previous Commission meeting
from Ms. Jesse Docken and the type of buses used, requesting more handicapped
accessible buses be provided. Chair Murphy asked staff if and how responses
were given to those citizens.

Mr. Lloyd confirmed that staff routinely responded to citizen communication such
as that received from Ms. Docken.

Vice Chair Bull noted that with the new conditions, the Public Works Department
would mark some streets at their discretion for “No Parking;” but questioned if
this was typically enforced by that department throughout the year. Vice Chair
Bull noted that, based on public comment, the problem was exacerbated by the
State Fair and more traffic and parking in the community. Vice Chair Bull noted
that parking in front of mailboxes and/or driveways was enforced throughout the
year by the city’s Police Department.

Mr. Lloyd responded that he was not aware if this was a temporary enforcement
or involved permanent signage by the Public Works Department. Mr. Lloyd
agreed that most of the streets received a generally low level of parking outside
the dates of the State Fair.

Vice Chair Bull noted that the previous 1U renewal was for five years, then this
renewal was initially recommended by staff for three years; but now revised to
recommend a four year renewal period; and questioned rationale for that time
frame.
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Ms. Collins advised that staff had initially considered a five-year renewal was
appropriate after discussions with the applicant.

At the request of Member Gitzen, Ms. Collins confirmed that there was nothing in
staff’s research of city code indicating that parking in front of a mailbox was a
violation, and simply a courtesy not to do so; while blocking a driveway was a
violation of city code. Mr. Lloyd clarified that state and/or city code required a 5’
clearance on either side of a driveway for access and visibility.

Member Daire referenced the email from Greg and Debra Gogins, opining that he
found several of their comments enlightening, one in particular that of overflow
parking being difficult to deal with. In conversations with Ms. Collins prior to
tonight’s meeting, Member Daire reviewed street width when two-sided parking
was allowed and traffic moving in both directions, in addition to the cul-de-sac on
either side of Fairview Avenue and blocking access and visibility at Eldridge.
Member Daire opined that the city needed to deal with roadway widths in general
rather than the State Fair required to deal with that situation that was beyond their
realm. Member Daire further opined that the areas in question should be posted
without expense to the State Fair as part of the city’s responsibility for the health,
safety and welfare function of the City and its Police Department. Since any
violations would be payable to the city whether for tagging or tag/tow situations,
Member Daire suggested striking that requirement for the State Fair’s 1U or table
this application again to examine actual impacts on parking. As a former
transportation planner with the City of Minneapolis, Member Daire noted that
design standards should be part of the city’s subdivision code revisions currently
underway. Based on the city’s past experience with the State Fair, Member Daire
stated that should have informed the city where it was falling short of policing and
tagging, and required further due diligence. Member Daire questioned the need
for a contract between the city’s Police Department and the State Fair as indicated
in new conditions J and K.

Applicant
Applicant Representative: Steve Grans, Transportation Manager for the

Minnesota State Fair

Member Sparby asked how the decision had been made for a longer-term (e.g.
five-year) U versus the shorter term given recommended conditions for approval.

Mr. Grans responded that, having applied for 1U’s since 2000, the first one was
for a term of three years, and each subsequent renewal was for five years. Mr.
Grans noted that the renewals required considerable effort by the city and the
State Fair; and reminded the commission that the U is written so that at any given
time, the city can choose to close any one lot or multiple lots for any infractions
of those conditions. Mr. Grans advised that the State Fair had added expenses for
these 1U applications for the Fair’s three-wee duration; and thus he had advocated
for the five-year term.
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At the request of Chair Murphy, Mr. Grans confirmed that there was continual
review by the city of the respective lots, and immediate responses of the State Fair
when contacted by city staff with any complaints or areas of concern.

Member Sparby asked what benefit was received by those properties for this park
& ride use.

Mr. Gran responded that each received rental money for use of their lots; but
more importantly noted that they actually became employees of the Fair so that
organization got paid handsomely, frequently using that money as a fundraiser.

At the further request of Member Sparby, Mr. Gran advised that the monetary
amount varied by location and space available, and depended on shift ranges, but
averaged up to $10,000 for use during that ten-day period paid directly to the
organization itself, and typically used for youth or other missions of their church
and/or organization at their discretion.

On a personal note, Chair Murphy noted the service of volunteers in manning
these lots, allowing those funds in most cases to be used exclusively for the
organization’s designated preference.

Member Kimble sought Mr. Gran’s response to Member Daire’s comment related
to a police contract.

Mr. Gran stated his agreement with Member Daire, but advised that the State Fair
was not going to rock the boat. Mr. Gran stated that the Fair was certainly aware
of some issues with neighborhood parking and the requirement that parking could
and should not go out beyond the borders of designated park and ride lots; but
could not enforce anything under their authority. Whenever this issue had been
pointed out to him by city staff in the past, Mr. Gran advised that his response was
that the problem could be solved by signing a street as “No Parking” on a
particular side. From his personal experience, as a St. Paul resident in the Como
area and living three blocks from the State Fair, Mr. Gran recognized that he was
unable to park in front of his house during the duration of the Fair, but was
unaware of a solution to eliminate the problem. As an example, Mr. Gran noted
that when Victoria Street was redone near the New Life Church, the street was
permanently posted “No Parking” on one side, which happened to also be the
mailbox side. In using that street frequently, Mr. Gran noted what a difference
that made; and recognized that street width in other areas was problematic.

At the request of Member Gitzen, Mr. Gran stated that the State Fair was
amenable to all of the conditions as detailed in the staff report as presented.

Public Comment

With no one coming forward to speak for or against this request, Chair Murphy
closed the public hearing at approximately 7:07 p.m.

Commission Deliberation
Vice Chair Bull opined that Condition A (designating the hours of operation for
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each site be limited from 7:00 a.m. to Midnight) was setting the Fair up to fail,
since the last bus arrived after that based on when the fairgrounds closed. Vice
Chair Bull stated that he was more inclined to set a 12:30 a.m. deadline.

Chair Murphy advised that this had been discussed at the previous meeting and
asked Mr. Gran to comment about coordination with lot attendants.

Mr. Gran advised that, as previously reported, when this U process was begun in
2000, the Midnight deadline was used; and while all advertising for the Fair
shows midnight as when the Fair closes, the last bus leaves the fairgrounds at
midnight, so obviously the lots are open longer than midnight to facilitate those
last buses. However, Mr. Gran advised that he was not aware of any issues today;
and depending on the route and timing, the last bus typically arrives between
12:15 and 12:45 a.m.

If this request moves forward from the commission as a recommendation to the
City Council, Vice Chair Bull suggested setting some agreed-to time in the
parameters to guarantee success.

