
  

Roseville Economic Development Authority (REDA) 
Agenda 

Monday, May 13, 2024 
6:00 PM 

City Council Chambers 
 
  
(Any times listed are approximate – please note that items may be earlier or later than listed 
on the agenda)   
  

6:00 p.m. 1. Roll Call 
  Voting and Seating Order: Groff, Strahan, Etten, Schroeder, and Roe 
6:02 p.m. 2. Pledge of Allegiance 
6:03 p.m. 3. Approve Agenda 
6:04 p.m. 4. Public Comment 
 5. Business Items 
6:05 p.m. a. Authorize Professional Services Agreement with Center for Energy and Environment 

for energy audit services 
6:10 p.m. b. Consider amendments to Contracts for Private Redevelopment for Roseville Leased 

Housing Associates I (Oasis) and II (Harbor) LLLP and Consent to New Collateral 
Assignment of the Tax Increment Financing (TIF) Note and Tax Increment 

6:15 p.m. c. Discuss soliciting proposals for a Comprehensive Housing Needs Assessment/Market 
Study 

6:30 p.m. 6. Adjourn to City Council 
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

 Date: 5/13/2024 
 Item No.: 5.a. 

Department Approval City Manager Approval 

  
Item Description: Authorize Professional Services Agreement with Center for Energy 

and Environment for energy audit services 
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1  
2 Background 
3 On January 22, 2024, the Roseville Economic Development Authority (REDA) approved a 
4 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the Center for Energy and Environment (CEE) 
5 to provide energy audit services through May 31, 2024. The MOU was necessary as the 
6 agreement between CEE and Xcel Energy had expired, yet energy audit services needed 
7 to continue in Roseville until a new contract could be negotiated.  CEE has since approved 
8 a new contract with Xcel Energy, allowing Roseville to enter into a new Professional 
9 Services Agreement to perform energy audits through December 31, 2026. The REDA 

10 budgets $12,000 a year for energy audit reimbursements and has been subsidizing $50 of 
11 the $60 cost of the energy audit.  The attached Professional Services Agreement 
12 (Attachment 1) replaces the MOU.      
13  
14 Policy Objectives 
15 The REDA’s role is to coordinate and administer housing, economic development and 
16 redevelopment efforts for the City of Roseville. 
17  
18 Racial Equity Impact Summary 
19 There are no identified racial equity impacts related to this request. 
20  
21 Budget Implications 
22 The REDA budgets $12,000 to assist with the write-down of the cost of energy audits for 
23 Roseville residents. 
24  
25 Staff Recommendations 
26 Approve the Professional Services Agreement with CEE for energy audit services through 
27 December 31, 2026.    
28  
29 Requested Council Action 
30 By motion, approve a Resolution authorizing the President and Executive Director to enter 
31 into a Professional Services Agreement with CEE for energy audit services through 
32 December 31, 2026. 
33  
34  
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Prepared by: Jeanne Kelsey, Housing and Economic Development Program Manager 

Attachments: 1. Professional Services Agreement 
2. Resolution 

35  
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ROSEVILLE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT

This Professional Services Agreement (“Agreement”) is made on the 13th day of May, 2024, 
between the Roseville Economic Development Authority, a body corporate and politic organized 
and existing under the laws of the State of Minnesota (the “Authority”), and Center for Energy and 
Environment, a Minnesota nonprofit corporation  (the “Contractor”, each a “Party” and together 
the “Parties”).

1. Scope of Work.  The Contractor agrees to provide the professional services described in 
Exhibit A (“Work”) which is attached to this Agreement and incorporated by this reference. All 
Work provided by Contractor under this Agreement shall be provided in a manner consistent with 
the level of care and skill ordinarily exercised by professional consultants currently providing 
similar services.

2. Term and Termination.  The term of this Agreement will commence on June 1, 2024. 
Unless extended by written agreement of the Parties, this Agreement will terminate no later than 
December 31, 2026, or upon completion of the Work, whichever occurs first. This Agreement may 
be terminated earlier by either Party with or without cause, by delivering, a written notice at least 
thirty (30) days prior to the date of such termination to the other Party. The date of termination 
shall be stated in the notice. Upon termination the Contractor shall be paid for services rendered 
and eligible reimbursable expenses incurred by the Contractor through and until the date of 
termination. If the Authority terminates this Agreement for cause, the notice shall so-state, and no 
further payment shall be due to the Contractor following the delivery of the termination notice. 

3. Compensation for Work.  The Authority agrees to compensate Contractor the in 
accordance with Exhibit B attached hereto for the Work. Any changes in the Work which may 
result in an increase to the compensation due the Contractor shall require prior written approval of 
the Authority.

4. Method of Payment.  Following the conclusion of each calendar month, Contractor must 
submit an itemized invoice detailing actual hours worked and actual expenses incurred for Work 
performed under this Agreement during the previous month.  Invoices submitted shall be paid in 
the same manner as other claims made to the Authority.  Invoices shall contain the following:

a. For compensation based on hours worked by various individuals, for each 
individual, their name, job title, the number of hours worked, rate of pay and description 
of the Work performed. For reimbursable expenses an itemized listing including, as 
applicable, receipts for such expenses.  

b. Upon request of the Authority, Contractor must also provide the Authority’s project 
number, a progress summary showing the original (or amended) amount of the Agreement, 
the current billing, past payments, the unexpended balance due under the Agreement.

c. A statement dated and signed by the Contractor: “I declare under penalty of perjury 
that this account, claim, or demand is just and correct and that no part of it has been paid.”
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5. Representatives and Notices: The below-named individuals will act as the representatives 
of the Parties with respect to the work to be performed under this Agreement. Any termination 
notice issued under this Agreement shall be either hand delivered or sent by U.S. Mail to the below-
named individuals: 

To Authority: To Contractor: 

Roseville Economic Center for Energy and Environment
Development Authority 212 3rd Avenue North, Suite 560
2660 Civic Center Drive Minneapolis, MN  554001
Roseville, MN 55113 Attn:  Ryan Ellis
Attn: Executive Director  

6. Assignment or Subcontracting.  The Contractor shall not assign or enter into subcontracts 
for services provided under this Agreement without the written consent of the Authority.  If 
subcontracts are approved and entered into, the Contractor shall promptly pay any subcontractor 
involved in the performance of this Agreement as required by, and the Contractor shall otherwise 
comply with, the State Prompt Payment Act.

7. Independent Contractor.  All Work provided pursuant to this Agreement shall be 
provided by Contractor as an independent contractor and not as an employee of the Authority or 
the City of Roseville, Minnesota (the “City”) for any purpose.  Any and all officers, employees, 
subcontractors, and agents of Contractor, or any other person engaged by Contractor in the 
performance of the Work pursuant to this Agreement, shall not be considered employees of the 
Authority or the City.  Contractor, its employees, subcontractors, or agents shall not be entitled to 
any of the rights, privileges, or benefits of the Authority’s or the City’s employees, except as 
otherwise stated herein. 

8. Annual Review.  Following the anniversary date of each year of this Agreement, the 
Authority shall have the right to conduct a review of the performance of the Work performed by 
the Contractor under this Agreement.  The Contractor agrees to cooperate in such review and to 
provide such information as the Authority may reasonably request.  Following each performance 
review the Parties shall, if requested by the Authority, meet and discuss the performance of the 
Contractor relative to the remaining Work to be performed by the Contractor under this 
Agreement.

9. Compliance with Laws and Regulations.  The Contractor shall comply with all federal, 
state and local laws, statutes, ordinances, rules and regulations in the performance of the Work. 

10. Non-Discrimination.  During the performance of this Agreement, the Contractor shall not 
discriminate against any person, contractor, vendor, employee or applicant for employment 
because of race, color, creed, religion, national origin, sex, marital status, status with regard to 
public assistance, disability, sexual orientation or age.  The Contractor shall post in places available 
to employees and applicants for employment, notices setting forth the provisions of this non-
discrimination clause and stating that all qualified applicants will receive consideration for 
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employment.  The Contractor shall incorporate the foregoing requirements in all of its subcontracts 
for Work done under this Agreement and will require all of its subcontractors performing such 
Work to incorporate such requirements in all subcontracts for the performance of the Work.  The 
Contractor further agrees to comply with all aspects of the Minnesota Human Rights Act, 
Minnesota Statutes 363.01, et. seq., Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and the Americans 
with Disabilities Act.

11. Data Practices Act Compliance. Contractor acknowledges that all data provided, 
produced, or obtained under this Agreement shall be protected, maintained, and administered in 
accordance with the Minnesota Government Data Practices Act, Minnesota Statutes Chapter 13 
(the “Act”), and that with regard to such data Contractor must comply with the Act as if it were a 
government entity. Contractor will immediately report to the Authority any requests from third 
Parties for information relating to this Agreement.  

12. Audit Disclosure.  Under Minn. Stat. § 16C.05, subd. 5, Contractor’s books, records, 
documents, and accounting procedures and practices relevant to this Agreement, including books 
and records of any approved subcontractors, are subject to examination by the Authority, the City 
and/or the State Auditor or Legislative Auditor, as appropriate, for a minimum of six years after 
the termination of this Agreement.

13. Indemnification.  The Contractor agrees to defend, indemnify and hold the City, the 
Authority, and the mayor, president, commissioners, councilmembers, officers, agents, employees, 
and representatives harmless from and against all liability, claims, damages, costs, judgments, 
losses and expenses, including but not limited to reasonable attorney’s fees, arising out of or 
resulting from any negligent or wrongful act or omission of the Contractor, its officers, agents, 
employees, contractors and/or subcontractors, pertaining to the performance or failure to perform 
the Work. Nothing herein shall be construed as a limitation on or waiver of any immunities or 
limitations on liability available to the Authority under Minnesota Statutes, Chapter 466, or other 
law.

14. Insurance.  Prior to starting the Work and during the full term of this Agreement, the 
Contractor shall procure and maintain insurance Contractor shall obtain, at Contractor's expense, 
as follows: 

a. Workers Compensation insurance in accordance with Minnesota law;

b. Professional Liability Insurance covering any damages caused by an error, 
omission or any negligent act.  AND General Liability Coverage against claims for 
bodily injury, death, or property damage arising out of Contractor’s performance 
of duties under this Agreement;  

c. Automobile insurance for owned, hired and non-owned vehicles;

d. Coverage shall be sufficiently broad to cover to all duties and obligations 
undertaken by Contractor in this Agreement including duties related to 
indemnification;
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e. Insurance must be on an “occurrence” basis, and, other than Workers 
Compensation, the limits of such policies must be no less than $1,000,000 per 
occurrence and $1,500,000 aggregate. 

f. Policies must be held by insurance companies licensed to do business in the state 
in Minnesota and having a current A.M.  Best rating of no less than A-, unless 
otherwise agreed to by the Authority in writing.  

g. Contractor must provide a copy of: (i) a certification of insurance satisfactory to the 
Authority, and (ii) if requested, the Contractor’s insurance declaration page, riders 
and/or endorsements, as applicable, which evidences the compliance with this 
Paragraph, must be filed with the Authority prior to the start of Contractor’s Work.  
Such documents evidencing insurance shall be in a form acceptable to the Authority 
and shall provide satisfactory evidence that the Contractor has complied with all 
insurance requirements.  

15. Ownership of Documents.  All plans, diagrams, analysis, reports and information 
generated in connection with the performance of this Agreement (the “Information”) shall become 
the property of the Authority, but the Contractor may retain copies of such documents as records 
of the services provided.  The Authority may use the Information for any reasons it deems 
appropriate without being liable to the Contractor for such use.  The Contractor shall not use or 
disclose the Information for purposes other than performing the Work contemplated by this 
Agreement without the prior consent of the Authority. 

16. Conflicts.  No salaried officer or employee of the Authority or the City and no member of 
the City Council of the City or the Board of Commissioners of the Authority shall have a financial 
interest, direct or indirect, in this Agreement.  The violation of this provision shall render this 
Agreement void.

17. Waiver.  Any waiver by either Party of a breach of any provisions of this Agreement shall 
not affect, in any respect, the validity of the remainder of this Agreement or either Parties’ ability 
to enforce a subsequent breach.

18. Governing Law.  This Agreement shall be controlled by the laws of the State of 
Minnesota. Any disputes, controversies, or claims arising under this Agreement shall be heard in 
the state or federal courts of Minnesota and the Parties waive any objections to jurisdiction.

19. Counterparts.  This Agreement may be executed in multiple counterparts, each of which 
shall be considered an original.

20. Severability.  The provisions of this Agreement are severable.  If any portion hereof is, for 
any reason, held by a court of competent jurisdiction to be contrary to law, such decision shall not 
affect the remaining provisions of this Agreement.
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21. Entire Agreement.  Unless stated otherwise in this, the entire agreement of the Parties is 
contained in this Agreement. This Agreement supersedes all prior oral agreements and negotiations 
between the Parties relating to the subject matter hereof as well as any previous agreements 
presently in effect between the Parties relating to the subject matter hereof.  Any alterations, 
amendments, deletions, or waivers of the provisions of this Agreement shall be valid only when 
expressed in writing and duly signed by the Parties, unless otherwise provided herein.  
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned Parties have entered into this Agreement as of 
the date set forth above.

ROSEVILLE ECONOMIC CENTER FOR ENERGY 
DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY AND ENVIRONMENT 

By: ________________________________ By: __________________________
President, Dan Roe        Stephanie Haddad                                             

By: ________________________________ Its:  Corporate Secretary__________
Executive Director, Patrick Trudgeon              CEE  #3440
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EXHIBIT A

WORK

PROGRAM SCOPE
The purpose of the Home Energy Squad visits and energy audits are to promote energy 
conservation in residential properties. Energy Planner visits offer installs, diagnostic tests, and 
follow-up services. CEE will perform Home Energy Squad Energy Planner visits and energy 
audits for residents per the fee schedule listed below.  

ELIGIBLE PROPERTIES
Properties must be residential (from 1-4 units) and located within the geographical boundaries 
of the City of Roseville. Individual owners of condominiums or town homes are eligible for 
funding. 

CEE TASKS

1. Conduct Home Energy Squad Energy Planner Visits. CEE will conduct Home Energy 
Squad Energy Planner visits to help homeowners identify and implement energy savings 
opportunities in their homes. The Energy Planner visit will include the direct install of 
energy-saving materials where possible, including high-efficiency showerheads, faucet 
aerators, door weather stripping, programmable or smart thermostats and LED light 
bulbs. In addition, it will include a blower door test to check for air leaks, visual 
inspection of insulation levels with use of infrared camera as weather permits, heating 
system and hot water heater combustion safety tests and a report to the homeowner 
on recommended energy upgrades (if resident is a renter, permission from the landlord 
may be required for doing these additional diagnostic services). 

2. Conduct Energy Audits. CEE will conduct a blower door test to check for air leaks, visual 
inspection of insulation levels with use of infrared camera as weather permits, heating 
system and hot water heater combustion safety tests and a report to the homeowner 
on recommended energy upgrades (if resident is a renter, permission from the landlord 
may be required for doing these additional diagnostic services).

3. Providing Air Sealing and Insulation quotes.  If air sealing and/or insulation are 
recommended at a Home Energy Squad Energy Planner visit, CEE may provide a quote 
to the resident that would be honored by participating insulation contractors. CEE is an 
independent third party to any transaction between the resident and the insulation 
contractor. CEE does not receive any compensation from insulation contractors, nor 
does CEE, CenterPoint Energy or Xcel Energy accept any liability for any work performed 
by these contractors. Any agreement for work done by the contractors is solely between 
the contractor and the resident.
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4. Follow-up services and insulation contractor assistance.   If major upgrades (air sealing, 
insulation and furnace or boiler replacement) are recommended at the visit, CEE will 
follow-up with homeowners through email or by phone to encourage implementation. 
When a quote is provided CEE has the ability to schedule insulation work directly with a 
qualified contractor making it easier for homeowner to move forward with 
recommendations. CEE will also provide contact information to program participants 
who have follow-up questions after the home visit.  

The co-pay and exact package of services are subject to change based on programmatic 
considerations, including CEE’s agreement with utilities and other factors which are 
outside the bounds of this agreement.  CEE will notify the City of Roseville prior to any 
changes taking effect. CEE will lead a community-based marketing campaign to promote 
the program. The City of Roseville shall provide assistance in developing and 
implementing this campaign.

REDA TASKS

1. Assist and coordinate with CEE on marketing activities. This includes working with CEE 
on press releases, articles in CITY newsletters, water bill inserts, promoting program on 
CITY website, CITY email lists, assistance in coordinating with neighborhood and other 
CITY leaders, assistance in reserving workshop and event space as needed. 
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EXHIBIT B

COMPENSATION

PAYMENT
CEE shall submit regular invoices to the Roseville Economic Development Authority for activity 
performed under this agreement. Invoices will be emailed to 
Jeanne.Kelsey@cityofroseville.com.

The City of Roseville will reimburse CEE $50 for every Home Energy Squad Energy Planner visit 
completed, and $50 for every audit only visit completed not to exceed $12,000 per year or per 
contract without further authorization from the City.  

CONTACTS
The following individuals shall be contacts for this program:

CITY OF ROSEVILLE CONTACT PERSON
Jeanne Kelsey, City of Roseville 
Housing and Economic Development Program Manager
Jeanne.Kelsey@cityofroseville.com or 651.792.7086 

CEE CONTACT PERSON
Stacy Boots Camp, Center for Energy and Environment
Assistant Outreach Manager
sbootscamp@mncee.org  or 612.244.2429

Type of Home Energy Squad Visit EDA payment  Resident co-
pay

Energy Planner visit $50 $50
Energy Audit Only $50 $10
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1
2 EXTRACT OF MINUTES OF MEETING
3 OF THE
4 ROSEVILLE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
5
6 *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *
7
8 Pursuant to due call and notice thereof, a regular meeting of the Board of Commissioners 
9 (the “Board”) of the Roseville Economic Development Authority (“REDA”) was duly 

10 held on the 13th day of May, 2024, at 6:00 p.m.
11
12 The following members were present:
13
14  and the following were absent:          .
15
16 Member                introduced the following resolution and moved its adoption:
17
18 RESOLUTION No.  
19
20 RESOLUTION APPROVING A PROFESSIONAL 
21 SERVICES AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE 
22 ROSEVILLE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
23 AUTHORITY AND THE CENTER FOR ENERGY AND 
24 ENVIRONMENT

25
26 WHEREAS, the Center for Energy and Environment (“CEE”) currently provides certain 
27 professional services related to energy audits and conservation (the “Work”) 
28 to eligible properties within the City of Roseville, Minnesota (the “City”); 
29 and
30
31 WHEREAS, REDA wishes to enter into a new Professional Services Agreement (the 
32 “Agreement”) with CEE to allow CEE to continue doing the Work in the 
33 City until December 31, 2026 and the Agreement is presented to the Board 
34 for their review and consideration.

35 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED as follows:
36
37 1. The Agreement as presented to the Board is hereby in all respects 
38 approved, subject to modifications that do not alter the substance of the 
39 transaction and that are approved by the President and Executive Director, 
40 provided that execution of the Agreement by such officials shall be 
41 conclusive evidence of approval.  The President and Executive Director 
42 are hereby authorized to execute, on behalf of REDA, the Agreement.
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43 2. REDA staff and officials are authorized to take all actions necessary to 
44 perform REDA’s obligations under the Agreement, all as described in the 
45 Agreement.
46
47
48 The motion for the adoption of the foregoing resolution was duly seconded by Member 
49
50       , and upon a vote being taken thereon, the following voted in favor thereof:
51
52   and the following voted against the same:
53
54 WHEREUPON said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted.

Page 14 of 232



 
REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

 Date: 5/13/2024 
 Item No.: 5.b. 

Department Approval City Manager Approval 

  
Item Description: Consider amendments to Contracts for Private Redevelopment for Roseville 

Leased Housing Associates I (Oasis) and II (Harbor) LLLP and Consent to New 
Collateral Assignment of the Tax Increment Financing (TIF) Note and Tax 
Increment 

Page 1 of 2 

1  
2 Background 
3 On June 22, 2020, and June 7, 2021, the Roseville Economic Development Authority authorized a 
4 Contract for Private Redevelopment for Roseville Leased Housing Associate I (Oasis) and II (Harbor) 
5 LLLP.  Both contracts had language that addressed any changes related to a 4D Tax Classification 
6 status that would allow for modifications to the tax increment financing that was provided.  A component 
7 of the contracts is a Minimum Assessment Agreement as that impacts the amount of tax increment that 
8 is generated.  Originally, The Oasis’s minimum assessment was $41,040,000 and provided a TIF note of 
9 $3,639,000 for 17 years.  The Harbor’s minimum assessment was $24,930,000 the first year and then 

10 $49,860,000, which provided a TIF note of $5,13,000 for 18 years.  In 2023, the State Legislature 
11 modified the 4D affordable housing tax classification to reduce the tax to just 25% of the overall 
12 value.  This reduces the amount of increment the properties will generate beginning in 2025.  The 
13 minimum assessment agreement for both properties will reflect the real valuations the County has 
14 determined, which is $62,435,000 for The Oasis and $73,528,600 for The Harbor.  The TIF notes will 
15 reflect the reduced taxes for The Oasis of $1,899,744 for 17 years and The Harbor of $2,044,550 for 18 
16 years.  No changes to the terms are proposed.  Under Minnesota Statutes, Section 469.177, subdivision 
17 8, the City Council will also need to approve the amendments to the assessment agreements as the 
18 “municipality”, for purposes of the TIF Act, is the City Council.  This will be placed on the Council's 
19 consent agenda for May 20, 2024.    
20   
21 In addition, since The Harbor is converting its construction financing to a permanent loan, the lender is 
22 asking for a Consent to a New Collateral Assignment of the TIF Note.  This is a customary request, 
23 which the REDA provides.     
24  
25 Policy Objectives 
26 The REDA’s role is to coordinate and administer housing, economic development and redevelopment 
27 efforts for the City of Roseville. 
28  
29 Racial Equity Impact Summary 
30 There are no identified racial equity impacts related to this request. 
31  
32 Budget Implications 
33 The tax increment assistance is provided via "pay as you go".  As such, there are no budget 
34 implications. 
35  
36 Staff Recommendations 
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37 Staff recommends authorizing the following two amendments to the Contracts for Private 
38 Redevelopment for Roseville Leased Housing Associates I (Oasis) and II (Harbor) LLLP: 

39 1. Approve amendments to Contract for Private Redevelopment with Roseville Leased Housing 
40 Associates I, LLLP (Oasis). 
41 2. Approve amendments to Contract for Private Redevelopment with Roseville Leased Housing 
42 Associate II, LLLP (Harbor) and consent to new collateral assignment of the TIF note and Tax 
43 Increment. 

44  
45  
46 Requested Council Action 
47 By motion, adopt two resolutions that: 

48 1. Approve amendments to Contract for Private Redevelopment with Roseville Leased Housing 
49 Associates I, LLLP (Oasis), and 
50 2. Approve amendments to Contract for Private Redevelopment with Roseville Leased Housing 
51 Associate II, LLLP (Harbor) and Consent to New Collateral Assignment of the TIF Note and Tax 
52 Increment. 

53  
54  
55  

Prepared by: Jeanne Kelsey, Housing and Economic Development Program Manager 

Attachments: 1. First Amendment to CPD (Harbor) 
2. Resolution Approving First Amendment to CPD (Harbor) 
3. First Amendment to CPD (Oasis) 
4. Resolution Approving First Amendment to CPD (Oasis) 
5. Collateral Assignment of Tax Increment Financing Note and Tax Increments (Harbor) 

56  
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FIRST AMENDMENT TO
CONTRACT FOR PRIVATE REDEVELOPMENT

THIS FIRST AMENDMENT TO CONTRACT FOR PRIVATE REDEVELOPMENT is made as of 
the __ day of ______, 2024 (the “First Amendment”), between the ROSEVILLE ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY, a public body corporate and politic under the laws of the State of Minnesota 
(the “Authority”), and ROSEVILLE LEASED HOUSING ASSOCIATES II, LLLP, a Minnesota limited 
liability limited partnership (the “Redeveloper”), and amends the Contract for Private Redevelopment, dated 
June 7, 2021 (the “Original Agreement”), between the Authority and the Redeveloper.

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, the Redeveloper previously acquired certain property (the “Redevelopment 
Property”) within Development District No. 1 (the “Project”) and developed an approximately 277-unit 
multifamily rental housing facility thereon intended for occupancy by seniors with community rooms, a 
theater, and fitness center amenities (collectively, the “Minimum Improvements”); and

WHEREAS, the Authority previously established Tax Increment Financing District No. 22: Twin 
Lakes II (the “TIF District”), a redevelopment district, pursuant to Minnesota Statutes, Sections 469.174 to 
469.1794, as amended (the “TIF Act”), consisting, in part, of the Redevelopment Property located within 
the Project; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to the TIF Act and the Original Agreement, the Authority agreed to issue a 
Tax Increment Revenue Note (Harbor at Twin Lakes Project) (the “TIF Note”) to the Redeveloper to assist 
with the financing of the Minimum Improvements, in exchange for, among other things, the Redeveloper 
executing and recording an Assessment Agreement and Assessor’s Certification by and between the 
Authority and the Redeveloper (the “Assessment Agreement”) on the Redevelopment Property; and

WHEREAS, all or a part of the Minimum Improvements is classified as “class 4d(1)” low-income 
rental property under Minnesota Statutes, Section 273.13, subdivision 25 (e) (“4d(1) Property”), and the 
2023 Minnesota Legislature revised how 4d(1) Property is valued pursuant to Minnesota Statutes, Section 
273.128 (the “2023 4d Change”); and

WHEREAS, Section 3.1(e) of the Original Agreement states in part: “In the event of legislative 
changes reducing the tax rate classification of certain qualified low-income rental housing under Minnesota 
Statutes, Section 273.13, subd. 25(e), the Redeveloper expressly agrees and acknowledges that the 
Authority may adjust the principal amount of the TIF Note to reflect such reduction.  The parties agree that 
they will work in good faith to determine the appropriate amount of such reduction, it being the intent that 
the aggregate effect of such changes (i.e., the projected expense savings to the Redeveloper attributable to 
the reduction to the annual tax liability with regard to the Project and the projected income reduction to the 
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Redeveloper attributable to the reduction in the amount of payments under the TIF Note) will be revenue-
neutral to the Redeveloper”; and

WHEREAS, due to the 2023 4d Change and pursuant to the Original Agreement, the Redeveloper 
has requested, and the Authority has agreed, to adopt this First Amendment to (i) revise the amount of the 
TIF Note to reflect the 2023 4d Change; and (ii) revise the minimum market value of the Redevelopment 
Property in the Assessment Agreement; 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the premises and the mutual obligations of the parties hereto, 
each of them does hereby covenant and agree with the other as follows:

1. Amendment to Section 1.1.  The definition of Agreement and Assessment Agreement in 
Section 1.1 of the Original Agreement are hereby deleted and replaced with the following:

“Agreement” means this Agreement, as amended by the First Amendment, as the same may be 
from time to time modified, amended, or supplemented.

“Assessment Agreement” has the meaning provided in Section 6.3 hereof and shall be substantially in 
the form attached hereto as Schedule B to the First Amendment.

2. Amendment to Section 3.3(b).  The amount of the TIF Note listed in Section 3.3(b) of the 
Original Agreement is amended to delete $5,136,000 and replace it with $2,044,550.  

3. Amendment to Section 6.3.  Sections 6.3(a) and 6.3(b) of the Original Agreement are 
hereby deleted and replaced with the following:

Section 6.3.  Assessment Agreement.  (a) Upon execution of the First Amendment, the Redeveloper 
shall, with the Authority, execute an Amended and Restated Assessment Agreement (the “assessment 
Agreement”) pursuant to Minnesota Statutes, Section 469.177, subdivision 8, specifying an assessor's 
minimum market value (the “Market Value”) for the Redevelopment Property and the Minimum Improvements 
constructed thereon.  The amount of the minimum Market Value shall be $24,930,000 as of January 2, 2022, 
and shall be $49,860,000 as of January 2, 2023, and shall be $73,528,600 as of January 2, 2024 and each 
January 2 thereafter.  The Assessment Agreement shall be recorded in connection with conversion of the 
Redeveloper’s construction financing to permanent financing.   

(b) The Assessment Agreement shall be substantially in the form attached hereto as Exhibit B to 
the First Amendment.  Nothing in the Assessment Agreement shall limit the discretion of the County assessor 
to assign a market value to the Redevelopment Property and Minimum Improvements in excess of such 
assessor's minimum Market Value.  The Assessment Agreement shall remain in force for the period specified 
in the Assessment Agreement.

4. Amendment to TIF Note. The Form of Note attached as Exhibit A to the Authorizing 
Resolution included as Schedule B of the Original Agreement is hereby deleted and replaced with Exhibit A 
attached hereto.  All references to Exhibit A of the Authorizing Resolution and the “TIF Note” in the Original 
Agreement are deemed to refer to the form attached hereto as Exhibit A.

5. Definitions.  Any capitalized terms used herein but not otherwise defined shall have the 
meanings assigned to such terms in the Original Agreement.  

6. Confirmation of Original Agreement.  Except as specifically amended by this First 
Amendment, the Original Agreement is hereby ratified and confirmed and remains in full force and effect.
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7. Miscellaneous.  Except as amended by this First Amendment, the Original Agreement shall 
remain in full force and effect.  Upon execution, the Redeveloper shall reimburse the Authority for all out-
of-pocket costs incurred by the Authority in connection with negotiating, drafting and approval of this First 
Amendment.
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Authority and the Redeveloper have caused this First Amendment to 
Contract for Private Redevelopment to be duly executed by their duly authorized representatives as of the date 
and year first written above.

ROSEVILLE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
AUTHORITY 

By 
Its  President

By 
Its  Executive Director

STATE OF MINNESOTA )
)  SS.

COUNTY OF RAMSEY )

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this ____ day of _________, 2024 by Dan 
Roe, the President of the Roseville Economic Development Authority, a public body corporate and politic and 
political subdivision of the State of Minnesota, on behalf of the Authority.

Notary Public

STATE OF MINNESOTA )
)  SS.

COUNTY OF RAMSEY )

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this ____ day of _________, 2024 by Patrick 
Trudgeon, the Executive Director of the Roseville Economic Development Authority, a public body corporate 
and politic and political subdivision of the State of Minnesota, on behalf of the Authority.

Notary Public

This document was drafted by:
KENNEDY & GRAVEN, CHARTERED (GAF)
150 South Fifth Street, Suite 700
Minneapolis, MN  55402
(612) 337-9300
https://www.kennedy-graven.com/
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Execution page of the Redeveloper to the First Amendment to Contract for Private Redevelopment, dated the 
date and year first written above.

ROSEVILLE LEASED HOUSING ASSOCIATES 
II, LLLP

By: Roseville Leased Housing Associates II, LLC, a 
Minnesota limited liability company, its General 
Partner

By:  _______________________________
       Ryan Lunderby, its Vice President

STATE OF MINNESOTA )
)  SS.

COUNTY OF ___________ )

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this _________ day of ____________, 
2024, by Ryan Lunderby, the Vice President of Roseville Leased Housing I, LLC, a Minnesota limited 
liability company, as General Partner of Roseville Leased Housing Associates II, LLLP, a Minnesota 
limited liability limited partnership, on behalf of the company.

Notary Public
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EXHIBIT A

FORM OF NOTE

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
STATE OF MINNESOTA
COUNTY OF RAMSEY

ROSEVILLE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY

No. R-1 $2,044,550

TAX INCREMENT REVENUE NOTE
 (HARBOR AT TWIN LAKES PROJECT)

Date       
Rate of Original Issue
4.28% ________, 2024

The Roseville Economic Development Authority (“Authority”) for value received, certifies that it is 
indebted and hereby promises to pay to Roseville Leased Housing Associates II, LLLP or its registered assigns 
(the "Owner"), the principal sum of Two Million Forty-Four Thousand and no/100 Dollars ($2,044,550) and 
to pay interest thereon at the rate of 4.28% per annum, but solely from the sources and to the extent set forth 
herein.  Unless the context clearly requires otherwise, capitalized terms in this Tax Increment Revenue Note 
(this “Note”) have the meaning provided in the Contract for Private Redevelopment between the Authority 
and Owner dated as of June 7, 2021, as amended by the First Amendment to Contract for Private 
Redevelopment, dated as of ________, 2024 (collectively, the “Agreement”).

1. Payments.  Principal and interest (“Payments”) shall be paid on August 1, 2024 and each 
February 1 and August 1 thereafter to and including February 1, 2041 (“Payment Dates”) in the amounts set 
forth herein, payable solely from and to the extent of the sources set forth in Section 3 hereof.   Payments shall 
be applied first to accrued interest, and then to unpaid principal.  

Payments are payable by mail to the address of the Owner or such other address as the Owner may 
designate upon thirty (30) days written notice to the Authority.  Payments on this Note are payable in any coin 
or currency of the United States of America which, on the Payment Date, is legal tender for the payment of 
public and private debts.

2. Interest.  Simple interest at the rate stated herein shall accrue on the unpaid principal, 
commencing on the deemed date of original issue as described in Section 3.3 of the Agreement.  Interest shall 
be computed on the basis of a year of 360 days consisting of twelve months of thirty days, and charged for 
actual days principal is unpaid.

3. Available Tax Increment.  (a)  Payments on this Note are payable on each Payment Date solely 
from and in the amount of “Available Tax Increment,” which shall mean ninety-five percent (95%) of the total 
Tax Increment attributable to the Minimum Improvements and Redevelopment Property that has been paid to 
the Authority by Ramsey County in the six (6) months prior to the subject Payment Date.  

Page 22 of 232



ATTACHMENT 1

A-2
RS275\28\951011.v3

(b)  The Authority shall have no obligation to pay principal and interest on this Note on each 
Payment Date from any source other than Available Tax Increment, and the failure of the Authority to pay 
the entire amount of principal or interest on this Note on any Payment Date shall not constitute a default 
hereunder as long as the Authority pays principal and interest hereon to the extent of Available Tax 
Increment.  The Authority shall have no obligation to pay any unpaid balance of principal or accrued interest 
that may remain after the final Payment.  

4. Default.  If on any Payment Date there has occurred and is continuing any Event of Default 
by the Owner under the Agreement, the Authority may withhold payments of all Available Tax Increment 
hereunder as provided in Section 9.2 of the Agreement.  If the Event of Default is thereafter cured in 
accordance with the Agreement, the Available Tax Increment withheld under this Section shall be deferred 
and paid, without interest thereon, within thirty (30) days after the Event of Default is cured.  Subject to 
Section 9.3 of the Agreement, if the Event of Default is not cured within three hundred sixty-five (365) 
days following the Authority’s written notice to the Owner of such default, the Authority may terminate 
this Note by written notice to the Owner in accordance with the Agreement.

5. Prepayment. 

(a) The principal sum and all accrued interest payable under this Note is prepayable in whole or 
in part at any time by the Authority without premium or penalty.  No partial prepayment shall affect the amount 
or timing of any other regular payment otherwise required to be made under this Note.

(b) Upon completion of the lookback calculations as described in Section 3.5(b)(1) or (2) of the 
Agreement, any amounts resulting from such calculations will be deemed to constitute, and will be applied to, 
prepayment of the principal amount of this Note.  Such deemed prepayment is effective as of the date of 
delivery of such statement to the Owner, and will be recorded by the Registrar in its records for the Note.  Upon 
request of the Owner, the Authority will deliver to the Owner a statement of the outstanding principal balance 
of the Note after application of the deemed prepayment under this paragraph.

6. Nature of Obligation.  This Note is one of an issue in the total principal amount of $2,044,550 
(subject to adjustment as described in Section 3.5 of the Agreement) issued to aid in financing certain public 
redevelopment costs of a Project undertaken by the Authority pursuant to Minnesota Statutes, Sections 469.001 
through 469.047, and is issued pursuant to an authorizing resolution (the “Resolution”) duly adopted by the 
Authority on June 7, 2021, and pursuant to and in full conformity with the Constitution and laws of the State 
of Minnesota, including Minnesota Statutes, Sections 469.174 to 469.1794, as amended.  This Note is a limited 
obligation of the Authority which is payable solely from Available Tax Increment pledged to the payment 
hereof under the Resolution.  This Note shall not be deemed to constitute a general obligation of the State of 
Minnesota or any political subdivision thereof, including, without limitation, the Authority or the City.  Neither 
the State of Minnesota, nor any political subdivision thereof shall be obligated to pay the principal of or interest 
on this Note or other costs incident hereto except out of Available Tax Increment, and neither the full faith and 
credit nor the taxing power of the State of Minnesota or any political subdivision thereof is pledged to the 
payment of the principal of or interest on this Note or other costs incident hereto.

7. Registration and Transfer.  This Note is issuable only as a fully registered note without 
coupons.  As provided in the Resolution, and subject to certain limitations set forth therein, this Note is 
transferable upon the books of the Authority kept for that purpose at the principal office of the City Finance 
Director, by the Owner hereof in person or by such Owner's attorney duly authorized in writing, upon surrender 
of this Note together with a written instrument of transfer satisfactory to the Authority, duly executed by the 
Owner.  Upon such transfer or exchange and the payment by the Owner of any tax, fee, or governmental charge 
required to be paid by the Authority with respect to such transfer or exchange, there will be issued in the name 
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of the transferee a new Note of the same aggregate principal amount, bearing interest at the same rate and 
maturing on the same date.

IT IS HEREBY CERTIFIED AND RECITED that all acts, conditions, and things required by the 
Constitution and laws of the State of Minnesota to be done, to exist, to happen, and to be performed in order to 
make this Note a valid and binding limited obligation of the Authority according to its terms, have been done, 
do exist, have happened, and have been performed in due form, time and manner as so required.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Board of Commissioners of the Roseville Economic Development 
Authority has caused this Note to be executed with the manual signatures of its President and Executive 
Director, all as of the Date of Original Issue specified above.

ROSEVILLE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
AUTHORITY

_____________________________________
Executive Director President

REGISTRATION PROVISIONS

The ownership of the unpaid balance of the within Note is registered in the bond register of the City 
Finance Director, in the name of the person last listed below.

Date of Registration Registered Owner
Signature of

City Finance Director

Roseville Leased Housing
Associates II, LLLP
Federal Tax I.D. No.                     
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EXHIBIT B

______________________________________________________________________________

AMENDED AND RESTATED

ASSESSMENT AGREEMENT

and

ASSESSOR’S CERTIFICATION

By and Between

ROSEVILLE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY

and

ROSEVILLE LEASED HOUSING ASSOCIATES II, LLLP

This document was drafted by:

KENNEDY & GRAVEN, CHARTERED (GAF)
150 South Fifth Street, Suite 700
Minneapolis, MN  55402
(612) 337-9300
https://www.kennedy-graven.com/

Page 25 of 232



ATTACHMENT 1

RS275\28\951011.v3 B-2

AMENDED AND RESTATED ASSESSMENT AGREEMENT

THIS AMENDED AND RESTATED ASSESSMENT AGREEMENT, made on or as of the ___ 
day of _________, 2024, by and between the Roseville Economic Development Authority, a public body 
corporate and politic and political subdivision of the State of Minnesota (the “Authority”) and Roseville 
Leased Housing Associates II, LLLP, a Minnesota limited liability limited partnership (the “Redeveloper”).

WITNESSETH, that

WHEREAS, on or before the date hereof the Authority and Redeveloper have entered into a 
Contract for Private Redevelopment dated as of June 7, 2021, as amended by the First Amendment to 
Contract for Private Redevelopment, dated as of ________, 2024 (collectively, the “Redevelopment 
Agreement”), pursuant to which the Authority is to facilitate the redevelopment of certain property in the 
City of Roseville, Minnesota (the “City”), hereinafter referred to as the “Property” and legally described in 
Exhibit A hereto; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to the Redevelopment Agreement the Redeveloper has constructed certain 
improvements (the “Minimum Improvements”) upon the Property; and

WHEREAS, the Redeveloper and the Authority previously entered into the Assessment 
Agreement, dated June 7, 2021 (the “Original Assessment Agreement”) and recorded in the Office of the 
County Recorder of Ramsey County, Minnesota on July 12, 2021 as Document Number A04895080; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the First Amendment the parties have agreed to modify the Assessment 
Agreement by entering into this Amended and Restated Assessment Agreement; and

WHEREAS, the Authority and the Redeveloper desire to establish a minimum market value for the 
Property and the Minimum Improvements to be constructed thereon, pursuant to Minnesota Statutes, 
Section 469.177, subdivision 8; and

WHEREAS, the Authority and the County Assessor of Ramsey County (the “Assessor”) have 
reviewed the preliminary plans and specifications for the improvements and have inspected such 
improvements; 

NOW, THEREFORE, the parties to this Agreement, in consideration of the promises, covenants 
and agreements made by each to the other, do hereby agree as follows:

1. The minimum market value which shall be assessed for ad valorem tax purposes for the 
Property described in Exhibit A attached hereto, together with the Minimum Improvements constructed 
thereon, shall be $24,930,000 as of January 2, 2022, and shall be $49,860,000 as of January 2, 2023, and 
shall be $73,528,600 as of January 2, 2024 and each January 2 thereafter, regardless of the status of 
construction on such dates, until termination of this Agreement under Section 2 hereof.

2. The minimum market value herein established shall be of no further force and effect and 
this Agreement shall terminate on the earlier of (a) the date of receipt by the Authority of the final payment 
from Ramsey County of Tax Increments (as defined in the Redevelopment Agreement) from Tax Increment 
Financing District No. 22: Twin Lakes II in the City; or (b) termination of the Redevelopment Agreement 
and/or the TIF Note issued thereunder pursuant to their respective terms.
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3. This Agreement shall be promptly recorded by the Authority.  The Redeveloper shall pay 
all costs of recording.

4. Neither the preambles nor provisions of this Agreement are intended to, nor shall they be 
construed as, modifying the terms of the Redevelopment Agreement between the Authority and the 
Redeveloper.

5. This Agreement shall inure to the benefit of and be binding upon the successors and assigns 
of the parties.

6. Each of the parties has authority to enter into this Agreement and to take all actions required 
of it, and has taken all actions necessary to authorize the execution and delivery of this Agreement.

7. In the event any provision of this Agreement shall be held invalid and unenforceable by 
any court of competent jurisdiction, such holding shall not invalidate or render unenforceable any other 
provision hereof.

8. The parties hereto agree that they will, from time to time, execute, acknowledge and 
deliver, or cause to be executed, acknowledged and delivered, such supplements, amendments and 
modifications  hereto, and such further instruments as may reasonably be required for correcting any 
inadequate, or incorrect, or amended description of the Property or the Minimum Improvements or for 
carrying out the expressed intention of this Agreement, including, without limitation, any further 
instruments required to delete from the description of the Property such part or parts as may be included 
within a separate assessment agreement.

9. Except as provided in Section 8 hereof, this Agreement may not be amended nor any of its 
terms modified except by a writing authorized and executed by all parties hereto.

10. This Agreement may be simultaneously executed in several counterparts, each of which 
shall be an original and all of which shall constitute but one and the same instrument.

11. This Agreement shall be governed by and construed in accordance with the laws of the 
State of Minnesota.
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned Authority and the Redeveloper have executed this Minimum 
Assessment Agreement as of the date and year first written above.

ROSEVILLE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
AUTHORITY

By: _______________________________________
      Its President

By: _______________________________________
      Its Executive Director

STATE OF MINNESOTA )
) ss.

COUNTY OF RAMSEY )

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this ____ day of __________, 2024, by Dan Roe 
and Patrick Trudgeon, the President and Executive Director, respectively, of the Roseville Economic 
Development Authority, a public body corporate and politic under the laws of Minnesota, on behalf of said 
Authority.

__________________________________________
Notary Public 
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ROSEVILLE LEASED HOUSING ASSOCIATES 
II, LLLP

By: Roseville Leased Housing Associates II, LLC, a 
Minnesota limited liability company, its General 
Partner

By:  _______________________________
       Ryan Lunderby, its Vice President

STATE OF MINNESOTA )
)  SS.

COUNTY OF ___________ )

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this _________ day of ____________, 
2024, by Ryan Lunderby, the Vice President of Roseville Leased Housing I, LLC, a Minnesota limited 
liability company, as General Partner of Roseville Leased Housing Associates II, LLLP, a Minnesota 
limited liability limited partnership, on behalf of the company.

Notary Public
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CERTIFICATION BY COUNTY ASSESSOR

The undersigned, having reviewed the plans and specifications for the improvements to be 
constructed and the market value assigned to the land upon which the improvements are to be constructed, 
hereby certifies as follows:  The undersigned Assessor, being legally responsible for the assessment of the 
above described property, hereby certifies that the values assigned to the land and improvements are 
reasonable.

Ramsey County Assessor

STATE OF MINNESOTA )
) ss

COUNTY OF RAMSEY )

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this ___ day of ____________________, 
20__ by _____________________________________, the Ramsey County Assessor.

Notary Public
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EXHIBIT A of ASSESSMENT AGREEMENT

Legal Description of Property

Lot 2, Block 1, Twin Lakes 3rd Addition, Ramsey County, Minnesota

Abstract property.
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1
2 EXTRACT OF MINUTES OF MEETING
3 OF THE
4 ROSEVILLE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
5
6 *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *
7
8 Pursuant to due call and notice thereof, a regular meeting of the Board of Commissioners 
9 (the “Board”) of the Roseville Economic Development Authority (“REDA”) was duly 

10 held on the 13th day of May, 2024, at 6:00 p.m.
11
12 The following members were present:
13
14  and the following were absent:          .
15
16 Member                introduced the following resolution and moved its adoption:
17
18 RESOLUTION No.  
19
20 RESOLUTION APPROVING A FIRST AMENDMENT 
21 TO CONTRACT FOR PRIVATE REDEVELOPMENT
22
23 WHEREAS, REDA entered into a Contract for Private Redevelopment, dated June 7, 
24 2021 (the “Original Agreement”), with Roseville Leased Housing Associates 
25 II, LLLP, a Minnesota limited liability limited partnership (the 
26 “Redeveloper”), pursuant to which the Redeveloper agreed to construct an 
27 approximately 277-unit multifamily rental housing facility on certain 
28 property in Roseville, Minnesota (the “Redevelopment Property”) 
29 intended for occupancy by seniors with community rooms, a theater, and 
30 fitness center amenities (collectively, the “Minimum Improvements”); and
31
32 WHEREAS, pursuant to Minnesota Statutes, Sections 469.174 to 469.1794, as amended 
33 (the “TIF Act”) and the Original Agreement, REDA agreed to issue a Tax 
34 Increment Revenue Note (Harbor at Twin Lakes Project) (the “Original 
35 TIF Note”) to the Redeveloper to assist with the financing of the 
36 Minimum Improvements, in exchange for, among other things, the 
37 Redeveloper executing and recording an Assessment Agreement and 
38 Assessor’s Certification by and between REDA and the Redeveloper (the 
39 “Original Assessment Agreement”) on the Redevelopment Property; and
40
41 WHEREAS, all or a part of the Minimum Improvements is classified as “class 4d(1)” 
42 low-income rental property under Minnesota Statutes, Section 273.13, 
43 subdivision 25 (e) (“4d(1) Property”), and the 2023 Minnesota Legislature 
44 revised how 4d(1) Property is valued pursuant to Minnesota Statutes, 
45 Section 273.128 (the “2023 4d Change”); and
46
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47 WHEREAS, because of the 2023 4d Change, the Redeveloper has requested that REDA 
48 amend the Original Agreement pursuant a First Amendment to Contract 
49 for Private Redevelopment (the “First Amendment”) which reduces the 
50 amount of the Original TIF Note to $2,044,550 (the “Amended TIF Note”) 
51 and revises the minimum market value of the Redevelopment Property as 
52 listed in the Assessment Agreement (as amended, the “Amended 
53 Assessment Agreement”); and
54
55 WHEREAS,  REDA also loaned the proceeds of the Tax Base Revitalization Grant to the 
56 Developer (the “Loan”) for the Minimum Improvements; and
57
58 WHEREAS, the First Amendment, the Amended TIF Note and the Amended 
59 Assessment Agreement are now presented to the Board for their 
60 consideration; 
61
62 WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 469.177, subd. 8 of the TIF Act, the Amended 
63 Assessment Agreement shall be reviewed and approved by the City 
64 Council of the City of Roseville (the “City Council”); 
65
66 WHEREAS, in connection with the Redeveloper’s construction financing with U.S. 
67 Bank National Association and The Huntington National Bank, on July 1, 
68 2021, REDA executed one or more consents to Collateral Assignment of 
69 Tax Increment Financing Note and Tax Increments in favor of U.S. Bank 
70 National Association, as the fiscal agent for The Huntington National 
71 Bank and various subordination agreements subordinating certain of 
72 REDA’s rights under the Contract and the Loan;
73
74 WHEREAS, the Redeveloper has requested the REDA execute and deliver a new 
75 consent in connection with the Amended TIF Note and the conversion of 
76 Redeveloper’s construction financing to permanent financing (the 
77 “Conversion”) and Redeveloper’s delivery of a new Collateral Assignment 
78 of Tax Increment Financing Note and Tax Increments (the “Consent to 
79 Collateral Assignment”) in favor of U.S. Bank Trust Company, National 
80 Association, a national banking association, as fiscal agent for the 
81 Redeveloper’s permanent lender, Greystone Servicing Company LLC.
82
83 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED as follows:
84
85 1. Subject to the approval of the Amended Assessment Agreement by the 
86 City Council, the Board approves the First Amendment and the Consent to 
87 Collateral Assignment in substantially the form presented to the Board, 
88 together with any related documents necessary in connection therewith or 
89 in connection with Conversion, including without limitation the Amended 
90 TIF Note, the Amended Assessment Agreement and all documents, 
91 exhibits, certifications, or consents, referenced in or attached to the First 
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92 Amendment or Consent to Collateral Assignment (collectively, the 
93 “Documents”).
94
95 2. The Board hereby authorizes the President and Executive Director, in their 
96 discretion and at such time, if any, as they may deem appropriate, to 
97 execute the Documents on behalf of REDA, and to carry out, on behalf of 
98 REDA, REDA’s obligations thereunder when all conditions precedent 
99 thereto have been satisfied.  The Documents shall be in substantially the 

100 form on file with REDA and the approval hereby given to the Documents 
101 includes approval of such additional details therein as may be necessary 
102 and appropriate and such modifications thereof, deletions therefrom and 
103 additions thereto as may be necessary and appropriate and approved by 
104 legal counsel to REDA and by the officers authorized herein to execute the 
105 Documents prior to their execution; and said officers are hereby 
106 authorized to approve said changes on behalf of REDA.  The execution of 
107 any instrument by the appropriate officers of REDA herein authorized 
108 shall be conclusive evidence of the approval of such document in 
109 accordance with the terms hereof.  This resolution shall not constitute an 
110 offer and the Documents shall not be effective until the date of execution 
111 thereof as provided herein.
112
113 3. In the event of absence or disability of the officers, any of the Documents 
114 authorized by this resolution to be executed may be executed without 
115 further act or authorization of the Board by any duly designated acting 
116 official, or by such other officer or officers of the Board as, in the opinion 
117 of the city attorney, may act in their behalf.  Upon execution and delivery 
118 of the Documents, the officers and employees of the Board are hereby 
119 authorized and directed to take or cause to be taken such actions as may be 
120 necessary on behalf of the Board to implement the Documents.
121
122
123 The motion for the adoption of the foregoing resolution was duly seconded by Member 
124
125       , and upon a vote being taken thereon, the following voted in favor thereof:
126
127   and the following voted against the same:
128
129 WHEREUPON said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted.
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FIRST AMENDMENT TO
CONTRACT FOR PRIVATE REDEVELOPMENT

THIS FIRST AMENDMENT TO CONTRACT FOR PRIVATE REDEVELOPMENT is made as of 
the __ day of ______, 2024 (the “First Amendment”), between the ROSEVILLE ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY, a public body corporate and politic under the laws of the State of Minnesota 
(the “Authority”), and ROSEVILLE LEASED HOUSING ASSOCIATES I, LLLP, a Minnesota limited 
liability limited partnership (the “Redeveloper”), and amends the Contract for Private Redevelopment, dated 
June 22, 2020 (the “Original Agreement”), between the Authority and the Redeveloper.

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, the Redeveloper previously acquired certain property (the “Redevelopment 
Property”) within Development District No. 1 (the “Project”) and developed an approximately 288-unit 
multifamily rental housing facility thereon with a stand-alone clubhouse building and associated structured 
parking integrated into the buildings (collectively, the “Minimum Improvements”); and

WHEREAS, the Authority previously established Tax Increment Financing District No. 22: Twin 
Lakes II (the “TIF District”), a redevelopment district, pursuant to Minnesota Statutes, Sections 469.174 to 
469.1794, as amended (the “TIF Act”), consisting, in part, of the Redevelopment Property located within 
the Project; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to the TIF Act and the Original Agreement, the Authority issued a Tax 
Increment Revenue Note (Oasis at Twin Lakes Project) on July 1, 2020 in the amount of $3,629,000  (the 
“Original TIF Note”), to the Redeveloper to assist with the financing of the Minimum Improvements, in 
exchange for, among other things, the Redeveloper executing and recording an Assessment Agreement and 
Assessor’s Certification by and between the Authority and the Redeveloper (the “Assessment Agreement”) 
on the Redevelopment Property; and

WHEREAS, all or a part of the Minimum Improvements is classified as “class 4d(1)” low-income 
rental property under Minnesota Statutes, Section 273.13, subdivision 25 (e) (“4d(1) Property”), and the 
2023 Minnesota Legislature revised how 4d(1) Property is valued pursuant to Minnesota Statutes, Section 
273.128 (the “2023 4d Change”); and

WHEREAS, Section 3.1(e) of the Original Agreement states in part: “In the event of legislative 
changes reducing the tax rate classification of certain qualified low-income rental housing under Minnesota 
Statutes, Section 273.13, subd. 25(e), the Redeveloper expressly agrees and acknowledges that the 
Authority may adjust the principal amount of the TIF Note to reflect such reduction.  The parties agree that 
they will work in good faith to determine the appropriate amount of such reduction, it being the intent that 
the aggregate effect of such changes (i.e., the projected expense savings to the Redeveloper attributable to 
the reduction to the annual tax liability with regard to the Project and the projected income reduction to the 
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Redeveloper attributable to the reduction in the amount of payments under the TIF Note) will be revenue-
neutral to the Redeveloper”; and

WHEREAS, due to the 2023 4d Change and pursuant to the Original Agreement, the Redeveloper 
has requested, and the Authority has agreed, to adopt this First Amendment to (i) amend and restate the 
Original TIF Note to revise its amount to reflect the 2023 4d Change; and (ii) revise the minimum market 
value of the Redevelopment Property in the Assessment Agreement; 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the premises and the mutual obligations of the parties hereto, 
each of them does hereby covenant and agree with the other as follows:

1. Amendment to Section 1.1.  The definition of Agreement and Assessment Agreement in 
Section 1.1 of the Original Agreement are hereby deleted and replaced with the following:

“Agreement” means this Agreement, as amended by the First Amendment, as the same may be 
from time to time modified, amended, or supplemented.

“Assessment Agreement” has the meaning provided in Section 6.3 hereof and shall be substantially in 
the form attached hereto as Schedule B to the First Amendment.

2. Amendment to Section 3.3(b).  The amount of the TIF Note listed in Section 3.3(b) of the 
Original Agreement is amended to delete $3,629,000 and replace it with $1,899,744.  

3. Amendment to Section 6.3.  Sections 6.3(a) and 6.3(b) of the Original Agreement are 
hereby deleted and replaced with the following:

Section 6.3.  Assessment Agreement.  (a) Upon execution of the First Amendment, the Redeveloper 
shall, with the Authority, execute an Amended and Restated Assessment Agreement (the “assessment 
Agreement”) pursuant to Minnesota Statutes, Section 469.177, subdivision 8, specifying an assessor's 
minimum market value (the “Market Value”) for the Redevelopment Property and the Minimum Improvements 
constructed thereon.  The amount of the minimum Market Value shall be $41,040,000 as of January 2, 2022 
and January 2, 2023, and $62,435,000 as of January 2, 2024 and each January 2 thereafter.  The Assessment 
Agreement shall be recorded in connection with conversion of the Redeveloper’s construction financing to 
permanent financing.   

(b) The Assessment Agreement shall be substantially in the form attached hereto as Exhibit B to 
the First Amendment.  Nothing in the Assessment Agreement shall limit the discretion of the County assessor 
to assign a market value to the Redevelopment Property and Minimum Improvements in excess of such 
assessor's minimum Market Value.  The Assessment Agreement shall remain in force for the period specified 
in the Assessment Agreement.

4. Amended and Restated TIF Note.  The Form of Note attached as Exhibit A to the Authorizing 
Resolution included as Schedule B of the Original Agreement is hereby deleted and replaced with Exhibit A 
attached hereto.  All references to Exhibit A of the Authorizing Resolution and the “TIF Note” in the Original 
Agreement are deemed to refer to the form attached hereto as Exhibit A.

5. Definitions.  Any capitalized terms used herein but not otherwise defined shall have the 
meanings assigned to such terms in the Original Agreement.  

6. Confirmation of Original Agreement.  Except as specifically amended by this First 
Amendment, the Original Agreement is hereby ratified and confirmed and remains in full force and effect.
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7. Miscellaneous.  Except as amended by this First Amendment, the Original Agreement shall 
remain in full force and effect.  Upon execution, the Redeveloper shall reimburse the Authority for all out-
of-pocket costs incurred by the Authority in connection with negotiating, drafting and approval of this First 
Amendment.
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Authority and the Redeveloper have caused this First Amendment to 
Contract for Private Redevelopment to be duly executed by their duly authorized representatives as of the date 
and year first written above.

ROSEVILLE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
AUTHORITY 

By 
Its  President

By 
Its  Executive Director

STATE OF MINNESOTA )
)  SS.

COUNTY OF RAMSEY )

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this ____ day of _________, 2024 by Dan 
Roe, the President of the Roseville Economic Development Authority, a public body corporate and politic and 
political subdivision of the State of Minnesota, on behalf of the Authority.

Notary Public

STATE OF MINNESOTA )
)  SS.

COUNTY OF RAMSEY )

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this ____ day of _________, 2024 by Patrick 
Trudgeon, the Executive Director of the Roseville Economic Development Authority, a public body corporate 
and politic and political subdivision of the State of Minnesota, on behalf of the Authority.

Notary Public

This document was drafted by:
KENNEDY & GRAVEN, CHARTERED (GAF)
150 South Fifth Street, Suite 700
Minneapolis, MN  55402
(612) 337-9300
https://www.kennedy-graven.com/
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Execution page of the Redeveloper to the First Amendment to Contract for Private Redevelopment, dated the 
date and year first written above.

ROSEVILLE LEASED HOUSING ASSOCIATES 
I, LLLP

By: Roseville Leased Housing Associates I, LLC, a 
Minnesota limited liability company, its General 
Partner

By:  _______________________________
       Ryan Lunderby, its Vice President

STATE OF MINNESOTA )
)  SS.

COUNTY OF ___________ )

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this _________ day of ____________, 
2024, by Ryan Lunderby, the Vice President of Roseville Leased Housing I, LLC, a Minnesota limited 
liability company, as General Partner of Roseville Leased Housing Associates I, LLLP, a Minnesota limited 
liability limited partnership, on behalf of the company.

Notary Public
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Greystone Servicing Company, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, as the holder of the 
Amended and Restated Multifamily Mortgage, Assignment of Rents, Security Agreement and 
Fixturing Financing Statement, dated _________, hereby consents to this First Amendment to 
Contract for Private Redevelopment.

GREYSTONE SERVICING COMPANY 
LLC

By:_______________________________-

It:__________________________________-

STATE OF ___________ )
) ss

COUNTY OF ________ )

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this ____ day of 
____________, 20202023, by ______________, the ________________ of Greystone Servicing 
Company, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, on behalf of the limited liability company.

Notary Public
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EXHIBIT A

FORM OF AMENDED AND RESTATED TIF NOTE

THIS AMENDED AND RESTATED TAX INCREMENT REVENUE NOTE AMENDS AND 
RESTATES IN ITS ENTIRETY THE TAX INCREMENT REVENUE NOTE ISSUED JULY 
1, 2020 (THE “ORIGINAL NOTE”), AND IS DELIVERED IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
SECTION 3.3(e) OF THE CONTRACT FOR PRIVATE DEVELOPMENT.

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
STATE OF MINNESOTA
COUNTY OF RAMSEY

ROSEVILLE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY

No. R-1 $1,899,744

AMENDED AND RESTATED TAX INCREMENT REVENUE NOTE
 (OASIS AT TWIN LAKES PROJECT)

Date       
Rate of Original Issue
3.93% ________, 2024

The Roseville Economic Development Authority (“Authority”) for value received, certifies that it is 
indebted and hereby promises to pay to Roseville Leased Housing Associates I, LLLP or its registered assigns 
(the "Owner"), the principal sum of One Million Eight Hundred Ninety-Nine Thousand and Seventy Hundred 
and Forty-Four and no/100 Dollars ($1,899,744) and to pay interest thereon at the rate of 3.93% per annum, 
but solely from the sources and to the extent set forth herein.  Unless the context clearly requires otherwise, 
capitalized terms in this Amended and Restated Tax Increment Revenue Note (this “Note”) have the 
meaning provided in the Contract for Private Redevelopment between the Authority and Owner dated as of 
June 22, 2020, as amended by the First Amendment to Contract for Private Redevelopment, dated as of 
________, 2024 (collectively, the “Agreement”).

1. Payments.  Principal and interest (“Payments”) shall be paid on August 1, 2024 and each 
February 1 and August 1 thereafter to and including February 1, 2041 (“Payment Dates”) in the amounts set 
forth herein, payable solely from and to the extent of the sources set forth in Section 3 hereof.   Payments shall 
be applied first to accrued interest, and then to unpaid principal.  

Payments are payable by mail to the address of the Owner or such other address as the Owner may 
designate upon thirty (30) days written notice to the Authority.  Payments on this Note are payable in any coin 
or currency of the United States of America which, on the Payment Date, is legal tender for the payment of 
public and private debts.

2. Interest.  Simple interest at the rate stated herein shall accrue on the unpaid principal, 
commencing on the deemed date of original issue as described in Section 3.3 of the Agreement.  Interest shall 
be computed on the basis of a year of 360 days consisting of twelve months of thirty days, and charged for 
actual days principal is unpaid.
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3. Available Tax Increment.  (a)  Payments on this Note are payable on each Payment Date solely 
from and in the amount of “Available Tax Increment,” which shall mean ninety-five percent (95%) of the total 
Tax Increment attributable to the Minimum Improvements and Redevelopment Property that has been paid to 
the Authority by Ramsey County in the six (6) months prior to the subject Payment Date.  

(b)  The Authority shall have no obligation to pay principal and interest on this Note on each 
Payment Date from any source other than Available Tax Increment, and the failure of the Authority to pay 
the entire amount of principal or interest on this Note on any Payment Date shall not constitute a default 
hereunder as long as the Authority pays principal and interest hereon to the extent of Available Tax 
Increment.  The Authority shall have no obligation to pay any unpaid balance of principal or accrued interest 
that may remain after the final Payment.  

4. Default.  If on any Payment Date there has occurred and is continuing any Event of Default 
by the Owner under the Agreement, the Authority may withhold payments of all Available Tax Increment 
hereunder as provided in Section 9.2 of the Agreement.  If the Event of Default is thereafter cured in 
accordance with the Agreement, the Available Tax Increment withheld under this Section shall be deferred 
and paid, without interest thereon, within thirty (30) days after the Event of Default is cured.  Subject to 
Section 9.3 of the Agreement, if the Event of Default is not cured within three hundred sixty-five (365) 
days following the Authority’s written notice to the Owner of such default, the Authority may terminate 
this Note by written notice to the Owner in accordance with the Agreement.

5. Prepayment. 

(a) The principal sum and all accrued interest payable under this Note is prepayable in whole or 
in part at any time by the Authority without premium or penalty.  No partial prepayment shall affect the amount 
or timing of any other regular payment otherwise required to be made under this Note.

(b) Upon completion of the lookback calculations as described in Section 3.5(b)(1) or (2) of the 
Agreement, any amounts resulting from such calculations will be deemed to constitute, and will be applied to, 
prepayment of the principal amount of this Note.  Such deemed prepayment is effective as of the date of 
delivery of such statement to the Owner, and will be recorded by the Registrar in its records for the Note.  Upon 
request of the Owner, the Authority will deliver to the Owner a statement of the outstanding principal balance 
of the Note after application of the deemed prepayment under this paragraph.

6. Nature of Obligation.  This Note is one of an issue in the total principal amount of $1,899,000 
(subject to adjustment as described in Section 3.5 of the Agreement) issued to aid in financing certain public 
redevelopment costs of a Project undertaken by the Authority pursuant to Minnesota Statutes, Sections 469.001 
through 469.047, and is issued pursuant to an authorizing resolution (the “Resolution”) duly adopted by the 
Authority on June 22, 2020, and pursuant to and in full conformity with the Constitution and laws of the State 
of Minnesota, including Minnesota Statutes, Sections 469.174 to 469.1794, as amended.  This Note is a limited 
obligation of the Authority which is payable solely from Available Tax Increment pledged to the payment 
hereof under the Resolution.  This Note shall not be deemed to constitute a general obligation of the State of 
Minnesota or any political subdivision thereof, including, without limitation, the Authority or the City.  Neither 
the State of Minnesota, nor any political subdivision thereof shall be obligated to pay the principal of or interest 
on this Note or other costs incident hereto except out of Available Tax Increment, and neither the full faith and 
credit nor the taxing power of the State of Minnesota or any political subdivision thereof is pledged to the 
payment of the principal of or interest on this Note or other costs incident hereto.

7. Registration and Transfer.  This Note is issuable only as a fully registered note without 
coupons.  As provided in the Resolution, and subject to certain limitations set forth therein, this Note is 
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transferable upon the books of the Authority kept for that purpose at the principal office of the City Finance 
Director, by the Owner hereof in person or by such Owner's attorney duly authorized in writing, upon surrender 
of this Note together with a written instrument of transfer satisfactory to the Authority, duly executed by the 
Owner.  Upon such transfer or exchange and the payment by the Owner of any tax, fee, or governmental charge 
required to be paid by the Authority with respect to such transfer or exchange, there will be issued in the name 
of the transferee a new Note of the same aggregate principal amount, bearing interest at the same rate and 
maturing on the same date.

IT IS HEREBY CERTIFIED AND RECITED that all acts, conditions, and things required by the 
Constitution and laws of the State of Minnesota to be done, to exist, to happen, and to be performed in order to 
make this Note a valid and binding limited obligation of the Authority according to its terms, have been done, 
do exist, have happened, and have been performed in due form, time and manner as so required.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Board of Commissioners of the Roseville Economic Development 
Authority has caused this Note to be executed with the manual signatures of its President and Executive 
Director, all as of the Date of Original Issue specified above.

ROSEVILLE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
AUTHORITY

_____________________________________
Executive Director President

REGISTRATION PROVISIONS

The ownership of the unpaid balance of the within Note is registered in the bond register of the City 
Finance Director, in the name of the person last listed below.

Date of Registration Registered Owner
Signature of

City Finance Director

Roseville Leased Housing
Associates I, LLLP
Federal Tax I.D. No.                     
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EXHIBIT B

______________________________________________________________________________

AMENDED AND RESTATED

ASSESSMENT AGREEMENT

and

ASSESSOR’S CERTIFICATION

By and Between

ROSEVILLE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY

and

ROSEVILLE LEASED HOUSING ASSOCIATES I, LLLP

This document was drafted by:

KENNEDY & GRAVEN, CHARTERED (GAF)
150 South Fifth Street, Suite 700
Minneapolis, MN  55402
(612) 337-9300
https://www.kennedy-graven.com/
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AMENDED AND RESTATED ASSESSMENT AGREEMENT

THIS AMENDED AND RESTATED ASSESSMENT AGREEMENT, made on or as of the ___ 
day of _________, 2024, by and between the Roseville Economic Development Authority, a public body 
corporate and politic and political subdivision of the State of Minnesota (the “Authority”) and Roseville 
Leased Housing Associates I, LLLP, a Minnesota limited liability limited partnership (the “Redeveloper”).

WITNESSETH, that

WHEREAS, on or before the date hereof the Authority and Redeveloper have entered into a 
Contract for Private Redevelopment dated as of June 22, 2020, as amended by the First Amendment to 
Contract for Private Redevelopment, dated as of ________, 2024 (collectively, the “Redevelopment 
Agreement”), pursuant to which the Authority is to facilitate the redevelopment of certain property in the 
City of Roseville, Minnesota (the “City”), hereinafter referred to as the “Property” and legally described in 
Exhibit A hereto; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to the Redevelopment Agreement the Redeveloper has constructed certain 
improvements (the “Minimum Improvements”) upon the Property; and

WHEREAS, the Redeveloper and the Authority previously entered into the Assessment 
Agreement, dated June 22, 2020 (the “Original Assessment Agreement”) and recorded in the Office of the 
County Recorder of Ramsey County, Minnesota on July 9, 2020 as Document Number A04822433; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the First Amendment the parties have agreed to modify the Assessment 
Agreement by entering into this Amended and Restated Assessment Agreement; and

WHEREAS, the Authority and the Redeveloper desire to establish a minimum market value for the 
Property and the Minimum Improvements to be constructed thereon, pursuant to Minnesota Statutes, 
Section 469.177, subdivision 8; and

WHEREAS, the Authority and the County Assessor of Ramsey County (the “Assessor”) have 
reviewed the preliminary plans and specifications for the improvements and have inspected such 
improvements; 

NOW, THEREFORE, the parties to this Agreement, in consideration of the promises, covenants 
and agreements made by each to the other, do hereby agree as follows:

1. The minimum market value which shall be assessed for ad valorem tax purposes for the 
Property described in Exhibit A attached hereto, together with the Minimum Improvements constructed 
thereon, and the minimum Market Value shall be $41,040,000 as of January 2, 2022 and January 2, 2023, 
and $62,435,000 as of January 2, 2024 and each January 2 thereafter, regardless of the status of construction 
on such dates, until termination of this Agreement under Section 2 hereof.

2. The minimum market value herein established shall be of no further force and effect and 
this Agreement shall terminate on the earlier of (a) the date of receipt by the Authority of the final payment 
from Ramsey County of Tax Increments (as defined in the Redevelopment Agreement) from Tax Increment 
Financing District No. 22: Twin Lakes II in the City; or (b) termination of the Redevelopment Agreement 
and/or the TIF Note issued thereunder pursuant to their respective terms.
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3. This Agreement shall be promptly recorded by the Authority.  The Redeveloper shall pay 
all costs of recording.

4. Neither the preambles nor provisions of this Agreement are intended to, nor shall they be 
construed as, modifying the terms of the Redevelopment Agreement between the Authority and the 
Redeveloper.

5. This Agreement shall inure to the benefit of and be binding upon the successors and assigns 
of the parties.

6. Each of the parties has authority to enter into this Agreement and to take all actions required 
of it, and has taken all actions necessary to authorize the execution and delivery of this Agreement.

7. In the event any provision of this Agreement shall be held invalid and unenforceable by 
any court of competent jurisdiction, such holding shall not invalidate or render unenforceable any other 
provision hereof.

8. The parties hereto agree that they will, from time to time, execute, acknowledge and 
deliver, or cause to be executed, acknowledged and delivered, such supplements, amendments and 
modifications  hereto, and such further instruments as may reasonably be required for correcting any 
inadequate, or incorrect, or amended description of the Property or the Minimum Improvements or for 
carrying out the expressed intention of this Agreement, including, without limitation, any further 
instruments required to delete from the description of the Property such part or parts as may be included 
within a separate assessment agreement.

9. Except as provided in Section 8 hereof, this Agreement may not be amended nor any of its 
terms modified except by a writing authorized and executed by all parties hereto.

10. This Agreement may be simultaneously executed in several counterparts, each of which 
shall be an original and all of which shall constitute but one and the same instrument.

11. This Agreement shall be governed by and construed in accordance with the laws of the 
State of Minnesota.
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned Authority and the Redeveloper have executed this Minimum 
Assessment Agreement as of the date and year first written above.

ROSEVILLE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
AUTHORITY

By: _______________________________________
      Its President

By: _______________________________________
      Its Executive Director

STATE OF MINNESOTA )
) ss.

COUNTY OF RAMSEY )

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this ____ day of __________, 2024, by Dan Roe 
and Patrick Trudgeon, the President and Executive Director, respectively, of the Roseville Economic 
Development Authority, a public body corporate and politic under the laws of Minnesota, on behalf of said 
Authority.

__________________________________________
Notary Public 
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ROSEVILLE LEASED HOUSING ASSOCIATES 
I, LLLP

By: Roseville Leased Housing Associates I, LLC, a 
Minnesota limited liability company, its General 
Partner

By:  _______________________________
       Ryan Lunderby, its Vice President

STATE OF MINNESOTA )
)  SS.

COUNTY OF ___________ )

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this _________ day of ____________, 
2024, by Ryan Lunderby, the Vice President of Roseville Leased Housing I, LLC, a Minnesota limited 
liability company, as General Partner of Roseville Leased Housing Associates I, LLLP, a Minnesota limited 
liability limited partnership, on behalf of the company.

Notary Public
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CERTIFICATION BY COUNTY ASSESSOR

The undersigned, having reviewed the plans and specifications for the improvements to be 
constructed and the market value assigned to the land upon which the improvements are to be constructed, 
hereby certifies as follows:  The undersigned Assessor, being legally responsible for the assessment of the 
above described property, hereby certifies that the values assigned to the land and improvements are 
reasonable.

Ramsey County Assessor

STATE OF MINNESOTA )
) ss

COUNTY OF RAMSEY )

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this ___ day of ____________________, 
20__ by _____________________________________, the Ramsey County Assessor.

Notary Public
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EXHIBIT A of ASSESSMENT AGREEMENT

Legal Description of Property

Lot 1, Block 1, Twin Lakes 3rd Addition, Ramsey County, Minnesota

Abstract property.
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1
2 EXTRACT OF MINUTES OF MEETING
3 OF THE
4 ROSEVILLE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
5
6 *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *  *
7
8 Pursuant to due call and notice thereof, a regular meeting of the Board of Commissioners 
9 (the “Board”) of the Roseville Economic Development Authority (“REDA”) was duly 

10 held on the 13th day of May, 2024, at 6:00 p.m.
11
12 The following members were present:
13
14  and the following were absent:          .
15
16 Member                introduced the following resolution and moved its adoption:
17
18 RESOLUTION No.  
19
20 RESOLUTION APPROVING A FIRST AMENDMENT 
21 TO CONTRACT FOR PRIVATE REDEVELOPMENT

22
23 WHEREAS, REDA entered into a Contract for Private Redevelopment, dated June 22, 
24 2020 (the “Original Agreement”), with Roseville Leased Housing Associates 
25 I, LLLP, a Minnesota limited liability limited partnership (the 
26 “Redeveloper”), pursuant to which the Redeveloper agreed to construct an 
27 approximately 228-unit multifamily rental housing facility on certain 
28 property in Roseville, Minnesota (the “Redevelopment Property”) with a 
29 stand-alone clubhouse building and associated structured parking to be 
30 integrated into the buildings (collectively, the “Minimum Improvements”); 
31 and
32
33 WHEREAS, pursuant to Minnesota Statutes, Sections 469.174 to 469.1794, as amended 
34 (the “TIF Act”) and the Original Agreement, REDA has issued a Tax 
35 Increment Revenue Note (Oasis at Twin Lakes Project) (the “Original TIF 
36 Note”) to the Redeveloper to assist with the financing of the Minimum 
37 Improvements, in exchange for, among other things, the Redeveloper 
38 executing and recording an Assessment Agreement and Assessor’s 
39 Certification by and between REDA and the Redeveloper (the “Original 
40 Assessment Agreement”) on the Redevelopment Property; and

41 WHEREAS, all or a part of the Minimum Improvements is classified as “class 4d(1)” 
42 low-income rental property under Minnesota Statutes, Section 273.13, 
43 subdivision 25 (e) (“4d(1) Property”), and the 2023 Minnesota Legislature 
44 revised how 4d(1) Property is valued pursuant to Minnesota Statutes, 
45 Section 273.128 (the “2023 4d Change”); and
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46 WHEREAS, because of the 2023 4d Change, the Redeveloper has requested that REDA 
47 amend the Original Agreement pursuant a First Amendment to Contract 
48 for Private Redevelopment (the “First Amendment”) which reduces the 
49 amount of the Original TIF Note to $1,899,744 (as amended, the 
50 “Amended TIF Note”) and revises the minimum market value of the 
51 Redevelopment Property as listed in the Assessment Agreement (as 
52 amended, the “Amended Assessment Agreement”); and

53 WHEREAS, the First Amendment, the Amended TIF Note and the Amended 
54 Assessment Agreement are now presented to the Board for their 
55 consideration; and

56 WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 469.177, subd. 8 of the TIF Act, the Amended 
57 Assessment Agreement shall be reviewed and approved by the City 
58 Council of the City of Roseville (the “City Council”).

59 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED as follows:

60 1. Subject to approval of the Assessment Agreement by the City Council, the 
61 Board approves the First Amendment in substantially the form presented to 
62 the Board, together with any related documents necessary in connection 
63 therewith, including without limitation the Amended TIF Note, the 
64 Amended Assessment Agreement and all documents, exhibits, 
65 certifications, or consents, referenced in or attached to the First 
66 Amendment (the “Amendment Documents”).
67
68 2. The Board hereby authorizes the President and Executive Director, in their 
69 discretion and at such time, if any, as they may deem appropriate, to 
70 execute the Amendment Documents on behalf of REDA, and to carry out, 
71 on behalf of REDA, REDA’s obligations thereunder when all conditions 
72 precedent thereto have been satisfied.  The Amendment Documents shall 
73 be in substantially the form on file with REDA and the approval hereby 
74 given to the Amendment Documents includes approval of such additional 
75 details therein as may be necessary and appropriate and such 
76 modifications thereof, deletions therefrom and additions thereto as may be 
77 necessary and appropriate and approved by legal counsel to REDA and by 
78 the officers authorized herein to execute the Amendment Documents prior 
79 to their execution; and said officers are hereby authorized to approve said 
80 changes on behalf of REDA.  The execution of any instrument by the 
81 appropriate officers of REDA herein authorized shall be conclusive 
82 evidence of the approval of such document in accordance with the terms 
83 hereof.  This resolution shall not constitute an offer and the Amendment 
84 Documents shall not be effective until the date of execution thereof as 
85 provided herein.
86
87 3. In the event of absence or disability of the officers, any of the Amendment 
88 Documents authorized by this resolution to be executed may be executed 
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89 without further act or authorization of the Board by any duly designated 
90 acting official, or by such other officer or officers of the Board as, in the 
91 opinion of the city attorney, may act in their behalf.  Upon execution and 
92 delivery of the Amendment Documents, the officers and employees of the 
93 Board are hereby authorized and directed to take or cause to be taken such 
94 actions as may be necessary on behalf of the Board to implement the 
95 Amendment Documents.
96
97
98 The motion for the adoption of the foregoing resolution was duly seconded by Member 
99

100       , and upon a vote being taken thereon, the following voted in favor thereof:
101
102   and the following voted against the same:
103
104 WHEREUPON said resolution was declared duly passed and adopted.

Page 53 of 232





 ATTACHMENT 5

Harbor at Twin Lakes Apartments – 
Collateral Assignment of TIF (Tax-Exempt)  

4867-2463-1740.1 

1

COLLATERAL ASSIGNMENT OF TAX INCREMENT FINANCING NOTE
AND TAX INCREMENTS

(HARBOR AT TWIN LAKES APARTMENTS)

TAX-EXEMPT LOAN

This Collateral Assignment of Tax Increment Financing Note and Tax Increments (as the 
same may be amended, supplemented or restated, this “Assignment”) is made and entered into as 
of May [_], 2024, by ROSEVILLE LEASED HOUSING ASSOCIATES II, LLLP, a 
Minnesota limited liability limited partnership (“Borrower”), in favor of U.S. BANK TRUST 
COMPANY, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION, a national banking association, as Fiscal Agent 
(“Fiscal Agent”).  

A. Pursuant to the terms of a Continuing Covenant Agreement dated the same date as 
this Assignment (as amended, modified or supplemented from time to time, the “Continuing 
Covenant Agreement”), Greystone Servicing Company LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company (“Funding Lender”), is purchasing a loan (“Funding Loan”) made by The Huntington 
National Bank, as administrative agent (“Administrative Agent”) on behalf of the “Initial 
Funding Lender” (as defined therein) pursuant to the terms of a Funding Loan Agreement dated 
July 1, 2021 (the “Funding Loan Agreement”) to the City of Roseville, Minnesota, a statutory 
city, municipal corporation, and political subdivision duly organized and existing under the 
Constitution and laws of the State of Minnesota (“Governmental Lender”), the proceeds of which 
were used by Governmental Lender to make a loan to Borrower pursuant to the terms of a Project 
Loan Agreement dated July 1, 2021 (the “Project Loan Agreement”) in the original principal 
amount of $35,000,000 (the “Original Project Loan”).  The Original Project Loan was evidenced 
by a Multifamily Note dated July 8, 2021 (the “Original Note”), made by Borrower and payable 
to the order of Governmental Lender.  

B. Fiscal Agent is the current holder of the Original Note.  The Original Note is being 
amended and restated in its entirety pursuant to a certain Amended and Restated Project Note (the 
“Project Note”) in the principal amount of $35,000,000 (the “Project Loan”), dated as of the date 
of this Assignment.  The Project Note will be secured by that certain Amended and Restated 
Multifamily Mortgage, Assignment of Rents, Security Agreement and Fixture Financing 
Statement (the “Mortgage”) dated as of the date of this Assignment and recorded in the land 
records of Ramsey County, Minnesota.