Mr. Gran clarified that no matter what the condition allowed, those times would
not be publicized schedule hours, and simply represented operational hours for the
lots. Mr. Gran noted that if a bus broke down and another was brought in, it
would not comply with the condition anyway. Mr. Gran noted there was
flexibility in the operational hours to accommodate those unknowns; but clarified
that the State Fair didn’t transport anyone into the Fair after 10:00 p.m., nor did it
sell tickets after that time; so questioned whether the commission needed to
change the times.

Specific to new Conditions J and K, Vice Chair Bull stated that his comments
were similar to those expressed by Member Daire, opining that it feels to him that
the city was putting a burden on the State Fair that they had no actual control over
and from which the city was trying to profit monetarily. On the parking aspect,
Vice Chair Bull opined that the city currently installs “No Parking” signs where
needed and shouldn’t be asking the State Fair to escrow monies and then the
Public Works Department may perform additional work without any control by
the State Fair that they’d be required to submit more money for or for carryover to
the next year. Vice Chair Bull opined that the State Fair was an important entity
for the community and state, making that additional burden on them unjustified.
While it is also a burden on Roseville citizens to accommodate parking during fair
time as well, with the proposed Police Department contract, Vice Chair Bull
opined that the State Fair, versus the City Police Department was being asked to
pay for enforcement of city ordinances, which was the role of the Police
Department anyway. Vice Chair Bull opined that any additional revenue gained
from enforcement should help defray costs of the Police Department; with the
State Fair actually having no bearing on whether people park illegally, even
though through this condition the city was asking them to bear the cost while
receiving no revenue from any fines levied. From his personal perspective, Vice
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Chair Bull stated that this created more disparity and unnecessary government
regulations, which were of no interest to him. Therefore, Vice Chair Bull stated
his opposition to both Conditions J and K as recommended, opining that they both
represented unfair burdens to the State Fair, with standard operating practices
already in place. Vice Chair Bull opined that the Police Department should bring
in police reserves to help patrol those areas if and as needed for code
enforcement. Vice Chair Bull expressed his disappointment that neither Police
Chief Mathwig or Public Works Director Culver were in attendance tonight to
lend their perspective on this and normal operations. Since this arrangement has
obviously worked for years, with only a handful of complaints, Vice Chair Bull
opined that no additional burdens should be placed on the State Fair.

Member Gitzen stated his support of the conditions as presented, even though
12:30 a.m. as a deadline for operations made sense to him since the buses couldn’t
get there by Midnight if not leaving the fairgrounds until then. However, since
Mr. Gran stated that he could live with the conditions as presented and
recommended by staff. Member Gitzen opined that the conditions were an attempt
by the city to respond to concerns expressed by residents who said overflow
parking was a problem; and with added signage, a police officer should have the
ability to enforce parking accordingly. Since those conditions were put in place in
answer to local resident concerns for those living near these park and ride lots,
Member Gitzen stated his support, with changes in the operation deadline in
Condition A if supported by the majority.

Specific to the new conditions recommended by staff, Member Sparby noted that
if the costs for additional parking enforcement, if not passed on to the State Fair,
would be borne by all residents in Roseville for the duration of the Fair. While
officers were needed to deal with those issues specifically related to the State Fair
operations and impacts on the community, Member Sparby opined that it seemed
applicable to pass on those additional expenses to the State Fair to be covered by
their user fees, and passed on as part of their costs of doing business. Member
Sparby opined that he would support amending the condition to pass on an
invoice for additional services to the Fair rather than entering into some
ambiguous contract without any control on terms, but identifying the actual cost
of this additional activity created by the Fair.

Member Kimble concurred with Member Sparby.

Specific to Vice Chair Bull’s comments about passing on the revenue achieved
from this additional police enforcement, Member Sparby responded that the
location of the park and rides proved a great benefit to individuals, those
organizations and the State Fair; and therefore if they wanted to be part of the
program, there was a benefit for utilization of their space.

With Member Daire reiterating that on-street parking violations were the problem,
Member Sparby responded that this had prompted his comments on enforcement.
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If the city charged the State Fair for enforcement costs, and kept the revenue,
Member Daire opined that this didn’t make sense to him.

With the overwhelming comments received and passed along have been mostly
favorable from surrounding neighbors, and given the excellent service provided
with these park and ride lots, Chair Murphy noted that the conditions were simply
intended to ease the burdens on the neighbors through additional policing; with
revenue intended to offset the administrative management of that ticketing. If not
for the State Fair, Chair Murphy advised that there wouldn’t be a need for extra
signage or patrols; so with some expectation of designating an off-duty officer
who was guaranteed to be available for this purpose rather than called out to
respond to other incidents, seemed prudent from his perspective. Chair Murphy
opined that the conditions seemed reasonable, especially since annual contracts
and new conditions were intended as an attempt to respond to citizen concerns.
Chair Murphy noted that the process had been continually refined since its
inception in 2000.

Member Kimble opined that Condition J was a strong response to the strong
concerns expressed by citizens; and while appreciating the concerns raised by
Vice chair Bull and Member Daire, to err on the side of caution, and recognizing
the extenuating circumstances in these neighborhoods as a result of State Fair
attendance, spoke in support of the two new conditions, anticipating increased
State Fair admission fees accordingly.

MOTION

Member Murphy moved, seconded by Member Daire, to recommend to the
City Council renewal of a five-year Interim Use for the Minnesota State Fair
to continue operating park and ride facilities at nine church and school
locations based on the comments, findings, and the conditions as detailed in
the staff report dated April 5, 2017.

Vice Chair Bull reiterated his parking concerns and not addressing the checks and
balances for typical enforcement, creating a situation where the city could
virtually post every street in the city and have the State Fair pay for that
enforcement.

AMENDMENT TO THE MOTION
Member Bull moved, seconded by Member Gitzen, to revise Condition A for
hours of operation from 7:00 a.m. to 12:30 a.m.

Chair Murphy stated his opposition to the amendment, supporting the standard
conditions even though a bus may arrive after typical hours of operation.

Member Gitzen opined that even though the buses should all be back by 12:30
a.m., every situation couldn’t be addressed, but this was a reasonable approach.

Vice Chair Bull opined that it was a given that the 12:00 Midnight deadline didn’t
work and therefore, wasn’t effective, but further opined that this amended time
would provide a target for arrival at 12:30 a.m.
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Amendment #1
Ayes: 6
Nays: 0
Motion carried.

AMENDMENT TO THE MOTION
Member Bull moved, seconded by Member Daire, to strike Condition K
(lines 189-193 of the staff report).