C. Pursuant to the Funding Loan Agreement, Governmental Lender has assigned to 
Fiscal Agent all of Governmental Lender’s right, title and interest in the Project Loan Agreement 
(except for certain unassigned rights), the Project Loan, the Project Note, the Mortgage and the 
Premises, as security for the payment of the principal of, premium, if any, and interest on the 
Governmental Note and the payment of any other amounts due thereunder and under the Funding 
Loan Agreement, the Project Loan Agreement, the Continuing Covenant Agreement, the Mortgage 
and all other agreements, documents and/or instruments evidencing, securing or relating to the 
Funding Loan and Project Loan or any of them (the “Financing Documents”).
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D. Pursuant to a Contract for Private Redevelopment dated as of July 7, 2021, by and 
between Roseville Economic Development Authority (“TIF EDA”) and Borrower, as amended by 
that certain First Amendment to Contract for Private Redevelopment dated on or about the date of 
this Assignment (as the same may be amended, supplemented or restated, collectively, the “TIF 
Development Agreement”), TIF EDA has agreed to issue for the benefit of Borrower its Tax 
Increment Revenue Note (Harbor at Twin Lakes Apartments Project), dated as of [______], 2024, 
in the principal amount of $2,044,550 (as the same may be amended, supplemented or restated, 
the “TIF Note”).

E. Pursuant to Section 6.12 of the Funding Loan Agreement, Funding Lender has the 
right to direct all actions of Fiscal Agent with respect to this Assignment.

F. Initial Funding Lender and Freddie Mac has required, as a condition to purchasing 
the Funding Loan, that Borrower execute and deliver this Assignment to Fiscal Agent.

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants contained herein and other 
good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which are hereby acknowledged, 
the parties hereto agree as follows

1. Definitions. Terms used herein and not otherwise defined shall have the respective 
meanings given to such terms in the Funding Loan Agreement, as applicable.

2. Assignment. Borrower hereby transfers and assigns to Fiscal Agent and grants to 
Fiscal Agent, its successors and assigns, for the benefit of Funding Lender a security interest in all 
of its right, title and interest in and to the TIF Note and the Tax Increments (as defined in the TIF 
Development Agreement) as security for the Loans and all future loans, advances, debts, liabilities, 
obligations, covenants and duties owing by Borrower to Funding Lender of any kind or nature 
arising from the Funding Loan or the Project Loan. This Assignment shall constitute a perfected, 
absolute and present assignment, provided that Fiscal Agent shall not have any right under this 
Assignment to exercise any remedies under this Assignment until an Event of Default (as defined 
in Section 8 hereof) shall occur. In furtherance of such transfer and assignment, on the date of this 
Assignment, Borrower shall deliver to Fiscal Agent the original executed TIF Note together with 
an endorsement of the TIF Note in the form attached hereto as Exhibit B.

3. Representations and Warranties. Borrower represents and warrants to Fiscal Agent 
and Funding Lender and agrees as follows:

(a) Borrower will not, without the prior written consent of Fiscal Agent (at the 
direction of Funding Lender), modify, amend, supplement, terminate, surrender or change 
in any manner whatsoever the TIF Note and will not release or discharge the obligations 
of any party thereto or modify or extend the time of performance thereunder or the scope 
of the work thereunder.

(b) The TIF Note and the Tax Increments are free and clear of all liens, security 
interests, assignments and encumbrances other than the assignment and security interest 
created by this Assignment.
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(c) Borrower has the full right, power and authority to assign the TIF Note and 
the Tax Increments free and clear of any and all liens, security interests and assignments.

(d) Borrower will keep the TIF Note and the Tax Increments free from any lien, 
encumbrance, assignment or security interest whatsoever, other than this Assignment and 
security interest.

(e) Borrower will from time to time and at the request of Fiscal Agent (at the 
direction of Funding Lender) execute such documents and pay the cost of filing and 
recording the same and do such other acts and things as Fiscal Agent (at the direction of 
Funding Lender) may request to establish and maintain a first priority perfected security 
interest in the TIF Note and the Tax Increments which is valid and superior to all liens, 
claims or security interests whatsoever, or to otherwise further evidence or implement the 
provisions and intent of this Assignment.

4. Covenants of Borrower. Borrower covenants and agrees that:

(a) It shall perform each and every one of its duties and obligations under the 
TIF Development Agreement and observe and comply with each and every term, covenant, 
condition, agreement, requirement, restriction and provision of the TIF Development 
Agreement.

(b) It shall give prompt notice to Fiscal Agent and Funding Lender of any claim 
of or notice of default under the TIF Note known or given to it together with a copy of any 
such notice or claim if in writing.

(c) At the sole cost and expense of Borrower, Borrower will enforce the full 
and complete performance of each and every duty and obligation to be performed by TIF 
EDA under the TIF Development Agreement and the TIF Note.

(d) It will appear in and defend any action arising out of or in any manner 
connected with the TIF Development Agreement or the TIF Note and the duties and 
obligations of Borrower or TIF EDA thereunder.

5. Purpose of Assignment. This Assignment is made to induce Funding Lender to 
purchase the Funding Loan, and for the purpose of securing the performance and observance by 
Borrower of all of the terms and conditions of the Project Loan Agreement and all other obligations 
of Borrower under the Financing Documents (as defined in the Funding Loan Agreement) in 
connection with the Project.

6. Right to Act on Behalf of Borrower; Payments under TIF Note. Borrower hereby 
authorizes Fiscal Agent (at the direction of Funding Lender and all persons and entities designated 
by Fiscal Agent at the direction of Funding Lender) during an Event of Default to act on its behalf 
either in the name of Borrower or Funding Lender (or the name of the person and entity designated 
by Fiscal Agent at the direction of Funding Lender) in connection with the exercise of any of the 
rights of Borrower under the TIF Note. Borrower hereby irrevocably constitutes and appoints 
Fiscal Agent (at the direction of Funding Lender and all persons and entities designated by Fiscal 

Page 56 of 232



 ATTACHMENT 5

Harbor at Twin Lakes Apartments – 
Collateral Assignment of TIF (Tax-Exempt)  

4867-2463-1740.1 

4

Agent at the direction of Funding Lender) as its attorney-in-fact to demand, receive and enforce 
Borrower’s rights with respect to the TIF Note. Borrower agrees to reimburse Funding Lender on 
demand for any expenses incurred by Funding Lender, or its agents or attorneys, pursuant to the 
aforesaid authorization. Borrower hereby irrevocably instructs, directs, authorizes and empowers 
all parties to the TIF Development Agreement and the TIF Note to recognize the claims of Fiscal 
Agent, and its successors or assigns hereunder (including Funding Lender), and to act upon any 
instructions or directions of Fiscal Agent (at the direction of Funding Lender and all persons and 
entities designated by Fiscal Agent at the direction of Funding Lender) without investigating the 
reason for any action taken by Fiscal Agent (or such other party or parties).

7. No Assumption By Fiscal Agent or Funding Lender. It is understood and agreed 
that neither Fiscal Agent nor Funding Lender assumes any of the obligations or duties imposed 
upon Borrower under the TIF Development Agreement or accepts any responsibility or liability 
for the performance of any of the obligations imposed upon Borrower pursuant to the TIF 
Development Agreement.

8. Scope of Assignment. The rights assigned by this Assignment include but are not 
limited to all of Borrower’s interest in the TIF Note and the Tax Increments, including all right, 
power, privilege and option to modify or amend the TIF Note, or waive or release the performance 
or satisfaction of any duty or obligation under the TIF Note; provided, prior to any Event of 
Default, Borrower shall have the right to apply the Tax Increments for the purposes stated in the 
TIF Development Agreement.

9. Event of Default. An “Event of Default” shall mean the occurrence of any Event 
of Default under any of the Financing Documents (as defined in the Funding Loan Agreement).

10. Remedies. Upon the occurrence of an Event of Default, Fiscal Agent may, at the 
direction of Funding Lender, without demand or performance or other demand, advertisement, or 
notice of any kind, except such notice as may be required under the Uniform Commercial Code 
and all of which are, to the extent permitted by law, hereby expressly waived, (a) collect the 
amounts payable to Borrower pursuant to the TIF Note and shall hold such amounts free and clear 
of the interest of Borrower therein and shall be entitled to own, hold, dispose of and otherwise deal 
with the amounts payable pursuant to the TIF Note in its own right and name as its own property, 
or in the name of Borrower or otherwise, exercise any right of Borrower to demand, collect, receive 
and receipt for, compromise, compound, settle and prosecute and discontinue any suits or 
proceedings in respect of any or all of the amounts payable pursuant to the TIF Note; (b) take any 
action that Fiscal Agent may deem necessary or desirable in order to collect the amounts payable 
pursuant to the TIF Note; exercise any of the remedies available to a secured party under the 
Uniform Commercial Code and/or to proceed to protect and enforce this Assignment by suits or 
proceedings or otherwise; and (c) enforce any other legal or equitable remedy available to Fiscal 
Agent. The foregoing remedies are cumulative of and in addition to and are not restrictive of or in 
lieu of, the rights or remedies provided for or allowed in the Project Loan Agreement or any other 
instrument given for the security of the Project Loan, or as provided for or allowed by law or in 
equity.
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Funding Lender shall be entitled to direct all remedies and other actions which may be 
exercised by Fiscal Agent under this Assignment.

11. Indemnity. Neither Fiscal Agent nor Funding Lender shall have any obligation to 
perform or satisfy any duty or obligation of Borrower under the TIF Development Agreement. 
Borrower shall and does hereby indemnify, defend and hold Fiscal Agent and Funding Lender 
harmless for, from and against and in respect of any and all actions, causes of action, suits, claims, 
demands, judgments, proceedings and investigations (or any appeal thereof or relative thereto or 
other review thereof) of any kind or nature whatsoever, arising out of, by reason of, as a result of 
or in connection with the TIF Development Agreement or the TIF Note, and any and all liabilities, 
damages, losses, costs, expenses (including fees of counsel and expenses and disbursements of 
counsel), amounts of judgment, assessments, fines or penalties, and amounts paid in compromise 
or settlement, suffered, incurred or sustained by Fiscal Agent or Funding Lender as a result of, or 
reason of or in connection with any of the matters above.

12. Uniform Commercial Code. To the extent that this Assignment may be governed 
by the provisions of the Uniform Commercial Code now or hereafter in effect, this Assignment 
shall be deemed to be a security agreement within the meaning of the Uniform Commercial Code, 
shall be governed by the provisions thereof and shall constitute a grant to Fiscal Agent of a security 
interest in the TIF Note and the Tax Increments.

13. Choice of Law. Notwithstanding the place of execution of this instrument, the 
parties to this Assignment have contracted for Minnesota law to govern this Assignment and it is 
agreed that this Assignment is made pursuant to, and shall be construed and governed by, the laws 
of the State of Minnesota without regard to the principles of conflicts of law.

14. Notices. Any notice, request, complaint, demand, communication or other paper 
required or permitted to be delivered to the parties hereto shall be sufficiently given and shall be 
deemed given (unless another form of notice shall be specifically set forth herein) on the Business 
Day (as defined in the Funding Loan Agreement) following the date on which such notice or other 
communication shall have been delivered to a national overnight delivery service (receipt of which 
to be evidenced by a signed receipt from such overnight delivery service) addressed to the 
appropriate party at the addresses set forth below or as may be required or permitted by the Funding 
Loan Agreement by Electronic Notice (as defined in the Funding Loan Agreement).  The following 
parties may, by notice given as provided in this paragraph, designate any further or different 
address to which subsequent notices or other communication shall be sent. 

Each notice to Fiscal Agent shall be addressed as follows:

U.S. Bank Trust Company, National Association
Corporate Trust Services
60 Livingston Avenue, 3rd Floor
EP-MN-WS3C
St. Paul, MN 55107-2292
Attention: Dan Sheff
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Each notice to Funding Lender shall be addressed as follows:

Greystone Servicing Company LLC
1100 Abernathy Rd. NE
Building 500, Suite 900
Atlanta, GA 30328

with a copy to following the Freddie Mac Purchase Date, if Freddie Mac purchases the 
Funding Loan:

Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corporation
8100 Jones Branch Drive, MS B4P
McLean, Virginia 22102
Attention: Multifamily Operations - Loan Accounting
Email: mfla@freddiemac.com
Telephone: (703) 714-4177

with a copy to:

Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corporation
8200 Jones Branch Drive, MS 210
McLean, Virginia 22102
Attention: Managing Associate General Counsel – 

Multifamily Legal Division
Telephone: (703) 903-2000

Each notice to Borrower shall be addressed as follows:

Roseville Leased Housing Associates II, LLLP
c/o Dominium Development & Acquisition, LLC
2905 Northwest Boulevard, Suite 150
Plymouth, MN 55441-7400
Attention: Mark S. Moorhouse and Ryan J. Lunderby

with a copy (which copy shall not constitute notice to Borrower) to:

Winthrop & Weinstine
225 South Sixth Street, Suite 3500
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55402
Attention: John M. Stern, Esq. and Scott D. Jahnke, Esq.

Fiscal Agent agrees to accept and act upon Electronic Notice of written instructions and/or 
directions pursuant to the Funding Loan Agreement.
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15. Successors and Assigns; Recording. This Assignment shall bind Borrower and its 
successors and assigns, and shall inure to the benefit of Fiscal Agent and its successors and assigns. 
At the option of Funding Lender, this Assignment may be recorded in the applicable land records 
of Ramsey County, Minnesota.

16. Release. Upon a determination by Funding Lender that the obligations secured by 
this assignment have been fully satisfied, Fiscal Agent shall thereupon deliver to Borrower such 
instruments of release as, in the opinion of Borrower, may be necessary to release the interests of 
Fiscal Agent in the TIF Note and the Tax Increments.

17. Third Party Beneficiary.  The parties to this Assignment recognize and agree that the 
terms of this Assignment and the enforcement of those terms are essential to the security of Funding 
Lender and are entered into for the benefit of Funding Lender.  Funding Lender shall accordingly 
have contractual rights in this Assignment and shall be entitled (but not obligated) to enforce, 
separately or jointly with Fiscal Agent, or to cause Fiscal Agent to enforce, the terms of this 
Assignment.  In addition, Funding Lender is intended to be and shall be a third-party beneficiary of 
this Assignment. 

18. WAIVER OF TRIAL BY JURY.  THE UNDERSIGNED HEREBY 
ACKNOWLEDGE THAT THE TIME AND EXPENSE REQUIRED FOR TRIAL BY 
JURY OF ANY CONTROVERSY RELATED IN ANY WAY TO THIS ASSIGNMENT, 
WOULD EXCEED THE TIME AND EXPENSE REQUIRED FOR A BENCH TRIAL AND 
HEREBY WAIVE, TO THE FULLEST EXTENT PERMITTED BY LAW, TRIAL BY 
JURY, AND WAIVE ANY BOND OR SURETY OR SECURITY UPON SUCH BOND 
WHICH MIGHT, BUT FOR THIS WAIVER, BE REQUIRED OF THE HOLDER OF 
THIS ASSIGNMENT.

[The remainder of this page has been intentionally left blank.]
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Borrower has executed and delivered this Collateral 
Assignment of Tax Increment Financing Note and Tax Increments as of the day and year first 
above written.

ROSEVILLE LEASED HOUSING ASSOCIATES II,
LLLP, a Minnesota limited liability limited partnership 

By: Roseville Leased Housing Associates II, LLC, a 
Delaware limited liability company 
Its:  General Partner

By:______________________________________
Name: Ryan J. Lunderby
Its: Vice President

[Signature page to Collateral Assignment of Tax Increment Financing Note
and Tax Increments]
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EXHIBIT A

PARCEL 1:

Lot 2, Block 1, Twin Lakes 3rd Addition.

Ramsey County, Minnesota
Abstract Property

PARCEL 2:

Easement for driveway purposes, ingress and egress and utilities as set forth in Declaration of 
Reciprocal Easements and Maintenance Agreements dated July 1, 2020, filed July 9, 2020, as 
Document No. A04822425.
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EXHIBIT B

FORM OF ALLONGE ENDORSEMENT

ALLONGE TO:

TAX INCREMENT REVENUE NOTE (HARBOR AT TWIN LAKES APARTMENTS 
PROJECT), DATED [______ __], 2024, IN THE ORIGINAL PRINCIPAL AMOUNT OF 
$2,044,000 PAYABLE TO THE ORDER OF ROSEVILLE LEASED HOUSING ASSOCIATES 
II, LLLP.

Pay to the order of U.S. Bank Trust Company, National Association, a national banking 
association, as Fiscal Agent.

Dated [______ __, 2024]

[Remainder of Page Intentionally Left Blank]

Page 63 of 232



ATTACHMENT 5

Harbor at Twin Lakes Apartments – 
Collateral Assignment of TIF (Tax-Exempt)  

4867-2463-1740.1 

ROSEVILLE LEASED HOUSING ASSOCIATES II,
LLLP, a Minnesota limited liability limited partnership 

By: Roseville Leased Housing Associates II, LLC, a 
Delaware limited liability company 
Its:  General Partner

By:______________________________________
Name: Ryan J. Lunderby
Its: Vice President
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CONSENT TO COLLATERAL ASSIGNMENT OF TAX INCREMENT FINANCING 
NOTE AND TAX INCREMENTS

(HARBOR AT TWIN LAKES APARTMENTS)

TAX-EXEMPT LOAN

THIS CONSENT TO COLLATERAL ASSIGNMENT OF TAX INCREMENT 
FINANCING NOTE AND TAX INCREMENTS (this “Consent”), is dated as of [____], 2024, 
and is from the ROSEVILLE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY, a public body 
corporate and politic and a political subdivision under the laws of Minnesota (the “EDA”), to 
Fiscal Agent and Funding Lender, as each is identified in the foregoing Collateral Assignment. 
Terms used herein and not otherwise defined shall have the respective meanings given to such 
terms in the foregoing Collateral Assignment.

 
The EDA hereby covenants, represents, and warrants to and agrees with Funding Lender 

and Fiscal Agent as follows: 

1. The EDA consents to the execution and delivery of the Collateral Assignment, and to 
the security interests and assignments created therein, as security for the Loans and all future loans, 
advances, debts, liabilities, obligations, covenants and duties owing by Borrower to Funding 
Lender of any kind or nature arising from the Funding Loan or the Project Loan. 

2. The EDA has received and approved the Collateral Assignment, and the Collateral 
Assignment is not in conflict with the terms of the TIF Development Agreement. 

3. The EDA acknowledges and agrees that none of any Funding Lender, or Fiscal Agent, 
or any of their respective successors or assigns shall be obligated to construct or complete the 
Minimum Improvements; provided, that, if Funding Lender or its successors or assigns acquires 
the Project by foreclosure or by a conveyance in lieu of foreclosure, the EDA acknowledges and 
agrees that, upon substantial completion of the Minimum Improvements in accordance with the 
TIF Development Agreement, Funding Lender shall be entitled to seek from the EDA, and the 
EDA shall be obligated to issue to Funding Lender, a Certificate of Completion for the Minimum 
Improvements in accordance with the terms set forth in the TIF Development Agreement. 

[The remainder of this page has been intentionally left blank.]
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the EDA has caused this Consent to Collateral Assignment of Tax 
Increment Financing Note and Tax Increments to be duly executed by its duly authorized 
representatives as of the date first above written. 

ROSEVILLE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY, 
a public body corporate and politic and political subdivision
of the State of Minnesota

By: ______________________________________
Name:  Dan Roe
Title:    President

By: ______________________________________
Name:  Patrick Trudgeon
Title:    Executive Director
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION 

 Date: 5/13/2024 
 Item No.: 5.c. 

Department Approval City Manager Approval 

  
Item Description: Discuss soliciting proposals for a Comprehensive Housing Needs 

Assessment/Market Study 

Page 1 of 3 

1  
2 Background 
3 The Roseville Economic Development Authority (REDA) last updated its Comprehensive Housing 
4 Needs Assessment in October 2018 (Attachment 1).  This study has been available on the City's 
5 website and has been referenced by City staff, Planning Commissioners, City Council/REDA 
6 members, and prospective developers in terms of understanding housing needs within the 
7 community.  It has been customary of the REDA to initiate and/or update a housing study every five 
8 years to assist the City in its housing efforts. 
9  

10 It has been six years since the last study was completed.  Since that time, nearly 900 units of 
11 multifamily apartments and 100 units of attached and detached housing units have been added to the 
12 community.  Given the housing growth that has occurred since the last update, as well as market 
13 changes, staff finds the timing is appropriate to initiate another update to the Housing Needs 
14 Assessment.  An updated study will ensure the City can continue to make informed decisions, both 
15 from a planning and public finance assistance perspective, regarding housing projects and needs 
16 within the City. 
17  
18 Beyond updating the existing Housing Needs Assessment, which is generally a demographic 
19 exercise, staff finds it may be beneficial to go beyond the traditional scope of work and attempt to 
20 gather information related to homelessness and those seeking social services, as those factors impact 
21 one's access to housing and the type of housing they need/seek.  Since the 2018 study, the City has 
22 invested in Housing Navigator and Social Worker positions in the Police Department who work with 
23 individuals in the community that struggle with access to housing.  Additionally, the City now has 
24 access to Housing Sales Tax monies that must be spent to address affordable housing needs, which 
25 can go beyond the creation of housing units.  Given these resources, expanding beyond the 
26 traditional Housing Needs Assessment could inform better use of resources within our community 
27 that either directly or indirectly affect housing and which were not present when the 2018 study was 
28 initiated/completed. 
29  
30 While the idea of expanding beyond a traditional housing needs assessment seems worthwhile, City 
31 staff were unsure what could actually be studied locally in terms of homelessness and social service 
32 needs related to housing.  To try and learn more about study possibilities, staff met informally with a 
33 variety of consultants who work in housing to understand how a Housing Needs Assessment study 
34 could be expanded.  City staff met with the following consultants: 
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35 • BAE Urban Economics 
36 • Baker Tilly 
37 • University of Minnesota's Center for Urban and Regional Affairs (CURA) 
38 • Maxfield Research & Consulting 
39 • Wilder Research 

40 These meetings revealed that it is unlikely one consultant could complete a study that both examines 
41 the City's housing needs via the traditional demographic's method and weave into the analysis 
42 factors related to homelessness and social service needs.  However, staff did learn there are some 
43 data sources that can be accessed related to homelessness and community well-being characteristics 
44 that could affect or relate to housing.  If the REDA is interested in expanding the scope of work, as 
45 described herein, City staff would have to work on partnering consultants to achieve both goals.   
46  
47 Staff would like direction from the REDA on whether there is interest in updating the 2018 Housing 
48 Needs Assessment.  If there is interest in updating this study, staff would like direction on whether 
49 the REDA would be interested in expanding the overall scope of work to try and address housing 
50 needs related to homelessness and social service access.  If so, staff would like direction from the 
51 REDA to continue to meet with consultants (including, but not limited to those noted above) to 
52 customize a study that addresses broader housing needs beyond the creation of units.  If staff is 
53 successful in partnering consultants, a study proposal would be brought back to the REDA for 
54 consideration in July or September. 
55  
56 Policy Objectives 
57 The REDA's role is to coordinate and administer housing, economic development, and 
58 redevelopment efforts for the city. 
59  
60 Racial Equity Impact Summary 
61 Racial equity impacts are not related to this discussion.  However, there are significant 
62 racial equity impacts related to housing.  Depending on an updated housing study's overall 
63 scope of work, racial equity impacts may need to be evaluated before programs and/or 
64 resources are identified that would address any needs the study uncovers. 
65  
66 Budget Implications 
67 The REDA budgets $5,000 annually to fund a housing study.  Since the last study was 
68 completed, $30,000 has been budgeted to fund a study (including year 2024).  REDA fund 
69 balance could be utilized to fund an updated study.  The funds budgeted since 2019 are 
70 sufficient to fund an updated needs assessment. At this time, staff are unsure what the cost 
71 is to expand the scope of work. 
72  
73 Staff Recommendations 
74 Discuss initiating an update to the 2018 Housing Needs Assessment and provide direction 
75 to staff on whether the scope of work should be expanded to gather information related to 
76 homelessness and social service needs that impact housing. 
77  
78 Requested Council Action 
79 Discuss initiating an update to the 2018 Housing Needs Assessment and provide direction 
80 to staff on whether the scope of work should be expanded to gather information related to 
81 homelessness and social service needs that impact housing. 
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82  
83  

Prepared by: Janice Gundlach, Community Development Director 

Attachments: 1. October 2018 Housing Study 

84  
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Prepared For: 

Roseville Economic Development Authority 
Roseville, Minnesota 

October 2018 

An Update Comprehensive Housing 
Needs Assessment for the 
City of Roseville, Minnesota 

7575 Golden Valley Road 
Suite 385 
Minneapolis, MN  55427 
612.338.0012 
www.maxfieldresearch.com

Attachment 1
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  (612) 338‐0012   fax (612) 904‐7979 
  7575 Golden Valley Road, Suite 385, Golden Valley, MN  55427 
  www.maxfieldresearch.com 

October 3, 2018 
 
Ms. Jeanne A. Kelsey 
Housing and Economic Development Program Manager 
Roseville Economic Development Authority 
2660 Civic Center Drive 
Roseville, MN 55113  
 
Dear Ms. Kelsey: 
 
Attached is the Comprehensive Housing Needs Analysis for Roseville, Minnesota conducted by 
Maxfield Research.  The study projects housing demand from 2018 to 2030 and provides 
recommendations on the amount and type of housing that could be developed in Roseville to 
satisfy demand from current and future residents. 
 
The study identified the potential for a variety of new housing types in Roseville over the next 
several years, including for‐sale and rental products.  Roseville’s central location between 
Downtown Minneapolis and Downtown St. Paul continue to support its residential desirability.  
Although it is highly developed, additional housing opportunities exist.  To meet the current 
and future housing need of residents and newcomers, in‐fill and redevelopment options are 
becoming a key strategy to accomplishing this objective. 
 
Detailed information regarding recommended development priorities and suggested housing 
concepts and timeframes can be found in the Conclusions and Recommendations section at the 
end of the report. 
 
We have enjoyed performing this study for you and are available should you have any ques‐
tions or need additional information. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
MAXFIELD RESEARCH AND CONSULTING LLC 
 

 
 
Brian Smith 
Sr. Research Associate 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

MAXFIELD RESEARCH AND CONSULTING LLC  1

Purpose and Scope of Study 
 
Maxfield Research was engaged by the Roseville Economic Development Authority (EDA) to 
conduct a Comprehensive Housing Needs Analysis for the City of Roseville.  The Housing Needs 
Analysis provides recommendations on the amount and types of housing that should be devel‐
oped to meet the needs of current and future households who choose to reside in the City.   
 
The scope of this study includes: an analysis of the demographic and economic characteristics 
of the City; a review of the characteristics of the existing housing stock and building permit 
trends; an analysis of the market conditions for a variety of rental and for‐sale housing prod‐
ucts; and an assessment of the need for housing by product type in the City.  Recommendations 
on the number and types of housing products that should be considered in the City are also 
supplied.  
 
Demographic Analysis 
 

 As of the 2010 Census, the City of Roseville had 33,660 people and 14,623 households.  
Roseville is forecast to add an additional 3,284 people and 1,063 households between 2010 
and 2020.   

 

 The population in Roseville is aging and older age cohorts are accounting for a significant 
percentage of the total population.  Seniors (age 65+) account for an estimated 23% of the 
City’s population in 2018, which is a much higher percentage than Ramsey County (15%) 
and the Metro Area overall (14%).  

 

 Over the next five years, the age 75 to 84 cohort is projected to have the highest growth by 
percentage and numerically (464 people, or 17%).  The growth in this age cohort can be 
primarily attributed to the baby boom generation aging. 

 

 Roseville has an estimated median household income of $64,946 in 2018.  Overall, non‐
senior households had a higher median household income ($77,896) compared to senior 
households ($49,895). 

 
 Between 2010 and 2016, homeownership rates are estimated to have decreased from 

67.2% to 62.3% in the City of Roseville.   
 
 Approximately 38% of all households in Roseville lived alone in 2016.  Married without 

children households accounted for the second highest percentage at 26%. 
 
 Roseville’s unemployment rate of 2.6% as of July 2018 is lower than the State of Minnesota 

(3.2%) and lower than the Nation (4.1%).  Roseville’s unemployment rate has been lower 
than the State of Minnesota in every year from 2000 through 2018. 

 

Attachment 1

Page 76 of 232



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

MAXFIELD RESEARCH AND CONSULTING LLC  2

 The majority of Roseville residents either work in Minneapolis (22%) or St. Paul (19%).  Only 
10.5% of Roseville residents also work in Roseville.   

 
Housing Characteristics 

 
 The City of Roseville issued permits for the construction of 704 new residential units from 

2000 through 2010.  Between 2011 and 2017, issued permits resulted in construction of 567 
units, or 81 units per year.  The majority of units developed has occurred in larger multifam‐
ily senior housing developments.    

 

 In total, Roseville is reported to have 15,593 housing units, of which 9,230 are owner‐
occupied, 5,593 are renter‐occupied, and 770 are vacant as of 2016. 

 

 Most owner‐occupied housing units in Roseville were built in the 1950s (36%).  Develop‐
ment of rental housing units was concentrated in the 1970s (26%). 

 

 Approximately 61% of Roseville homeowners have a mortgage.  About 24% of homeowners 
with mortgages also have a second mortgage or home equity loan.  Comparatively, about 
64% of homeowners in the United States have a mortgage.   

 

 The median owner‐occupied home in Roseville was an estimated $224,000 in 2016.  Most of 
the owner‐occupied housing stock in the City of Roseville is estimated to be valued between 
$200,000 and $249,999 (29%).   

 

 The median contract rent in Roseville was an estimated $876 in 2016.  Approximately 39% 
of Roseville renters paying cash have monthly rents ranging from $750 to $999, 16% had 
monthly rents ranging from $500 to $749, and 32.0% had monthly rents over $1,000. 

 
Rental Housing Market Analysis 
 

 In order to assess the current market conditions for rental housing in Roseville, Maxfield 
Research conducted an inventory of subsidized (i.e. housing that is income‐restricted to 
households earning at or below 30% of the Area Median Income), affordable (i.e. housing 
that is income‐restricted between 30% and 80% of the Area Median Income) and market 
rate (i.e. housing that is not income‐restricted) projects located in the City. 

 

 In total, Maxfield Research inventoried 3,575 general occupancy rental units in the City of 
Roseville.  Of these units, 3,098 are market rate, 363 are affordable and 114 are subsidized.   
 

 Vacancy rates for general occupancy rental buildings were 1.3% for market rate; 0.0% for 
affordable; and 0.0% for subsidized.  From an occupancy standpoint (equilibrium at 95% oc‐
cupancy), vacancies are extremely low and there is pent‐up demand for all rental types.  
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 Of the landlords that would provide a tenant profile, most have remained similar to that of 
the previous study in which the majority of properties state a mix of ages and household 
types.  Singles, couples and families are all represented as well as younger and older house‐
holds.  Because of the proximity of the University of Northwestern‐St. Paul and Bethel Uni‐
versity, several properties have college students who reside as roommates. 

 

 Due to the age and positioning of Roseville’s rental stock, an estimated half of the total 
market rate units currently function as affordable housing (i.e. meet the rent guidelines es‐
tablished by HUD).  Hence, older market rate properties in the City indirectly meet the need 
for housing that is affordable to moderate‐income households. 

 
Senior Housing Market Analysis 
 

 There are 16 senior housing properties in Roseville with a total of 1,659 units.  Combined, 
the overall vacancy for senior properties in Roseville is 2.5%.  Broken down by product type, 
the vacancy rates are calculated as follows: 0.4% for active adult cooperatives, 0.8% for ac‐
tive adult ownership (condominiums), 0.0% vacancy for subsidized active adult rental, 2.4% 
vacancy for independent living (congregate) housing, 7.3% for assisted living housing and 
5.0% for memory care housing. 

 

 There are six market rate active adult properties in Roseville with 517 units.  The properties 
include four senior cooperatives and two condominiums.  Applewood Pointe of Roseville at 
Central Park, a 105‐unit senior cooperative, is the newest active adult property and is fully 
occupied.  There are no market rate active adult rentals in Roseville; there are however, two 
subsidized active adult properties with a combined 228 units. 

 

 Five communities in Roseville offer independent living with optional or included services; 
these properties have 464 independent units.  The newest property is Cherrywood Pointe of 
Roseville at Lexington, which opened in 2017.  There are 85 independent living/assisted liv‐
ing units, six enhanced care suites and 24 memory care units. 

 

 There are five communities in Roseville that offer assisted living level services with 307 units 
and five communities that offer memory care services with 143 units.  The vacancy rates for 
assisted living (7.3%) and memory care (5.0%) were found to be higher than for independ‐
ent living.  The market equilibrium vacancy rate for assisted living and memory care is 7.0%.  
These rates exclude units at the new Cherrywood Pointe property which is still in its initial 
lease‐up period.  These higher vacancy rates for assisted living and memory care indicate 
that there is some softness in the market at these service levels and that some caution 
should be exercised in adding a significant number of additional units in the short‐term. 
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For‐Sale Housing Market Analysis 
 

 The average and median resale prices of homes in Roseville were $280,788 and $267,750 
respectively as of the end of August 2018.  The median sales price over the last 13 years is 
currently peaking 2018 through August at $267,750.  This is 8% higher than the previous 
high in 2006 at $245,000.  From 2011 to August 2018, the median sales price increased to 
$109,250 (69%) from the lowest point in 2011 of $158,500.   
 

 An average 385 homes have been sold annually in Roseville since 2005.  Considering that 
Roseville had an estimated supply of 9,230 owned homes as of 2016, this represents an an‐
nual turnover rate of 4.2% of owned homes. 
 

 The median list price of homes for sale in Roseville was $299,950 in September 2018.  Based 
on a median list price of $299,950, a household would need an estimated income of 
$85,700 to $99,985 based on an industry standard of 3.0 to 3.5 times the median income.  
An estimated 44% of Roseville non‐senior households have annual incomes at or above 
$85,700.   
 

 Of the single‐family homes listed for sale as of September 2018, none were listed below 
$200,000.  Nearly half (46%) of the listed single‐family homes were priced between 
$200,000 and $299,999.  In comparison, 52% of listed multifamily homes were listed below 
$200,000.  Of those, 24% were priced at $99,999 or less. 

 
Housing Affordability 
 

 In Roseville, 21% of owner households and 40% of renter households are considered cost‐
burdened by definition.  A portion of households may elect to spend more than 30% of their 
income on housing to live in a product that suits their needs.  In addition, senior households 
often choose to pay more than 30% of their income on housing because of added services 
that are included. 
 

 Based on an estimated entry level home price of $275,000, 50% of all Roseville households 
and 59% of owner households in Roseville could afford entry level for‐sale housing. 
 

 The average one‐bedroom monthly rent in Roseville as of 2018 is $958.  An estimated 55% 
of Roseville’s existing renter households could afford the average one‐bedroom rent.  Only 
38% of renter households in Roseville could afford the average three‐bedroom rent of 
$1,370. 
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Housing Needs Analysis 
 

 Based on our calculations, demand exists for the following general occupancy product types 
between 2018 and 2030: 

 
o Market rate rental       354 units 
o Affordable rental      131 units 
o Subsidized rental      75 units 
o For‐sale multifamily       220 units 
o For‐sale single‐family      110 units 

 

 In addition, demand was identified for the following senior housing product types.  By 2023, 
demand for senior housing is forecast for the following: 
 

o Active adult ownership    196 units 
o Active adult market rate rental  138 units 
o Active adult affordable    38 units 
o Active adult subsidized    128 units 
o Independent Living (congregate)  126 units 
o Assisted living       143 units 
o Memory care        113 unit 

 
We note there are three additional senior housing developments pending in Roseville which 
would essentially satisfy the projected senior housing demand over the next five years. 
 
Recommendations and Conclusions 
 

 Housing opportunities sites were identified by the City and Maxfield Research reviewed 
these sites making recommendations regarding housing product concepts suitable and sug‐
gested development timeframes.  Several clusters of parcels and/or very large land parcels 
may be difficult combine for redevelopment and will also likely require additional planning 
and a public‐private partnership for implementation of a new plan.   
 

 Recommended City priorities include the development of market rate rental housing, entry‐
level townhomes, active adult (55+) rental and consideration of a single‐family subdivision 
that would incorporate small lot, small home development.   
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Introduction 
 
This section of the report examines factors related to the current and future demand for owned 
and rented housing in Roseville, Minnesota.  It includes an analysis of population and house‐
hold growth trends and projections, projected age distribution, household income, household 
types, household tenure, employment growth trends and characteristics, age of housing stock, 
and recent residential building permit trends for the Roseville Market Area.  A review of these 
characteristics provides insight into the demand for various types of housing in the Market 
Area. 
 
 

Market Area Definition 
 
The primary draw area for housing in Roseville is consistent with the previously completed 
reports which are defined based on traffic patterns, community and school district boundaries, 
geographic and man‐made boundaries, and our general knowledge of the draw areas for 
various housing product types.  We define the draw area, or Market Area, as the City of Rose‐
ville and neighboring communities, including Falcon Heights, Lauderdale, Little Canada, St. 
Anthony, and portions of New Brighton, Arden Hills, Shoreview, and St. Paul.  The Market Area 
includes the following 2010 Census Tracts: 
 

 
 
   

City of Roseville New Brighton
413.01 411.06
413.02 411.07
414.00 412.00
415.00
416.01 Arden Hills
416.02 408.02
417.00 408.03
418.00

Shoreview
Falcon Heights 407.04

419
420.01 St. Anthony

411.03
Lauderdale 201.01
420.02 201.02

Little Canada St. Paul
421.02 301
421.01 302.01

302.02
303.00
304.00
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The Roseville Market Area is expected to account for 65% to 85% of the total demand for 
housing in Roseville, depending on the housing product.  Additional demand will come from 
individuals moving from just outside the area, those who return from other locations (particu‐
larly young households returning after pursuing their degrees or elderly returning from retire‐
ment locations) and seniors who move to be near their adult children living in the Market Area.  
Demand generated from in and outside of the Market Area is considered in the demand calcu‐
lations presented later in this analysis. 
 

Roseville Market Area 
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Population and Household Growth Trends 
 
Table A‐1 presents population and household growth trends and projections for the Market 
Area to 2030.  The data from 2000 and 2010 is from the U.S. Census.  Estimates for 2018 and 
projections to 2030 are based on information from ESRI (a national demographics service 
provider) and the Metropolitan Council.   
 

 As of 2010, the Market Area contained 107,629 people and 45,638 households.  The City of 
Roseville comprised 31.0% of the Market Area’s population and 31.9% of the Market Area’s 
households.   
 

 Population growth declined during the 2000s due to the housing downturn.  Roseville lost ‐
30 people but gained 25 households.  Household growth can occur even when there is a 
population loss due to decreasing household size.  Decreasing household size is caused by 
demographic and social trends such as increased divorce rates, an increasing senior base, 
and couples’ decisions to have fewer children or no children at all. 

 

 
 

 Household growth trends are typically a more accurate indicator of housing needs than 
population growth since a household is, by definition, an occupied housing unit.  However, 
additional demand can come from changing demographics of the population base, which 
results in demand for different housing products. 

 

 The Market Area is mostly fully‐developed with very limited land available to accommodate 
of new housing.  Recently however, turnover in existing households is estimated to have 
increased household sizes.  This factor, along with redevelopment and infill development, is 
projected to increase the population in this current decade and through the next.  Between 
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2010 and 2020, the Market Area is projected to increase by 7,490 people (7%) and 2,733 
households (6%).  Population growth is expected to increase at a higher rate due to the 
larger household size.  Average household size in Roseville is anticipated to increase from 
2.30 in 2010 to 2.35 by 2020. 

 

 Since households are occupied housing units, a growth of 1,063 households in Roseville 
between 2010 and 2020 would require an equal number of available housing units to ac‐
commodate the new households. 
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Estimate

2000 2010 2018 2020 2030 No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct.

Roseville 33,690 33,660 36,319 36,944 39,064 ‐30 ‐0.1 3,284 9.8 2,120 5.7

Remainder of the PMA 74,920 73,969 77,302 78,175 83,045 ‐951 ‐1.3 4,206 5.7 4,870 6.2

Primary Market Area 108,610 107,629 113,621 115,119 122,109 ‐981 ‐0.9 7,490 7.0 6,990 6.1

Ramsey County 511,035 508,640 547,091 549,020 571,410 ‐2,395 ‐0.5 40,380 7.9 22,390 4.1

Roseville 14,598 14,623 15,457 15,686 16,546 25 0.2 1,063 7.3 860 5.5

Remainder of the PMA 31,158 31,015 32,367 32,685 34,594 ‐143 ‐0.5 1,670 5.4 1,909 5.8

Primary Market Area 45,756 45,638 47,824 48,371 51,140 ‐118 ‐0.3 2,733 6.0 2,769 5.7

Ramsey County 201,236 202,691 216,077 220,007 236,490 1,455 0.7 17,316 8.5 16,483 7.5

Sources:  U.S. Census Bureau; ESRI; Metropolitan Council; Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC

2020 to 2030

Change

Forecast

TABLE A‐1

POPULATION AND HOUSEHOLD GROWTH TRENDS AND PROJECTIONS

ROSEVILLE MARKET AREA

2000 to 2020

HOUSEHOLDS

POPULATION

2000 to 2010 2010 to 2020U.S. Census
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Age Distribution Trends 
 

Age distribution affects demand for different types of housing since needs and desires change 
at different stages of the life cycle.  Table A‐2 shows the distribution of persons in nine age 
cohorts for the Market Area in 2000 and 2010 with estimates for 2018 and projections for 2023.  
The 2000 and 2010 age distributions are from the U.S. Census Bureau.  Maxfield Research 
derived the 2018 estimates and 2023 projections by adjustments made to data obtained from 
ESRI.   
 
The following are key points from the table. 
 

 Between 2000 and 2010, the age cohorts that experienced the most significant numerical 
growth in the Market Area were age 55 to 64 (3,662 people) and age 45 to 54 (531 people).   
 

 Mirroring trends observed across the Nation, the aging baby boom generation is substan‐
tially impacting the composition of the Market Area’s population.  Born between 1946 and 
1964, these individuals comprised the age groups from roughly 55 to 74 in 2010.  As of 
2010, baby boomers accounted for an estimated 26% of the Market Area’s population.  A of 
2018, it is estimated that baby boomers account for 23% of the Market Areas population.   
 

 Compared to Ramsey County and the Metro Area at 23% and 25%, respectively, the Market 
Area had a much lower percentage of children under the age 18 (19% in 2010).  Conversely, 
16% of the Market Area’s population was over the age of 65 in 2010, which was substantial‐
ly higher than Ramsey County (12%) and the Metro Area (11%). 

 

 As the population in the Market Area continues to age, older adult and senior households 
will represent an even greater proportion of the population.  In 2010, 15.9% of the popula‐
tion base was older than 65; this figure is estimated to have already increased to 19% by 
2018 and forecast to increase to 21% by 2023. 

 

 The 65 to 74 age cohort is projected to have the greatest growth to 2023 (numerically) 
increasing by 1,617 people (14%) while the 75 to 84 age group will experience the largest 
percentage growth at 21% (1,306 people).  The growth in this age cohort can be primarily 
attributed to the baby boom generation.   
 

 The 35 to 44 age group is the only younger group projected to experience a significant 
increase in population of 1,582 people (12%) to 2023. 

 

 The social changes that occurred with the aging of the baby boom generation, such as 
higher divorce rates, higher levels of education, and lower birth rates has led to a greater 
variety of lifestyles than existed in the past – not only among baby boomers, but also 
among their parents and children.  The increased variety of lifestyles has fueled demand for 
alternative housing products to the single‐family home.  Seniors and middle‐aged persons 
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tend to do more traveling and participate in more activities than previous generations.  
They increasingly prefer maintenance‐free housing that enables them to spend more time 
on activities outside the home.  Seniors over age 75 are the primary market for age‐
restricted (“senior”) housing, including independent and assisted living. 

 

  
 

 
Estimate Projection

2000 2010 2018 2023
Age No. No. No. No. No. Pct. No. Pct.

Roseville
Under 18 6,141 6,255 6,486 6,541 114 1.9 55 0.9
18 to 24 3,741 3,642 3,539 3,447 ‐99 ‐2.6 ‐92 ‐2.6
25 to 34 4,177 4,472 4,951 4,700 295 7.1 ‐251 ‐5.1
35 to 44 4,836 3,545 4,265 4,842 ‐1,291 ‐26.7 578 13.5
45 to 54 4,473 4,734 4,159 3,992 261 5.8 ‐167 ‐4.0
55 to 64 3,494 4,227 5,001 4,628 733 21.0 ‐373 ‐7.5
65 to 74 3,112 2,976 4,145 4,679 ‐136 ‐4.4 534 12.9
75 to 84 2,651 2,424 2,659 3,122 ‐227 ‐8.6 464 17.4
85 and over 1,065 1,385 1,740 1,753 320 30.0 13 0.8
Subtotal 33,690   33,660   36,944 37,705     ‐30 ‐0.1 761 2.1

Remainder of Market Area
Under 18 15,336 14,320 14,622 14,719 ‐1,016 ‐6.6 98 0.7
18 to 24 10,441 10,204 9,406 9,314 ‐237 ‐2.3 ‐92 ‐1.0
25 to 34 11,728 11,790 12,733 12,292 62 0.5 ‐441 ‐3.5
35 to 44 11,266 8,450 9,354 10,359 ‐2,816 ‐25.0 1,004 10.7
45 to 54 9,776 10,046 8,752 8,294 270 2.8 ‐458 ‐5.2
55 to 64 5,907 8,836 10,019 9,316 2,929 49.6 ‐702 ‐7.0
65 to 74 4,529 4,734 7,184 8,267 205 4.5 1,083 15.1
75 to 84 3,979 3,501 3,692 4,534 ‐478 ‐12.0 842 22.8
85 and over 1,958 2,088 2,415 2,383 130 6.6 ‐32 ‐1.3
Subtotal 74,920   73,969   78,175 79,478     ‐951 ‐1.3 1,303 1.7

Market Area Total
Under 18 21,477 20,575 21,107 21,260 ‐902 ‐4.2 153 0.7
18 to 24 14,182 13,846 12,945 12,761 ‐336 ‐2.4 ‐184 ‐1.4
25 to 34 15,905 16,262 17,683 16,992 357 2.2 ‐691 ‐3.9
35 to 44 16,102 11,995 13,619 15,201 ‐4,107 ‐25.5 1,582 11.6
45 to 54 14,249 14,780 12,911 12,287 531 3.7 ‐624 ‐4.8
55 to 64 9,401 13,063 15,020 13,945 3,662 39.0 ‐1,075 ‐7.2
65 to 74 7,641 7,710 11,329 12,946 69 0.9 1,617 14.3
75 to 84 6,630 5,925 6,350 7,656 ‐705 ‐10.6 1,306 20.6
85 and over 3,023 3,473 4,155 4,136 450 14.9 ‐19 ‐0.4

  Total 108,610 107,629 115,119 117,183 ‐981 ‐0.9 2,064 1.8

Sources:  U.S. Census Bureau; ESRI; Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC

Change

2000‐2010 2018‐2023

Census

TABLE A‐2
POPULATION AGE DISTRIBUTION

ROSEVILLE MARKET AREA
2000 to 2023
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Household Income by Age of Householder 
 
The estimated distribution of household incomes in Roseville and the Market Area for 2018 and 
2023 are shown in Tables A‐3 and A‐4.  The data was estimated by Maxfield Research based on 
income trends provided by ESRI.  The data helps ascertain the demand for different housing 
products based on the size of the market at specific cost levels. 
 
The Department of Housing and Urban Development defines affordable housing costs as 30% of 
a household’s adjusted gross income.  For example, a household with an income of $50,000 per 
year would be able to afford a monthly housing cost of about $1,250.  Maxfield Research uses a 
figure of 25% to 30% for younger households and 40% or more for seniors, since seniors gener‐
ally have lower living expenses and can often sell their homes and use the proceeds toward 
rent payments. 
 
A generally accepted standard for affordable owner‐occupied housing is that a typical house‐
hold can afford to pay 3.0 to 3.5 times their annual income on a single‐family home.  Thus, a 
$50,000 income would translate to an affordable single‐family home of $150,000 to $175,000.  
The higher end of this range assumes that the person has adequate funds for down payment 
and closing costs, but also does not include savings or equity in an existing home which would 
allow them to purchase a higher priced home. 
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 Roseville has an estimated median household income of $64,946 in 2018, which is slightly 
higher than the median household income in the Market Area ($62,702).  Both Roseville 
and the Market Area have higher median household incomes than in Ramsey County 
($59,221) but lower than the Metro Area ($75,657) in 2018. 

 

 With a household income of $62,702, a non‐senior household (median household income 
under age 65) could afford a monthly housing cost of about $1,568, based on an allocation 
of 30% of income toward housing.  A senior household with an income of $38,232 (the me‐
dian household income of seniors 75+ in the Market Area) could afford a monthly housing 
cost of $1,274, based on an allocation of 40% of income toward housing. 

 

 
 
Non‐Senior Households 
 

 In 2018, 14% of the non‐senior (under age 65) households in the Market Area have incomes 
under $25,000 (4,884 households).  All these households would be eligible for subsidized 
rental housing.  Another 9% of the Market Area’s non‐senior households have incomes be‐
tween $25,000 and $35,000 (2,964 households).  Many of these households could afford 
“affordable” or older market rate rentals.  If housing costs absorb 30% of income, house‐
holds with incomes of $25,000 to $35,000 could afford to pay $625 to $875 per month.  Av‐
erage monthly rents for one‐bedroom units in Roseville are $958 (shown in Table D‐3 in the 
Rental Market Analysis section).   
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 Median incomes for households in the Market Area peak at $89,787 for the 45 to 54 age 
group in 2018.  Households in this age group are in their peak earning years.  Most house‐
holds (66%) in this age group are homeowners.  By 2018, the median income for the 45 to 
54 age group is projected to increase to $103,025, a 15% increase. 

 

 The median resale price of homes in Roseville was $243,000 through 2017 (see Table F‐1).  
The income required to afford a home at this price would be about $69,430 to $81,000, 
based on the standard of 3.0 to 3.5 times the median income (and assuming these house‐
holds do not have a high level of debt).  In 2018, an estimated 53% (13,528 households) of 
the Market Area’s non‐senior households had incomes greater than $69,430. 

 

 Incomes are expected to increase by 15% between 2018 and 2023 in the Market Area for a 
median income of $81,960 for non‐senior households.  This equates to an increase of 3% 
annually, above the annual inflation rate.   

 
Senior Households 
 

 The oldest householders are likely to have lower incomes in 2018.  In the Market Area, 7% 
of households ages 65 to 74 have incomes below $15,000, compared to 12% of households 
ages 75 and over.  Many of these low‐income older senior households rely solely on social 
security benefits.  Typically, younger seniors have higher incomes due to the fact they are 
still able to work or are married couples with two incomes or higher social security benefits.  
The 2018 median incomes for Market Area householders age 65 to 74 and 75+ are $60,268, 
and $38,232, respectively. 

 

 Generally, senior households with incomes greater than $35,000 can afford market rate 
senior housing.  Based on a 40% allocation of income for housing, this translates to monthly 
rents of at least $1,165.  About 8,855 senior households in the Market Area (56.3% of senior 
households) have incomes above $35,000 in 2018.   

 

 Seniors who are able and willing to pay 80% or more of their income on assisted living 
housing would need an annual income of $40,000 to afford monthly rents of $3,000, which 
is about the beginning monthly rent for assisted living projects in the Market Area.  There 
are an estimated 3,355 older senior (ages 75 and over) households with incomes greater 
than $40,000 in 2018.  Seniors age 75 and over are the primary market for assisted living 
housing. 

 

 The median income for seniors age 65+ in the Market Area is $49,290 in 2018.  It is project‐
ed to increase by $6,730 (14%) to $56,021 by 2018. 
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Total Under 25 25‐34 35‐44 45‐54 55‐64 65 ‐74 75+

Less than $15,000 1,182 94 163 124 107 189 173 332

$15,000 to $24,999 1,336 71 192 115 93 179 195 490

$25,000 to $34,999 1,307 62 203 149 110 168 189 425

$35,000 to $49,999 2,176 97 331 268 238 300 352 590

$50,000 to $74,999 2,539 134 418 330 315 426 456 460

$75,000 to $99,999 2,134 49 357 346 346 443 366 226

$100,000 to $149,999 2,840 52 463 549 585 610 356 225

$150,000 to $199,999 984 9 123 156 235 249 148 64

$200,000+ 959 5 71 174 227 243 154 85

  Total 15,457 574 2,323 2,211 2,254 2,807 2,390 2,897

Median Income $64,946 $42,967 $64,003 $81,990 $92,768 $81,364 $63,267 $38,860

Less than $15,000 975 84 125 109 69 129 147 312

$15,000 to $24,999 1,139 59 146 90 64 131 175 474

$25,000 to $34,999 1,150 53 161 132 75 125 188 416

$35,000 to $49,999 2,016 90 282 244 187 233 357 623

$50,000 to $74,999 2,502 136 379 342 267 363 493 522

$75,000 to $99,999 2,252 53 355 393 326 420 418 287

$100,000 to $149,999 3,478 66 529 741 655 657 491 339

$150,000 to $199,999 1,202 9 146 214 258 274 205 96

$200,000+ 1,198 6 88 241 258 265 217 123

  Total 15,912 556 2,211 2,506 2,159 2,597 2,691 3,192

Median Income $76,453 $48,222 $75,638 $95,395 $104,108 $92,441 $73,962 $43,160

Less than $15,000 ‐207 ‐10 ‐38 ‐15 ‐38 ‐60 ‐26 ‐20

$15,000 to $24,999 ‐197 ‐12 ‐46 ‐25 ‐29 ‐48 ‐20 ‐16

$25,000 to $34,999 ‐157 ‐9 ‐42 ‐17 ‐35 ‐43 ‐1 ‐9

$35,000 to $49,999 ‐160 ‐7 ‐49 ‐24 ‐51 ‐67 5 33

$50,000 to $74,999 ‐37 2 ‐39 12 ‐48 ‐63 37 62

$75,000 to $99,999 118 4 ‐2 47 ‐20 ‐23 52 61

$100,000 to $149,999 638 14 66 192 70 47 135 114

$150,000 to $199,999 218 ‐0 23 58 23 25 57 32

$200,000+ 239 1 17 67 31 22 63 38

  Total 455 ‐18 ‐112 295 ‐95 ‐210 301 295

Median Income $11,507 $5,255 $11,635 $13,405 $11,340 $11,077 $10,695 $4,300

Sources:  ESRI; Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC

Change ‐ 2018 to 2023

TABLE A‐3

HOUSEHOLD INCOME BY AGE OF HOUSEHOLDER

CITY OF ROSEVILLE

(Number of Households)

2018

2023

2018 & 2023

Age of Householder
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Total Under 25 25‐34 35‐44 45‐54 55‐64 65 ‐74 75+

Less than $15,000 3,708 400 631 436 366 591 494 790

$15,000 to $24,999 4,334 331 755 416 323 594 655 1,260

$25,000 to $34,999 4,617 337 945 616 445 620 654 999

$35,000 to $49,999 6,361 420 1,205 879 742 895 947 1,272

$50,000 to $74,999 8,164 455 1,610 1,160 1,072 1,365 1,351 1,152

$75,000 to $99,999 6,193 202 1,234 1,060 1,000 1,218 946 533

$100,000 to $149,999 7,908 151 1,384 1,571 1,657 1,703 967 477

$150,000 to $199,999 3,539 45 490 628 873 863 456 185

$200,000+ 2,999 25 300 582 732 790 408 162

  Total 47,824 2,366 8,553 7,348 7,211 8,638 6,879 6,829

Median Income $62,702 $38,069 $59,111 $78,023 $89,787 $79,094 $60,268 $38,232

Less than $15,000 3,103 366 495 396 252 409 427 758

$15,000 to $24,999 3,755 291 588 334 226 452 607 1,256

$25,000 to $34,999 4,148 314 780 567 323 482 661 1,021

$35,000 to $49,999 6,005 416 1,069 826 601 719 990 1,384

$50,000 to $74,999 8,021 464 1,472 1,195 914 1,171 1,472 1,334

$75,000 to $99,999 6,516 227 1,235 1,182 938 1,147 1,103 685

$100,000 to $149,999 9,586 197 1,614 2,059 1,823 1,833 1,340 722

$150,000 to $199,999 4,286 54 586 831 957 949 635 275

$200,000+ 3,725 29 380 791 837 859 592 236

  Total 49,145 2,357 8,220 8,181 6,869 8,019 7,828 7,670

Median Income $73,028 $41,176 $68,379 $89,670 $103,025 $90,347 $69,418 $42,347

Less than $15,000 ‐606 ‐34 ‐136 ‐40 ‐114 ‐182 ‐67 ‐32

$15,000 to $24,999 ‐580 ‐40 ‐166 ‐82 ‐97 ‐142 ‐48 ‐4

$25,000 to $34,999 ‐469 ‐24 ‐165 ‐49 ‐123 ‐138 7 22

$35,000 to $49,999 ‐356 ‐4 ‐136 ‐53 ‐141 ‐176 43 111

$50,000 to $74,999 ‐143 9 ‐138 35 ‐158 ‐194 121 182

$75,000 to $99,999 323 25 1 122 ‐63 ‐71 157 152

$100,000 to $149,999 1,678 47 230 487 166 130 373 245

$150,000 to $199,999 748 9 97 203 84 86 180 90

$200,000+ 726 4 80 209 105 69 184 74

  Total 1,321 ‐9 ‐333 833 ‐342 ‐619 949 841

Median Income $10,326 $3,107 $9,268 $11,647 $13,238 $11,253 $9,150 $4,115

Sources:  ESRI; Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC

Change ‐ 2018 to 2023

TABLE A‐4

HOUSEHOLD INCOME BY AGE OF HOUSEHOLDER

ROSEVILLE MARKET AREA

(Number of Households)

2018

2023

2018 & 2023

Age of Householder
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Tenure by Age of Householder 
 
Table A‐5 shows the number of owner and renter households in the Market Area by age group 
in 2010 and 2016.  This data is useful in determining demand for certain types of housing since 
housing preferences change throughout an individual’s life cycle.   
 

 In 2010, 62.1% of all households in the Market Area owned their housing.  By 2016, that 
percentage is estimated to have decreased to 59.1%.  The housing market downturn during 
the late 2000s shifted household trends that continues to today.   

 

 Roseville had higher homeownership rates than the Remainder of the Market Area in all 
age cohorts in 2010.  Overall, 67.2% were homeowners in Roseville compared to 59.7% in 
the Remainder of the Market Area.  By 2016, its estimated that this gap will decrease as 
homeowners in Roseville decline to 62.7% while the Remainder of the Market Area will fall 
only to 57.7%. 

 

 As households progress through their life cycle, housing needs change.  The proportion of 
renter households decreases significantly as households age out of their young‐adult years.  
However, by the time households reach their senior years, rental housing often becomes a 
more viable option than homeownership, reducing the responsibility of maintenance and a 
financial commitment.   
 

 
 

 In 2016, an estimated 93.7% of the Market Area’s households under age 25 rented their 
housing, compared to 71.0% of households between the ages of 25 and 34.  Householders 
between 35 and 64 were homeowners, with no more than 44% of the householders in 
each 10‐year age cohort renting their housing. 
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Age No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct.

15‐24 Own 58 9.1 42 6.6 138 6.7 109 6.2 196 7.3 151 6.3

Rent 577 90.9 591 93.4 1,916 93.3 1,638 93.8 2,493 92.7 2,229 93.7

Total 635 100.0 633 100.0 2,054 100.0 1,747 100.0 2,689 100.0 2,380 100.0

25‐34 Own 863 38.6 848 33.5 1,904 31.6 1,696 27.2 2,767 33.5 2,544 29.0

Rent 1,373 61.4 1,686 66.5 4,118 68.4 4,542 72.8 5,491 66.5 6,228 71.0

Total 2,236 100.0 2,534 100.0 6,022 100.0 6,238 100.0 8,258 100.0 8,772 100.0

35‐44 Own 1,222 62.3 1,016 56.9 2,867 59.4 2,871 55.8 4,089 60.3 3,887 56.1

Rent 738 37.7 770 43.1 1,957 40.6 2,274 44.2 2,695 39.7 3,044 43.9

Total 1,960 100.0 1,786 100.0 4,824 100.0 5,145 100.0 6,784 100.0 6,931 100.0

45‐54 Own 2,092 76.5 1,628 64.7 4,268 71.8 3,333 66.9 6,360 73.3 4,961 66.1

Rent 643 23.5 890 35.3 1,676 28.2 1,652 33.1 2,319 26.7 2,542 33.9

Total 2,735 100.0 2,518 100.0 5,944 100.0 4,985 100.0 8,679 100.0 7,503 100.0

55‐64 Own 2,053 81.1 2,041 77.2 4,269 79.2 4,514 78.3 6,322 79.8 6,555 78.0

Rent 478 18.9 602 22.8 1,119 20.8 1,248 21.7 1,597 20.2 1,850 22.0

Total 2,531 100.0 2,643 100.0 5,388 100.0 5,762 100.0 7,919 100.0 8,405 100.0

65‐74 Own 1,596 86.9 1,754 83.0 2,525 81.9 3,203 80.4 4,121 83.7 4,957 81.3

Rent 241 13.1 360 17.0 559 18.1 780 19.6 800 16.3 1,140 18.7

Total 1,837 100.0 2,114 100.0 3,084 100.0 3,983 100.0 4,921 100.0 6,097 100.0

75‐84 Own 1,363 82.3 1,261 87.0 1,816 76.2 1,688 76.1 3,179 78.7 2,949 80.4

Rent 294 17.7 189 13.0 566 23.8 531 23.9 860 21.3 720 19.6

Total 1,657 100.0 1,450 100.0 2,382 100.0 2,219 100.0 4,039 100.0 3,669 100.0

85+ Own 584 56.6 640 55.9 742 56.3 657 51.9 1,326 56.4 1,297 53.8

Rent 448 43.4 505 44.1 575 43.7 608 48.1 1,023 43.6 1,113 46.2

Total 1,032 100.0 1,145 100.0 1,317 100.0 1,265 100.0 2,349 100.0 2,410 100.0

TOTAL Own 9,831 67.2 9,230 62.3 18,529 59.7 18,071 57.7 28,360 62.1 27,301 59.1
Rent 4,792 32.8 5,593 37.7 12,486 40.3 13,273 42.3 17,278 37.9 18,866 40.9

Total 14,623 100.0 14,823 100.0 31,015 100.0 31,344 100.0 45,638 100.0 46,167 100.0

Sources:  U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey (2012‐2016); Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC

TABLE A‐5

TENURE BY AGE OF HOUSEHOLDER

ROSEVILLE MARKET AREA

2010 & 2016

201620102016

City of Roseville

2010

Market Area TotalRemainder of Market Area

20162010
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Household Type 
 
Table A‐6 shows a breakdown of the type of households present in the Market Area in 2010 and 
2016.  The data is useful in assessing housing demand since the household composition often 
dictates the type of housing needed and preferred.  
 

 Between 2010 and 2016, the Market Area is estimated to have experienced a decrease in 
Married Families without children and Roommate households while other household types 
increased.  Married families with children experienced the largest numerical decrease (‐930 
households or ‐7%).  The decrease in households married with children can be attributed to 
couples waiting longer to have children and baby boomers aging into their empty nester 
years. 

 
 Other Households are estimated have experienced the highest percentage increase of 590 

households (12%).  Other families include single‐parents and unmarried couples with chil‐
dren.   

 

 The Market Area also had a significant increase in Households Living Alone (a gain of 561 
households, or 4%).  This could indicate an aging senior population as well as a preference 
for younger people wanting to live alone. 
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                     2010 2016 2010 2016 2010 2016 2010 2016 2010 2016 2010 2016

Number of Households

Roseville 14,623 14,823 4,370 3,880 2,358 2,760 1,678 1,421 5,160 5,663 1,057 1,099
Rem. of Market Area 45,638 31,344 12,462 8,040 7,583 5,983 5,901 4,274 15,669 10,090 4,023 2,957
Market Area Total 60,261 46,167 12,850 11,920 8,529 8,743 5,105 5,695 15,192 15,753 4,080 4,056

Percent of Total

Roseville 100.0 100.0 29.9 26.2 16.1 18.6 11.5 9.6 35.3 38.2 7.2 7.4
Rem. of Market Area 100.0 100.0 27.3 25.7 16.6 19.1 12.9 13.6 34.3 32.2 8.8 9.4
Market Area Total 100.0 100.0 21.3 25.8 14.2 18.9 8.5 12.3 25.2 34.1 6.8 8.8

No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct.

Roseville 200 1.4 ‐490 ‐11.2 402 17.0 ‐257 ‐15.3 503 9.7 42 4.0
Rem. of Market Area ‐14,294 ‐31.3 ‐4,422 ‐35.5 ‐1,600 ‐21.1 ‐1,627 ‐27.6 ‐5,579 ‐35.6 ‐1,066 ‐26.5
Market Area Total ‐14,094 ‐23.4 ‐930 ‐7.2 214 2.5 590 11.6 561 3.7 ‐24 ‐0.6

* Single‐parent families, unmarried couples with children.

Sources:  U.S. Census Bureau; Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC

Change

TABLE A‐6

ROSEVILLE MARKET AREA
2010 & 2016

Married w/o Child Married w/ Child RoommatesTotal HH's Other * Living Alone

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Non‐Family HouseholdsFamily Households
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Employment Trends 
 
Employment characteristics are an important component in assessing housing needs in any 
given market area.  These trends are important to consider since job growth can generally fuel 
household and population growth as people generally desire to live near where they work.  
Long commute times and the redevelopment of core cities have encouraged households to 
move closer to major employment centers.   
 
 

Employment Growth 
 
Table B‐1 shows employment growth trends and projections from 2000 to 2030 based on the 
most recent information available (Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages – QCEW) from 
the Minnesota Department of Employment and Economic Development (DEED) and the Metro‐
politan Council.  Data for 2000, 2010, and 2017 represents the annual average employment for 
that year while 2018 data is from the 1st Quarter.  The 2020 and 2030 forecasts are from the 
Metropolitan Council.  
 

 In 2010, there were 39,211 jobs in Roseville, 333,043 jobs in Ramsey County and 1,607,916 
jobs in the Metro Area.  In light of the economic recession, by 2010 employment declined    
10.5% (‐4,107 jobs) in Roseville, 5.3% (‐17,510 jobs) in Ramsey County, and 3.9% (‐63,303 
jobs) in the Metro Area.   
 

 Data from the Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages indicates that Roseville gained 
3,881 jobs (11%) between 2010 and 2017.  During that time, the number of jobs increased 
5% in Ramsey County and 13% in the Metro Area.  Much of the Market Area job growth be‐
tween 2010 and 2017 occurred in the Education and Health Services sector. 

 

 Solid job growth is expected between 2010 and 2020.  Roseville is projected to experience a 
6% gain (2,001 jobs) during the decade while Ramsey County employment is also expected 
to increase by 13%.  Employment in the Metro Area is projected to expand by 19%.   
 

 Typically, households prefer to live near work for convenience.  This preference is particu‐
larly true among renters.  Young adults entering the work force, a primary target market for 
rental housing, often place great value on living near employment, education, shopping, 
and entertainment.  With Downtown Minneapolis and Downtown St. Paul a relatively easy 
drive or transit ride away from Roseville, renters in the area have convenient access to a 
wide variety of jobs throughout the Metro Area. 
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2000 2010 2017 2018* 2020 2030 No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct.

Roseville 39,612 35,299 39,180 40,038 37,300 38,300 ‐4,313 ‐10.9% 2,001 5.7% 1,000 2.7%

Arden Hills 12,231 12,311 11,175 10,681 15,000 16,300 80 0.7% 2,689 21.8% 1,300 8.7%
Falcon Heights 4,467 5,590 5,211 5,242 5,800 6,100 1,123 25.1% 210 3.8% 300 5.2%
Lauderdale 357 706 904 853 790 830 349 97.8% 84 11.9% 40 5.1%
Little Canada 5,864 5,648 6,395 5,586 7,000 7,600 ‐216 ‐3.7% 1,352 23.9% 600 8.6%
New Brighton 10,830 9,166 9,898 9,757 11,000 11,800 ‐1,664 ‐15.4% 1,834 20.0% 800 7.3%
Shoreview 9,849 11,731 11,710 11,131 13,200 14,100 1,882 19.1% 1,469 12.5% 900 6.8%
St. Paul 197,909 174,395 182,359 180,125 194,700 204,100 ‐23,514 ‐11.9% 20,305 11.6% 9,400 4.8%
St. Anthony 3,324 2,916 3,566 3,629 3,500 3,630 ‐408 ‐12.3% 584 20.0% 130 3.7%

Ramsey County 333,042 315,533 332,051 328,872 356,130 375,220 ‐17,509 ‐5.3% 40,597 12.9% 19,090 5.4%

Twin Cities Metro Area 1,600,741 1,537,041 1,737,627 1,727,863 1,828,000 1,910,000 ‐63,700 ‐4.0% 290,959 18.9% 82,000 4.5%

Note:  Twin Cities Metro  Area represents the 7‐County planning region
*   Data is for 1st Quarter 2018
Sources:  MN Dept of Employment and Economic Development; Metropolitan Council;  Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC

2000‐2010 2020‐2030

TABLE B‐1
EMPLOYMENT GROWTH TRENDS AND PROJECTIONS

ROSEVILLE MARKET AREA
2000‐2030

Employment Change

Forecast 2010‐2020Actual
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Resident Labor Force 
 
Table B‐2 presents resident employment data for Roseville from 2000 through July 2018.  
Resident employment data is calculated as an annual average and reveals the work force and 
number of employed persons living in the City.  Not all of these individuals necessarily work in 
the City.  The data is from the Minnesota Department of Employment and Economic Develop‐
ment.   
 

 Resident employment in Roseville decreased by 2,050 people between 2000 and 2010 (‐
11%).  The number of individuals in the labor market also decreased, but at a lower rate 
than resident employment.  This resulted in an increase in unemployment from 2.4% (2000) 
to 6.6% (2010). 
 

 From 2010 through 2017, resident employment and the labor force has recovered, increas‐
ing by over 1,800 people (11%) and 1,200 people (6%), respectively.   

 

 Roseville’s unemployment rate has been consistently lower than the State of Minnesota in 
every year from 2000 through 2017. 

 

 The unemployment rate in Roseville increased to a high of 6.6% in 2010.  However, every 
year since, the unemployment rate has fallen and is currently at 2.6% (July 2018).  These are 
indicators that the economy has recovered.  
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Covered Employment by Industry 
 
Table B‐3 presents covered employment in the City from 2000 through 2017.  Covered em‐
ployment data is calculated as an annual average and reveals the number of jobs in the City, 
which are covered by unemployment insurance.  Most farm jobs, self‐employed persons, and 
some other types of jobs are not covered by unemployment insurance and are not included in 
the table.  The data is from the Minnesota Department of Employment and Economic Devel‐
opment.   
 

 A comparison of Tables B‐2 and B‐3 show that in 2017, the number of jobs (36,503) was 
significantly higher than the number of employed persons (19,432) in Roseville.  This indi‐
cates that there is a large in‐migration of non‐resident workers into Roseville. 

 

 The Trade, Transportation, and Utilities Sector accounted for 28% of the City’s jobs in 2017, 
which is a far greater percentage than most cities in the State.  Statewide, Trade, Transpor‐
tation, and Utilities jobs account for only 19.3% of all jobs.  The City has a large Retail Trade 

Total Minnesota U.S.
Labor Total Total Unemployment Unemployment Unemployment

Year Force Employed Unemployed Rate Rate Rate

2000 19,447 18,980 467 2.4% 3.2% 4.0%
2001 19,285 18,697 588 3.0% 3.8% 4.7%
2002 18,981 18,271 710 3.7% 4.5% 5.8%
2003 18,621 17,927 694 3.7% 4.9% 6.0%
2004 18,463 17,782 681 3.7% 4.7% 5.5%
2005 18,079 17,480 599 3.3% 4.1% 5.1%
2006 17,884 17,276 608 3.4% 4.0% 4.6%
2007 18,140 17,437 703 3.9% 4.6% 4.6%
2008 18,317 17,439 878 4.8% 5.4% 5.8%
2009 18,194 16,969 1,225 6.7% 7.8% 9.3%
2010 18,136 16,935 1,201 6.6% 7.4% 9.6%
2011 18,239 17,192 1,047 5.7% 6.5% 8.9%
2012 18,415 17,525 890 4.8% 5.6% 8.1%
2013 18,547 17,755 792 4.3% 5.0% 7.4%
2014 18,662 18,001 661 3.5% 4.2% 6.2%
2015 18,689 18,118 571 3.1% 3.7% 5.3%
2016 18,920 18,308 612 3.2% 3.9% 4.9%
2017 19,335 18,749 586 3.0% 3.5% 4.4%
2018* 19,950 19,432 518 2.6% 3.2% 4.1%

Change 2000‐17 ‐112 ‐231 119 0.6% 0.3% 0.4%

*  Data through July 2018.

Sources:  Minnesota Workforce Center; Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC

2000 through 2018*

TABLE B‐2
RESIDENT EMPLOYMENT (ANNUAL AVERAGE)

CITY OF ROSEVILLE
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industry due to Rosedale Center (a regional shopping mall) and several other major retail 
centers. 

 

 Between 2000 and 2017, the total number of jobs decreased by 960, an 2.6% decrease.  
Manufacturing lost the greatest number of jobs (‐3,289 jobs or ‐63%) between 2000 and 
2017, followed by Trade, Transportation, and Utilities (‐2,929 jobs or ‐22%).  The Education 
and Health Sector grew the fastest both by rate (62%) and numerically (3,084).   

 

 There were five other sectors that experienced growth which include in order of numerical 
growth:  Leisure and Hospitality which added 758 jobs (21%), Financial Services which add‐
ed 643 jobs (40%), and Public Administration which added 433 jobs (76%). 
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COVERED  EMPLOYMENT  TRENDS
CITY OF ROSEVILLE
2000 TO 2017

Industry 2000 2005 2010 2015 2017* No. Pct. 2000 2005 2010 2015 2017*

Natural Resources & Mining 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Construction 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Manufacturing 5,189 3,498 2,037 2,156 1,900 ‐3,289 ‐63.4 13.9% 9.7% 6.1% 6.1% 5.2%
Trade, Transportation, and Utilities 13,201 11,675 9,907 10,452 10,272 ‐2,929 ‐22.2 35.2% 32.4% 29.7% 29.8% 28.1%
Information 853 925 663 1,040 1,112 259 30.4 2.3% 2.6% 2.0% 3.0% 3.0%
Financial Services 1,612 2,066 1,843 2,020 2,255 643 39.9 4.3% 5.7% 5.5% 5.8% 6.2%
Professional and Business Services 6,456 6,056 6,281 5,392 6,636 180 2.8 17.2% 16.8% 18.8% 15.4% 18.2%
Education and Health Services 4,951 5,867 6,762 7,721 8,035 3,084 62.3 13.2% 16.3% 20.3% 22.0% 22.0%
Leisure and Hospitality 3,565 4,389 4,105 4,368 4,323 758 21.3 9.5% 12.2% 12.3% 12.5% 11.8%
Other Services 1,063 1,018 880 959 964 ‐99 ‐9.3 2.8% 2.8% 2.6% 2.7% 2.6%
Public Administration 573 486 892 974 1,006 433 75.6 1.5% 1.4% 2.7% 2.8% 2.8%

Totals 37,463 35,980 33,370 35,082 36,503 ‐960 ‐2.6 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

* 1st Quarter 2017

Source:  Minnesota Workforce Center

TABLE B‐3

Change
2000 ‐ 2017

North American Industrial Classification System (NAICS)

% of Total

2000, 2005, 2015, 2017*

CITY OF ROSEVILLE

COVERED EMPLOYMENT TRENDS

Average Number of Employees
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Commuting Patterns 
 
Proximity to employment is often a primary consideration when choosing where to live, since 
transportation costs often account for a large proportion of households’ budgets.  Table B‐4 
highlights the commuting patterns of workers in Roseville in 2015 (the most recent data availa‐
ble), based on Employer‐Household Dynamics data from the U.S. Census Bureau.  Similarly, 
Table B‐5 highlights commuting patterns of all Ramsey County workers.   

 

 

Place of Residence Place of Employment Count Percent

St. Paul Roseville 4,310 11.7%

Minneapolis Roseville 3,528 9.5%

Roseville Roseville 1,877 5.1%

Blaine Roseville 1,065 2.9%

Coon Rapids Roseville 819 2.2%

Brooklyn Park Roseville 815 2.2%

Shoreview Roseville 785 2.1%

Maplewood Roseville 778 2.1%

New Brighton Roseville 689 1.9%

Woodbury Roseville 667 1.8%

All Other Locations Roseville 21,625 58.5%

Rem. Of Metro Roseville 16,465 44.6%

Outstate MN Roseville 5,160 14.0%

Other State Roseville 1,160 3.1%

36,958 100.0%

Roseville Minneapolis 3,879 21.7%

Roseville St. Paul 3,332 18.6%

Roseville Roseville 1,877 10.5%

Roseville Bloomington  543 3.0%

Roseville Shoreview 360 2.0%

Roseville Arden Hills 353 2.0%

Roseville Eagan 336 1.9%

Roseville Maplewood 325 1.8%

Roseville Little Canada 287 1.6%

Roseville Edina 283 1.6%

Roseville All Other Locations 6,297 35.2%

Roseville Rem. Of Metro 5,415 30.3%

Roseville Outstate MN 882 2.4%

Roseville Other State 289 0.8%

17,872 100.0%

Sources:  US Census Bureau; Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC

TABLE B‐4

ROSEVILLE COMMUTING PATTERNS

2015

Place of Residence for Workers Commuting to Roseville

Place of Employment for Roseville Residents
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 Most Roseville residents either work in Minneapolis (22%) or St. Paul (19%).  Only 10.5% of 
Roseville residents also work in Roseville. 
 

 

Place of Residence Employment Count Percent

Ramsey Ramsey 113,399 34.0%

Hennepin Ramsey 64,924 19.5%

Washington Ramsey 41,898 12.6%

Anoka Ramsey 33,115 9.9%

Dakota Ramsey 31,631 9.5%

St. Croix Ramsey 6,303 1.9%

Chisago Ramsey 5,225 1.6%

Scott Ramsey 3,880 1.2%

Wright Ramsey 3,113 0.9%

Sherburne Ramsey 2,580 0.8%

All Other Counties Ramsey 27,139 8.1%

Rem. of MN Ramsey 14,413 4.3%

Wisconsin Ramsey 11,245 3.4%

Illinois Ramsey 165 0.0%

Iowa Ramsey 262 0.1%

Other State Ramsey 1,054 0.3%

333,207 100.0%

Ramsey Ramsey 113,399 43.2%

Ramsey Hennepin 91,824 35.0%

Ramsey Dakota 18,541 7.1%

Ramsey Washington 13,552 5.2%

Ramsey Anoka 10,971 4.2%

Ramsey Scott 1,109 0.4%

Ramsey St. Louis 1,082 0.4%

Ramsey Stearns 917 0.3%

Ramsey Carver 832 0.3%

Ramsey St Croix 809 0.3%

Ramsey All Other Counties 9,514 3.6%

Ramsey Rem. of MN 5,620 2.1%

Ramsey Wisconsin 1,808 0.7%

Ramsey Iowa 274 0.1%

Ramsey Illinois 302 0.1%

Ramsey Other State 1,510 0.6%

262,550 100.0%

Sources:  US Census Bureau; Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC

TABLE B‐5

RAMSEY COUNTY COMMUTING PATTERNS

2015

Place of Residence for Workers Commuting to Ramsey County

Place of Employment for Ramsey County Workers
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 About 95% of the jobs in Roseville in 2015 were filled by people living outside of the City.  
Most of these people lived in St. Paul, Minneapolis, Blaine, Coon Rapids, Brooklyn Park, and 
Shoreview.   
 

 Approximately 43% of Ramsey County residents are also employed in Ramsey County.  
About 95% of Ramsey County workers commute within the seven‐county Metro Area.  

 
 

Existing Business Mix by Industry Sector 
 
Table B‐6 presents business data as compiled from ESRI in 2018.  The business inventory 
database is compiled from multiple sources; including directory resources from the yellow and 
white pages, annual reports, 10ks, SEC filings, government data, U.S. Postal Service, business 
trade directories, newspapers, etc.  The data is characterized based on the six‐digit North 
American Industry Classification System (NAICS).  The NAICS is the standard used by Federal 
statistical agencies in classifying business establishments for collecting, analyzing, and publish‐
ing statistical data related to the U.S. business economy.   
 