While recognizing that the State Fair is agreeable with this condition, Vice Chair
Bull reiterated that as a Roseville resident he didn’t consider it justified. As with
other extra enforcement required during summer celebrations and events in
Roseville and the surrounding area, Vice Chair Bull opined that any increased
enforcement should be part of the city’s standard process.

Member Gitzen stated his opposition to this amendment; opining that beyond
enforcement issues, a designated off-duty police officer could help ensure the
safety of those using the park and ride lots; as well as providing added benefit for
citizens in the immediate neighborhood.

Chair Murphy spoke in opposition to the amendment, opining that an off-duty
officer available to respond to issues and concerns was a direct response to
requests made by residents. Chair Murphy noted that if there were no subsequent
issues, there would be no revenue generated; and opined that this was a
reasonable approach that wouldn’t cost citizens any additional dollars for extra
patrol shifts created by the State Fair.

Amendment #2

Ayes: 2 (Daire and/Bull)

Nays: 4 (Murphy, Gitzen, Sparby, Kimble)
Motion failed.

AMENDMENT TO THE MOTION
Member Bull moved, seconded by Member Daire, to strike Condition J (lines
183-188 of the staff report).

Vice Chair Bull reiterated his rationale in seeking this amendment.

Member Daire concurred, and spoke in support of the motion. Member Daire
spoke to an upcoming agenda item tonight dealing with rewriting the city’s
subdivision code that would support and focus on roadway widths by the Public
Works Department, as outlined in their draft design standards document. Member
Daire noted that then, as appropriate, the city’s responsibility to compel certain
patterns for certain streets in providing for the health, safety and welfare of its
citizens (e.g. emergency vehicles, intersection visibility, driveway access, etc.)
would be addressed appropriately.

Member Sparby clarified that this condition only states that the State Fair would
enter into a contract; and suggested their representatives could negotiate
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reasonable language with the city. Member Sparby stated that he didn’t see the
condition as a blank canvas for the city to plaster the entire city with signage, but
simply as a reasonable approach for those areas and residents seeking help with
overflow parking in their neighborhoods. Therefore, Member Sparby spoke in
support of this reasonable condition.

Member Kimble suggested tightening up the language in the condition for
specific areas in which a park and ride lot are located versus a blanket
opportunity, opining that she saw that as the intent of the condition.

Chair Murphy spoke against the amendment, opining that he wasn’t concerned
about any rampant growth of “No Parking” signs in the community, noting these
are intended as temporary signs in certain areas, and showing the city’s
responsiveness to citizen concerns without over-reaching. While there was no
mention of the cost of these temporary signs and their installation, Chair Murphy
noted there would be a cost for their creation, installation and maintenance. Using
the same logic as that for additional policing, Chair Murphy noted that this is a
State Fair-related issue beyond normal parking, with continuing annual review by
staff to refine the process moving forward.

Member Gitzen agreed with the comments of Chair Murphy and Member Sparby,
opining this was a reasonable condition and therefore, he would not support the
amendment, expressing confidence that the city would be judicious in signage.

As a resident within walking distance of Central Park, Member Daire noted the
parking situation and pedestrian safety concerns during the summer celebrations
at Central Park. Member Daire compared this to the experiences of those living
near these park and ride lots. Member Daire spoke in support of this amendment
and for the State Fair to provide oversight, without additional regulations; and for
the city to address street width and parking as a practical matter.

Chair Murphy noted that the design standards were intended to address normal
conditions versus extraordinary events such as the State Fair. Chair Murphy
referenced past temporary “No Parking” signs along Woodhill to address a similar
situation. Chair Murphy spoke in opposition to the amendment.

Amendment #3

Ayes: 2 (Daire and Bull)

Nays: 4 (Sparby, Gitzen, Kimble, Murphy)
Motion failed

Original Motion, as amended (line 159) with operation deadline of 12:30 a.m.
Ayes: 5

Nays: 1 (Bull)

Motion carried.

Vice Chair Bull clarified that he was not opposed in general to the 1U, but just
several of the conditions of approval.
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At the request of Chair Murphy, Ms. Collins advised that this item was tentatively
scheduled for the April 24, 2017 City Council meeting.

7. Public Hearing

a.

PLANNING FILE 17-003: Request by Ramsey County Public Health to
renew its INTERIM USE approval for a seasonal household hazardous waste
(HHW) collection site at Kent Street and Larpenteur Avenue. The site lies
just north of Larpenteur Avenue and approximately one block east of Dale
Street, on property owned by Ramsey County. The site has served as the
community’s HHW site since 1992.

Chair Murphy opened the public hearing for Planning File 17-003 at 7:42 p.m.

Mr. Lloyd summarized this 1U renewal request and staff’s recommendation for
approval. Mr. Lloyd noted the existing condition of approval as detailed in lines
68 — 71 of the staff report; and with no calls received by the city to-date given site
operators performing monitoring on a regular basis, suggested removal of that
condition.

With Member Gitzen expressing confusion, Chair Murphy clarified that the site
was operated 24/7 under practical operation rationale but only open during
particular times and typically on weekends for a certain number of hours.

Member Sparby asked how the adjacent off-leash dog park came into play based
on its proximity.

Displaying the aerial map (Attachment B), Mr. Lloyd reviewed the locations of
the collection site and dog park; with both fenced.

As a frequent user of the hazardous site, Member Daire attested to the extreme
care of workers in handling materials at the site; and also the obvious segregation
of the dog park use and hazardous waste site.

There were no representatives of the applicant, Ramsey County, present.
Chair Murphy closed the public hearing at 7:43 p.m.; no one spoke for or against.

Commission Deliberation

Chair Murphy reported that he had personally used this site over the years and
also attested to the professionalism of their staff over the years. As noted in the
staff report, Chair Murphy noted that those operators received State Hazardous
material training; and opined that the city was fortunate to have operators of that
quality available. Chair Murphy opined that Ramsey County had done a good job
in building up the collection site over the years; and further opined that it was far
better to have this site in place for use versus nothing.

Vice Chair Bull opined that they serve a useful purpose in the community; but
offered his frank embarrassment with a condition requiring an annual review and
report. Since it was not enforced, Vice Chair Bull spoke in support of removing
the condition.
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MOTION
Member Bull moved to TABLE this item until a report was received from
staff on the rationale for this condition as required by the current 1U permit.

Chair Murphy declared the motion failed due to lack of a second.

Discussion ensued related to the intent of the condition and whether it was to be
reviewed whether a complaint was received or not.

From his perspective, Mr. Lloyd opined that the condition suggested a proactive
review of the operation of the site; and while unable to speak to why that hasn’t
been done nor to the history of the condition, stated that it didn’t appear that a
review was generated by a complaint.

Chair Murphy noted that he didn’t see that the review was tasked to any specific
city department; but noted there were several that would be involved, including
the Fire Department (hazardous materials), Public Works (runoff), and Planning
(setbacks). Even with no complaints from neighbors to-date, Chair Murphy
supported the rational for an annual administrative review.

Member Daire asked if the annual review of operations for a hazardous materials
site required an amendment to this 1U or if it was a normal function of the city,
and if so, who that responsible person would be and what would their review
consist of.

Mr. Lloyd responded that he wasn’t aware of what city staff would have that
knowledge for waste disposal to adequately review the site to see if it was
proceeding required. With the condition indicating the review was to be on the
anniversary date, Mr. Lloyd stated that caused him to further question the intent
of the review in the first place.

Ms. Collins responded from the staff’s perspective, noted the “as needed”
language of the condition to submit an annual report or administrative review to
address operation and maintenance issues. Since there was typically something
that triggered staff’s reaction to any IU conditions that would involve any and all
parties, and since staff had received no complaints to-date, Ms. Collins reported
that nothing had been done and thus the recommendation to remove the condition.
However, Ms. Collins clarified that this was not meant to state that if there were
any complaints in the future, they would not be reviewed by staff.

Member Sparby stated that he had read the condition as “you shall do a review”
with staff submitting a report as needed. Even with no complaints to-date,
Member Sparby stated that he had some concern with staff not conducting a
review and therefore not being aware of whether or not the site was in compliance
or how they were treating hazardous waste materials. Member Sparby opined that
the adjacent neighbors would certainly seek assurances, whether or not they had
any concerns. Therefore, Member Sparby stated that he wasn’t sure he could
support moving forward without some kind of review condition in place,
especially for an IU term of five years.
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At the request of Chair Murphy, Mr. Lloyd advised that the current IU had
expired on April 18, 2016, having been approved in 2011 for the five year period.

After further discussion, Ms. Collins clarified that every IU application is treated
as new, whether or not it was a renewal.

With the number of federal and state statutes required for this type of operation,
and with Bay West serving as the operator for this site for Ramsey County,
Member Kimble shared Mr. Lloyd’s point that no one on city staff was qualified
to review the site; and questioned the desired results of such a review.

Ms. Collins noted that the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) was
fully aware of activities on this or any hazardous waste site.

Chair Murphy suggested the Fire Chief and/or Building Inspector would be the
most likely city enforcement officials.

Member Kimble noted that there were reporting requirements for any spill; and
suggested that if the city was going to require something, they needed to be
definitive.

MOTION

Member Murphy moved, seconded by Member Bull, to recommend to the
City Council a five-year INTERIM USE for Ramsey County to continue
operating a household hazardous waste collection facility at the Kent Street
location; based on the information contained in the staff report of April 5,
2017, inclusive of the condition detailed in lines 68-71; and amended to ask for
an administrative review submitted to the Planning Commission within the next
60-90 days.

Member Sparby spoke in support of the motion; opining it was prudent to retain
the administrative review allowing for city leverage if it was ever needed. Even
though the condition wasn’t a permanent obligation nor had it been treated as
such, Member Sparby opined that it was prudent to reserve it.

Ayes: 6
Nays:0
Motion carried.

At the request of Chair Murphy, Ms. Collins advised that this item was tentatively
scheduled for the April 24, 2017 City Council meeting.

PROJ0041: Request by the City of Roseville to change Comprehensive Plan
(Land Use) and Zoning classification (Rezoning) of the former Roseville
Armory site, 211 N McCarrons Boulevard. Existing Comprehensive Plan
designation would change from Institutional (IN) to Low Density Residential
(LR) and the Zoning classification would change from Institutional District
(INST) to Low Density Residential District (LDR-1)

Chair Murphy opened the public hearing for Project File 0041 at 8:07 p.m.
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Mr. Lloyd introduced this first look by the Planning Commission of the intended
rewrite of the subdivision ordinance, seeking their initial feedback for staff and
the consultant, Kimley-Horn, to guide the updated ordinance. As detailed in the
staff report and attachments, Mr. Lloyd reported that the City Council had
approved hiring of the consulting firm Kimley-Horn to facilitate this process.

As detailed in the staff report, and as indicated by public feedback, Mr. Lloyd
advised that this step was being recommended as outlined for redevelopment of
211 N McCarrons Boulevard. Since this is a comprehensive plan amendment, Mr.
Lloyd advised that it would require a super majority vote (5/6) for
recommendation to the City Council and forwarding to the Metropolitan Council
if approved at that time.

Member Kimble sought clarification on the total acreage involved and maximum
number of units with this classification and designation.

Mr. Lloyd advised that the developable area was approximately 6 acres without
the wetland, and divided by minimum lot size would accommodate up to twenty-
four units without factoring in the new street that would take up some space,
resulting in fewer than twenty-four units.

Referencing page 3 of the staff report and the series of questions and audience
comments, Member Kimble asked if there was a record of staff’s responses to
those questions.

Ms. Collins advised that City Planner Paschke had summarized notes of the
meting, apologizing for not including it in tonight’s packet materials, and offering
to do so for the City Council meeting on April 24, 2017.

Being new to the Commission, Member Sparby asked for what all was entailed in
LDR-1 designations.

Mr. Lloyd advised that the district only allowed for single-family development,
not duplexes, townhomes or non-residential development. Mr. Lloyd clarified that
the only caveat being that home-based businesses were allowed as defined in city
code; and also accessory dwelling units (e.g. mother-in-law units) similar to a
duplex but more confined or constrained square footage allowable than a duplex
or twin home property would allow.

Chair Murphy noted that zoning requirements had minimum lot and setback
requirements.

At the request of Member Kimble, Mr. Lloyd advised that, with the federal
government (Department of Military Affairs) in charge of the property, the
process for marketing it for sale would be at their discretion. At the further
request of Member Kimble, Mr. Lloyd advised that as the site is currently
structured, the city could not require an affordable housing component, with
tonight’s action specific to regulatory land use and zoning.
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With this site bordered partially by High Density Residential (HDR), Vice Chair
Bull noted several ponds that could serve as a buffer to other LDR. Without City
Council meeting minutes available to inform tonight’s discussion and their
direction to explore LDR, Vice Chair Bull referenced related work on the
comprehensive plan and opportunities for the city to meet the goals of the
Metropolitan Council for an additional 600 housing units for LDR. Under that
scenario, Vice Chair Bull asked if any consideration was given for MDR or HDR
to meet those goals since the city was fully developed.