 

Business/Industry

Number Pct Number Pct

INDUSTRY SECTOR (Based on NAICS Codes)

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting 2 0.1% 4 0.0%

Mining 2 0.1% 7 0.0%

Utilities 1 0.0% 30 0.1%

Construction 94 4.6% 1,056 3.0%

Manufacturing 69 3.4% 1,864 5.3%

Wholesale Trade 98 4.8% 1,840 5.2%

Retail Trade 348 17.1% 6,795 19.2%

Transportation & Warehousing 57 2.8% 1,587 4.5%

Information 61 3.0% 1,469 4.2%

Finance & Insurance 127 6.2% 964 2.7%

Real Estate, Rental & Leasing 112 5.5% 746 2.1%

Professional, Scientific & Tech Services 235 11.5% 2,214 6.3%

Management of Companies & Enterprises 5 0.2% 25 0.1%

Admin& Support & Waste Management & Remediation Services 66 3.2% 1,541 4.4%

Educational Services 39 1.9% 2,024 5.7%

Health Care & Social Assistance 225 11.0% 4,781 13.5%

Arts, Entertainment & Recreation 32 1.6% 422 1.2%

Accommodation & Food Services 130 6.4% 3,570 10.1%

Other Services (except Public Administration) 210 10.3% 2,374 6.7%

Public Administration 25 1.2% 2,035 5.7%

Unclassified Establishments 101 5.0% 44 0.1%

Total 2,039 100.0% 35,392 100.0%

Note:  Industry sectors are based on NAICS code classifications (North American Industry Classification System)

Sources: ESRI, Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC

Businesses Employees

TABLE B‐6

BUSINESS SUMMARY ‐ BY INDUSTRY SECTOR

CITY OF ROSEVILLE

2018
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 There are an estimated 2,040 businesses with 35,392 employees in Roseville.  Retail Trade is 
the largest industry sector (348 businesses) and has the highest number of employees 
(6,795).  The City has a large Retail Trade sector due to Rosedale Center (a regional shop‐
ping mall) and the additional retail concentration that has developed around the Mall. 

 

 Health Care & Social Assistance has the second highest number of employees at 4,781.  Jobs 
at the North Memorial Urgent Care and Children’s Roseville Clinic account for some of the 
Health Care & Social Assistance employees.  

 
 

Major Employers 
 
Table B‐7 shows the major employers in Roseville in 2018 based on data provided by the City of 
Roseville.   

 

 The Roseville Independent School District 623 is the largest employer in Roseville with an 
estimated 900 employees.  The District operates six elementary schools, Spanish immersion 
school, K‐8 school, K‐6 inter‐district integration magnet school, middle school, alternative 
high school, 9‐12 high school, and adult learning center. 
 

 The State of Minnesota has offices for the Department of Transportation, State Lottery, and 
Department of Education in Roseville.  Combined, there are 1,150 employees in Roseville. 

 

 The University of Northwestern‐St. Paul is a private Christian college and employs approxi‐
mately 800 people.  Student enrollment is approximately 3,335 students in 2018. 

 

 Other large employers in Roseville include:  Presbyterian Homes and Services, which pro‐
vides long‐term care, senior housing and home health services to the elderly with 884 em‐
ployees based on Roseville; Veritas, a computer software manufacturer with 480 employ‐
ees; Macy’s which operates two locations with 400 employees; Bethel University with 377 
employees; the City of Roseville with 369 employees; Walmart with 350 employees; FedEx 
Freight with 350 employees and Old Dutch Foods with 315 Employees.   

 

Attachment 1

Page 105 of 232



EMPLOYMENT TRENDS   
 

MAXFIELD RESEARCH & CONSULTING, LLC  31

 
 

Total No. 

Name of Company Product/Service Employees

Roseville Area Schools Schools 900

Presbyterian Homes and Services Long Term Care/Home Health/Sr Housing 884

University of Northwestern‐St. Paul Colleges and Universities 800

Minnesota Department of Transportation State Government  600

Veritas Computer Software Manufacturers 480

Minnesota Department of Education State Government  400

Macy's  Department Store 400

Bethel University Colleges and Universities 377

City of Roseville State Government  369

Walmart Department Store 350

FedEx Freight Parcel Delivery Services 350

Old Dutch Foods Food Manufacturing 315

Berger Transfer & Storage Moving Company 280

McGough Construction Construction Management 275

JCPenny Department Store 250

Asmodee North America Third Party Sales and Distribution  250

McKesson Technology Pharmaceutical and Surgical Supplier 210

Hoglund Chwialkowski & Mrozik Law Firm 200

Stantec Community Planning Firm 200

Lunds & Byerly's Grocery Store 200

Mind Ware Holdings Childrens Toy Designer & Manufacturer 200

Fair Isaac Corporation Credit Score Data Analytics 195

Eaglecrest Senior Retirement Community 175

CPI Card Group Financial, Commericial, & ID Card Provider 170

Golden Living Center Assisted Living Facility 170

Hawkins, Inc. Chemical Manufacturer and Distributor 165

Kohl's Department Store 155

Cub Foods Grocery Store 153

State Lottery State Governement 150

Bimbo Bakery Baked Goods 150

Target Department Store 150

Amano McGann Inc Parking Device Manufacturer 100

Total  10,023

Sources: City of Roseville; Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC

TABLE B‐7

MAJOR EMPLOYERS

CITY OF ROSEVILLE

2018
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Introduction 
 
The variety and condition of the housing stock in a community provides the basis for an attrac‐
tive living environment.  Housing functions as a building block for neighborhoods and goods 
and services.  A portion of the housing market analysis for Roseville and the Market Area 
includes reviewing data on the age of the existing housing supply; examining residential build‐
ing trends since 2000 and reviewing housing data from the American Community Survey that 
relates to the Roseville area. 
 
 
Residential Construction Trends 2000 to Present 
 
Maxfield Research obtained data from the U.S. Census Bureau on the number of building 
permits issued for new housing units in Roseville from 2000 through May 2018.  Table C‐1 
displays permits issued for owner‐ and renter‐occupied housing units.  Permits include single‐
family and multifamily units.  The following are key points about housing development since 
2000. 
 

 Roseville issued permits for the construction of 704 new residential units from 2000 
through 2010.  That equates to 64 units annually since 2000.  There were 501 units permit‐
ted from 2011 through 2017 for an average of 72 units annually over the period.   

 

 By 2006, Roseville had issued 94% of the overall permitted units for the last decade (2000 to 
2010).  Over the 2000 to 2006 period, residential construction averaged about 94 units per 
year.  However, beginning in 2007, the start of the Great Recession, building permits de‐
clined rapidly and from 2007 through 2010, the average was only 11 units per year.   

 

 Multifamily development has been scattered since 2000.  Nearly all the multifamily housing 
development has been age‐restricted (55+ and 62+).  Since 2010, multifamily development 
has been concentrated in 2011 and 2016, with the construction of 178 and 197 units, re‐
spectively.  In 2011, Applewood Pointe, a 48‐unit senior cooperative, Cherrywood Pointe, an 
74‐unit senior housing development, and Sienna Green, a 50‐unit affordable rental property 
were built.  During 2016, Applewood Pointe, a 105‐unit senior cooperative and Cherrywood 
Pointe, a 115‐unit senior service‐enriched development were constructed.  
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Year Total Permits Owner Units Rental Units

2000 29 56 113

2001 18 18 0

2002 8 8 0

2003 42 132 74

2004 36 36 0

2005 31 163 0

2006 20 61 0

2007 13 13 0

2008 13 13 0

2009 10 10 0

2010 7 7 0

2011 12 56 131

2012 27 27 0

2013 13 53 0

2014 12 12 0

2015 15 15 0

2016 15 118 116

2017 39 39 0

2018* 5 5 0

Total 365 842 434

*  Through June 2018

Sources:  City of Roseville; Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC

TABLE C‐1

RESIDENTIAL CONSTRUCTION

CITY OF ROSEVILLE

ANNUAL BUILDING PERMITS ISSUED
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Residential Land Supply 
 
The City of Roseville is estimated to contain 8,860 total acres according to the Comprehensive 
Plan (2008).  Approximately 38% of the City’s existing land (3,339 acres) is residential with the 
majority being single‐family detached residences (88%).  Multifamily housing constituted 3.1% 
(279 acres) of the existing land use at the time of the Comprehensive Plan.   
 
According to information supplied by the City of Roseville in September 2018, there are 76 
vacant parcels with a total of 88.81 acres.  Table C‐2 summarizes vacant land by zoning district.  
 

 
 
There are 13 vacant parcels that are currently zoned for high density uses (12+ units per acre).   
 
Additionally, multifamily housing development may occur in the Mixed‐Use Districts, which 
totals 31.70 acres, or by rezoning land that would be attractive for development of multifamily 
housing.   

Zoning District Information Low ‐ High

Residential Districts
LDR Low Density Residential District (<5/acre) 30 11.83 0.13 ‐ 3.35
MDR Medium Denisty Residential District (5‐12/acre) 16 4.77 0.23 ‐ 1.23
HDR High Density Residential District (12+/acre) 13 18.51 0.06 ‐ 8.25

Subtotal 59 35.11 0.06 ‐ 8.25

Mixed Use Districts
CMU Community Mixed Use District 7 31.70 0.72 ‐ 7.27

Subtotal 7 31.70 0.72 ‐ 7.27

Commercial Districts
NB Neighborhood Business District 3 1.69 0.29 ‐ 0.91
CB Community Business District 2 0.94 0.30 ‐ 0.64
RB Regional Business District 2 3.21 1.31 ‐ 1.91

Subtotal 7 5.84 0.29 ‐ 1.91

Employment Districts
O/BP Office/Business District 1 11.42 1.42 ‐ 1.42
I Industrial District 1 2.60 2.60 ‐ 2.60

Subtotal 2 14.02 1.42 ‐ 2.60

Public / Institutional
INS Institutional District 1 2.14 2.14 ‐ 2.14

Subtotal 1 2.14 2.14 ‐ 2.14

TOTAL VACANT LAND 76 88.81 0.06 ‐ 8.25

Sources:  City of Roseville; Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC

Number of 

Parcels

Total 

Acreage

Acreage Range

TABLE C‐2
VACANT LAND SUMMARY

CITY OF ROSEVILLE
September 2018
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Townhomes and/or twin homes would most likely be located in Medium Density Residential 
Districts.  There are 16 vacant parcels with 4.77 acres available.  Some larger parcels in Low 
Density Residential Districts could also potentially be considered for townhomes or twin homes.   
 
 

American Community Survey 
 
The American Community Survey (“ACS”) is an ongoing statistical survey administered by the 
U.S. Census Bureau that is sent to approximately 3 million addresses annually.  The survey 
gathers data previously contained only in the long form of the decennial census.  As a result, 
the survey is ongoing and provides a more “up‐to‐date” portrait of demographic, economic, 
social, and household characteristics every year, not just every ten years.  The most recent ACS 
highlights data collected between 2012 and 2016.  It should be noted that all ACS surveys are 
subject to sampling error and uncertainty.  The ACS reports margins of errors (MOEs) with 
estimates for most standard census geographies.  The MOE is shown by reliability from low, 
medium to high.  Due to the MOE, 2016 ACS data may have inconsistencies with previous 2010 
Census data.  Tables C‐5 to C‐9 show key data for Roseville and the Market Area.   
 
 

Housing Units by Occupancy Status & Tenure 
 
Tenure is a key variable that analyzes the propensity for householders to rent or own their 
housing unit.  Tenure is an integral statistic used by numerous governmental agencies and 
private sector industries to assess neighborhood stability.  Table C‐3 shows historic trends from 
2010 and 2016.  
 

 The number of housing units is estimated to have decreased slightly by 167 units over the 
period, most of the decline occurred among owner‐occupied units (‐1,059 units, ‐4%).  Con‐
sequently, the percentage of renter‐occupied housing units is estimated to have increased 
by 8%, or 1,588 housing units. 
 

 The gap of Roseville’s owner‐occupied to renter‐occupied unit ratio is estimated to have 
shrunk over the period. 
 

 According to data from the American Community Survey, about 4.3% of the Market Area’s 
housing stock was vacant in 2016.  However, the Census’ definition of vacant housing units 
includes: units that have been rented or sold, but not yet occupied, seasonal housing (vaca‐
tion or second homes), housing for migrant workers, and even boarded‐up housing.  Thus, 
the U.S. Census vacancy figures are not always a true indicator of adequate housing availa‐
ble for new households wishing to move into the area.  Based on data in Table C‐4, approx‐
imately 33% of the vacant units were for rent and 11% were for sale.   
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Year/Occupancy No. Pct. No. Pct. Pct. Pct.

Owner Occupied 9,230 59.2 18,071 55.3 27,301 56.6

Renter Occupied 5,593 35.9 13,273 40.6 18,866 39.1
Vacant 770 4.9 1,310 4.0 2,080 4.3

Total 15,593 100.0 32,654 100.0 48,247 100.0

Owner Occupied 9,831 63.5 18,529 56.3 28,360 58.6

Renter Occupied 4,792 30.9 12,486 37.9 17,278 35.7
Vacant 867 5.6 1,909 5.8 2,776 5.7

Total 15,490 100.0 32,924 100.0 48,414 100.0

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau; Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC

2010

ROSEVILLE REMAINDER MARKET AREA

2016

TABLE C‐3

HOUSING UNITS BY OCCUPANCY STATUS & TENURE

ROSEVILLE MARKET AREA

2010 to 2016

Vacancy Status No. Pct. No. Pct. Pct. Pct.

For Rent 278 36.1 400 30.5 678 32.6

Rented, Not Occupied 9 1.2 255 19.5 264 12.7

For Sale Only 117 15.2 120 9.2 237 11.4

Sold, Not Occupied 102 13.2 90 6.9 192 9.2

For Seasonal, Recreational U 111 14.4 78 6.0 189 9.1

For Migratory Workers 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Other Vacant 153 19.9 367 28.0 520 25.0

Total Vacant 770 100.0 1,310 100.0 2,080 100.0

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau; Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC

ROSEVILLE REMAINDER MARKET AREA

TABLE C‐4

VACANCY STATUS

ROSEVILLE MARKET AREA

2016
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Age of Housing Stock 
 
The following graph shows the age distribution of the housing stock based on data from the 
U.S. Census Bureau and the American Community Survey.  Table C‐5 includes the number of 
housing units built in the Market Area, prior to 1940 and during each decade since.   
 

 In total, the Market Area is estimated to have 46,167 housing units, of which roughly 59% 
are owner‐occupied and 41% are renter‐occupied.   
 

 The greatest percentage of homes in Roseville were built in the 1950s, which comprised 
28.4% of the entire housing stock in the City.  As a comparison, the greatest percentage of 
homes in the Remainder of the Market Area was built in the 1970s (20.9%).   
 

 Rental units are newer than owner‐occupied units in the Market Area.  The median year 
built for owner‐occupied housing was 1961 compared to 1977 for rental units.   

 

 
 

 

6
1
2

6
1
4

3
,9
5
0

3
,1
7
2

2
,6
4
0

1
,5
1
1

1
,1
8
5

2
2
7

4
,3
1
5

2
,2
5
6

5
,0
1
3

4
,6
8
0

6
,5
4
0

3
,9
9
5

2
,6
6
2

2
8
90

500

1,000

1,500

2,000

2,500

3,000

3,500

4,000

4,500

5,000

5,500

6,000

6,500

7,000

<1940s 1940s 1950s 1960s 1970s 1980s 1990s 2000s

U
n
it
s

Decade of Construction

Housing Units Built by Decade
City of Roseville and Remainder of Market Area

City of Roseville

Remainder of Market Area

Attachment 1

Page 112 of 232



HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS   
 

MAXFIELD RESEARCH AND CONSULTING LLC  38 

 

Total Med. Yr.

Units Built No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct.

Owner‐Occupied 9,230 1962 462 5.0 449 4.9 3,312 35.9 2,049 22.2 1,169 12.7 511 5.5 609 6.6 570 6.2 99 1.1

Renter‐Occupied 5,593 1976 150 2.7 165 3.0 638 11.4 1,123 20.1 1,471 26.3 1,000 17.9 576 10.3 342 6.1 128 2.3

Total 13,911 1967 612 4.4 614 4.4 3,950 28.4 3,172 22.8 2,640 19.0 1,511 10.9 1,185 8.5 912 6.6 227 1.6

Owner‐Occupied 18,071 1964 3,488 19.3 1,805 10.0 3,797 21.0 2,695 14.9 2,359 13.1 1,933 10.7 1,139 6.3 742 4.1 113 0.6

Renter‐Occupied 13,273 1976 827 6.2 451 3.4 1,216 9.2 1,985 15.0 4,181 31.5 2,062 15.5 1,523 11.5 852 6.4 176 1.3

Total 31,344 1969 4,315 13.8 2,256 7.2 5,013 16.0 4,680 14.9 6,540 20.9 3,995 12.7 2,662 8.5 1,594 5.1 289 0.9

Owner‐Occupied 27,301 1961 3,950 14.5 2,254 8.3 7,109 26.0 4,744 17.4 3,528 12.9 2,444 9.0 1,748 6.4 1,312 4.8 212 0.8

Renter‐Occupied 18,866 1975 977 5.2 616 3.3 1,854 9.8 3,108 16.5 5,652 30.0 3,062 16.2 2,099 11.1 1,194 6.3 304 1.6

Total 46,167 1657 4,927 10.7 2,870 6.2 8,963 19.4 7,852 17.0 9,180 19.9 5,506 11.9 3,847 8.3 2,506 5.4 516 1.1

Sources:  U.S. Census Bureau ‐ American Community Survey; Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC

1980s<1940 1940s

MARKET AREA TOTAL

CITY OF ROSEVILLE

REMAINDER OF MARKET AREA

1990s 2000s

TABLE C‐5

AGE OF HOUSING STOCK

ROSEVILLE MARKET AREA

2016

1950s 1960s 2010+

Year Unit Built

1970s
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Housing Units by Structure and Occupancy or (Housing Stock by Structure Type) 
 
Table C‐6 shows the housing stock in the Market Area by type of structure and tenure based on 
the 2016 ACS. 
 

 The dominant housing type in the Market Area is the single‐family detached home, repre‐
senting an estimated 82% of all owner‐occupied housing units and 9% of renter‐occupied 
housing units as of 2016.   

 

 Most of the housing units with five or more units are renter‐occupied.  Approximately 80% 
of housing with five or more units is renter‐occupied.  About 29% of all renter‐occupied 
units in the Market Area with five or more units are in Roseville.  
 

 The Market Area has several one‐unit attached and detached homes that are rented, 
accounting for 14% of all rental units.  The number of one‐unit attached and detached rent‐
ed units account for 38% of all one‐unit rental properties in the Market Area.  

 

  
 
 

Owner‐Occupied Housing Units by Mortgage Status 
 
Table C‐7 shows mortgage status and average values from the American Community Survey for 
2016 (5‐Year).  Mortgage status provides information on the cost of homeownership when 
analyzed in conjunction with mortgage payment data.  A mortgage refers to all forms of debt 
where the property is pledged as security for repayment of debt.  A first mortgage has priority 
claim over any other mortgage or if it is the only mortgage.  A second (and sometimes third) 
mortgage is called a “junior mortgage,” a home equity line of credit (HELOC) would also fall into 

Owner‐ Renter‐ Owner‐ Renter‐ Owner‐ Renter‐

Units in Structure Occupied Pct. Occupied Pct. Occupied Pct. Occupied Pct. Occupied Pct. Occupied Pct.

1, detached 7,356 79.7% 607 10.9% 14,955 82.8% 1,027 8% 22,311 81.7% 1,634 8.7%

1, attached 695 7.5% 412 7.4% 995 5.5% 664 5% 1,690 6.2% 1,076 5.7%

2 51 0.6% 82 1.5% 145 0.8% 357 3% 196 0.7% 439 2.3%

3 to 4 13 0.1% 47 0.8% 34 0.2% 441 3% 47 0.2% 488 2.6%

5 to 9 34 0.4% 193 3.5% 143 0.8% 700 5% 177 0.6% 893 4.7%

10 to 19 27 0.3% 1,002 17.9% 48 0.3% 2,139 16% 75 0.3% 3,141 16.6%

20 to 49 361 3.9% 1,313 23.5% 326 1.8% 4,135 31% 687 2.5% 5,448 28.9%

50 or more 568 6.2% 1,887 33.7% 746 4.1% 3,662 28% 1,314 4.8% 5,549 29.4%

Mobile home 109 1.2% 50 0.9% 679 3.8% 148 1% 788 2.9% 198 1.0%

Boat, RV, van, etc. 16 0.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0% 16 0.1% 0 0.0%

Total 9,230 100% 5,593 100% 18,071 100% 13,273 100% 27,301 100% 18,866 100%

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau ‐ American Community Survey; Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC

ROSEVILLE MARKET AREA TOTALREMAINDER

TABLE C‐6

HOUSING UNITS BY STRUCTURE & TENURE

ROSEVILLE MARKET AREA

2016
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this category.  Finally, a housing unit without a mortgage is owned free and clear and is debt 
free.  
 

 Approximately 61% of Roseville homeowners and 66% of homeowners in the Remainder of 
the Market Area had a mortgage.  About 14% of homeowners with mortgages in Roseville 
also had a second mortgage and/or home equity loan.  Comparatively, about 64% of home‐
owners in the United States had a mortgage in 2016.   
 

 The median value for homes with a mortgage for Roseville homeowners was approximately 
$230,000.  By comparison, the same value in the U.S. was about $203,900, or 11% lower 
than Roseville.  

 

 
 
 

Owner‐Occupied Housing Units by Value 
 
Table C‐8 presents data on housing values summarized by nine price ranges.  Housing value 
refers to the estimated price point the property would sell if the property were for sale.  For 
single‐family and townhome properties, value includes both the land and the structure.  For 
condominium units, value refers to only the unit. 
 

 The largest percentage of the owner‐occupied housing stock in Roseville was estimated to 
be valued between $200,000 and $249,999 (29%).  Roughly 60% of the owner‐occupied 
housing stock had values between $150,000 to $299,999. 

Mortgage Status No. Pct. No. Pct. Pct. Pct.

Housing units without a mortgage 3,607 39.1 6,188 34.2 9,795 35.9

Housing units with a mortgage/debt 5,623 60.9 11,883 65.8 17,506 64.1

Second mortgage only 1066 11.5 2,601 14.4 3,667 13.4

Home equity loan only 263 2.8 651 3.6 914 3.3

Both second mortgage and equity loan 803 8.7 1,950 10.8 2,753 10.1

No second mortgage or equity loan 55 0.6 49 0.3 104 0.4

Total 9,230 100.0 18,071 100.0 27,301 100.0

Average Value by Mortgage Status

Housing units with a mortgage

Housing units without a mortgage

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau ‐ American Community Survey; Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC

TABLE C‐7

OWNER‐OCCUPIED HOUSING UNITS BY MORTGAGE STATUS

ROSEVILLE MARKET AREA

2016

$212,100 $204,794 $209,838

ROSEVILLE REMAINDER MARKET AREA

$230,000 $235,074 $234,895
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 The median owner‐occupied home in Roseville was $224,200 or $4,712 less than the 
Remainder of the Market Area median home value ($228,712).  However, approximately 
64% of homes in Roseville and the Remainder of the Market Area were valued at $200,000 
or greater.   

 

 
 

 

Home Value No. Pct. No. Pct. Pct. Pct.

Less than $50,000 372 4.0 1,140 6.3 1,512 5.5
$50,000‐$99,999 596 6.5 810 4.5 1,406 5.1
$100,000‐$149,999 770 8.3 1,535 8.5 2,305 8.4

$150,000‐$199,999 1,594 17.3 3,250 18.0 4,844 17.7

$200,000‐$249,999 2,675 29.0 4,048 22.4 6,723 24.6

$250,000‐$299,999 1,330 14.4 3,140 17.4 4,470 16.4

$300,000‐$399,999 1,041 11.3 2,642 14.6 3,683 13.5

$400,000‐$499,999 373 4.0 900 5.0 1,273 4.7

Greater than $500,000 479 5.2 606 3.4 1,085 4.0

Total 9,230 100.0 18,071 100.0 27,301 100.0

Median Home Value

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau ‐ American Community Survey; Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC

TABLE C‐8

OWNER‐OCCUPIED UNITS BY VALUE

ROSEVILLE MARKET AREA

2016

$224,000 $228,744$222,121
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Renter‐Occupied Units by Contract Rent 
 
Table C‐9 presents information on the monthly housing costs for renters called contract rent 
(also known as asking rent).  Contract rent is the monthly rent agreed to regardless of any 
utilities, furnishings, fees, or services that may be included.   
 

 The estimated median contract rent in Roseville and the Remainder of the Market Area was 
$876 and $864, respectively.  Based on a 30% allocation of income to housing, a household 
in Roseville would need an income of about $35,040 to afford an average monthly rent of 
$876. 
 

 Approximately 39% of Roseville renters paying cash had monthly rents ranging from $750 to 
$999, 16% had monthly rents ranging from $500 to $749, and 32% had monthly rents of 
$1,000 or more.  That accounts for 87% of cash rent renters in Roseville of which 71% pay 
rents over $750. 
 

 Housing units without payment of rent (“no cash rent”) made up only 3% of Roseville 
renters.  Typically, units may be owned by a relative or friend who lives elsewhere and who 
allow occupancy without charge.  Other sources may include caretakers or ministers who 
may occupy a residence without charge.  

 

 
 
 

Contract Rent No. Pct. No. Pct. Pct. Pct.

No Cash Rent 188 3.4 285 2.1 473 2.5

Cash Rent 5,405 96.6 12,988 97.9 18,393 97.5

$0 to $249 213 3.8 222 1.7 435 2.3

$250‐$499 307 5.5 446 3.4 753 4.0

$500‐$749 913 16.3 3,019 22.7 3,932 20.8

$750‐$999 2,161 38.6 6,007 45.3 8,168 43.3

$1,000+ 1,811 32.4 3,294 24.8 5,105 27.1

Total 5,593 100.0 13,273 100.0 18,866 100.0

Median Contract Rent

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau ‐ American Community Survey; Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC

TABLE C‐9

RENTER‐OCCUPIED UNITS BY CONTRACT RENT

ROSEVILLE MARKET AREA

2016

$876 $889$864

MARKET AREAREMAINDERROSEVILLE
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Introduction 
 
Maxfield Research identified and surveyed larger rental properties of eight or more units in 
Roseville.   
 
For purposes of the analysis, rental properties into two groups, general occupancy and senior 
(age restricted).  All senior properties are included in the Senior Housing Analysis section of this 
report.  General occupancy rental properties are divided into three groups, market rate (those 
without income restrictions), affordable, (those receiving tax credits or other assistance to keep 
rents affordable), and subsidized (those with income restrictions based on 30% allocation of 
income to housing). 
 
 

Historic Market Performance 
 
While Roseville has its own housing demand, much of the housing growth is tied to the health 
of the Twin Cities Metro Area as a whole.  The graph on the following page displays vacancy 
rate trends and average rent increases from 2nd Quarter 2013 through 2018.  Data is from 
Marquette Advisors, Inc., which compiles apartment trends quarterly. 
 

 The vacancy rates in Roseville over the period have been extremely low ranging from a low 
of 2.1% to 2.7% which is well below the recommended market equilibrium of 5.0%.  The en‐
tire Twin Cities Metro Area has also experienced very low vacancy rates of 2.2% to 2.9% 
during the same period. 
 

 Due to the uncertainty of the housing market after the Great Recession when it became 
more difficult to qualify for mortgage loans, more households turned to rental housing.  
Although the market has recovered and qualifying for a mortgage is less stringent, the rent‐
al market remains exceptionally strong and continues to exhibit significant pent‐up demand 
due to a lack of for‐sale inventory, strong employment growth and limited new rental de‐
velopment at moderate price points.   
 

 Although the vacancy rate has fluctuated in Roseville and the Twin Cities, vacancy rates 
have remained under 3% for more than two years. 

 

 Due to the decrease in vacancy rates, the average rent in Roseville and the Metro Area has 
increased.  Average rents have risen every year since 2013 from $868 to $981 (13% growth) 
in Roseville and from $979 to $1,164 (19% growth) in the Twin Cities.  

 

 The vacancy rate in Roseville was similar to the Metro Area over the period and has re‐
mained on par with or slightly lower than the Metro Area. 
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 With continued strong demand for rental units, absorption in the Metro Area during the 
first half of 2018 totaled roughly 2,800 units which outpaced newly delivered units in the 
Metro Area at 2,245.  Another 3,500 units are expected to be built in the Metro Area during 
the second half of 2018 for a total of nearly 6,000 new units during the year.  In 2019, there 
is a projected total of 7,000 or more new units estimated to be built.  Half of these new 
units in 2018 are anticipated to be in Minneapolis or St. Paul with that percentage to de‐
cline to 30% during 2019. 
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Table D‐1 shows average monthly rents and vacancies as of 2nd Quarter 2018 by unit type in 
Roseville as well as the other Market Area communities including Falcon Heights/Lauderdale, 
Little Canada, New Brighton, Shoreview/Arden Hills, St. Anthony, and St. Paul (north of I‐94).  
Data is from Marquette Advisors, Inc., which compiles apartment trends quarterly, with 2nd 
Quarter 2018 being the most recent information available. 

 

 Of all the Market Area communities, St. Anthony had the highest average rent at $1,098 and 
Falcon Heights had the lowest average rent at $936.   
 

 Roseville’s rental rates are, on average, lower than average rental rates in Shoreview/Arden 
Hills and St. Anthony, but are higher than Falcon Heights/Lauderdale, Little Canada and New 
Brighton.  

 

 Average monthly rents in Roseville were $723 for studio units, $895 for one‐bedroom units, 
$1,082 for two‐bedroom units, and $1,082 for three‐bedroom units.  Overall, the average 
monthly rent was $981, an increase of 3% from the previous year.   

 

 All other Market Area communities except Falcon Heights/Lauderdale had rent increases 
from the previous year.  Average monthly rents in Falcon Heights/Lauderdale decreased by ‐
0.9%. 

 

 The properties included in the survey are newer and older.  Because the Apartment Trends 
Report does not segment newer properties in each submarket, average rents shown in Ta‐
ble D‐1 are less than what is currently being achieved by the newest properties that have 
come on‐line.  

 

 No Market Area community had an overall vacancy rate above 2.2%.  Roseville and New 
Brighton had the highest vacancy rates of 2.2% and St. Anthony had the lowest vacancy of 
1.0%.  Vacancy rates below 5% indicate that pent‐up demand exists for additional rental 
units in the market.   
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1 BR 2 BR 3 BR/D Average
Total Studio 1 BR w/ Den 2 BR w/ Den 3 BR or 4BR Increase

Units 2,881 63 1,686 98 962 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
No. Vacant 63 1 35 3 16 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Avg. Rent $981 $723 $895 $1,082 $1,095 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ 3.0%
Vacancy 2.2% 1.6% 2.1% 3.1% 1.7% ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐0.4%

Units 559 4 297 ‐‐ 244 ‐‐ 14 ‐‐ ‐‐
No. Vacant 7 0 5 ‐‐ 2 ‐‐ 0 ‐‐ ‐‐
Avg. Rent $936 $750 $854 ‐‐ $1,017 ‐‐ $1,213 ‐‐ ‐0.9%
Vacancy 1.3% 0.0% 1.7% ‐‐ 0.8% ‐‐ 0.0% ‐‐ ‐0.3%

Units 1,225 131 473 ‐‐ 575 ‐‐ 46 ‐‐ ‐‐
No. Vacant 24 1 13 ‐‐ 10 ‐‐ 0 ‐‐ ‐‐
Avg. Rent $961 $688 $885 ‐‐ $1,050 ‐‐ $1,417 ‐‐ 2.9%
Vacancy 2.0% 0.8% 2.7% ‐‐ 1.7% ‐‐ 0.0% ‐‐ 0.2%

Units 1,850 25 653 ‐‐ 1,148 ‐‐ 24 ‐‐ ‐‐
No. Vacant 41 0 15 ‐‐ 22 ‐‐ 2 ‐‐ ‐‐
Avg. Rent $979 $714 $904 ‐‐ $1,010 ‐‐ $1,530 ‐‐ 3.9%
Vacancy 2.2% 0.0% 2.3% ‐‐ 1.9% ‐‐ 8.3% ‐‐ 0.5%

Units 1,209 77 639 ‐‐ 455 ‐‐ 28 2 ‐‐
No. Vacant 21 3 12 ‐‐ 6 ‐‐ 0 0 ‐‐
Avg. Rent $1,054 $760 $924 ‐‐ $1,129 ‐‐ $1,406 $1,759 7.7%
Vacancy 1.7% 3.9% 1.9% ‐‐ 1.3% ‐‐ 0.0% 0.0% 0.2%

Units 967 22 364 68 473 15 25 ‐‐ ‐‐
No. Vacant 10 0 4 0 5 0 1 ‐‐ ‐‐
Avg. Rent $1,098 $932 $991 $1,022 $1,157 $1,290 $1,760 ‐‐ 6.6%
Vacancy 1.0% 0.0% 1.1% 0.0% 1.1% 0.0% 4.0% ‐‐ ‐0.9%

Units 3,580 211 1,831 10 1,495 ‐‐ 33 ‐‐ ‐‐
No. Vacant 59 2 33 0 24 ‐‐ 0 ‐‐ ‐‐
Avg. Rent $997 $811 $896 $1,424 $1,117 ‐‐ $2,333 ‐‐ 3.0%
Vacancy 1.6% 0.9% 1.8% 0.0% 1.6% ‐‐ 0.0% ‐‐ 0.1%

Units 141,518 8,058 62,834 3,421 58,069 1,638 7,046 443 ‐‐
No. Vacant 3,090 154 1,411 80 1,269 33 132 8 ‐‐
Avg. Rent $1,164 $945 $1,028 $1,412 $1,248 $2,009 $1,519 $2,350 4.7%
Vacancy 2.2% 1.9% 2.2% 2.3% 2.2% 2.0% 1.9% 1.8% ‐0.3%

Sources:  Marquette Advisors; Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC
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General Occupancy Rental Properties 
 
Maxfield Research conducted an inventory of the existing general occupancy rental properties 
in Roseville, including market rate, affordable and subsidized housing product types.  The 
inventory included 45 market rate apartment properties (8 units and larger), four affordable 
properties and two subsidized properties in September 2018.  These properties represent a 
combined total of 3,575 units, including 3,098 market rate, 363 affordable and 114 subsidized 
units.  Although we were able to contact and obtain up‐to‐date information on most of the 
rental properties, there were some properties we were unable to reach even after repeated 
attempts.   
 
Information on general occupancy rental communities in Roseville is displayed in Table D‐3.   
 
Market Rate  
 

 In total, Maxfield Research identified 3,098 market rate units in Roseville.  We were able to 
obtain vacancies for 3,019 units that together had 41 vacant units.  Typically, a healthy 
rental market maintains a vacancy rate of 5%, which promotes competitive rent rates, en‐
sures adequate consumer choice and allows for unit turnover.  The current vacancy rate of 
1.4% in Roseville continues to be significantly below market equilibrium, which indicates 
pent‐up demand.  This is similar to that of the vacancy rate in the 2013 Roseville Compre‐
hensive Housing Study of 1.5% but remains significantly lower than the vacancy rate in the 
2009 Study of 5.4%.  
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 Overall the rental stock is relatively old with the majority (89.9%) built before 1980 with The 
Lexington being the newest property (built in 1989) and recently undergoing substantial 
renovation.  The chart on the previous page provides a visual display of market rate units 
and properties built in each decade. 

 

 Of the properties with unit mixes provided, over half of the market rate units in Roseville 
are one‐bedroom units.  The unit breakout by unit type is summarized below.  

 
o Efficiency units:          50 | 2.2% 
o One‐bedroom units:      1,336 | 57.5% 
o One‐bedroom/den units:    18 | 0.8% 
o Two‐bedroom units:      848 | 36.5% 
o Two‐Bedroom/den units:   6 | 0.2% 
o Three‐bedroom units:     64 | 2.8% 

 
 The following are the monthly rent ranges and average rent for each unit type: 

           2013 Study 
o Efficiency units:      $700 to $1,054 | Avg. $830          Avg. $650 
o One‐bedroom units:     $725 to $1,465 | Avg. $958          Avg. $757 
o One‐bedroom/den units:    $900 to $1,196 | Avg. $997          Avg. $815 
o Two‐bedroom units:     $795 to $1,740 | Avg. $1,177         Avg. $914 
o Three‐bedroom units:    $1,050 to $1,830 | Avg. $1,370      Avg. $1,316 

 

 Lexington Apartments & Townhomes and Victoria Place have the highest monthly rents as 
they have the largest units and are the newest and most modern developments in the City. 

 
 Most managers are hesitant to offer a tenant profile as shown by nearly all surveyed 

developments indicating a mix of ages and household types.  Singles, couples and families 
are all represented as well as younger and older households.  Due to the proximity of the 
University of Northwestern‐St. Paul and Bethel University, several developments have col‐
lege students who reside as roommates. 

 
 Compared to the last housing studies completed in July 2009 and March 2013, monthly 

rents have increased substantially.  The average increase over the past four years has been 
about 22% compared to only a 4.6% increase from the 2009 to 2013 studies. 
 

 

Unit Type July 2009

March 

2013

Sept. 

2018

Pct. 

Change

Annual 

Change
Eff $613 $650 $830 27.7% 5.5%
1BR $727 $757 $958 26.6% 5.3%
1BR+D $789 $815 $997 22.3% 4.5%
2BR $863 $914 $1,177 28.8% 5.8%
3BR $1,289 $1,316 $1,370 4.1% 0.8%
Total $820 $858 $1,048 22.1% 4.4%

Change in Monthly Rent
2009/ 2013/ 2018
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Affordable Rental Developments 
 

 Currently, there are 363 affordable housing units in Roseville.  Maxfield Research was 
unable to obtain vacancies at Centennial Commons; however, there were no vacant units at 
Sienna Green I, Sienna Green II and Calibre Ridge, indicating pent‐up demand for additional 
affordable units.   

 

 Aeon rehabilitated 120 units at Sienna Green I and built 50 new units at Sienna Green II in 
2012.  Sienna Green I has 70 units that are income‐restricted to households earning at or 
below 50% AMI, 30 subsidized units whereby residents pay 30% of their adjusted gross in‐
come (AGI), and 20 market rate units.  Sienna Green II has 46 units income‐restricted to 
households earning at or below 60% AMI.  Four, one‐bedroom units are reserved for 
households experiencing long‐term homelessness.  All the units were leased by the time 
Sienna Green II opened in August 2012.  According to staff at Aeon, Roseville is a good fit for 
affordable housing given its geographic location as a first ring suburb, access to public 
transportation, and availability of service‐sector jobs. 
 

 Table D‐2 shows the maximum allowable incomes by household size to qualify for afforda‐
ble housing and maximum gross rents that can be charged by bedroom size in Ramsey 
County.  These incomes are published and revised annually by the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development (HUD) and published separately by the Minnesota Housing Finance 
Agency (MHFA) based on the date the project was placed into service.  Fair Market Rents 
(FMRs) are used to determine payment standard amounts for the Housing Choice Voucher 
program, initial renewal rents for some expiring project‐based Section 8 contracts, initial 
rents for housing assistance payment (HAP) contracts in the Moderate Rehabilitation Single 
Room Occupancy program (Mod Rehab), rent ceilings for rental units in both the HOME In‐
vestment Partnerships program and the Emergency Solution Grants program, calculation of 
maximum award amounts for Continuum of Care recipients and the maximum amount of 
rent a recipient may pay for property leased with Continuum of Care funds, and calculation 
of flat rents in Public Housing units. This table is used as a basis for determining the pay‐
ment standard amount used to calculate the maximum monthly subsidy for households us‐
ing Housing Choice Vouchers.   
 

 In addition to properties that operate as affordable housing under a subsidy program, the 
age and market position of Roseville’s rental housing stock results in many properties that 
provide Naturally Occurring Affordable Housing (NOAH).  According to MHFA, fair market 
rents in Ramsey County are currently $711 for efficiency units, $864 for one‐bedroom units, 
$1,089 for two‐bedroom units, and $1,547 for three‐bedroom units.  Based on our review of 
market rent rates in Table D‐3, roughly 34% of the total units would be at or below fair mar‐
ket rent levels established by HUD.  Hence, the increase in rental rates has reduced the 
number of affordable units even among older properties.  Some of the older properties are 
indirectly satisfy some demand for affordable housing in Roseville. 
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Subsidized Rental Developments 
 

 The City of Roseville has only three project‐based Section 8 developments.  Coventry has 92 
family units and 101 senior units.  One household member must have a qualifying disability 
to live at Roselawn Village Apartments.  The third development, Roseville Senior House, has 
127 units and is fully age‐restricted (62+). 

 

 Although market equilibrium for subsidized housing is a vacancy rate of 5%, subsidized 
housing developments have been able to maintain occupancy rates of 3% or less in most 
market areas due to the depth of need for very low‐income housing.  There is currently a 
closed waiting list of three to five years (total of 150 names) for the family component at 
Coventry and no vacant units.   

 

 In addition to project‐based Section 8 housing, some rental developments will accept 
Section 8 vouchers to serve extremely low‐income households.  Policies for Section 8 
vouchers vary by development: some will accept vouchers only from existing residents 
while others will accept vouchers from new residents; some do not accept vouchers at all.   

1 pph 2 phh 3 phh 4 phh 5 phh 6 phh 7 phh 8 phh

30% of median $19,850 $22,650 $25,500 $28,300 $30,600 $33,740 $38,060 $42,830

50% of median $33,050 $37,750 $42,450 $47,150 $50,950 $54,700 $58,500 $62,250

60% of median $39,660 $45,300 $50,940 $56,580 $61,140 $65,640 $70,200 $74,700

80% of median $50,350 $57,550 $64,750 $71,900 $77,700 $83,450 $89,200 $94,950

EFF 1BR 2BR 3BR 4BR

30% of median $495 $531 $636 $735 $820

50% of median $826 $885 $1,061 $1,226 $1,367

60% of median $991 $1,062 $1,273 $1,471 $1,641

80% of median $1,258 $1,438 $1,618 $1,797 $1,942

EFF 1BR 2BR 3BR 4BR

Fair Market Rent $711 $864 $1,089 $1,547 $1,812

Sources:  MHFA, HUD,  Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC

Fair Market Rent

TABLE D‐2
MHFA/HUD INCOME AND RENT LIMITS

RAMSEY COUNTY ‐ 2018

Income Limits by Household Size

Maximum Gross Rent
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Year Total
Project Name/ Address Built Units Vacant Resident Profile Description/Comments

Aquarius Apartments 1969/ 99 0 17 ‐ EFF $790 ‐ $850 346 ‐ 600
2425 County Rd C2 W 1972 1 64 ‐ 1BR 727 ‐ 760

1 18 ‐ 2BR $1,375 ‐ $1,450 1,030 ‐ 1,125

Centennial Commons 1966/ 46 0 1 ‐ EFF
2815‐2845 Pascal St 1967 0 22 ‐ 1BR 650 ‐ 775

0 22 ‐ 2BR 836 ‐ 1,008
0 1 ‐ 3BR

Dale Terrace Apartments 1971 42 0 24 ‐ 1BR
720 County Rd B W 0 18 ‐ 2BR $1,025 ‐ $1,065 938 ‐ 1,082

Rose Park apartments 1963 11 0 10 ‐ 1BR
1634 County Road B W 0 1 ‐ 2BR

Hamline Terrace 1966 102 0 7 ‐ EFF $730 ‐ $870 275 ‐ 670
1360‐1410 Terrace Dr 0 64 ‐ 1BR $960 ‐ $1,045 700 ‐ 750

0 31 ‐ 2BR $1,150 ‐ $1,345 950 ‐ 1,100

Hillsborough Apartments 1970 206 6 na ‐ 1BR $1,004 ‐ $1,054
2335‐2345 Woodbridge St 0 na ‐ 1BR/D
240‐250 Grandview Avenue 1 na ‐ 2BR $1,200 ‐ $1,315 952 ‐ 1,210

0 na ‐ 3BR

Hilltop Apartments 1964 34 na 34 ‐ 1BR
160 & 170 Elmer Street

Karie Dale Apartments 1964 44 0 41 ‐ 1BR $775 ‐ $878 650 ‐ 725
2355‐2393 Dale St 0 3 ‐ 2BR $968 ‐ $990 830 ‐ 990

Larpenteur Square 1961 17 1 na ‐ 1BR
655 Larpenteur Avenue W 2 na ‐ 2BR

Lexington Court 1961 52 0 na ‐ 1BR
2200 Lexington Avenue N 0 na ‐ 2BR

0 na ‐ 3BR

Lexlawn Apartments 1962 34 0 13 ‐ 1BR
1943 Lexginton Ave N 0 21 ‐ 2BR
1125 Roselawn Avenue

Lexington Twin Apartments 1964 22 0 22 ‐ 1BR $850 ‐ $900 700 ‐ 725
1890 Lexington Ave N

Marion Street/Brittany Apartments 1970 277 0 na ‐ 1BR
175‐195 Larpenteur Ave W 0 na ‐ 2BR
1722‐1739 Woodbridge Court
1720, 1735, 1740, 1745, 1750 Marion St
McCarrons Apartments 1959 56 0 27 ‐ 1BR 515 ‐ 640
166 & 204 N McCarrons Blvd 0 36 ‐ 2BR
161 McCarrons Street

Mix of ages/household types. Two buildings with 17 units each. 12 garages. Accepts 

Section 8 vouchers.

Mix of ages/household types. Three‐story building with detached parking.700
800

$825
$925

$845
$945

1,500

$825
$925 730

$795

730

Mix of residents; various 

household types and ages.

Four, eleven‐unit buildings with attached garage parking. 

Accepts Section 8 vouchers.

$950
$1,050

Market/Base
Unit Mix Rent Ranges Unit Size

Mixed income building with 46 market rate units and 

144 affordable units.  Four, three‐story buildings with 

detached garage parking.  Property was recently 

rehabbed. Accepts Section 8 Vouchers

Mixed resident profile.  Some 

college students, resident 

doctors, families, seniors.

Three‐story building with attached underground garage 

parking.  Woodbridge Street building accepts Section 8 

vouchers.

Three‐story building with underground parking.

Two, three‐story buildings with garage parking. 

Mix of ages/household types. Three‐story building with surface parking.590
750

$800
$925

650
925
1,050

$1,196 900

$1,600

TABLE D‐3
MARKET RATE GENERAL OCCUPANCY RENTAL PROJECTS

CITY OF ROSEVILLE
September 2018

Market Rate Rental

na

Wide variety of tenants, 

diverse mix, university 

students

Young professionals.  Some 

college students and some 

seniors.  Few families.

Family rental community.

Mix of ages/household types.$925

726

600$774
$978
$1,200
$1,620 1,566

Five, two‐ & three‐story buildings with garden level.  

Detached garages.  Accepts Section 8 vouchers.

Small families, single mothers 

with children, a few young 

couples.

Some families, no students. 

na
na

Mix of ages/household types. Five, Three‐story buildings with detached garages.  

Accepts Section 8 vouchers.

Two, two‐story buildings with eleven units each.  Accepts 

Section 8 vouchers.

Two, three‐story buildings.  

Generally occupied by older 

adults.

775
875

$980

$1,095

$725

CONTINUED

Two, three‐story buildings.  Accepts Section 8 vouchers.Mix of ages/household types.

Two, two‐story buildings with underground garage 

parking.

770
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Palisades of Roseville 1970 330 1 240 ‐ 1BR $942 ‐ $1,164 770 ‐ 808
535‐570 Sandhurst Dr 1 90 ‐ 2BR $1,225 ‐ $1,465 1,170 ‐ 1,216

Parkview Apartments 1962 34 0 10 ‐ 1BR
2202‐2210 Dale Street 0 24 ‐ 2BR

Riviera Apartments 1974 96 1 72 ‐ 1BR 820 ‐ 864
885 Hwy 36 W 0 21 ‐ 2BR $950 ‐ $980 1,020 ‐ 1,250

0 3 ‐ 3BR

Rose 8 Estates 1969 85 0 1 ‐ EFF
3050 Old Highway 8 0 65 ‐ 1BR 555 ‐ 702

0 19 ‐ 2BR

Rose Mall Apartments 1964 162 1 72 ‐ 1BR
2190‐2200 N Pascal Street 3 90 ‐ 2BR $1,150 ‐ $1,180
2201‐2221 Albert Street
1430‐1440 Commerce Street

Rose Park Apartments 1958/ 44 0 29 ‐ 1BR $775 ‐ $860
1614/1615/1634/1635 Eldridge Ave. 1959 15 ‐ 2BR $900 ‐ $1,025

Rose Place Estates 1959/ 22 0 22 ‐ 1BR $795 ‐ $860
2128/2136 Fry Street 1960

Rose Vista Apts/TH 1950 175 0 9 ‐ EFF $889 ‐ $988 500 ‐ 550
1222‐1238 Rose Vista Ct 1 83 ‐ 1BR $999 ‐ $1,219 650 ‐ 675

0 3 ‐ 1BR Lux $1,141 ‐ $1,350
2 62 ‐ 2BR $1,135 ‐ $1,355 750 ‐ 800
0 16 ‐ 2BR/TH $1,454 ‐ $1,654 1,050 ‐ 1,100
0 2 ‐ 3BR/TH $1,410 ‐ $1,717

Rosedale Estates North 1969 180 0 12 ‐ EFF $760 ‐ $820
2835 Rice Street 0 111 ‐ 1BR $890 ‐ $970

0 12 ‐ 1BR/D $1,000 ‐ $1,090
0 39 ‐ 2BR $1,100 ‐ $1,300
0 6 ‐ 2BR/D $1,200 ‐ $1,400 1,300 ‐ 1,500

Rosedale Estates South 1970 180 0 na ‐ EFF $760 ‐ $820
2735 Rice Street 0 na ‐ 1BR $890 ‐ $970 700 ‐ 750

0 na ‐ 2BR $1,100 ‐ $1,300 950 ‐ 1,000

Rosehill Estates 1962/ 51 2 27 ‐ 1BR 700 ‐ 760
591 & 601 County Road B 1963 2 24 ‐ 2BR 740 ‐ 780
2194 Dale Street

Rosetree Apartments 1970 48 0 3 ‐ EFF
655 W Hwy 36 2 31 ‐ 1BR

0 14 ‐ 2BR

Three, two‐story buildings with garden level.  17 units 

each (one building is all 1BRs; other buildings are mixed).  

Accepts Section 8 vouchers.

Mix of ages/household types. Three‐story buildings with detached garages.  Typically 

full ‐‐ lowered rents to attract residents.

$895

Total of 17, two‐story buildings.  The three, one‐

bedroom luxury units were built more recently and are 

located above the office.  These units have additional 

amenities (i.e., in‐unit W/D, skylights, vaulted ceilings, 

etc.)

Wide variety of tenants; 

diverse mix.

The majority of residents are 

college students who reside as 

roommates and young 

couples.

650

Mostly singles or couples.  

September 2018

Market/Base

CONTINUED

Mix of ages/household types.   Three, three‐story buildings with underground parking.

Mix of ages/household types.

Diverse mix of tenants. Two, three‐story buildings.  Allows a maximum of three 

people per apartment.  Accepts Section 8 vouchers.

880
1,000

$1,050

765

Unit Mix Rent Ranges Unit Size

Market Rate Rental

$849

Wide variety of tenants; a 

greater pct. of seniors used to 

occupy the building. 

Four, three‐story buildings with surface/street parking.  

Will accept Section 8 vouchers for existing residents.

Wide variety of tenants; 

diverse mix.

Two, three‐story buildings.  Recently renovated kitchens.

Two, three‐story buildings with surface/street parking.  

Will accept Section 8 vouchers for existing residents.

$795

Three, three‐story buildings with 32 units each. 

$700

$1,045

$845

1,050

$930

Mix of ages/household types.

Mix of household types and 

ages.

Three‐story building with underground parking.

Mix of household types and 

ages.

Three‐story building with underground parking.  Vacancy 

rate has been stable (roughly 30 units) for at least the 

past 18 months.

Three‐story building with underground and off‐street 

parking.

460
800

$850
$950

$820

$1,059
$1,479

465

820

1,400

750

510
750

600

450

450
800
950
1,000

1,058

TABLE D‐3 (continued)
MARKET RATE GENERAL OCCUPANCY RENTAL PROJECTS

CITY OF ROSEVILLE
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Roseville Terrace 1960 36 0 14 ‐ 1BR
1760 Fernwood Street 0 22 ‐ 2BR
1759 Dunlap Street

Roseville Townhomes 1966/ 40 0 40 ‐ 2BR 1,200 ‐ 1,517
3085 Old Highway 8 1967

Snelling Curve Apts. 1963 17 0 9 ‐ 1BR $820 ‐ $850 650 ‐ 700
2610 Snelling Curve 0 8 ‐ 2BR $845 ‐ $975 800 ‐ 850

South Oaks Apartments 1963 24 0 12 ‐ 1BR
1080 County Rd D 1 6 ‐ 1BR/D

0 6 ‐ 2BR

Sun Place Apartments 1971 30 0 24 ‐ 1BR $773 ‐ $860
1721 Marion St 0 6 ‐ 2BR $870 ‐ $960

0
Talia Place 1964 11 na 10 ‐ 1BR
3020 Old Highway 8 na 1 ‐ 2BR

Terrace Park 1979 36 0 23 ‐ 1BR $880 ‐ $975
1420 Terrace Dr 0 13 ‐ 2BR $985 ‐ $1,065

Lexington Apartment & Townhomes 1989 254
2755 Lexington Ave 3 66 ‐ 1BR $1,295 ‐ $1,340 875 ‐ 900

2 60 ‐ 2BR $1,495 ‐ $1,530 1,040 ‐ 1,120
2 24 ‐ 3BR $1,710 ‐ $1,770 1,190 ‐ 1,275

2 26 ‐ 1BR TH $1,410 ‐ $1,465
2 52 ‐ 2BR TH $1,585 ‐ $1,600 1,070 ‐ 1,120
0 26 ‐ 3BR TH 1,145 ‐ 1,550

Victoria Place 1986 58 0 30 ‐ 1BR $1,170 ‐ $1,335 800 ‐ 960
2250 Victoria St 0 20 ‐ 2BR $1,450 ‐ $1,740 1,050 ‐ 1,200

1 8 ‐ 3BR $1,745 ‐ $1,810

1144 Dionne Street 1962 23 na na ‐ 1BR
1144 Dionne Street na na ‐ 2BR

1363 County Road B W 1965 11 0 5 ‐ 1BR 600 ‐ 650
1363 County Road B W 0 6 ‐ 2BR

Rose Park Commons 1960 11 0 11 ‐ 1BR $760 ‐ $840
1610 W County Road B

1624 Eldridge Avenue 1958 11 0 11 ‐ 2BR $795 ‐ $855
1624 Eldridge Avenue

Skillman Flats 1957 14 0 14 ‐ 1BR
1629 Skillman Avenue

Mix of ages/household types.

625

Mix of ages/household types: 

college students, working 

prof., seniors.

Luxury community with clubhouse, outdoor pool, fitness 

center. One onderground parking included in rent. TH‐

style units have attached garage.

Mix of ages/household types.

$875

Market/Base
Unit Mix Rent Ranges Unit Size

Three‐story building with surface parking.

Three‐story building with detached garage parking.  

Accepts Section 8 vouchers.

Older adult single households; 

college students.

Three‐story building with detached garage parking.  Does 

not accept Section 8 vouchers.

Two‐story building with detached garage and surface 

parking. Accepts Section 8 vouchers.na
na
na

Mix of ages/household types.

Mix of ages/household types. Two‐story building with off‐street parking.   

Three‐story building with surface/street parking. Will 

accept Section 8 vouchers for existing residents. 

800
Mix of ages/household types. Two‐story building with off‐street parking.

Mix of ages/household types. Two, two‐story buildings with surface/street parking. 

Will accept Section 8 vouchers for existing residents.

600

800

$825

720
985

Mostly working professionals; 

only one family.

$850
$900
$950

750

$975
750
875

Three‐story building with detached garage and surface 

parking.

CONTINUED

Market Rate Rental

MARKET RATE GENERAL OCCUPANCY RENTAL PROJECTS

$1,360

TABLE D‐3 (continued)

na
na

$770
$995

na

CITY OF ROSEVILLE
September 2018

Mostly families Townhome units with attached garage. Outdoor pool. 

Some families, no students. Two, three‐story buildings with detacbed garage and 

surface parking.  Accepts Section 8 vouchers.

Three‐story building with underground and surface 

parking.

Two‐story building with underground parking.  Luxury 

community with community room, fitness center, game 

room.

Mix of ages/household types:  

students from Bethel & 

Northwestern; families; 

seniors.

Apartments

Townhomes

1,260

$1,830

450

900

600
685
950

715
920
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1647 W County Road B 1958 11 0 11 ‐ 2BR $940 ‐ $1,000
1647 W County Road B

2125 & 2133 Pascal Street 1958 22 0 22 ‐ 2BR
2125 & 2133 Pascal St

2447 County Road B W 1962 17 0 na ‐ 1BR
2447 County Road B W 0 na ‐ 2BR

2900 Highcrest Road 1964 11 na na ‐ 1BR
2900 Highcrest Road na na ‐ 2BR

Highcrest Haven 1965 12 0 6 ‐ 1BR
2950 Highcrest Road 0 6 ‐ 2BR

Total/Average 3,098 41

Calibre Ridge 1993 49 0 2 ‐ 2BR
155 Capital View Avenue 0 47 ‐ 3BR

Centennial Commons 1966/ 144 0 1 ‐ EFF
2815‐2845 Pascal St 1967 0 69 ‐ 1BR 480 ‐ 700

0 3 ‐ 1BR/D
0 68 ‐ 2BR 770 ‐ 1,008
0 3 ‐ 3BR 974 ‐ 1,672

Sienna Green I 1968 120 0 20 ‐ 1BR MR
2225‐2265 Snelling Ave Rehab 70 ‐ 1BR AFF

Aeon 2012 30 ‐ 1BR SUB

Sienna Green II 2012 50 0 4 ‐ 1BR
2275 Snelling Ave 0 30 ‐ 2BR $873 ‐ $932
Aeon 0 16 ‐ 3BR

Total/Average 363 0

Roselawn Village Apartments 2004 22 0 16 ‐ 1BR
1074 Roselawn Ave W 0 6 ‐ 2BR

Coventry  1978 92 0 41 ‐ 1BR
2820 Snelling Ave N 0 39 ‐ 2BR

0 12 ‐ 3BR

Total/Average 114 0

1.3%

338

890

$676 1BR units reserved for those suffering long‐term 

homelessness. 2 and 3BR units affordable at 60% AMI.

Five, three‐story apartment buildings. 70 units affordable 

at 50% AMI, 20 market rate units, 30 subsidized.  Six 

subsidized units reserved for those suffering long‐term 

homelessness.

Mix of ages/household types. Three story building with surface and detached garage 

parking.

na

620
780

$961 1,139
930
535

1,300$1,250
1,300

$842 430
430

Mostly families

Source: Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC

Section 8.  Multiple buildings. 103‐unit senior 

component; 92‐unit family component. Waiting list: 3 to 

5 yrs for family component.

N/A

60% AMI townhome units with attached garage parking.  

Two bedroom units are handicap accessible.  2 year wait 

list currently closed.

N/A

Subsidized Rental

N/A30% AMI Families of all ages. 

30% AMI N/A Housing for persons with 

disabilities

PRAC 811.  One household member must have a 

qualifying disability.N/A

30% AGI

Mostly singles & couples.  Mix 

of ages.

All families. 

$715

$676

Family rental community. Mixed income building with 46 market rate units and 

144 affordable units.  Four, three‐story buildings with 

detached garage parking.  Accepts Section 8  Vouchers.  

60% AMI limit.

Mix of ages/household types. Three‐story building with detached garages and off‐

street parking.

Two, two‐story buildings with surface parking.

$935
$1,065

430

$1,133
$1,133
$1,391

702
820

na
na
na

Three story building with surface parking.

Affordable Rental

na

$950
$850

Three‐story building with garage and off‐street parking. 725

Market/Base

$901

Mix of ages/household types.

CITY OF ROSEVILLE

Market Rate Rental

September 2018

$999

TABLE D‐3 (continued)
MARKET RATE GENERAL OCCUPANCY RENTAL PROJECTS

Unit Mix Rent Ranges Unit Size

$1,070
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Pending Rental Developments  
 
Maxfield Research interviewed City staff in Roseville and the communities in the Market Area 
to determine pending and planned rental developments.   
 
Roseville 
 
Sand Companies has proposed to develop market rate and affordable rental housing on a 
redevelopment site at the intersection of Old Highway 8 and County Road D in the northwest 
corner of the City.  Phase I is planned to have 59 units of affordable (tax credit) housing in one 
building.  Subsequent phases are anticipated to include market rate and affordable rental 
housing (a total of 145 units). 
 
Shoreview 
 
The Loden SV (GRECO) is currently under construction at 1005 Gramsie Road in Shoreview.  The 
project will have 200 market rate rental units in Phase I and will open October 2018.  After 
roughly 60% of Phase I is leased they will begin construction on Phase II which will consist of 
another 200 units.  This development is located just outside of the market area north of Inter‐
state 694. 
 
JPL has proposed a 300‐unit market rate apartment building and 78 units of market rate rental 
townhomes in Shoreview on Rice Creek Parkway between County Road J & I.  The project has 
been approved but no permits have been issued as of the completion of this study.  This project 
is in the Market Area and is anticipated to move forward soon. 
 
St. Anthony 
 
The proposed redevelopment of the former manufactured housing site in St. Anthony with 
upwards of 700 units was denied by the City Council.  The developer is working to attract 
households that need affordable housing back to the Site with a plan to redevelop the property 
again with manufactured homes. 
 
Arden Hills 
 
Rice Creek Commons, the former TCAAP site, is planned to begin Phase I development by 2020.  
Multifamily housing will be one component of the development and some of the multifamily 
component may be developed as a part of Phase I.  Full development is estimated to result in 
1,460 residential units, of which an estimated 400 units may be rental. 
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Naturally Occurring Affordable Housing (i.e. Unsubsidized Affordable) 
 
Although affordable housing is typically associated with an income‐restricted property, there 
are other housing units in communities that indirectly provide affordable housing.  Housing 
units that were not developed or designated with income guidelines (i.e. assisted) yet are more 
affordable than other units in a community are considered “naturally‐occurring” or “unsubsi‐
dized affordable” units.  This rental supply is available through the private market, versus 
assisted housing programs through various government agencies.  Property values on these 
units are lower based on a combination of factors, such as: age of structure/housing stock, 
location, condition, size, functionally obsolete, school district, etc.   
 
According to the Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard University, the privately unsubsi‐
dized housing stock supplies three times as many low‐cost affordable units than assisted 
projects nationwide.  Unlike assisted rental developments, most unsubsidized affordable units 
are scattered across small properties (one‐ to four‐unit structures) or in older multifamily 
structures.  Many of these older developments are vulnerable to redevelopment due to their 
age, modest rents, and deferred maintenance.   
 
Because many of these properties have rents that are affordable, project‐based and private 
housing markets cannot be easily separated.  Some households may income‐qualify for both 
market rate and project‐based affordable housing, although the gap is widening between 
market rate and affordable properties as rents in the private market continue to escalate.  
Therefore, it is important to recognize the naturally‐occurring affordable housing stock to 
quantify the proportion of renters that might be eligible for housing assistance based on 
income.  Table D‐4 illustrates monthly rents by unit type and household size as they relate to 
affordability.  Tables D‐5 and D‐6 presents a breakdown of all market rate general‐occupancy 
rental projects by household size and area median income (AMI) based on year built.  Tables D‐
7 and D‐8 summarizes project data from Tables D‐5 and D‐6 based on unit type and affordabil‐
ity.   
 

 Among the 3,098 market rate units found in the Market Area, 2,404 units were inventoried 
by unit mix and monthly rents.  Of those, 15.1% of the units are affordable to householders 
with incomes at 30% of AMI, 44.6% of the units are affordable at 50%, 28.9% of the units 
are affordable at 60% of AMI.  An estimated 11.4% of units are affordable to households 
with incomes at 80% AMI.   
 

 There are no market rate general occupancy rental properties constructed after 1989.  
Thus, we found no Class A rental properties in Roseville. 

 

 For properties built between 1980 and 1999, 73 units are affordable to households with 
incomes at 60% of AMI while 239 units are affordable to households with incomes at 80% 
AMI.  There are no other units affordable at any other percentage. 
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 For properties built prior to 1980, 364 units are affordable to households with incomes at 
30% of AMI; 1,072 units are affordable to households with incomes at 50% of AMI, 622 
units are affordable at 60%, and 34 units are affordable to households with incomes at 80% 
of AMI. 

 

 In total, half of studio units are affordable to households with incomes at 30% and the other 
half at 50% of AMI.  Of all one‐bedroom units inventoried, 78.5% are affordable to house‐
holds with incomes at 50% or 60% of AMI.  Of all two‐bedroom units, 65% are affordable to 
households with incomes at 50% or 60% of AMI and of all three‐bedroom units, 98.5% are 
affordable to households with incomes at 60% or less of AMI.   
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Unit Type1 Min Max Min.    Max. Min.    Max. Min.    Max. Min.    Max. Min.    Max. Min.    Max.

Studio 1 1 $496 ‐ $496 $826 ‐ $826 $992 ‐ $992 $1,259 ‐ $1,259 $1,650 ‐ $1,650 $1,980 ‐ $1,980

1BR    1 2 $496 ‐ $566 $826 ‐ $944 $992 ‐ $1,133 $1,259 ‐ $1,439 $1,650 ‐ $1,885 $1,980 ‐ $2,262

2BR    2 4 $566 ‐ $708 $944 ‐ $1,179 $1,133 ‐ $1,415 $1,439 ‐ $1,798 $1,885 ‐ $2,358 $2,262 ‐ $2,829

3BR 3 6 $638 ‐ $844 $1,061 ‐ $1,368 $1,274 ‐ $1,641 $1,619 ‐ $2,086 $2,123 ‐ $2,735 $2,547 ‐ $3,282

4BR 4 8 $708 ‐ $1,071 $1,179 ‐ $1,556 $1,415 ‐ $1,868 $1,798 ‐ $2,374 $2,358 ‐ $3,113 $2,829 ‐ $3,735

Sources:  HUD, Novogradac, Maxfield Research and Consulting, LLC

TABLE D‐4

1 One‐bedroom plus den and two‐bedroom plus den units are classified as 1BR and 2BR units, respectively.  To be classified as a bedroom, a den must have a 

window and closet.

MAXIMUM RENT BASED ON HOUSEHOLD SIZE AND AREA MEDIAN INCOME

RAMSEY COUNTY ‐ 2018

Note:  4‐person Ramsey County AMI is $94,300 (2018)

HHD Size

Maximum Rent Based on Household Size (@30% of Income)

30% 60% 80% 100% 120%50%
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Unit Type/Project Name Units Min Max 30% 50% 60% 80% 100% 120%

Studio
None ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

One‐Bedroom
Lexington Apartments 66 $1,295  ‐ $1,340 $51,800 ‐ $53,600 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ 66 ‐‐ ‐‐
Lexington Townhomes 26 $1,410  ‐ $1,465 $56,400 ‐ $58,600 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ 26 ‐‐ ‐‐
Victoria Place 30 $1,170  ‐ $1,335 $46,800 ‐ $53,400 ‐‐ ‐‐ 15 15 ‐‐ ‐‐

Total/Median 122 ‐‐ ‐‐ 15 107 ‐‐ ‐‐

One‐Bedroom plus Den
None ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

Two‐Bedroom
Lexington Apartments 60 $1,495  ‐ $1,530 $59,800 ‐ $61,200 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ 60 ‐‐ ‐‐
Lexington Townhomes 52 $1,585  ‐ $1,600 $63,400 ‐ $64,000 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ 52 ‐‐ ‐‐
Victoria Place 20 $1,450  ‐ $1,740 $58,000 ‐ $69,600 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ 20 ‐‐ ‐‐

Total/Median 132 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ 132 ‐‐ ‐‐

Two‐Bedroom + Den
None ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

Three Bedroom
Lexington Apartments 24 $1,710  ‐ $1,770 $68,400 ‐ $70,800 ‐‐ ‐‐ 24 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Lexington Townhomes 26 $1,830  ‐ $1,830 $73,200 ‐ $73,200 ‐‐ ‐‐ 26 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Victoria Place 8 $1,745  ‐ $1,810 $69,800 ‐ $72,400 ‐‐ ‐‐ 8 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

Total/Median 58 ‐‐ ‐‐ 58 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

1 Based on a 30% allocation of income to housing for general‐occupancy.  Senior housing projects were excluded from the calculation. 

Source:  Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC

$1,790

2 Market rate housing that has rents that could be classified as "unsubsidized affordable" units based on the monthly rents and adjusted for 

household size.

$1,558

September 2018

TABLE D‐5
MULTIFAMILY MARKET RATE RENTAL DEVELOPMENTS

NATURALLY OCCURRING RENTAL HOUSING
CLASS B RENTAL PROPERTIES (CONSTRUCTED FROM 1980 THROUGH 1999)

CITY OF ROSEVILLE

Rent Range Min. Income Market Rate Affordability by AMI2

Needed to Afford1

$1,338

0 0

73

239

0 0
0

50

100

150

200

250

300

30% 50% 60% 80% 100% 120%

N
u
m
b
e
r 
o
f 
U
n
it
s

Naturally Occuring by AMI

Properties Built 1980 through 1999
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Unit Type/Project Name Units Min Max 30% 50% 60% 80% 100% 120%

Studio
Aquarius Apartments 17 $790 ‐ $850 $31,600 ‐ $34,000 8 9 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Centennial Commons 1 $774 ‐ $774 $30,960 ‐ $30,960 1 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Hamline Terace 7 $730 ‐ $870 $29,200 ‐ $34,800 4 3 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Rose 8 Estates 1 $700 ‐ $700 $28,000 ‐ $28,000 1 1 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Rose Vista Apts./TH 9 $889 ‐ $988 $35,560 ‐ $39,520 ‐‐ 9 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Rosedale Estates North 12 $760 ‐ $820 $30,400 ‐ $32,800 12 ‐‐ ‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Rosedale Estates South na $760 ‐ $820 $30,400 ‐ $32,800 X ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Rosetree Apartments 3 $849 ‐ $849 $33,960 ‐ $33,960 ‐‐ 3 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

Total/Median 50 26 25 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

One‐Bedroom
Aquarius Apartments 64 $1,095  ‐ $1,095 $43,800 ‐ $43,800 ‐‐ ‐‐ 64 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Centennial Commons 22 $978  ‐ $978 $39,120 ‐ $39,120 ‐‐ 22 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Dale Terrace Apartments 24 $925  ‐ $925 $37,000 ‐ $37,000 ‐‐ 24 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Rose Park Apartments 10 $800  ‐ $800 $32,000 ‐ $32,000 10 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Hamline Terrace 64 $960  ‐ $1,045 $38,400 ‐ $41,800 ‐‐ 25 39 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Hillsborough Apartments na $1,004  ‐ $1,054 $40,160 ‐ $42,160 ‐‐ ‐‐ X ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Hilltop Apartments 34 na  ‐ na na ‐ na ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Karie Dale Apartments 41 $775  ‐ $878 $31,000 ‐ $35,120 ‐‐ 20 21 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Larpenteur Square na $825  ‐ $825 $33,000 ‐ $33,000 X ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Lexington Court na $725  ‐ $725 $29,000 ‐ $29,000 X ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Lexlawn Apartments 13 $845  ‐ $845 $33,800 ‐ $33,800 ‐‐ 13 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Lexington Twin Apartments 22 $850  ‐ $900 $34,000 ‐ $36,000 ‐‐ 22 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Marion Street/Brittany Apts. na $795  ‐ $795 $31,800 ‐ $31,800 X ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
McCarrons Apartments 27 $825  ‐ $825 $33,000 ‐ $33,000 27 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Palisades of Roseville 240 $942  ‐ $1,164 $37,680 ‐ $46,560 ‐‐ 240 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Parkview Apartments 10 $795  ‐ $795 $31,800 ‐ $31,800 10 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Riviera Apartments 72 $845 ‐ $845 $33,800 ‐ $33,800 ‐‐ 72 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Rose 8 Estates 65 $820 ‐ $820 $32,800 ‐ $32,800 65 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Rose Mall Apartments 72 $1,050 ‐ $1,050 $42,000 ‐ $42,000 ‐‐ ‐‐ 72 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Rose Park Apartments 29 $775 ‐ $860 $31,000 ‐ $34,400 20 9 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Rose Place Estates 22 $795 ‐ $860 $31,800 ‐ $34,400 14 8 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Rose Vista Apts./TH 85 $999 ‐ $1,350 $39,960 ‐ $54,000 ‐‐ ‐‐ 83 3 ‐‐ ‐‐
Rosedale Estates North 86 $890 ‐ $970 $35,600 ‐ $38,800 ‐‐ 86 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Rosedale Estates South 111 $890 ‐ $970 $35,600 ‐ $38,800 ‐‐ 111 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Rosehill Estates 27 $850 ‐ $850 $34,000 ‐ $34,000 ‐‐ 27 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Rosetree Apartments 31 $1,059 ‐ $1,059 $42,360 ‐ $42,360 ‐‐ ‐‐ 31 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Roseville Terrace 14 $875 ‐ $875 $35,000 ‐ $35,000 ‐‐ 14 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Snelling Curve Apartments 9 $820 ‐ $850 $32,800 ‐ $34,000 ‐‐ 9 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
South Oaks Apartments 12 $850 ‐ $850 $34,000 $34,000 ‐‐ 12 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Sun Place Apartments 24 $773 ‐ $860 $30,920 ‐ $34,400 16 8 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Talia Place 10 na ‐ na na ‐ na ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Terrace Park 23 $880 ‐ $975 $35,200 $39,000 ‐‐ 23 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
1144 Dionne Street na na ‐ na na ‐ na ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
1363 County Road B W 5 $770 ‐ $770 $30,800 ‐ $30,800 5 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Rose Park Commons 11 $760 ‐ $840 $30,400 ‐ $33,600 6 5 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Skillman Flats 14 $825 ‐ $825 $33,000 ‐ $33,000 14 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
2447 County  Road B W na $850 ‐ $950 $34,000 ‐ $38,000 ‐‐ X ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
2900 Highcrest Road na na ‐ na na ‐ na ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Highcrest Haven 6 $935 ‐ $935 $37,400 $37,400 ‐‐ 6 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

Total/Median 1,299 187 756 310 3 ‐‐ ‐‐

One‐Bedroom plus Den
Hillsbourough Apartments na $1,196  ‐ $1,196 $47,840 ‐ $47,840 ‐‐ ‐‐ X ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Rosedale Estates North 12 $1,000  ‐ $1,090 $40,000 ‐ $43,600 ‐‐ ‐‐ 12 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
South Oaks Apartments 6 $1,198  ‐ $1,198 $47,920 ‐ $47,920 ‐‐ ‐‐ 6 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

Total/Median 18 ‐‐ ‐‐ 18 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

Rent Range Min. Income Market Rate Affordability by AMI2

TABLE D‐6
MULTIFAMILY MARKET RATE RENTAL DEVELOPMENTS

NATURALLY OCCURRING RENTAL HOUSING

CITY OF ROSEVILLE
September 2018

CLASS C RENTAL PROPERTIES (CONSTRUCTED PRIOR TO 1980)

Needed to Afford1

$805

$850

$1,196

Continued
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Unit Type/Project Name Units Min Max 30% 50% 60% 80% 100% 120%

Two‐Bedroom
Aquarius Apartments 18 $1,375  ‐ $1,450 $55,000 ‐ $58,000 ‐‐ ‐‐ 18 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Centennial Commons 22 $1,200  ‐ $1,200 $48,000 ‐ $48,000 ‐‐ ‐‐ 22 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Dale Terrace Apartments 18 $1,025 ‐ $1,065 $41,000 ‐ $42,600 ‐‐ 18 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Rose Park Apartments 1 $925  ‐ $925 $37,000 ‐ $37,000 1 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Hamline Terrace 31 $1,150  ‐ $1,345 $46,000 ‐ $53,800 ‐‐ ‐‐ 31 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Hillsborough Apartments na $1,200  ‐ $1,315 $48,000 ‐ $52,600 ‐‐ ‐‐ X ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Karie Dale Apartments 3 $968  ‐ $990 $38,720 ‐ $39,600 ‐‐ 3 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Larpenteur Square na $925  ‐ $925 $37,000 ‐ $37,000 X ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Lexington Court na $950  ‐ $950 $38,000 ‐ $38,000 ‐‐ X ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Lexlawn Apartments 21 $945  ‐ $945 $37,800 ‐ $37,800 ‐‐ 21 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Marion Street/Brittany Apts. na $980 ‐ $980 $39,200 ‐ $39,200 ‐‐ X ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
McCarrons Apartments 36 $925 ‐ $925 $37,000 ‐ $37,000 36 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Palisades of Roseville 90 $1,225 ‐ $1,465 $49,000 ‐ $58,600 ‐‐ ‐‐ 90 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Parkview Apartments 24 $895 ‐ $895 $35,800 ‐ $35,800 24 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Riviera Apartments 21 $950 ‐ $980 $38,000 ‐ $39,200 ‐‐ 21 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Rose 8 Estates 65 $930 ‐ $930 $37,200 ‐ $37,200 65 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Rose Mall Apartments 90 $1,150 ‐ $1,180 $46,000 ‐ $47,200 ‐‐ 90 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Rose Park Apartments 15 $900 ‐ $1,025 $36,000 ‐ $41,000 7 8 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Rose Vista Apts./TH 88 $1,135 ‐ $1,654 $45,400 ‐ $66,160 ‐‐ ‐‐ 62 16 ‐‐ ‐‐
Rosedale Estates North 39 $1,100 ‐ $1,300 $44,000 ‐ $52,000 ‐‐ 10 29 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Rosedale Estates South na $1,100 ‐ $1,300 $44,000 ‐ $52,000 ‐‐ X X ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Rosehill Estates 24 $950 ‐ $950 $38,000 ‐ $38,000 ‐‐ 24 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Rosetree Apartments 14 $1,479 ‐ $1,479 $59,160 ‐ $59,160 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ 14 ‐‐ ‐‐
Roseville Terrace 22 $975 ‐ $975 $39,000 $39,000 ‐‐ 22 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Roseville Townhomes 40 $1,360 $1,360 $54,400 $54,400 ‐‐ ‐‐ 40 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Snelling Curve Apartments 8 $845 ‐ $975 $33,800 ‐ $39,000 4 4 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
South Oaks Apartments 6 $950 ‐ $950 $38,000 ‐ $38,000 ‐‐ 6 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Sun Place Apartments 6 $870 ‐ $960 $34,800 ‐ $38,400 3 3 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Talia Place 1 na ‐ na na ‐ na ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Terrace Park 13 $985 ‐ $1,065 $39,400 ‐ $42,600 ‐‐ 13 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
1144 Dionne Street na na ‐ na na ‐ na ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
1363 County Road B W 6 $995 ‐ $995 $39,800 ‐ $39,800 ‐‐ 6 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
1624 Eldridge Avenue 11 $795 ‐ $855 $31,800 ‐ $34,200 11 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
1647 W County Road B 11 $940 ‐ $1,000 $37,600 ‐ $40,000 ‐‐ 11 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
2125 & 2133 Pascal Street 22 $999 ‐ $999 $39,960 ‐ $39,960 ‐‐ 22 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
2447 County Road B W na $950 ‐ $950 $38,000 ‐ $38,000 ‐‐ X ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
2900 Highcrest Road na na ‐ na na na ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Highcrest Haven 6 $1,065 ‐ $1,065 $42,600 ‐ $42,600 ‐‐ 6 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

Total/Median 772 151 288 292 30 ‐‐ ‐‐

Two Bedroom Plus Den
Rosedale Estates North na $1,200  ‐ $1,400 $48,000 ‐ $56,000 ‐‐ ‐‐ X ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

Total/Median 0 ‐‐ ‐‐ X ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

Three Bedroom
Centennial Commons 1 $1,620  ‐ $1,620 $64,800 ‐ $64,800 ‐‐ ‐‐ 1 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Hillsborough Apartments na $1,600  ‐ $1,600 $64,000 ‐ $64,000 ‐‐ ‐‐ X ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Riviera Apartments 3 $1,045 ‐ $1,045 $41,800 $41,800 ‐‐ 3 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Rose Vista Apts./TH 2 $1,410 ‐ $1,717 $56,400 $68,680 ‐‐ ‐‐ 1 1 ‐‐ ‐‐

Total/Median 6 ‐‐ 3 2 1 ‐‐ ‐‐

1 Based on a 30% allocation of income to housing for general‐occupancy.  Senior housing projects were excluded from the calculation. 

Source:  Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC

$1,300

MULTIFAMILY MARKET RATE RENTAL DEVELOPMENTS
NATURALLY OCCURRING RENTAL HOUSING

CLASS C RENTAL PROPERTIES (CONSTRUCTED PRIOR TO 1980)
CITY OF ROSEVILLE
September 2018

Rent Range Min. Income

$983

TABLE D‐6

Market Rate Affordability by AMI2

Needed to Afford1

2 Market rate housing that has rents that could be classified as "unsubsidized affordable" units based on the monthly rents and adjusted for household size.