Mr. Lloyd reported that there had been some discussion for a marginally greater
density on the east side adjacent to HDR. However, Mr. Lloyd noted the difficulty
in a boundary line between HDR and MDR and other land use categories. Mr.
Lloyd reported on some discussion for descending density moving westward
across the site, but due to practical challenges with the topography of the site and
the overwhelming response of the community in seeking single-family homes on
this site, it drove the City Council’s decision to initiate this direction.

Vice Chair Bull opined that the zoning of this property could actually impact its
marketability and asked if that had an impact on interested developers.

Member Kimble responded that it would depend on the price of the land as the
basic determining factor. Member Kimble noted that developers usually liked
adding density from a cost-effective perspective, but further noted that it would
depend on the market and whether they could attract a higher density.

Vice Chair Bull stated that he was at a loss for setting the zoning now without
knowing actual development proposals.

Chair Murphy clarified that staff had received the directive from the City Council
with the Commission seeing the results of that direction at this time.

Member Kimble concurred, further recognizing that the City Council had based
that direction on the neighborhood input received.

Mr. Lloyd concurred with Chair Murphy and Member Kimble’s comment; and
reviewed existing guidance of the site as Institutional and the restrictive nature of
any future development or redevelopment. With this guidance for LDR-1 serving
s the starting point, Mr. Lloyd noted that any interested developer could seek
further amendment for a specific development at their discretion.

At the request of Member Daire, Ms. Collins reported that the asking price was
$2.1 million.

Public Comment

Steven Rosengren (no address provided)
Mr. Rosengren sought clarification as to whether the wetland area was considered
part of the development or would remain intact.
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Ms. Collins reiterated that the wetland was under city, county and watershed
district restrictions and had not been identified by the city as part of the
developable area.

Chair Murphy closed the public hearing at 8:20 p.m.; no one else spoke for or
against.

Commission Deliberation

At the request of Member Daire, Mr. Lloyd confirmed that a standard approval
process for nay development included requirements of the city, state and
watershed districts to preserve existing wetlands; with mitigation requirements
addressed as well.

At the request of Member Kimble, Mr. Lloyd advised that he was not aware of
any wetland survey, but noted that it would be an essential part of any future
development proposal. Chair Murphy opined that he was reasonably confident
that a formal survey of the wetland would be part of the school district’s records.

Member Daire sought clarification of the four lots northwest of this site as shown
in the aerial photo taken in 2015; with Mr. Lloyd advising that those lots
remained undeveloped and were platted at the same time as the condominium
development; with staff not aware of any immediate plans for development. Mr.
Lloyd noted that the lots at EImer Street were intended as detached home sites,
even though they were small lots with almost no yard space available if a home is
constructed on any of the lots.

Chair Murphy referenced the Rice Street/Larpenteur Avenue redevelopment area
and overlay extending to this area; and questioned if the city was limiting
flexibility for that group with designation for this area even though it was more
removed from that immediate corridor.

Ms. Collins clarified that there were two priority areas: one specific to Roseville
and the other considered a multi-jurisdictional area. While generally focused on
the corridor itself, Ms. Collins noted that Roseville had identified SE Roseville as
a priority including the former armory site; but were generally supported of these
changes to the comprehensive plan and zoning ordinance.

MOTION

Member Bull moved, seconded by Member Gitzen to recommend to the City
Council approval of a Comprehensive Land Use Plan Map designation of
Institutional (INS) to Low Density Residential (LDR) at 211 N McCarrons
Boulevard, as detailed in Lines 163-166 of the staff report of today’s date.

Recess: Chair Murphy recessed the meeting at approximately 8:26 p.m. and
reconvened at approximately 8:34 p.m.
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Chair Murphy restated the motion and called the vote.
Ayes: 6

Nays: 0

Motion carried.

Member Bull moved, seconded by Member Kimble to recommend to the City
Council approval of the property rezoned from an Official Map classification
of Institutional (INST) District to Low Density residential — (LDR-1) District.

Ayes: 6
Nays: 0
Motion carried.

At the request of Chair Murphy, Ms. Collins advised that this item was tentatively
scheduled for the April 24, 2017 City Council meeting.

PROJF0042: Request by the City of Roseville to approve a comprehensive
technical update to the requirements and procedures for processing
subdivision proposals as regulated in City Code Title 11 (Subdivisions)
Chair Murphy opened the public hearing for Project File 0042 at 8:36 p.m.

Mr. Lloyd briefly summarized proposed revisions as detailed in the staff report
based on City Council direction. Mr. Lloyd advised that this would mostly impact
how minor subdivisions were handled from the sketch plan to a formal survey and
legal description currently without a hearing before the Planning Commission and
handled at the City Council level. Mr. Lloyd advised that the City Council was
interested in having that more detailed information available at the front end of
the process for the public and commission to consider, currently identified as a
simple plat. Mr. Lloyd advised that the remaining process for subdivision
proposals and related new public infrastructure for more than three new lots
would generally continue as per the current process.

Mr. Lloyd advised that the other component involved park dedication
requirements with the current version largely remaining intact, with the only
proposed change referring to state statute for what that park dedication fees could
be used for beyond land (e.g. pathway connections, wetland dedications, etc.) and
clearly incorporated into language and the trigger point for park dedication and
creation of new lots of more than one acre.

Mr. Lloyd advised that further refinements to language were included in this
revision to ensure accuracy without confusion when interpreted.

At the request of Chair Murphy, Mr. Lloyd addressed the current moratorium in
place through the end of May, noting that it was procedurally important that the
new subdivision code be in place by then.

Vice Chair Bull questioned if the park dedication fee would apply to three or four
parcels when considering a minor subdivision of three or fewer parcels.
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Mr. Lloyd provided the distinction, agreeing that it needed further clarity, for
purposes of which subdivision application was appropriate; and the number of
lots that resulted. For the purpose of calculating a park dedication in the example
used by Vice Chair Bull, Mr. Lloyd advised that the fee would be considered for
the three new developable sites.

Vice Chair Bull suggested a wording change to clarify it, suggesting that instead
of “creating” it state “results in three fewer or more...”

At the request of Member Kimble, Mr. Lloyd confirmed that a moratorium was in
place right now for any residential minor subdivision, even though Title 11 covers
both residential and commercial.

In the City Council meeting minutes (Attachment B), Member Kimble referenced
their discussion moving away from a sketch plan to a more definitive one (e.g.
word survey). However, Member Kimble noted that there area a lot of different
types, some of which are costly, and therefore stated her confusion as to the
intended requirements for some residential lots if and when a survey was required
or how they were defined in other areas of code to clarify what was being asked
for.