$1,600
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Properties Built Prior to 1980

Unit Type 30% 50% 60% 80% 100% 120%

STUDIO ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

1 BR ‐‐ ‐‐ 15 107 ‐‐ ‐‐

1 BR + DEN ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

2 BR ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ 132 ‐‐ ‐‐

2 BR + DEN ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

3 BR ‐‐ ‐‐ 58 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

Subtotal ‐‐ ‐‐ 73 239 ‐‐ ‐‐

Pct. Of Total 0.0% 0.0% 23.4% 76.6% 0.0% 0.0%

Pct. Of Affordability Category

STUDIO ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

1 BR ‐‐ ‐‐ 20.5% 44.8% ‐‐ ‐‐

1 BR + DEN ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

2 BR ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ 55.2% ‐‐ ‐‐

2 BR + DEN ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

3 BR ‐‐ ‐‐ 79.5% ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

Source: Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC

Market Rate Affordability by AMI

TABLE D‐7

MULTIFAMILY MARKET RATE RENTAL DEVELOPMENTS

NATURAL OCCURRING SUMMARY 

PROPERTIES BUILT 1980 through 1999

CITY OF ROSEVILLE

September 2018
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Unit Type 30% 50% 60% 80% 100% 120%

STUDIO 26 25 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

1 BR 187 756 310 3 ‐‐ ‐‐

1 BR + DEN ‐‐ ‐‐ 18 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

2 BR 151 288 292 30 ‐‐ ‐‐

2 BR + DEN ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

3 BR ‐‐ 3 2 1 ‐‐ ‐‐

Subtotal 364 1,072 622 34 ‐‐ ‐‐

Pct. Of Total 17.4% 51.2% 29.7% 1.6% 0.0% 0.0%

Pct. Of Affordability Category

STUDIO 7.1% 2.3% ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

1 BR 51.4% 70.5% 49.8% 8.8% ‐‐ ‐‐

1 BR + DEN ‐‐ ‐‐ 2.9% ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

2 BR 41.5% 26.9% 46.9% 88.2% ‐‐ ‐‐

2 BR + DEN ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

3 BR ‐‐ 0.3% 0.3% 2.9% ‐‐ ‐‐

Source: Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC

Market Rate Affordability by AMI

TABLE D‐8

MULTIFAMILY MARKET RATE RENTAL DEVELOPMENTS

NATURAL OCCURRING SUMMARY 

PROPERTIES BUILT PRIOR TO 1980

CITY OF ROSEVILLE

September 2018
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Housing Choice Vouchers 
 
The Metro HRA currently assists more than 6,500 households with rental assistance through 
the Housing Choice Voucher program, Anoka, Carver, and most of suburban Hennepin and 
Ramsey Counties.  This program is the largest affordable housing program administered by the 
HRA.  Households being assisted through the program pay 30% of their adjusted gross house‐
hold income for rent and the remainder of the rental amount is paid for with funds allocated to 
the Housing Choice Voucher program.   
 
Many cities and counties have, in recent years, experienced a reduction in their allocations 
toward the Housing Choice Voucher program due to federal budget cutbacks.  This has many 
times resulted in the administrative agencies being unable to provide assistance for the full 
number of vouchers that have been allocated to the jurisdiction because additional funds are 
needed to maintain assistance for those already utilizing vouchers.   
 
A lottery was recently held through the Metro HRA for placement on the wait list.  The housing 
lottery has been completed.  If the applicants name was selected through the lottery, their 
name has been placed on the wait list and they are able to monitor their status online.  Appli‐
cants now on the wait list are estimated to have a wait of approximately three years before 
being able to receive a voucher. 
 
The table below shows the Fair Market Rents as identified by the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD) as the payment standard for Housing Choice Vouchers. 
 

 
 
 

Studio 1BR 2BR 3BR 4BR

Fair Market Rents $711 $864 $1,089 $1,547 $1,812

FAIR MARKET RENTS

RAMSEY COUNTY, MINNESOTA

FY 2018

Source:  HUD
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Summary of Rental Market Conditions 
 
As of 2nd quarter 2018, the overall vacancy rate for market rate units in Roseville was 2.2% 
which is less than 5%, the market equilibrium rate that provides for sufficient consumer choice 
and turnover in a balanced market.  The overall vacancy rate for the Twin Cities Metro Area was 
also 2.2%.  Rents have been increasing throughout the Twin Cities Metro Area, in part, because 
of new market rate rental product coming on‐line which has pushed the average rent higher.  
The generally tight rental market in many locations has also encouraged landlords to raise rents 
because of high demand.  Older properties that have remodeled their units have also raised 
rents to reflect the higher level of unit finishes. 
 
Affordable rental properties are also experiencing high demand, even more so than the tradi‐
tional rental market.  Properties that offer rental rates affordable to households with incomes 
at 60% or less of AMI continue to be in high demand, often with substantial waiting lists.  
Properties that have a Section 8 project‐based contract where the resident pays 30% of their 
income or less for the monthly rent (qualified at 50% or less of AMI), are also in high demand. 
 
The Housing Choice Voucher program currently serves ‐‐‐ households in Roseville with housing 
assistance for households to be able to utilize the private market to find their housing.  Budget 
cuts to the Voucher program have challenged many communities recently in being able to assist 
as many households through the Voucher program as previously.  With rising private market 
rents and the potential for additional budget cuts, it is increasingly difficult to serve an opti‐
mum number of households through this program. 
 
Due to Roseville’s current supply being roughly 30 years and older with no new properties built 
since the 1980s, there is a large proportion of older rental properties that, despite rising rents, 
have units that can serve households with incomes at 50% of AMI to 60% of AMI.  Among the 
market rate units surveyed, 74% of units had rents affordable to households in the above 
income categories.  While 15% had units affordable at 30% of AMI and another 11% had units 
affordable at 80% of AMI.  One caveat is that we do not know if these units are rented to 
households at these income levels.  It is possible that some of these units are rented to house‐
holds with incomes higher than 50% or 60% of AMI, but residents have elected to pay a smaller 
portion of their income toward housing. 

Attachment 1

Page 141 of 232



SENIOR HOUSING ANALYSIS 
 

MAXFIELD RESEARCH AND CONSULTING LLC 67 

Types of Senior Housing in Today’s Market 
 
For analytical proposes, Maxfield Research & Consulting classifies market rate senior housing 
into four categories based on the level and type of services offered: 
 
 Active Adult properties (or independent living without services available) are similar to a 

general‐occupancy apartment building, in that they offer virtually no services but have age‐
restrictions (typically 55 or 62 or older).  Organized activities and occasionally a transporta‐
tion program are usually all that are available at these properties.  Because of the lack of 
services, active adult properties typically do not command the rent premiums of more ser‐
vice‐enriched senior housing. 

 
 Congregate properties (or independent living with services available) offer support services 

such as meals and/or housekeeping, either on an optional basis or a limited amount 
included in the rents.  These properties typically dedicate a larger share of the overall 
building area to common areas, in part, because the units are smaller than in adult housing 
and in part to encourage socialization among residents.  Congregate properties attract a 
slightly older target market than adult housing, typically seniors age 75 or older.  Rents are 
also above those of the active adult buildings, even excluding the services.  Sponsorship by a 
nursing home, hospital or other health care organization is common. 
 

 Assisted Living properties come in a variety of forms, but the target market for most is 
generally the same: very frail seniors, typically age 80 or older (but can be much younger, 
depending on their particular health situation), who are in need of extensive support ser‐
vices and personal care assistance.  Absent an assisted living option, these seniors would 
otherwise need to move to a nursing facility.  At a minimum, assisted living properties in‐
clude two meals per day and weekly housekeeping in the monthly fee, with the availability 
of a third meal and personal care (either included in the monthly fee or for an additional 
cost).  Assisted living properties also have either staff on duty 24 hours per day or at least 
24‐hour emergency response. 
 

 Memory Care properties, designed specifically for persons suffering from Alzheimer’s 
disease or other dementias, is one of the newest trends in senior housing.  Properties con‐
sist mostly of suite‐style or studio units or occasionally one‐bedroom apartment‐style units, 
and large amounts of communal areas for activities and programming.  In addition, staff 
typically undergoes specialized training in the care of this population.  Because of the great‐
er amount of individualized personal care required by residents, staffing ratios are much 
higher than traditional assisted living and thus, the costs of care are also higher.  Unlike 
conventional assisted living, however, which deals almost exclusively with widows or wid‐
owers, a higher proportion of persons afflicted with Alzheimer’s disease are in two‐person 
households.  That means the decision to move a spouse into a memory care facility involves 
the caregiver’s concern of incurring the costs of health care at a special facility while con‐
tinuing to maintain their home. 
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 Skilled Nursing Care, or long‐term care facilities, provides a living arrangement that inte‐

grates shelter and food with medical, nursing, psychosocial and rehabilitation services for 
persons who require 24‐hour nursing supervision.  Residents in skilled nursing homes can be 
funded under Medicare, Medicaid, Veterans, HMOs, insurance as well as use of private 
funds. 

 
The senior housing products available today, when combined with long‐term care facilities form 
a full continuum of care, extending from virtually a purely residential model to a medically 
intensive one.  Often the services available at these properties overlap with another making 
these definitions somewhat ambiguous.  In general, active adult properties tend to attract 
younger active seniors, who merely wish to rid themselves of home maintenance; congregate 
properties serve independent seniors that desire support services (i.e., meals, housekeeping, 
transportation, etc.) while assisted living properties tend to attract older, frail seniors who need 
assistance with daily activities, but not the skilled medical care available only in a nursing 
facility.   
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Senior Housing in Roseville 
 
As of September 2018, Maxfield Research identified 16 senior housing developments in Rose‐
ville.  Combined, these projects contain a total of 1,659 units.   
 
The following graph displays vacancy rates by product type.  Strong performing markets are 
those with vacancy rates at or below the following levels: 2% for active adult own‐
er/cooperative housing; 2% for subsidized active adult rental; 5% for active adult market rate 
rental housing; 5% for independent living (congregate) housing; 7% for assisted living housing; 
and 7% for memory care housing.  Assessed together, these rates typically equate to an overall 
vacancy rate of less than 6%.  The overall vacancy rate for all stabilized senior properties in 
Roseville is 2.5%, which is below market equilibrium.  Vacancy rates for assisted living and 
memory care facilities however, a much higher than those for active adult and independent 
living facilities.  Assessing the potential demand for additional units should focus on the supply 
and occupancy rates for facilities of the same service level. 
 
Tables E‐1 through E‐4 provide information on the existing senior properties including year 
built, number of units, unit mix, number of vacant units, rents, and general comments.  Table E‐
5 provides information on unit features, building amenities and services included in the month‐
ly fees at all the market rate properties. 
 

 
 

390

127

0

228

464

307

143

0.4% 0.8%
0.0%

0.0%

2.4%

7.3%

5.0%

0.0%

5.0%

10.0%

15.0%

20.0%

25.0%

0

50

100

150

200

250

300

350

400

450

500

Adult
Cooperative

Adult Ownership Adult Rental Adult Affordable
/ Subsidized

Independent
Living

(Congregate)

Assisted Living Memory Care

V
ac
an

cy
 R
at
e

U
n
it
s

Senior Housing By Service Level

Roseville

Units Vac. Rate

Attachment 1

Page 144 of 232



SENIOR HOUSING ANALYSIS 
 

MAXFIELD RESEARCH AND CONSULTING LLC 70 

Market Rate Active Adult/Few Services 
 

 There are 390 active adult cooperative units and 127 active adult ownership units in six 
buildings.  There are no market rate active adult rentals in Roseville.  Due to the vast supply 
and relative affordability of general‐occupancy rental housing in Roseville, many active sen‐
iors who exceed income‐qualifications at the subsidized developments are likely residing in 
general‐occupancy buildings. 

 

 Applewood Pointe at Central Park, a 105‐unit senior (62+) cooperative, is the newest active 
adult property in Roseville, having opened in 2017.  All units have been sold and there is a 
waiting list. 

 

 Applewood Pointe of Langton Lake, built in two phases, has 89 units.  The second phase 
opened in 2014.  No units are available and there is a small waiting list. 

 

 The only cooperative units available are resales at Applewood Pointe on Cleveland (2 units).  
Two units at Greenhouse Village are anticipated to be coming up for sale over the next two 
to three months, both two‐bedroom units.   

 

 All the Applewood Pointe properties offered the same entry fee options, 15%, 33%, 60% 
and 95% share cost of the market value of the unit.  Greenhouse Village had three entry fee 
options: 33%, 66%, and 96% share cost of the initial unit value.  All the cooperatives have 
corresponding monthly fees that vary by the share cost amount – the higher the share cost, 
the lower the monthly fee and vice versa.  Once the units have been sold initially, resale 
prices vary by the amount of the share cost that has been paid down.  Therefore, if the 
unit’s share fee has been almost paid off, then the amount of the resale price will be higher. 
 

 Pricing for active adult ownership units currently range from $36,000 to $59,900 for one‐
bedroom units; $65,000 to $90,000 for one‐bedroom plus den units; $62,000 to $150,000 
for two‐bedroom units; and $137,000 for two‐bedroom plus den units.  In addition to the 
purchase price for a condominium unit, residents also pay monthly dues in the form of as‐
sociation fees.  These fees are typically lower than cooperative units since condominium 
units are purchased at 100% of the purchase price rather than a fraction (share) of the unit 
value.  One unit is available for resale at Villa Park. 

 

 Of the 517 market rate active adult units, there were vacant, resulting in a vacancy factor of 
0.6%, which is below market equilibrium.  Generally, a healthy active adult owner‐
ship/cooperative housing market will have a vacancy rate of around 2.0%, to allow for suffi‐
cient consumer choice and turnover.   

 

 Active adult developments typically offer few or no services.  Villa Park however, offers an 
optional dinner meal three days per week. 
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Project Name/ Occp. No. of No.
Management Co. Date Units Vac. Resident Profile

Applewood Pointe of Central Park (62+) 2017 105 0 1 ‐ 2BR 1,154 ‐ 1,337 $38,600 ‐ $283,240 $606 ‐ $1,773 $0.53 ‐ $1.33 Avg. age = na;

2659 Victoria St 15 ‐ 2BR+Sunrm 1,405 ‐ 1,874 $47,000 ‐ $397,010 $738 ‐ $2,485 $0.53 ‐ $1.33 70% couples

United Properties 32 ‐ 2BR/D 1,383 ‐ 1,926 $46,260 ‐ $408,202 $727 ‐ $2,554 $0.53 ‐ $1.33 Waiting List

Applewood Pointe of Langton Lake* 2011/ 89 0 1 ‐ 1BR/D 1,006 ‐ 1,006 $27,160 ‐ $172,030 $495 ‐ $1,276 $0.49 ‐ $1.27 Avg. age = na;

1996 Langton Lake Dr 2014 15 ‐ 2BR 1,225 ‐ 1,408 $37,340 ‐ $249,150 $617 ‐ $1,848 $0.50 ‐ $1.31 50% couples

United Properties 32 ‐ 2BR/D 1,383 ‐ 1,764 $37,340 ‐ $301,640 $680 ‐ $2,237 $0.49 ‐ $1.27

Applewood Pointe* 2004 94 2 2 ‐ 1BR 835 ‐ 835 $53,235 ‐ $188,339 $874 ‐ $1,191 $1.05 ‐ $1.43 Avg. age = 78;

1480 Applewood Ct 12 ‐ 1BR/D 970 ‐ 1,060 $48,293 ‐ $171,386 $526 ‐ $1,102 $0.54 ‐ $1.04 45% to 50% couples

United Properties 50 ‐ 2BR 1,171 ‐ 1,283 $59,444 ‐ $221,574 $744 ‐ $1,368 $0.64 ‐ $1.07 Draw from Roseville,

30 ‐ 2BR/D 1,395 ‐ 1,653 $84,261 ‐ $287,060 $664 ‐ $1,723 $0.48 ‐ $1.04 Shoreview, & Moundsview

Greenhouse Village* 2006 102 0 24 ‐ 1BR/D 1,058 ‐ 1,373 $83,490 ‐ $218,000 $842 ‐ $1,826 $0.80 ‐ $1.33 Avg. age = mid 70s;

1021 Larpenteur Ave W 59 ‐ 2BR 1,235 ‐ 1,665 $122,000 ‐ $349,900 $944 ‐ $2,122 $0.76 ‐ $1.27 35% couples

Premier Senior Resources/Self Managed 19 ‐ 2BR/D 1,443 ‐ 1,575 $117,506 ‐ $340,000 $1,093 ‐ $2,224 $0.76 ‐ $1.41 Draw about 60% from Roseville

Roseville Commons Condominiums 2001 30 0 3 ‐ 1BR 798 ‐ 820 $310 ‐ $310 $0.38 ‐ $0.39 Avg. age = low 70s;

2496 County Rd C2 W 27 ‐ 2BR 1,033 ‐ 1,133 $148,000 ‐ $150,000 $310 ‐ $310 $0.27 ‐ $0.30 50% couples

Mendota Homes/Self Managed Draw from Roseville &

Pricing reflects sales between 2016 and 2017 St. Anthony

Villa Park 1986 97 1 34 ‐ 1BR 647 ‐ 777 $35,000 ‐ $91,000 $389 ‐ $466 $0.60 ‐ $0.60 Avg. age = low 80s;

500 County Rd B W 42 ‐ 1BR/D 820 ‐ 950 $79,900 ‐ $90,000 $492 ‐ $575 $0.60 ‐ $0.61 50% couples

Advanced Innovative Mgt. 12 ‐ 2BR 1,035 ‐ 1,863 $100,000 ‐ $159,000 $620 ‐ $1,118 $0.60 ‐ $0.60 9 sales ‐ 2016; 12 sales ‐ 2017

Pricing reflects sales between 2016 and 2018 YTD 9 ‐ 2BR/D 1,315 ‐ 1,315 $789 ‐ $789 $0.60 ‐ $0.60 6 sales ‐ 2018 YTD

none

Coventry (62+) 1978 101 0 101 ‐ 1BR ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ 80% senior; 20% disabled.

2820 Snelling Avenue N 2 ‐ 2BR ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

(Unit total is for senior component only)

Roseville Senior House 1978 127 0 118 ‐ 1BR ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ Primarily seniors; some disabled.

1045 W Larpenteur Avenue 9 ‐ 2BR 880 ‐ 880 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ Draws from across Metro Area.

Waiting list

Total/Average 745 3

* Low end of share price range reflects initial purchase of unit; resales may not allow the lowest share price; upper end of price range reflects recent resales

Note:  Vacancy rate excludes properties in initial lease‐up

Source:  Maxfield Research and Consulting LLC

$141,618 $0.78
0.4%

1,183

ACTIVE ADULT ‐ AFFORDABLE/SUBSIDIZED

TABLE E‐1
UNIT MIX/SIZE/COST & OCCUPANCY COMPARISON

SENIOR HOUSING ‐ ACTIVE ADULT
ROSEVILLE 

September 2018

Unit Mix/Sizes/Pricing

Unit Mix (Sq. Ft.) Fee
Monthly Rent/ Rent/Fee PerSize

ACTIVE ADULT ‐ COOPERATIVES

Square Foot
Entry Fee/
Sale Price

ACTIVE ADULT ‐ OWNERSHIP

$89,000

$137,500

ACTIVE ADULT ‐ RENTAL

$965

600

800

30% AMI

630 30% AMI

Waiting list
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Project Name/ Occp. No. of No.
Location Date Units Vac. Resident Profile

Cherrywood Pointe at Lexington 2017 46 n/a 4 ‐ Studio 576 ‐ 659 ‐‐ ‐‐ $1,875 ‐ $2,025 $3.07 ‐ $3.26 Avg. age = 85
2680 Lexington Ave. N. 16 ‐ 1BR 822 ‐ 822 ‐‐ ‐‐ $2,075 ‐ $2,625 $2.52 ‐ $3.19 about 30% couples
United Properties 8 ‐ 1BR/D 1,004 ‐ 1,090 ‐‐ ‐‐ $2,725 ‐ $2,875 $2.64 ‐ $2.71 In initial lease‐up

15 ‐ 2BR 1,090 ‐ 1,212 ‐‐ ‐‐ $2,875 ‐ $3,225 $2.64 ‐ $2.66 Catered living
Cherrywood Pointe of Roseville 2012 50 0 5 ‐ Studio 422 ‐ 476 ‐‐ ‐‐ $1,420 ‐ $1,535 $3.22 ‐ $3.36 Avg. age = 85
2996 Cleveland Avenue N 19 ‐ 1BR 661 ‐ 771 ‐‐ ‐‐ $1,785 ‐ $1,945 $2.52 ‐ $2.70 about 1/3 couples
United Properties 9 ‐ 1BR/D 720 ‐ 859 ‐‐ ‐‐ $2,120 ‐ $2,520 $2.93 ‐ $2.94 Catered LIving

17 ‐ 2BR 720 ‐ 1,026 ‐‐ ‐‐ $2,520 ‐ $2,825 $2.75 ‐ $3.50

Heritage Place of Roseville 2004 49 2 18 ‐ 1BR ‐‐ ‐‐ Avg. age = 85
563 County Road B West 10 ‐ 1BR/D ‐‐ ‐‐ $2,004 ‐ $2,004 $2.16 ‐ $2.16 13 couples
Good Samaritan Society 21 ‐ 2BR 963 ‐ 987 ‐‐ ‐‐ $2,511 ‐ $2,563 $2.60 ‐ $2.61 Draw from Roseville,

Eagle Crest Terrace 1994 127 0 84 ‐ 1BR 687 ‐ 963 ‐‐ ‐‐ $1,515 ‐ $2,100 $2.18 ‐ $2.21 Avg. age = 85
2925 Lincoln Drive N 4 ‐ 1BR/D 1,012 ‐ 1,100 ‐‐ ‐‐ $2,215 ‐ $2,390 $2.17 ‐ $2.19 about 1/3 couples
Presbyterian Homes 39 ‐ 2BR 931 ‐ 1,393 ‐‐ ‐‐ $1,985 ‐ $2,905 $2.09 ‐ $2.13

Rosepointe I 1988 151 8 85 ‐ 1BR 621 ‐ 851 ‐‐ ‐‐ $1,510 ‐ $1,990 $2.34 ‐ $2.43 Avg. age = 84
2555 North Hamline Avenue 26 ‐ 1BR/D 880 ‐ 964 ‐‐ ‐‐ $2,060 ‐ $2,255 $2.34 ‐ $2.34 20 couples
Pointe Management Corp 40 ‐ 2BR 950 ‐ 1,350 ‐‐ ‐‐ $2,225 ‐ $2,950 $2.19 ‐ $2.34 East Metro Draw (Roseville,
(Entirely remodeled) Shoreview, Arden Hills, St. Paul)

Rosepointe II 1996 41 0 18 ‐ 1BR ‐‐ ‐‐ $805 ‐ $925 $1.07 ‐ $1.23 Avg. age = mid 70s
2545 North Hamline Avenue 23 ‐ 2BR 1,000 ‐ 1,050 ‐‐ ‐‐ $1,000 ‐ $1,075 $1.00 ‐ $1.02 5 couples
Pointe Management Corp East Metro Draw (Roseville,

Shoreview, Arden Hills, St. Paul)

Total/Average 464 10

Note:  Vacancy Rate excludes properties in initial lease‐up

Source:  Maxfield Research and Consulting LLC

TABLE E‐2
UNIT MIX/SIZE/COST & OCCUPANCY COMPARISON

SENIOR HOUSING ‐ INDEPENDENT LIVING (Congregate)

$2.87

(Sq. Ft.) Sale Price Fee

929

Rent Per
Square FootUnit Mix

$1,988 $2.33

INDEPENDENT LIVING (Congregate)

$2,004699

Monthly Rent/

750

2.4%
848 N/A

ROSEVILLE 
September 2018

Unit Mix/Sizes/Pricing
Size Entry Fee/
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Project Name/ Occp. No. of No.
Location Date Units Vac. Resident Profile

Cherrywood Pointe of Lexington 2017 45 n/a 7 ‐ Studio 576 ‐ 659 ‐‐ ‐‐ $3,675 ‐ $3,825 $5.80 ‐ $6.38 New property opened 2017; 

2680 Lexington Avenue N 15 ‐ 1BR 822 ‐ 822 ‐‐ ‐‐ $3,875 ‐ $4,425 $4.71 ‐ $5.38 AL includes six care suites

United Properties 11 ‐ 1BR/D 1,004 ‐ 1,090 ‐‐ ‐‐ $4,525 ‐ $4,675 $4.29 ‐ $4.51 Catered living

12 ‐ 2BR 1,090 ‐ 1,212 ‐‐ ‐‐ $4,675 ‐ $5,025 $4.15 ‐ $4.29 In initial lease‐up

Cherrywood Pointe 2012 50 0 5 ‐ Studio 422 ‐ 476 ‐‐ ‐‐ $3,585 ‐ $3,629 $7.62 ‐ $8.50 Avg. age = 85
2996 Cleveland Avenue N 19 ‐ 1BR 661 ‐ 771 ‐‐ ‐‐ $3,860 ‐ $4,120 $5.34 ‐ $5.84 about 1/3 couples
United Properties 9 ‐ 1BR/D 720 ‐ 859 ‐‐ ‐‐ $4,295 ‐ $4,695 $5.47 ‐ $5.97 AL includes six care suites

17 ‐ 2BR 720 ‐ 1,026 ‐‐ ‐‐ $4,695 ‐ $5,000 $4.87 ‐ $6.52 Catered living

Sunrise of Roseville 2001 48 5 20 ‐ Studio 275 ‐ 392 ‐‐ ‐‐ $3,133 ‐ $3,133 $11.39 ‐ $11.39 Avg. age = 83 to 84

2555 Snelling Avenue 15 ‐ 1BR 388 ‐ 505 ‐‐ ‐‐ $3,711 ‐ $3,711 $7.35 ‐ $9.56 about 15% couples

Sunrise Senior Living 13 ‐ 2BR 471 ‐ 691 ‐‐ ‐‐ $4,502 ‐ $4,502 $6.52 ‐ $9.56 Care package from $882‐$3,345

Companion 388 ‐ 691 ‐‐ ‐‐ $2,342 ‐ $2,342 $3.39 ‐ $6.04

Eagle Crest Commons 2001 90 4 32 ‐ Studio 446 ‐ 488 ‐‐ ‐‐ $2,965 ‐ $3,200 $6.56 ‐ $6.65 Avg. age = 86 to 87

2945 Lincoln Drive 54 ‐ 1BR 516 ‐ 640 ‐‐ ‐‐ $3,175 ‐ $3,985 $6.15 ‐ $6.23 Some units converted to enhanced AL

Presbyterian Homes 4 ‐ 2BR ‐‐ ‐‐ $4.17 ‐ $4.17 Care package ranges from $350‐$3,500

Enhanced AL 446 ‐ 640 $3,395 ‐ $4,245 $7.61 ‐ $9.52

New Perspective Sr Living ‐ Roseville 1989/ 74 10 5 ‐ Studio 400 ‐ 420 ‐‐ ‐‐ $8.11 ‐ $8.52 Avg. age = 84 to 85

(formerly Rosewood Estate) 1994 66 ‐ 1BR 425 ‐ 520 ‐‐ ‐‐ $7.66 ‐ $9.38 4 couples

2750 North Victoria Street 3 ‐ 2BR ‐‐ ‐‐ Many former residents & adult

New Perspective children who live in Roseville

Total/Average 307 19

Note:  Vacancy rate excludes properties in initial lease‐up

Source:  Maxfield Research and Consulting LLC

Rent Per
Unit Mix (Sq. Ft.) Sale Price Fee Square Foot

$3,985

$4,350

$3,407

560

1,034

September 2018

Unit Mix/Sizes/Pricing

7.3%

ASSISTED LIVING

ROSEVILLE 

$7.17571 N/A $3,780

$7.77

Size Entry Fee/ Monthly Rent/

$4,315

TABLE E‐3
UNIT MIX/SIZE/COST & OCCUPANCY COMPARISON

SENIOR HOUSING ‐ ASSISTED LIVING
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Project Name/ Occp. No. of No.
Location Date Units Vac. Resident Profile

Cherrywood Pointe‐Lexington 2016 24 n/a 20 ‐ Studio 444 ‐ 536 ‐‐ ‐‐ $3,700 ‐ $4,000 $7.46 ‐ $8.33 Care Package ranges from $2,360 to

2680 Lexington Avenue N 4 ‐ 1BR 562 ‐ 562 ‐‐ ‐‐ $7.47 ‐ $7.47 $4,500 depending on level of care

United Properties In initial lease‐up

Cherrywood Pointe‐Roseville 2012 24 0 24 ‐ Studio 322 ‐ 476 ‐‐ ‐‐ $3,670 ‐ $3,910 $11.40 ‐ $0.00 Avg. age = 85
2996 Cleveland Avenue N about 1/3 couples
United Properties Care Packages from $2,360‐$4,500

New Perspective Roseville 1989/ 30 3 20 ‐ Studio 363 ‐ 363 ‐‐ ‐‐ $12.49 ‐ $12.49 Avg. age = 

2750 N Victoria Street 1994 10 ‐ 1BR 420 ‐ 520 ‐‐ ‐‐ $9.07 ‐ $11.23 Personal cares at addlt Charge

New Perspective Sr Living Also accept EW and Cadi

Sunrise of Roseville 2001 29 3 11 ‐ Studio 275 ‐ 392 ‐‐ ‐‐ $3,589 ‐ $3,589 $9.16 ‐ $13.05 Avg. age = 83 to 84

2555 Snelling Avenue 10 ‐ 1BR 388 ‐ 505 ‐‐ ‐‐ $3,924 ‐ $3,924 $7.77 ‐ $10.11 Care packages range from

Sunrise Senior Living 8 ‐ Companion 388 ‐ 691 ‐‐ ‐‐ $2,464 ‐ $2,464 $3.57 ‐ $6.35 $2,068 to $4,350

Eagle Crest Arbors 2001 36 0 36 ‐ Studio 382 ‐ 392 ‐‐ ‐‐ $2,835 ‐ $3,305 $7.42 ‐ $8.43 Avg. age = 85

2955 Lincoln Drive Care pkgs range from $2,295‐$3,975

Presbyterian Homes

Total/Average 143 6

TOTAL ‐ ALL SERVICE LEVELS 1,659 38

Note:  Vacancy rate excludes properties in initial lease‐up.

Source:  Maxfield Research and Consulting LLC

Unit Mix/Sizes/Pricing
Rent PerEntry Fee/ Monthly Rent/Size

MEMORY CARE

TABLE E‐4

SENIOR HOUSING ‐ MEMORY CARE
ROSEVILLE 

September 2018

$4,715

$8.75
5.0%

2.3%

420 $3,577

$4,200

$4,533

Square FootUnit Mix (Sq. Ft.) Sale Price Fee

UNIT MIX/SIZE/COST & OCCUPANCY COMPARISON
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Utilities

Applewood Pointe at Central Park Cent. I I I i i I I I I I I I UG I N i N N N Tenant pays elec., phone

1‐Incl. Cable/Internet incl

Applewood Pointe of Langton Lake Cent. I I I I I I I I I I I I UG I N I N N N Tenant pays elec., phone

1‐Incl. Cable/Internet incl

Applewood Pointe of Roseville Cent. I I I I I I I I I I N I UG I N I N N N Tenant pays elec, phone

1‐Incl. Cable/Internet incl

Greenhouse Village Cent. I I I I I I I I I I I I UG I N I N N N Tenant pays phone

1‐Incl. Cable/Internet incl

Roseville Commons Condominiums Cent. I I I I i I N N N N I I UG N N N N N N Tenant pays elec,

Incl. phone, & cable

Villa Park Unit S N S S I N I N I N I I UG I N I N N O Tenant pays elec,

Incl. 3/week phone, & cable

Cherrywood Pointe on Lexington Cent. I I I S S I I I I I I I UG I I I O O O

$60

Cherrywood Pointe‐Roseville Cent. I I I S S I I I I I I I UG I I I O O O
$50

Heritage Place of Roseville Cent. I I I S N I I I N N I I UG I I I O O O All utilities included except

$55 1/wk 1/wk 3 meals phone; 

Eagle Crest Terrace Cent. I N S I N I I I I I I I UG N I I N I I Tenant pays electric/phone;

$55 2/mo Bkfst only basic cable incl.

Rosepointe I Cent. I N N S S I I I N I I I UG I I I O I I Tenant pays elec,

$55 1/wk 10/mo. phone, & cable

Rosepointe II Unit I N N I S I N N N I I N DG I I I O O O Tenant pays elec, phone & 

$50 cable; no elevator

All utilities included

CONTINUED

All utilities included

INDEPENDENT LIVING (Congregate)

TABLE E‐5

UNIT FEATURES/BUILDING AMENITIES/SERVICES

MARKET RATE SENIOR HOUSING

ROSEVILLE 

September 2018

Unit Features Building Amenities Services

ACTIVE ADULT ‐ COOPERATIVE

ACTIVE ADULT ‐ OWNERSHIP
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Utilities

Cherrywood Pointe‐Lexington Cent. N N I I I I I I I I I I UG I I I I I I

$60 2/wk 1/wk 3/day

Cherrywood Pointe‐Roseville Cent. N N S S S I I I I I I I UG I I I I I I

$50 2/wk 1/wk 3/day

Sunrise of Roseville Cent. N N N S N I I I I I I I Surf N I I I I I

1/wk 1/wk 3/day

Eagle Crest Commons Cent. N N N S N I I I I N I I UG N I I O I I

$55 1/wk 2/day

New Perspective Sr. Living‐Rosville Cent. N N N S N I I i I i I I Surf N I I O I I

1/wk 3/day

Cherrywood Pointe‐Lexington Cent. N N N N N I I I I I I I UG Y Y Y Y Y Y

$60 all all 3/day

Cherrywood Pointe‐Roseville Cent. N N N N N I I I I I I I UG Y Y Y Y Y Y

$50 all all 3/day

Sunrise of Roseville Cent. N N N S N I I I I I I I Surf I Y Y Y Y Y

1/wk 1/wk 3/day

Eagle Crest Arbors Cent. N N N N N I I I I N I I UG N I I i I i

$55 3/wk 1/wk 3/day

New Perspective Sr. Living‐Roseville Cent. N N N N N I I I I N I I Surf N I I I I I

3/wk 1/wk 3/day

I = Included; N = No; S = Some; O = Optional, AG = Attached Garage; DG = Detached Garage; UG = Underground Parking; Surf = Surface Parking

Source: Maxfield Research and Consulting LLC

All utilities included

All utilities included

All utilities included

Unit Features Building Amenities Services

TABLE E‐5 (CONTINUED)

UNIT FEATURES/BUILDING AMENITIES/SERVICES

MARKET RATE SENIOR HOUSING

ROSEVILLE 

September 2018

All utilities included 

except phone
All utilities included and 

phone

All utilities included

All utilities included

ASSISTED LIVING

All utilities included 

except phone
All utilities incl. phone

All utilities included 

except phone
MEMORY CARE
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Affordable/Subsidized Active Adult/Few Services 
 

 There are two subsidized active adult properties in Roseville with 228 units.  There are no 
tax credit or moderate‐income active adult rentals in Roseville.  Subsidized senior housing 
offers rents affordable to qualified low income seniors and handicapped/disabled persons.  
Typically, the rent paid by the resident is based on 30% of their adjusted gross income (AGI).  
For households that meet the age and income qualification (adjusted gross income at or less 
than 50% of AMI), subsidized housing is usually the most affordable rental option available.   

 

 “Affordable” properties are usually funded through the federal Low‐Income Housing Tax 
Credit program also known as Section 42 and the maximum income is usually limited to 60% 
of the Area Median Income.  The seven core counties in the Metro Area are included under 
the same income limits.  Some CDAs may increase the maximum income allowable to 80% 
of AMI. 

 

 As of September 2018, there were no vacant units and each property has a waiting list.   
 
Independent Living (Congregate) 
 

 There are five communities (six buildings) in Roseville that offer independent living (congre‐
gate) housing with 464 units.  At the time of the survey, 10 units were vacant rate of 2.4%, 
excluding the units in initial lease‐up at Cherrywood Pointe.  A vacancy of 5% is generally 
considered to represent market equilibrium for independent (congregate) housing, allowing 
for sufficient unit turnover and adequate consumer choice. 
 

 Rosepointe I is an older building, but recently completed a full interior renovation.  The 
number of vacant units has decreased since the previous analysis in 2013.  The property of‐
fers a strong value in the market with more services included in the monthly fee than at 
other independent properties in Roseville.   

 

 The unit mix is weighted toward one‐bedroom units with 52% of the total comprised of this 
unit type.  In descending order of the remaining inventory, 33% are two‐bedroom units, 
12% are one‐bedroom plus den units and 2% are studio units.  Despite the higher propor‐
tion of one‐bedroom units, newer buildings have increased the proportion of larger size 
units as there are more couples moving into independent living and more households seek‐
ing larger size units. 
 

 Studio units range from 422 to 659 square feet; one‐bedroom units range from 621 to 963 
square feet; one‐bedroom plus den units range from 720 to 1,100 square feet and two‐
bedroom units range from 720 to 1,393 square feet.   
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 Excluding Rosepointe II because they are moderately priced, monthly rents at independent 
living (congregate) facilities range from $1,420 to $2,025 for studio units; $1,515 to $2,625 
for one‐bedroom units; $2,004 to $2,875 for one‐bedroom plus den units and $1,985 to 
$3,225 for two‐bedroom units. 

 

 All the independent living (congregate) properties include scheduled activities and transpor‐
tation in the monthly fee.  Properties vary as to other inclusions.  Most include utilities such 
as heat, water, trash removal.  Some properties include basic cable TV and internet in the 
monthly fee and at least one property also includes electricity and local telephone service.  
Optional services usually include meals, housekeeping and laundry service.  Heritage Place 
of Roseville, Eagle Crest Terrace and Rosepointe I include a limited number of meals in the 
monthly fee for independent living.  
 

 Cherrywood Pointe at Lexington is the newest service‐based property in Roseville having 
opened in 2017 and the property is in its initial lease‐up period.  There are 115 units, includ‐
ing 85 independent/assisted living units, 24 memory care units and six care suites.   

 

 Eagle Crest Terrace and the Cherrywood Pointe properties also offer additional housing 
options such as assisted living, enhanced assisted living and memory care. 

 
Assisted Living 
 

 There are five assisted living facilities in Roseville with a total of 307 units.  As of September 
2018, there were 19 vacancies for a vacancy rate of 7.3%, excluding units in initial lease‐up.  
Due to the more specialized nature of assisted living housing and higher turnover than con‐
gregate housing, the vacancy rate for assisted living is considered 7% at equilibrium. 

 

 Assisted living typically has higher proportions of studio and one‐bedroom units than 
independent living properties.  Among the properties in Roseville, one‐bedroom units ac‐
count for 64% of the mix followed by studio units with 30%.  Of the remaining unit types, 
12% are two‐bedroom units, 3% are one‐bedroom plus den units and 1% are companion 
units. 

 

 Unit sizes are characteristically smaller for assisted living housing when compared to similar 
unit designs for independent living when there are separate components for independent 
and assisted living.  Several new properties, including the newest Cherrywood Pointe, allow 
residents to receive services in their units as they age without having to relocate and mar‐
ket acceptance of this concept has been strong.  Studio units range from 275 to 488 square 
feet; one‐bedroom units range from 388 to 771 square feet; one‐bedroom plus den units 
range from 720 to 859 square feet; and two‐bedroom units range from 471 to 1,026 square 
feet.  Shared companion units range from 388 to 691 square feet. 
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 Monthly rents at assisted living facilities range from $2,930 to $3,825 for studio units; 
$3,175 to $4,425 for one‐bedroom units; $4,295 to $4,675 for one‐bedroom plus den units; 
$4,675 to $5,025 for two‐bedroom units; $2,342 companion units (this pricing is different 
than for two‐bedroom units). 
 

 Monthly rents as assisted living facilities typically include all utilities, two or three meals per 
day, scheduled transportation to shopping and outings, weekly housekeeping, weekly linen 
change, activity programming and 24‐hour supervision.  All the properties offering assisted 
living provide personal care services at an additional charge.  Most facilities bundle assisted 
living services in packages, but depending on the level of care required, services may also be 
purchased a‐la‐carte. 

 

 Assisted living facilities assess the care needs of residents upon entry to the facility and a 
registered nurse usually identifies the level of care required.  As an example, Eagle Crest 
Commons has a point system, which ranges from $350 to $3,500 per month depending on 
the service requirements of the resident.  At entry, residents’ monthly fee automatically in‐
cludes the lowest level of care. 

 

 New Perspective Senior Living acquired Keystone of Roseville approximately two years ago.  
New Perspective and Sunrise Living of Roseville quote pricing based on daily rates.  These 
daily rates have been converted to monthly rates in the table for easier comparison with 
other facilities.  Daily rates range from $103 per month for a studio unit to $148 per month 
for a two‐bedroom unit.  Personal care is charged in addition to the base monthly fees. 

 
Memory Care 
 

 Five properties offer memory care housing in Roseville with a total of 143 units.  Memory 
care housing has gradually increased in number and in usage in the Twin Cities over the past 
several years and caters primarily to individuals that have been diagnosed with Alzheimer’s 
or other dementias.  Most of the memory care units were built after 2000.  The New Per‐
spective‐Roseville facility converted some of its assisted living units to memory care after 
acquiring the facility from another company.    

 

 Six units are vacant for a vacancy rate of 5.0%, excluding the newest property, which is still 
in initial lease‐up.  The market equilibrium vacancy rate for memory care is the same as that 
for assisted living at 7%.   

 

 Each of the Cherrywood Pointe facilities has 24 memory care units.  Monthly fees begin at 
$3,670 for a studio unit which includes utilities, meals, weekly housekeeping, linen change 
and laundry.  Personal care is provided in packages which range from $2,360 to $4,500 per 
month additional depending on the level of care needed by the resident.   
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 Sunrise of Roseville has 29 units, including studio, one‐bedroom and companion units (two‐
person).  Monthly fees begin at $2,464 for companion units, $3,589 for studio units and 
$3,924 for two‐bedroom units.  Personal care is in addition to the base monthly fee. 