Mr. Lloyd advised that they were not defined elsewhere, and thanked Member
Kimble for that good observation for future reference and revision. Generally
speaking, Mr. Lloyd advised that the information being sought was to have
definitive distances along property boundaries versus approximations. Mr. Lloyd
advised that the City Council was interesting in having available site topography,
2’ contours and other details not currently seen for a minor subdivision process
and now incorporated into application materials to checklist (e.g. survey
information, tree preservation, etc.) rather than as currently detailed in the
subdivision code itself applicable to a plat application.

Member Gitzen opined that it was reasonable to seek boundary and topography
surveys; but suggested including the specific criteria being sought. Member
Gitzen noted that those surveys provided the most detail needed, but needed
further clarification.

Member Kimble noted the discussion at a past meeting about not defining
everything in code, but rather doing so on the application itself to allow for more
period changes. However, Member Kimble agreed with the importance of clarity,
noting that if something was missed in the application checklist, it required an
extra cost to the property owner in order to remobilize the surveyor.

At the request of Member Gitzen, Mr. Lloyd confirmed that this document was
similar to that presented to the commission before, with the added discussion and
comments of the commission at that time, but in general the same document.

Member Daire, referencing Attachment C showing the existing subdivision
ordinance and proposed sections and language, also referenced Attachment D
showing the draft public works design standards. Member Daire asked that when
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this process was completed, both documents would be consistent (e.g. street
widths).

Mr. Lloyd advised that the proposed draft manual was crafted in conjunction with
the subdivision ordinance as proposed for revision. However, Mr. Lloyd clarified
that the draft manual was still under review for consistency and as to whether it
met citywide goals.

Mr. Lloyd Introduced Michael Lamb and Lelia Bunge, consultants with the
Kimley-Horn team, contracted to guide the city through these proposed
revisions.

Mr. Lamb advised that the team had been working collaboratively with city staff
based on their institutional memory with several rounds of comments from the
Commission and City Council incorporated in this latest draft (Attachment C).
While there aren’t a lot of big changes, Mr. Lamb noted that there were lots of
minor revisions, including formatting; along with the those noted by Mr. Lloyd in
the public works design standards manual and park dedication language
components, as directed by the City Council.

With Chair Murphy noting that collector streets no longer appeared in the
definition section, but remained in language later on in the document, Mr. Lamb
advised that the attempt was made to clarify and clean-up language referring to
streets, pathways, pedestrian ways, collector streets, etc. and representing
different facilities allowing movement in the community. Therefore, Mr. Lamb
advised that the simplified term “street” was used as a catch-all definition,
including collector streets.

Attachment C Document Review

Page 1
Member Gitzen noted that Section 6.B removed referenced to state statute 471

related to rights, duties and sought rationale in doing so. Ms. Bunge responded
that it had been replaced by another. However, Member Gitzen noted that the
ordinance referenced it elsewhere. Ms. Collins responded that when this is
codified, the dates for revision would be shown and built from.

Page 2/3
In Section 10, Vice Chair Bull noted that “boulevard” remained. Mr. Lamb

advised that a boulevard didn’t necessarily define a street or way, but was
considered a defining part of a street or landscape area; while a right-of-way was
considered a distinction between a facility allowing movement.

Member Daire sought the definition of “butt lot” mentioned later but not defined.

Mr. Lloyd referenced this (Item 220, page 33) as similar to a flag lot and defined
by its relationship to other lots.
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Mr. Lamb noted that it could also be another reference for a corner lot; with Mr.
Lloyd expounding further that it might be a first lot on a block adjacent to the
corner.

Mr. Lamb noted that this provided a good example of using outdated language to
say a corner lot to make if more clear for general readers of the ordinance.

In Section 19, for definitions and as a general comment, Member Gitzen
suggested correcting language when referring to the “office of the county register
of deeds” that it be consistent and accurately identified as the “recorder and
register of title” or correct verbiage used as applicable.

In Section 23, Member Gitzen noted pathways were suggested as a physical
feature, but when talking about striping, they were defined as rights-of-way.

Mr. Lamb noted additional edits on definitions could be made; but advised that
the city’s current zoning code had been referenced for these newer definitions.
However, Mr. Lamb advised that he didn’t look further to city-approved policies
(e.g. Pathway Master Plan) for their definitions.

Member Gitzen advised that he couldn’t find a definition in the Pathway Master
Plan; with Mr. Lamb suggested it may require a hybrid definition needing fine-
tuning for pathways, trails, paths, or striped shoulders that were distinct from
shoulders.

Member Gitzen concurred that they didn’t seem compatible at this time.

Vice Chair Bull noted that he found no reference to bikeways even though they
were a big consideration for residents. By consensus, Mr. Lamb was directed to
include that reference in future iterations and definitions.

At the request of Member Gitzen, Mr. Lamb confirmed that the comprehensive
plan included levels of bike facilities (e.g. on- or off-road) and suggested he defer
to that definition.

In Section 24, Member Gitzen noted that the definition of “pedestrian’ referred to
the 2017 code. Mr. Lamb advised that this had been pulled from the Pathway
Master Plan, and was intended to be referenced once this update had been
codified. However, Mr. Lamb agreed that it needed to be specifically referenced
as should all such references.

Further discussion ensued in definitions for “young child,” emergency vehicles”
and related inferences used as general definitions and not applying more
specifically.

Specific to defining “emergency vehicles,” Chair Murphy suggested using the
existing definition in state law as an accepted definition (also referenced on page
31). If the state definition was acceptable, Chair Murphy suggested referencing it
without defining it as long at the intent was then when not defined in code, there
was an obvious place to find the intended meaning for the general public (e.g.
carts patrolling Roseville parks).
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In reviewing any city-approved code, Mr. Lamb noted the many words begging
for definition; but based on his understanding of the blanket direction from the
City Council, the inclination was that the fewer definitions the better.

Member Gitzen stated his understanding of that intent; however, he opined that
there needed to be some definition available somewhere; whether referred to in
another document or in some other way. Otherwise, Member Gitzen questioned
how anyone could be clear on what was being talked about.

Mr. Lamb suggested referring that concern back to the City Attorney for his input,
since he had done some preliminary review of this update.

Mr. Lloyd concurred, advising that he had spoken with the City Attorney earlier
today to hear his first reactions; and noted that he would call this to his attention
as well.

As a general observation, Member Sparby stated that he wasn’t comfortable
removing language without a clear reference provided elsewhere. While it may be
fine to remove “emergency vehicles,” if they were included in the language of the
document, Member Sparby opined that there needed to be an informed decision
made for what should be retained versus a blanket removal that resulted in gaps.
If there was an identification of this referenced in the document, Member Sparby
opined that it would be beneficial to the process. While agreeing with the process
to streamline the document and remove some items no longer needed, Member
Sparby noted the difficulty in assessing whether all definitions should be
removed.

From his experience, Chair Murphy referred to the definition in state statute of
“emergency vehicles” as an example, deferring to the City Attorney’s final
guidance as to how and where definitions are removed and where defined
elsewhere in ordinance. While sharing the goal of Member Sparby, Chair Murphy
also shared the goal of getting ride of spurious definitions.

Mr. Lamb advised that the City Attorney would be provided with concerns
expressed by the commission from a redundancy and review standpoint, and to
advise of any legal requirements currently being missed that needed further
consideration.

Member Kimble suggested “streets” be used as an example and in the attempt to
provide an overall definition, whether removing individual items were
complicating the actual definition

Mr. Lamb noted that things such as “collector streets” were defined in the
comprehensive plan; but agreed that if so desired, the definitions could be
returned to this documents. However, Mr. Lamb stated his preference to consult
with the City Attorney for his opinion.
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Member Kimble admitted that it got complicated; and while supportive of
cleaning up the ordinance, she also noted the difficulty that may ensue for clarity
purposes of those less frequent users if thing are not clearly defined.

Mr. Lamb noted that this brought up the public works design standards manual
and another discussion to elaborate the terms and definitions in that document and
application requirements. Mr. Lamb noted this represented additional areas where
those terms could be clearly defined.

In Section 22, Vice Chair Bull noted the definition of “owner,” but no going to
the extent of “tenant by the entirety.”

Member Kimble noted the different definitions for ownership that could be
pertinent to this subdivision ordinance; and the need for consistency among
documents, such as the zoning code where this definition was found.

Page 4/5
Vice Chair Bull noted that “final plat” ended up with a different definition than in

the past, but questioned “preliminary plats.”

In an effort to further simply things, Mr. Lloyd responded that the overall goal
was if someone was looking for a specific term for “plat” rather than “final plat”
in a different place, if so addressed as “pre-plat,” “plat,” and “final plat,” they
could immediately see the difference in them. However, while recognizing the
rationale in relocating the definitions, Mr. Lloyd admitted that the mark had been
missed in refining it.

In Section 26, Member Gitzen noted the need for standard verbiage as per his
previous comment, but also clearly defining “Ramsey County” rather than simply
“county.”

Member Sparby supported Member Gitzen’s suggestion for consistency
throughout the document.

In Section 32, Member Gitzen asked if the intent was to define “sidewalk” as an
improved surface; and suggested it may be more germane to provide more clarity.

Vice Chair Bull agreed, opining that a front yard didn’t necessarily resemble a
sidewalk.

In general, Member Gitzen noted that some other documents talked about “public
ways” generally, moving away from streets; and asked if staff or Mr. Lamb had
any thoughts on that.

Mr. Lamb agreed that was the general direction desired.

In conjunction with Member Kimble’s previous comment, Mr. Lloyd suggested it
may be more appropriate in this document to talk more generally about “public
ways” since the functional definitions area addressed in traffic engineering
references.
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Page 6/7
In Section 48, Member Gitzen noted the need for rewording it to indicate “review

by the Planning Commission and approval by the City Council” to recognize the
statutory approval process.

In Section 51, Member Kimble stated that she didn’t understand the common wall
subdivision and that it would now be approved administratively by the City
Manager rather than a specific City Council action. Member Kimble opined that
some smaller actions are different than what had previously been in the
subdivision section.

Mr. Lloyd agreed that this one in particular was and was specific to the
recombination process of two adjacent parcels, where one party was interested in
acquiring part or all of the area of the adjacent parcel and shifting or re-aligning
the boundary between two parcels, while not creating anything new. Mr. Lloyd
clarified that this was different than a lot split.

Member Kimble stated that her rationale was that, even though they may be
considered minor actions, from her experience as a Roseville resident, it seemed
that that those smaller actions may be more important to a residential
neighborhood with an empty lot or an area adjacent to established homes and
therefore very important to those living in the immediate area. Member Kimble
opined that the more eyes on a land use situation the better, since it could really
impact home ownership in the city. While trusting staff, Member Kimble opined
that this was something that could become a big issue for residents and therefore
even though small, it would be nice to follow the same process.

Mr. Lloyd clarified that this process is in today’s code for recombinations and
achieves what Member Kimble was seeking. If the desire was to move down that
path for City Council approval of recombinations, Mr. Lloyd advised that at this
point it would require City Council approval without a public hearing and no
notification of property owners. The rationale in staff suggesting this change is
that if there was no mandated requirement for property owner notification it
would open up space on the City Council’s agenda, while if indicated could also
be discussed at that time as well.

Member Kimble recognized that code and setback requirements would still e met,
but reiterated how impactful such a land use change could be to adjacent property
owners and/or a neighborhood.

Chair Murphy noted that such a request required both parcel owners to submit the
application; and recognized Member Murphy’s concern that there may be third
party or larger neighborhood interest as well.

In Section 51, Member Gitzen asked if many of those common wall duplex and
recombination consolidations occurred in Roseville.

Mr. Lloyd advised that there were few, but staff had received several inquiries
where a duplex property with two side-by-side residential units were connected
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and now ownership of the property was being sought with a new property
boundary and shared wall. Mr. Lloyd advised that there were significant building
code hurdles to overcome to allow separation of such units.

Specific to Section 54, Member Gitzen asked if the City Attorney was amenable
to correcting a legal description but not that of a neighbor; and questioned if it
would be best to removal the required recording of documents after submittal
requirements, but after the action. Member Gitzen suggested consistent language
that documents be recorded within a certain timeframe or actions would become
null and void. While the process remained for recording, Member Gitzen noted it
was an action outside the city’s role, but suggested a response from the City
Attorney.

In Section 53.3, Mr. Lloyd addressed the current subdivision code related to tax
parcel boundaries and how they coincided with platted lots and tax billing.

Page 8
In Section 54, Member Sparby noted the need to address recording time to 60

days rather than “reasonable” time, emphasizing the need to retain a definitive
timeline.

In Section 55, Member Bull reiterated his past comments about revising language
for three or fewer lots.

In Section 56, Member Gitzen reiterated his past comments about the
recommendation and approval process.

Page 9
In section 57, Mr. Lloyd noted the need for consistency with Planning

Commission review.

Page 11
In Section 65, Vice Chair Bull opined that it should refer to design standards in

compliance with this code. Mr. Lloyd responded that it may be broader than this
code and subject to other applicable standards (e.g. lot size parameters regulated
in zoning code).

Specific to Section 68, it was noted that the language should be consistent here
and throughout the document to refer to “Community Development Department”
rather than Planning Division or staff.

Discussion ensued on Section 70 regarding the approval period of 60 days and
120 days based on state statute.

Page 13
In Section 78, Chair Murphy suggested referring to the Variance Board rather

than the Planning Commission.

Mr. Lloyd advised that he was still discussing that with the City Attorney; with
current code referring to the Variance Board and without conflict to-date.
However, Mr. Lloyd noted that conflicts that may occur with decisions on a
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variance part by one body and the subdivision application at the City Council
level that could put the city in a difficult spot. Therefore, Mr. Lloyd advised that
consideration was being given to bringing that variance element into the City
Council’s authority as a single action or by the Planning Commission and City
Council as appropriate depending on the subdivision request.

In Section 77, Member Gitzen noted the definition of variance in Chapter
1004.90, and variations elsewhere, suggesting the need for consistency.

Mr. Lloyd noted that there were distinctions with practical difficulties in zoning
and subdivision variances for unusual hardships.

Member Gitzen used the City of Afton as an example where they considered no
hardships and therefore no granting of variances. Since “hardship” was subjective,
Member Gitzen suggested some consistency between the two.

Referencing his conversations earlier today with the City Attorney, Mr. Lloyd
noted subdivision statute language discussing variances needing specific grounds
for approval. While there wasn’t much definition provided as to that that meant,
Mr. Lloyd opined that it seemed that the conditional use aspect of the zoning code
provided for conditions applicable to each. Mr. Lloyd suggested the same
conditions could be applied here with parameters set to meet for a variance or
identification of that criteria.

Member Gitzen agreed that would be cleaner.

In Section 78, Member Gitzen noted the error in notification area at 350” when it
should be 500°.

Page 14
At the request of Member Kimble, Mr. Lloyd confirmed that all of the items

shown in Sections 81-92 would be included on the application form. Based on
tonight’s feedback, and subsequent to approval, Mr. Lloyd advised that he would
develop a draft of application materials to demonstrate what was being carried
forward.

Page 17
In Sections 110 and 111, Vice Chair Bull noted the need for data for a final plat as

well as a minor subdivision.

Mr. Lloyd confirmed that, advising that it was still being fleshed out and what
each of those applications would need to meet the data overall needs.

Page 20/21
In Section 131, Member Gitzen asked if the language related to connection to the

sanitary sewer system was still needed, or if there were actually any spots where
connection to the city’s water supply (Section 135) would not be required.

In referencing the previous discussions with the Lake McCarrons redevelopment
site (former armory site), Mr. Lamb suggested that it may be possible if utilities
were extended.
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Mr. Lloyd stated that it was worth evaluating whether or not this section was
intended in earlier versions for areas of the community with private systems still
in place.

Mr. Lamb noted the need to strike “...where connected to...”.

In Section 133, Member Gitzen suggested striking language “...plans submitted
to the FHA...”.

Page 22
In Section 141.4, Member Gitzen noted the consistency issue with pathways and

whether or not they were rights-of-way or physical features.

In Section 139.2.4, as a general comment, Member Kimble noted for applicable
requirements for public works, if someone picked up this ordinance, how would
they proceed. Member Kimble asked if actual references would be in place or if
an applicant or someone reading the document would have to search for those
requirements elsewhere. Member Kimble noted how intimidating that could be
for those unfamiliar with the process.

Ms. Collins advised that the initial intent was to reference the design standards
manual. However, after considering the changes that could evolve with that
document over time, including its title, Ms. Collins advised that it had been
decided to keep thins more general for specific design standards and requiring an
applicant to seek out that discussion with staff so they can have relevant
documents available.

In discussions with the City Attorney earlier today, Mr. Lloyd advised that there
may be a point to not have a reference to it at all, since the document may change
or be replaced; but as of today, the City Attorney was thinking it was better to
have it referenced by title versus just a general reference.

In Section 141, Vice Chair Bull asked if “sidewalks” or “pathways” should be
used.

Mr. Lamb advised that in congested traffic areas, as per city code for commercial
districts, there was reference to sidewalks, but pathways as defined in this
document could mean sidewalks, trials or different facilities beyond a sidewalk.
With Member Kimble noting that “sidewalk” was not defined and “pathway”
definitions didn’t include sidewalks at all; Mr. Lamb noted this was another
consistency issue and thanked her for pointing it out, addressing subjective versus
definitive language.

In Section 144, Vice Chair Bull suggested changing from “all parkways” to “all
boulevards.

Mr. Lamb responded that the old definitions of parkway had been removed; and
in general referred to the understanding of a boulevard as a planted area of a right-
of-way; but agreed more work was needed in equating sidewalks located in
boulevards.
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In Sections 144 and 148, Member Gitzen noted the need for consistence with off-
street improvements and those that are or are not allowed in a right-of-way (e.g.
rain gardens). If they area allowed, Member Gitzen noted the need to talk about
them somewhere; whether encouraged or allowed.

In Section 156, Vice Chair Bull noted the reference to tree preservation; with Mr.
Lamb responding that it came up in the annotated outline (Section 1101.03).

Mr. Lloyd clarified that this would also be addressed in application materials if
subdividing and creating a new development and related requirements as defined
in zoning code, but not specifically referenced in subdivision code.

MOTION

At approximately 10:00 p.m., Member Murphy moved, seconded by Member
Bull to extend the meeting curfew as detailed in the Uniform Commission
Code.

Discussion ensued regarding whether to continue this to the next commission
meeting; timing to get this before the City Council; with commissioners
preferring more time before making a recommendation to the City Council; and
staff’s suggestion for individual commissioners to provide staff with additional
feedback for grammatical or technical corrections; while focusing remaining
discussion time on larger policy discussions and subsequent recommendations,
with each of the areas of suggested change tracked for the benefit of the City
Council.

Ms. Collins clarified that the public works design standards manual was provided
for reference and would not be reviewed by the commission.

Chair Murphy withdrew his motion to extend the meeting.

MOTION
Member Murphy moved, seconded by Member Sparby to TABLE discussion
to the first Planning Commission meeting in May.

Ayes: 6
Nays: 0
Motion carried.

It was noted that the last item covered tonight was Section 148, page 23 to be
used as the starting point for subsequent review.

Member Gitzen noted that he had other changes and comments and would
forward them to staff to incorporate or bring to the full commission’s attention.

With staff advising their intent to provide the City Council with a preliminary
look at the document, with this input, on April 24", the consensus of the
commission was that it would be helpful to hear their input as to the direction the
commission was going.
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Due to the lateness of the hour, and without objection, at approximately 10:00
p.m., Chair Murphy continued the public hearing to the May Planning
Commission meeting.

Adjourn
Without objection, Chair Murphy adjourned the meeting at approximately 10:05 p.m.