 

 Eagle Crest Arbors has 36 studio units.  Monthly fees begin at $2,835, excluding personal 
care.  Personal care is provided in packages at three levels which begin at Personal care 
packages begin at $2,295.  Therefore, the monthly fee for housing and personal care starts 
at $5,130 per month. 

 
Age of Senior Units 
 
The following graph shows the proportion of senior units in age‐restricted buildings by year 
built of the property.  The information shows that nearly 55% of the age‐restricted units in 
Roseville were built 2000 or later.   
 
Demand for senior housing has increased rapidly over the past two decades as an increasing 
number of seniors are now familiar with senior housing options and the breadth and depth of 
housing options provided has increased.  Assisted living and memory care providers are increas‐
ingly caring for individuals with relatively high acuity level.  Some facilities offer enhance 
assisted living similar to care provided in a skilled nursing facility. 
 

 
 

 

Skilled Nursing Facilities 
 
Nursing facilities provide the most service‐intensive housing available and meet the needs of 
seniors with complex medical needs beyond what can be accommodated in traditional assisted 
living environments.  Seniors who exhaust private funds, do not have financial support from 
family members and/or are unable to find an assisted living facility that accepts Elderly Waivers 
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reside in nursing facilities with the assistance of Medicaid funding.  With restrictions on the 
case mix levels that can be accepted in skilled nursing facilities (restricted to more complex 
medical needs), most senior housing alternatives are not directly competitive with the levels of 
care offered in nursing homes.   
 
Table E‐6 provides a summary of the existing nursing facilities in the Roseville Market Area.   
 

 
 
 

Senior Housing Outside Roseville in the PMA 
 
Table E‐7 identifies the existing senior housing properties in communities adjacent to Roseville 
in the Remainder of the Market Area.  Although not all these properties are directly competitive 
with those in Roseville, many seniors will cross‐shop facilities in cities near Roseville.   
 
The newest property is Cardigan Ridge at 3300 Rice Street in Little Canada.  Cardigan Ridge 
offers 86 independent living/assisted living units and 32 memory care units and was developed 
by Hearth Development of the Twin Cities.   
 

# of

Year Beds
Project Name/Location Built Lic. Comments
 

The Estates at Roseville 1966 175

2727 North Victoria

Roseville

Langton Place 1960 94

1910 West County Road D

Roseville

Rose of Sharon Manor 1995 63

1000 Lovell Ave W

Roseville

New Brighton Care Center 1964 57

805 6th Avenue NW

New Brighton

Benedictine Health Center at Innsbruck 1965 105

1101 Black Oak Drive

New Brighton

Health & Rehabilitation of New Brighton 1967 100

825 1st Avenue NW

New Brighton

Johanna Shores na 194

3220 Lake Johanna Blvd

Arden Hills

Sources: MN Department of Health and Human Services; Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC

TABLE E‐6

SKILLED NURSING FACILITIES

September 2018

ROSEVILLE MARKET AREA

Daily Rates

Lowest Highest

Case Mix Case Mix

secured Alzheimer's unit, adult day care, 

IV therapy, wound care, occupational 

therapy.

Transitional/short‐term care, 

impatient/outpatient rehab

short‐term care, post‐operative care, 

wound care, cancer recover services.

$168.70 $420.59

na na

$171.81 $447.97

$182.65 $422.12 19 private and 19 shared units. Short‐

term care, IV therapy.

$186.63 $433.98 Long‐term care, Alzheimer's program, 

wound care, tube feeding, 

$204.45 $488.65 Short‐term care unit, physical, 

occupational, and speech therapy, 

Alzheimer's program.

$182.40 $437.42 Short‐term care unit, post‐operative 

care, respiratory services, cancer recover 

services.
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Year
Project Location Built MR Aff Sub

Adult/Few Services Properties

Cooperatives
Applewood Pointe of New Brighton* New Brighton 2007 120 ‐‐ ‐‐
Applewood Pointe of Shoreview Shoreview 2016 77 ‐‐ ‐‐
Zvago St. Paul 2017 49 ‐‐ ‐‐

Total Cooperative Units 246 0 0

Ownership

Kenzington of St. Anthony St. Anthony 1986 150 ‐‐ ‐‐

1666 Coffman Falcon Heights 1986 93 ‐‐ ‐‐

Luther Place St. Paul 1985 19 ‐‐ ‐‐

Living Choice on Arundel St. Paul  2004 26 ‐‐ ‐‐

Total Ownership Units 288 0 0

Rental

Cottage Villas Arden Hills 1995 18 42 ‐‐

Falcon Heights Silver Falcon Heights 2004 25 31 ‐‐

The Lodge at Little Canada Little Canada 2003 ‐‐ 79 ‐‐

Garden Terrace Commons Little Canada 2003 ‐‐ ‐‐ 35

Garden Terrace Little Canada 1983 ‐‐ ‐‐ 41

Mayfield Little Canada 1992 93 ‐‐ ‐‐

Golden Pond New Brighton  1989 47 35 ‐‐

The Shores of Shoreview Shoreview 2002 39 29 ‐‐

Summer House of Shoreview* Shoreview 2000 72 ‐‐ ‐‐

Legends of Silver Lake St. Anthony 2015 169

Walker Methodist Kenzie St. Anthony 1986 ‐‐ ‐‐ 45

Autumn Woods St. Anthony 1989 50 ‐‐ ‐‐

Cornelia House St. Paul 2005 50

Carty Heights St. Paul 2007 49

Seabury St. Paul 2002 50

Midway Pointe St. Paul 2014 49

Total Rental Units 344 385 319

Independent Living (Congregate)

Meadowood Shores*  New Brighton 2000 106 ‐‐ ‐‐

Heritage at Lyngblomsten, The St. Paul 1994 60 ‐‐ 105

Como By The Lake St. Paul 1986 99 ‐‐ ‐‐

Terrace at Iris Park St. Paul 2014 58 ‐‐ ‐‐

Cardigan Ridge Little Canada 2017 43 ‐‐ ‐‐

Johanna Shores‐Terrace Arden Hills 2012 54 ‐‐ ‐‐

Johanna Shores‐Brownstones Arden Hills 2012 40 ‐‐ ‐‐

Sutton Place Arden Hills 1980 19 ‐‐ ‐‐

Shoreview Senior Living Shoreview 2013 55 ‐‐ ‐‐

Scandia Shores Shoreview 1996 65 43 ‐‐

Total Congregate Units 599 43 105

(continued)

Units

TABLE E‐7

EXISTING SENIOR HOUSING

NEAR ROSEVILLE AND IN PMA

September 2018
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Zvago, a senior housing cooperative, is under construction in St. Anthony Park in St. Paul on the 
campus of Luther Seminary on Como Avenue.  The property is scheduled to open in late 2018 or 
early 2019 and has 49 units. 
 
In total, there are 1,996 market rate, age‐restricted, 428 affordable and 424 subsidized senior 
units in PMA communities outside of Roseville.  The highest proportion of these is active adult 
rental at 52.5%, followed by independent living with some services at 37.4% and assisted living 
at 19.0%. 
 
 

Pending Senior Developments 
 
Roseville 
 
Big D construction has proposed to develop 103 units of assisted living and memory care 
housing on property at 2600 Dale Street N.  The proposed use of the property is permitted for 
the site and therefore, no additional approvals are required.  A permit was issued for footings, 
but the contractor has not proceeded with construction and the permit previously issued is set 
to expire soon.  It is unclear how or if this development will proceed.   
 

Year

Project Location Built MR Aff Sub

Assisted Living

Chandler Place St. Anthony 1986 119 ‐‐ ‐‐

Brightondale* New Brighton 1988 64 ‐‐ ‐‐

Cardigan Ridge Little Canada 2017 43 ‐‐ ‐‐

Shoreview Senior Living Shoreview 2013 33 ‐‐ ‐‐

Johanna Shores Arden Hills 2012 72 ‐‐ ‐‐

Iris Park Commons St. Paul 1992/2002 49 ‐‐ ‐‐

Total Assisted Living Units 380 0 0

Memory Care

Pond View St. Anthony 1997 23 ‐‐ ‐‐

Brightondale* New Brighton 1988 16 ‐‐ ‐‐

Johanna Shores Arden Hills 2012 36 ‐‐ ‐‐

Cardigan Ridge Little Canada 2017 32 ‐‐ ‐‐

Shoreview Senior Living Shoreview 2012 16 ‐‐ ‐‐

Katy's Cottage St. Paul 2002 16 ‐‐ ‐‐

Total Memory Care Units 139 0 0

* located in PMA communities but outside of PMA

Source:  Maxfield Research and Consulting LLC

TABLE E‐7 (continued)

EXISTING SENIOR HOUSING

NEAR ROSEVILLE AND IN PMA

September 2018

Units
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Presbyterian Homes and Services has been in discussions with the City regarding the redevel‐
opment of the existing Langton Place skilled care center at 1910 County Road D.  Langton Place 
has 94 skilled nursing beds.  The tentative proposal would be to reduce the number of skilled 
beds and incorporate a mix of long‐term care and transitional care beds along with an inde‐
pendent living senior building of approximately 64 units.  No formal application has been made 
to date. 
 
United Properties has proposed to develop 100 units of market rate active adult (55+) rental 
housing adjacent to the new Cherrywood Pointe at Lexington service‐enriched facility.   
 
Arden Hills 
 
Summit Development has proposed a 100‐ to 150‐unit senior development consisting of 
independent and/or assisted living which is yet to be determined.  The development is in the 
early planning stage as the site, at Interstate 694 and Highway 10 is currently zoned for a 
maximum of 80 units.  The developer is negotiating with the City to increasing the number of 
units allowed on the site.  This development remains tentative. 
 
Lynblomsten, a well‐known senior housing operator in St. Paul, is proposing to develop a 200‐
unit senior campus at 1700 Highway 96.  The City has not received any applications at this time.  
It is unclear when this project may move forward and the distribution of units by service level 
has not yet been determined.   
 
Little Canada 
 
The City of Little Canada recently approved the development of Suite Living of Little Canada 
with 32 assisted living and memory care units on property at 2736‐2744 Rice Street.  These 
units are anticipated to come on‐line late 2019. 
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Introduction 
 
Maxfield Research analyzed the for‐sale housing market in Roseville by analyzing data on single‐
family and multifamily home sales and active listings, identifying active subdivisions and pend‐
ing for‐sale developments; and conducting interviews with local real estate professionals, 
developers and planning officials.   
 
 

Overview of For‐Sale Housing Market Conditions 
 
Table F‐1 presents home resale data on single‐family and multifamily housing in Roseville from 
2005 through August 2018.  The data was obtained from the Regional Multiple Listing Services 
of Minnesota (MLS) and shows annual number of sales, median and average pricing, average 
days of market, cumulative days on market, and percentage of sales that are lender‐mediated 
(i.e. short‐sale or foreclosure).  It should be noted that lender‐mediated sales were not catego‐
rized until July 2008 and the cumulative days on market were not calculated until 2006. 
 
Table F‐2 breaks down resale activity from Table F‐1 into single‐family and multifamily resales.  
The following are key points observed from our analysis of this data. 
 

 Like across the Twin Cities Metro Area and the nation, at the height of the real estate boom, 
Roseville pricing peaked in 2006 with an average and median sales $270,389 and $245,000, 
respectively.  Values then declined significantly during the Great Recession to an average 
and median low of $186,379 and $158,000 in 2011.   
 

 After 2006, the median sales price decreased annually from $245,000 to $158,500 in 2011, 
a loss of 35%.  From 2011 to 2017, the median sales price has increased to $243,000 (53%), 
indicating a strong market recovery. 

 

 The number of lender‐mediated properties has accounted for 14% of all home transactions 
since 2009.  Although, Roseville has been affected by foreclosures and short sales during 
the Great Recession, the impact was lesser then other cities in Minnesota.  Many communi‐
ties in the Metro Area averaged about 50% lender‐mediated sales during the same period.  
Lender mediated sales peaked in 2011 and have steadily declined to 2% in 2017.   

 

 Single‐family housing types accounted for 73% of all resales between over the period.  
Multifamily resales were highest in 2017 when 142 units were sold but the highest propor‐
tion compared to single‐family was in 2006 (33%). 

 

 Multifamily housing was priced lower than single‐family housing (about 75% less over the 
period).  However, in 2012 and 2016, the median sales price of single‐family housing was 
over twice as high as the median sales price of multifamily housing. 
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No. Avg. Sales Avg. % Med. Sales Median % % Lender

Year Sold Price Change Price Change Avg. Median Mediated2

2005 420 $253,894 7.4% $235,000 4.0% ‐ ‐ ‐

2006 386 $270,389 6.5% $245,000 4.3% 124 89 ‐

2007 326 $254,954 ‐5.7% $235,000 ‐4.1% 119 67 ‐

2008 279 $238,629 ‐6.4% $225,000 ‐4.3% 132 97 12.4%

2009 290 $216,250 ‐9.4% $197,989 ‐12.0% 124 97 27.8%

2010 276 $213,241 ‐1.4% $190,000 ‐4.0% 136 97 29.2%

2011 307 $186,379 ‐12.6% $158,500 ‐16.6% 146 102 33.8%

2012 407 $206,858 11.0% $187,000 18.0% 118 59 21.5%

2013 407 $210,445 1.7% $199,000 6.4% 75 30 20.1%

2014 390 $226,402 7.6% $205,000 3.0% 68 42 10.8%

2015 481 $224,045 ‐1.0% $215,100 4.9% 66 38 7.8%

2016 515 $239,722 7.0% $225,425 4.8% 63 32 6.4%

2017 515 $259,784 8.4% $243,000 7.8% 43 25 1.8%

2018* 336 $280,788 8.1% $267,750 10.2% 35 17 2.9%

Total 05'‐18' 5,335

Summary 05' to 17'

Change 2.3% 3.4%

Average 385 $230,846 $212,386 101 63

* January through August 31st, 2018

Sources: Greater Minneapolis Area Association of Realtors, Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC

2 Lender Mediated Properties include foreclosures and short sales.  MLS data for this property type began in July 2008. 

1 Cumulative Days on Market initiated in 2006.  Cumulative days equals the number of days on market over the course of the past 

year (i.e. covers number of days if the property was relisted)

Cumul. DOM1

TABLE F‐1

HOME RESALES

CITY OF ROSEVILLE

2000 to 2018*
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SINGLE‐FAMILY AND MULTIFAMILY RESIDENTIAL SALES

CITY OF ROSEVILLE

2000 to 2018*

Median Average 

Number Sales % Sales %

Year of Sales Price Chg. Price Chg.

2005 298 $246,200 ‐‐ $273,758 ‐‐

2006 259 $254,800 3.5% $292,503 6.8%

2007 241 $246,900 ‐3.1% $276,287 ‐5.5%

2008 204 $235,250 ‐4.7% $269,397 ‐2.5%

2009 231 $208,800 ‐11.2% $233,988 ‐13.1%

2010 200 $211,000 1.1% $228,762 ‐2.2%

2011 235 $175,000 ‐17.1% $210,077 ‐8.2%

2012 297 $208,000 18.9% $232,576 10.7%

2013 309 $212,000 1.9% $234,550 0.8%

2014 283 $216,000 1.9% $256,266 9.3%

2015 355 $230,000 6.5% $252,518 ‐1.5%

2016 377 $245,000 6.5% $270,368 7.1%

2017 373 $259,000 5.7% $291,135 7.7%

2018* 228 $290,000 12.0% $319,901 9.9%

Pct. Change

00' ‐ 17' 25.2% 5.2% 6.3%

2005 122 $160,500 ‐‐ $206,620 ‐‐

2006 127 $192,000 19.6% $224,466 8.6%

2007 85 $159,900 ‐16.7% $192,138 ‐14.4%

2008 75 $130,000 ‐18.7% $157,139 ‐18.2%

2009 59 $131,500 1.2% $149,091 ‐5.1%

2010 76 $128,000 ‐2.7% $169,397 13.6%

2011 72 $90,500 ‐29.3% $108,663 ‐35.9%

2012 110 $102,500 13.3% $138,948 27.9%

2013 98 $119,400 16.5% $134,439 ‐3.2%

2014 107 $121,000 1.3% $147,415 9.7%

2015 126 $118,350 ‐2.2% $143,823 ‐2.4%

2016 138 $116,150 ‐1.9% $156,001 8.5%

2017 142 $149,375 28.6% $177,432 13.7%

2018* 114 $166,000 11.1% $203,769 14.8%

Pct. Change

00' ‐ 17' 16.4% ‐6.9% ‐14.1%

* January through August 31st, 2018

Sources: Greater Mpls Area Association of Realtors; Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC

Single‐Family

Multifamily**

** Multifamily includes twinhomes, townhomes, and condominiums (some cooperative 

sales are included) 

TABLE F‐2
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Home Resales by Price 
 
Table F‐3 shows the distribution of sales within eight price ranges from resales between 2005 
and August 2018.  The graph on the following page visually displays the sales data.  
 

 During the housing boom, homes priced over $300,000 accounted for 15.5% of total resales 
at the peak in 2006.  However, after 2006, homes priced above this threshold started to de‐
cline and experienced a low of 7.5% in 2011.  Resales fluctuated at this price level since 
2011 but has recently spiked and accounted for 15% of sales in 2017. 
 

 Conversely, homes priced under $100,000 accounted for 3.9% of resales in 2006 and began 
to rise there after reaching a high of 19% in 2011.   After 2011, homes priced under 
$100,000 began to fall to a rate of 8.5% in 2017. 
 

 The median resale price of homes in Roseville was roughly $267,750 through August 2018.  
The household income required to afford a home at this price would be about $76,500 to 
$89,250, based on the standard of 3.0 to 3.5 times the median income (and assuming these 
households do not have a high level of debt).  In 2018, 51% (3,749 households) of Roseville’s 
non‐senior households had incomes greater than $76,500 compared to 54% (13,739 house‐
holds) in the PMA. 
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2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018¹

Price Range No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No.

Under $100,000 11 15 16 23 28 31 58 64 45 45 53 63 44 19

$100,000 to $149,999 42 30 23 23 31 46 72 72 47 30 33 23 33 33

$150,000 to $199,999 45 36 46 52 92 71 84 89 116 106 108 75 48 26

$200,000 to $249,999 151 128 111 87 73 56 36 87 101 98 141 159 154 58

$250,000 to $299,999 88 83 65 43 32 30 23 37 41 52 72 93 104 76

$300,000 to $349,999 34 34 23 24 11 15 11 13 27 17 32 50 54 49

$350,000 to $399,999 21 20 13 10 4 9 4 6 12 11 19 17 31 26

$400,000+ 28 40 29 17 19 18 19 39 18 31 23 35 47 49

Total 420 386 326 279 290 276 307 407 407 390 481 515 515 336

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018¹

Price Range Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct. Pct.

Under $100,000 2.6% 3.9% 4.9% 8.2% 9.7% 11.2% 18.9% 15.7% 11.1% 11.5% 11.0% 12.2% 8.5% 5.7%

$100,000 to $149,999 10.0% 7.8% 7.1% 8.2% 10.7% 16.7% 23.5% 17.7% 11.5% 7.7% 6.9% 4.5% 6.4% 9.8%

$150,000 to $199,999 10.7% 9.3% 14.1% 18.6% 31.7% 25.7% 27.4% 21.9% 28.5% 27.2% 22.5% 14.6% 9.3% 7.7%

$200,000 to $249,999 36.0% 33.2% 34.0% 31.2% 25.2% 20.3% 11.7% 21.4% 24.8% 25.1% 29.3% 30.9% 29.9% 17.3%

$250,000 to $299,999 21.0% 21.5% 19.9% 15.4% 11.0% 10.9% 7.5% 9.1% 10.1% 13.3% 15.0% 18.1% 20.2% 22.6%

$300,000 to $349,999 8.1% 8.8% 7.1% 8.6% 3.8% 5.4% 3.6% 3.2% 6.6% 4.4% 6.7% 9.7% 10.5% 14.6%

$350,000 to $399,999 5.0% 5.2% 4.0% 3.6% 1.4% 3.3% 1.3% 1.5% 2.9% 2.8% 4.0% 3.3% 6.0% 7.7%

$400,000+ 6.7% 10.4% 8.9% 6.1% 6.6% 6.5% 6.2% 9.6% 4.4% 7.9% 4.8% 6.8% 9.1% 14.6%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

12018 figures are from January 1st to August 31st

Sources: Greater Minneapolis Area Association of Realtors, Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC

TABLE F‐3

HOME RESALES BY PRICE POINT

CITY OF ROSEVILLE

2005 to 20181
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Current Supply of Homes on the Market 
 
To more closely examine the current market for available owner‐occupied housing in Roseville, 
we reviewed the current supply of homes on the market (listed for sale).  Table F‐4 homes 
shows currently listed for sale in Roseville distributed into 12 price ranges.  The data was 
provided by the MLS and is based on active listings in September 2018.  MLS listings generally 
account for the clear majority of all residential sale listings in a given area.  Table F‐5 shows 
listings by home style (i.e. one‐story, two‐story, townhome, condominium). 
 

 As of September 2018, there were 78 homes listed for sale in Roseville of which 73% were 
single‐family.   
 

 The median list price in Roseville was $299,950 ($329,900 for single‐family homes and 
$199,900 for multifamily homes).  The median sale price is generally a more accurate indica‐
tor of housing values in a community than the average sale price.  Average sale prices can 
be easily skewed by a few, very high‐ or very low‐priced sales in any given year.  The median 
sale price better represents the pricing of a majority of homes in a given market. 

 

 Based on a median list price of $299,950, the income required to afford a home at this price 
would be about $85,700 to $99,983, based on the standard of 3.0 to 3.5 times the median 
income (and assuming these households do not have a high level of debt).  A household 
with significantly more equity (in an existing home and/or savings) could afford a higher 
priced home.  About 44% of Roseville non‐senior households have annual incomes at or 
above $85,700.   

 

 Single‐family homes accounted for 73% of all active listings.  The remaining listings are 
either townhomes (17%) or condominiums (10%).   

 

 Roughly half of multifamily listings are priced under $200,000.  However, there are no 
single‐family listings are under $200,000.  For single‐family listings, 46% are priced between 
$200,000 and $299,999 compared to 19% of multifamily listings in that price range. 

 

 One‐story homes made up the highest percentage (49%) of active single‐family listings.  
Two‐story homes and 1.5‐story homes have the second and third highest percentages at 
23% and 16%, respectively.  
 

 Side‐by‐side townhomes/twinhomes consist of 62% of the multifamily listings and low‐rise 
condominiums account for the remaining 38%.  No other type of multifamily home was 
listed at the time. 
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Price Range No. Pct. No. Pct.

< $99,999 0 0.0% 5 23.8%

$100,000 to $124,999 0 0.0% 1 4.8%

$125,000 to $149,999 0 0.0% 1 4.8%

$150,000 to $174,999 0 0.0% 2 9.5%

$175,000 to $199,999 0 0.0% 2 9.5%

$200,000 to $249,999 10 17.5% 3 14.3%

$250,000 to $299,999 16 28.1% 1 4.8%

$300,000 to $349,999 4 7.0% 5 23.8%

$350,000 to $399,999 8 14.0% 0 0.0%

$400,000 to $449,999 4 7.0% 0 0.0%

$450,000 to $499,999 5 8.8% 1 4.8%

$500,000 and Over 10 17.5% 0 0.0%

57 100% 21 100%

Minimum

Maximum

Median

Average

1 Includes townhomes, twinhomes, and condominiums

Sources:  Regional Multiple Listing Service of MN

                Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC

Single‐Family Multifamily1

TABLE F‐4
HOMES CURRENTLY LISTED FOR‐SALE

CITY OF ROSEVILLE
September 2018 
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Avg. List   Avg. List Price Avg. Age

Property Type Listings Pct. Price Per Sq. Ft. of Home

One story 28 49.1% $384,472 $162 1958

1.5‐story 9 15.8% $330,489 $187 1944

2‐story 13 22.8% $465,446 $173 1971

More Than 2 stories 0 0.0% ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

Split entry/Bi‐level 2 3.5% $327,500 $189 1992

3‐level split 1 1.8% $469,900 $159 1968

4 or more split‐level 2 3.5% $352,400 $142 1962

Other 2 3.5% $419,450 $141 1993

Total 57 100.0% $394,214 $167 1961

Twin Home 0 0.0% ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

Side‐by‐Side 13 100.0% $279,146 $161 1997

Quad/4 Corners 0 0.0% ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

Total 13 100.0% $279,146 $161 1997

Low Rise (3‐ Levels) 8 100.0% $117,150 $133 1975

Manor/Village 0 0.0% ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐

Total 8 100.0% $117,150 $133 1975

Sources:  Greater Minneapolis Area Association of Realtors; Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC

TABLE F‐5

Condominiums/Cooperatives

ACTIVE LISTINGS BY HOUSING TYPE

September 2018

Single‐Family
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CITY OF ROSEVILLE
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General‐Occupancy Condominium Developments 
 

Table F‐6 profiles for‐sale general‐occupancy condominium developments in Roseville.  It 
should be noted that age‐restricted condominiums are excluded but are in the Senior Housing 
section of this report.  Table F‐6 data was obtained from the MLS.   
 

 Nearly all general‐occupancy condominium units in Roseville were constructed in the 1960s 
and 1970s, accounting for 92% of the condominium housing stock.   
 

 There was no condominium development in the 1980s and 1990s; however, apartment‐to‐
condominium conversions occurred during the peak of the real estate boom in the 2000s. 
 

 Two new condominiums were constructed in the past decade: Villas of Midland Hills and 
McCarron Pond Condos.  The Villas of Midland Hills is a luxury condominium building locat‐
ed adjacent to the Midland Hills Country Club and includes a social membership in the golf 
club.  McCarron Pond Condos is a 42‐unit development constructed in 2007.  
 

 

Year Unit Description/

Development/Location Built Units Types Min Max Average Comments

Bonaventure 1973 30 2BR 1,386 ‐ 1,598 $157,000 $170,000 $164,660

3090 Lexington Avenue

Dellwood Condominiums* 1982 12 2BR 939 ‐ 1,055 $140,000 ‐ $140,000 $140,000

1725 Dellwood Avenue

Executive Manor Condos 1967 72 1BR 542 ‐ 593 $75,000 ‐ $82,400 $78,700

3153‐3155 Old Highway 8 2BR 905 ‐ 988 $89,500 ‐ $90,500 $90,000

Hamline House Condos 1969 150 1BR 710 ‐ 747 $75,000 ‐ $104,900 $94,898

2800 Hamline Avenue 2BR 907 ‐ 1,040 $104,000 ‐ $140,000 $124,200

Midland Grove Condos 1969 174 1BR 840 ‐ 965 $50,000 ‐ $97,000 $92,360

2200‐2250 Midland Grove Rd. 2BR 1,090 ‐ 1,130 $94,000 ‐ $157,000 $124,862

Parkview Estates 1978 96 2BR 1,022 ‐ 1,550 $127,000 ‐ $144,000 $133,667

2670‐2680 Oxford Street

Parkview Terrace Condominiums 1968 105 1BR 686 ‐ 686 $73,500 ‐ $89,900 $81,733

2690‐2700 Oxford Street 2BR 1,018 ‐ 1,078 $100,400 ‐ $121,500 $110,680

Ramsey Square 1969 192 1BR 793 ‐ 793 $74,900 ‐ $83,000 $78,950

2700‐2730 Dale Street 2BR 1,044 ‐ 1,208 $83,500 ‐ $128,900 $101,629

Villas of Midland Hills 2006 33 2BR 1,310 ‐ 2,085 $329,900 ‐ $489,900 $416,663

1940 Fulham Street

Lake Josephine 1969 23 1BR

3076 Lexington Avenue 2BR 1,005 ‐ 1,150

McCaron Pond Condos 2007 42 1BR

185 North McCarrons Blvd. 2BR 1,105 ‐ 1,512

3BR

Rosewood Village 1971 201 1BR 710 ‐ 782

1620‐1690 Highway 36 2BR 990 ‐ 1,100 $92,532 ‐ $135,000 ‐ $111,108

Sources: Greater Minneapolis Area Association of Realtors; Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC

913

1,944

TABLE F‐6

* Condominium conversion from apartments

893

Unit

Sizes

Most Recent Sales Price¹

1 Most recent sales pricing from August 2017 to August 2018.  

Three‐story building, detached 

garages and surface parking

GENERAL OCCUPANCY CONDOMINIUM DEVELOPMENTS

CITY OF ROSEVILLE

August 2018

No Recent Sales

No Recent Sales

No Recent Sales

Three buildings, surface parking

Three‐story building

Three‐story building, surface 

parking

Three‐story building, detached 

garages and surface parking

Two‐story building

Three‐story building, surface 

parking

Three‐story building, 

underground parking, adjacent 

to Midland Hills Country Club

Two, three‐story buildings, 

surface parking

Two, three‐story buildings, 

surface parking

Four three‐story buildings
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 Condominium sales have increased significantly since the last Comprehensive Housing Study 
completed in 2013.  For example, sales prices increased by a range from roughly 2% at Mid‐
land Grove Condos to 157% at Executive Manor Condos.  The average sales price increased 
by a range of 8% to 160% within the Roseville condominiums. 
 

 Examples of specific condominium sales include Bonaventure ranged from $85,000 to 
$115,000 in 2013 compared to $157,000 to $170,000 from August 2017 to August 2018.  
Parkview Estates ranged from $51,900 to $100,000 in 2013 compared to $127,000 to 
$144,000 from August 2017 to August 2018. 

 

 All condominiums (excluding the Villas of Midland Hills) in Roseville have some units selling 
for less than $200,000, or those units targeted towards many first‐time homebuyers.  Over 
the past year 63 out of 66 condominium units sold for less than $200,000 of which 41% 
were sold under $100,000.  Many units selling for less than $100,000 are being rented. 

 
 
Pending For‐Sale Developments 
 
Roseville 
 
Wheaton Woods by Golden Valley Land/TJB Homes consists of 17 single‐family homes at the 
intersection of Wheaton and Dale Street.  Twelve permits have been issued of the 17 lots in the 
subdivision.  Development began Summer 2016. 
 
Farrington Estates by Premium Real Estate Solutions consists of six, single‐family homes at 311 
County Road B.  All permits have been issued for the six single‐family homes.  Completion of 
construction is scheduled for Fall 2018. 
 
Arden Hills 
 
Rice Creek Commons, the former TCCAP property, in Arden Hills is proposed to include a 
diverse mix of housing including single‐family detached and attached, condominiums, senior 
and multifamily housing.  The number of units on the property is anticipated to incorporate 
1,460 housing units.  The first phase of housing development is planned to begin in 2020. 
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Introduction 
 
Affordable housing is a term that has various definitions according to different people and is a 
product of supply and demand.  According to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD), the definition of affordability is for a household to pay no more than 30% 
of its annual income on housing (including utilities).  Families who pay more than 30% of their 
income for housing (either rent or mortgage) are considered cost burdened and may have 
difficulty affording necessities such as food, clothing, transportation and medical care.  HUD 
also defines various levels of cost‐burden.  For example, a household that pays 35% or more of 
its income for housing is considered “moderately” cost‐burdened while a household paying 50% 
or more of its income on housing is considered “severely” cost‐burdened. 
 
Generally, housing that is income‐restricted to households earning at or below 80% of Area 
Median Income (AMI) is considered affordable.  However, many individual properties have 
income restrictions set anywhere from 30% to 80% of AMI.  Rent is not based on income but 
instead is a contract amount that is affordable to households within the specific restricted 
income segment.  Moderate‐income housing, often referred to as “workforce housing,” refers 
to rental and ownership housing.  Therefore, the definition is broadly defined as housing that is 
income‐restricted to households earning between 50% and 120% AMI.  Figure 1 below summa‐
rizes income ranges by definition. 
 

 
 
 

Rent and Income Limits 
 
Table HA‐1 shows the maximum allowable incomes by household size to qualify for affordable 
housing and maximum gross rents that can be charged by bedroom size in Roseville (based on 
figures applicable for Hennepin County).  These incomes are published and revised annually by 
the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and published separately by Minne‐
sota Housing (MN Housing uses different income percentages based on the housing programs 
that they administer) based on the date the project was placed into service.  Fair market rent is 
the amount needed to pay the gross monthly rent for rental housing (overall market) in a given 

Definition

Extremely Low Income 0% ‐ 30%

Very Low Income 31% ‐ 50%

Low Income 51% ‐ 80%

Moderate Income | Workforce Housing 80% ‐ 120%

Note:  Ramsey County 4‐person AMI = $94,300 (2018)

AMI Range

FIGURE 1
AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI) DEFINITIONS
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area.  This table is used as a basis for determining the payment standard amount used to 
calculate the maximum monthly subsidy for families at financially assisted housing.   
 

 
 
Table HA‐2 shows the maximum rents by household size and AMI based on income limits 
illustrated in Table HA‐1.  The rents on Table HA‐2 are based on HUD’s allocation that monthly 
rents should not exceed 30% of income.  In addition, the table reflects the maximum household 
size based on HUD guidelines of number of persons per unit.  For each additional bedroom, the 
maximum household size increases by approximately two people.  The Fair Market Rents 
shown on Table HA‐2 are the final 2018 Fair Market Rents for Ramsey County as identified by 
HUD.  Between 2017 and 2018, Fair Market Rents increased from 0.2% to 1.7% over one year.  
The largest increase was for studio units (1.7%) and the smallest was for one‐bedroom units 
(0.2%).  The average increase was 0.7%. 

1 pph 2 phh 3 phh 4 phh 5 phh 6 phh 7 phh 8 phh

30% of median $19,850 $22,650 $25,500 $28,300 $30,600 $33,740 $38,060 $42,830

50% of median $33,050 $37,750 $42,450 $47,150 $50,950 $54,700 $58,500 $62,250

60% of median $39,660 $45,300 $50,940 $56,580 $61,140 $65,640 $70,200 $74,700

80% of median $50,350 $57,550 $64,750 $71,900 $77,700 $83,450 $89,200 $94,950

EFF 1BR 2BR 3BR 4BR

30% of median $495 $531 $636 $735 $820

50% of median $826 $885 $1,061 $1,226 $1,367

60% of median $991 $1,062 $1,273 $1,471 $1,641

80% of median $1,258 $1,438 $1,618 $1,797 $1,942

EFF 1BR 2BR 3BR 4BR

Fair Market Rent $711 $864 $1,089 $1,547 $1,812

Sources:  MHFA, HUD,  Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC

Fair Market Rent

TABLE HA‐1
MHFA/HUD INCOME AND RENT LIMITS

RAMSEY COUNTY ‐ 2018

Income Limits by Household Size

Maximum Gross Rent
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Unit Type1 Min Max Min.    Max. Min.    Max. Min.    Max. Min.    Max. Min.    Max. Min.    Max.

Studio 1 1 $496 ‐ $496 $826 ‐ $826 $992 ‐ $992 $1,259 ‐ $1,259 $1,650 ‐ $1,650 $1,980 ‐ $1,980

1BR    1 2 $496 ‐ $566 $826 ‐ $944 $992 ‐ $1,133 $1,259 ‐ $1,439 $1,650 ‐ $1,885 $1,980 ‐ $2,262

2BR    2 4 $566 ‐ $708 $944 ‐ $1,179 $1,133 ‐ $1,415 $1,439 ‐ $1,798 $1,885 ‐ $2,358 $2,262 ‐ $2,829

3BR 3 6 $638 ‐ $844 $1,061 ‐ $1,368 $1,274 ‐ $1,641 $1,619 ‐ $2,086 $2,123 ‐ $2,735 $2,547 ‐ $3,282

4BR 4 8 $708 ‐ $1,071 $1,179 ‐ $1,556 $1,415 ‐ $1,868 $1,798 ‐ $2,374 $2,358 ‐ $3,113 $2,829 ‐ $3,735

Sources:  HUD, Novogradac, Maxfield Research and Consulting, LLC

TABLE HA‐2

1 One‐bedroom plus den and two‐bedroom plus den units are classified as 1BR and 2BR units, respectively.  To be classified as a bedroom, a den must have a 

window and closet.

MAXIMUM RENT BASED ON HOUSEHOLD SIZE AND AREA MEDIAN INCOME

RAMSEY COUNTY ‐ 2018

Note:  4‐person Ramsey County AMI is $94,300 (2018)

HHD Size

Maximum Rent Based on Household Size (@30% of Income)

30% 60% 80% 100% 120%50%
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Housing Cost Burden 
 
Table HA‐3 shows the number and percent of owner and renter households in Roseville and 
selected nearby cities including St. Anthony, Falcon Heights, New Brighton, Little Canada 
Shoreview, Ramsey County, Twin Cities Metro Area (7‐County), and Minnesota that pay 30% or 
more of their gross income for housing.  This information was compiled from the American 
Community Survey 2016 estimates.  This information is different than the 2000 Census which 
separated households that paid 35% or more in housing costs.  As such, the information pre‐
sented in the tables may be overstated in terms of households that may be “cost burdened.”  
The Federal standard for affordability is 30% of income for housing costs.  Without a separate 
break‐out for households that pay 35% or more, there are likely a number of households that 
elect to pay slightly more than 30% of their gross income to select their desired housing.  
Moderately cost‐burdened is defined as households paying between 35% and 49.9% of their 
income for housing; while severely cost‐burdened is defined as households paying 50% or more 
of their income for housing.   
 
Higher‐income households that are cost‐burdened may have the option of moving to lower 
priced housing, but lower‐income households often do not.  The figures in the table focus on 
owner households with incomes of $50,000 or less and renter households with incomes of 
$35,000 or less.    
 
Key findings from Table HA‐3 follow.   

 

 In Roseville, 20.9% of owner households and 40.2% of renter households are considered 
cost burdened.  Roseville has a slightly lower proportion of cost burdened owner house‐
holds as compared to the other selected cities, except for Shoreview at 17.8%.  It is also 
lower than Ramsey County (21.3%) and the Twin Cities Metro Area (20.6%).  Minnesota is 
slightly lower than Roseville (20.4%).  

 Roseville has a lower proportion of cost‐burdened renter households (40.2%) than all the 
other selected cities except St. Anthony (36.6%).  Roseville has a lower proportion of cost 
burdened renter households than Ramsey County (48.1%), the Twin Cities Metro Area 
(46.1%) and just slightly lower than Minnesota (44.7%). 

 Among owner households earning less than $50,000, 50.1% were cost burdened in Roseville 
compared to much higher proportions in all the other selected cities other than Little Cana‐
da (46.2%).  Roseville is lower than Hennepin County (53.1%) and the Twin Cities Metro Ar‐
ea (56.2%).  Minnesota is slightly lower than Roseville (48.6%). 

 An estimated 78.7% of Roseville renter households that earn less than $35,000 were cost 
burdened which is significantly lower than all the other selected cities except for Little Can‐
ada (77.2%).  Shoreview had the highest cost burdened renters earning less than $35,000 at 
96.0%.    Roseville is on par with the Twin Cities Metro Area (78.8%) but higher than Ramsey 
County (77.4%) and the State of Minnesota (72.4%).
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Community No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct.

Owner Households

All Owner Households 9,230 2,794 533

  Cost Burden 30% or greater 1,927 20.9% 669 23.9% 152 28.5%

Owner Households w/ incomes $50,000 or less 2,546 1,142 215

  Cost Burden 30% or greater 1,276 50.1% 528 46.2% 127 59.1%

Renter Households

All Renter Households 5,593 1,690 1,021

  Cost Burden 30% or greater 2,250 40.2% 727 43.0% 374 36.6%

Renter Households w/incomes $35,000 or less 2,318 826 363

  Cost Burden 30% or greater 1,824 78.7% 638 77.2% 319 87.9%

All Households

All Households 14,823 4,484 1,554

  Cost Burden 30% or greater 4,177 28.2% 1,396 31.1% 526 33.8%

Median Contract Rent1

1 Median Contract Rent 2016
Note: Calculations exclude households not computed.

CONTINUED

$876 $837 $1,092

TABLE HA‐3

HOUSING COST BURDEN

ROSEVILLE AND SELECTED CITIES, RAMSEY COUNTY, TWIN CITIES METRO, MINNESOTA

2016

Roseville Little Canada St. Anthony

20.9%
23.9%

28.5%

21.8% 21.9%
17.8%

21.3% 20.6% 20.4%

50.1%
46.2%

59.1% 61.1%

52.7% 54.8% 53.1%
56.2%

48.6%

0.0%

10.0%

20.0%

30.0%

40.0%

50.0%

60.0%

70.0%

80.0%

90.0%

100.0%

Cost Burdened Owner Households, Roseville and Selected Cities

Twin Cities Metro and Minnesota, 2016

All Owner HHs Owner HHs <$50k
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Community No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct.

Owner Households

All Owner Households 1,232 5,634 8,942

  Cost Burden 30% or greater 269 21.8% 1,232 21.9% 1,592 17.8%

Owner Households w/ incomes $50,000 or less 203 1,541 2,115

  Cost Burden 30% or greater 124 61.1% 812 52.7% 1,159 54.8%

Renter Households

All Renter Households 962 3,405 2,094

  Cost Burden 30% or greater 458 47.6% 1,620 47.6% 1,007 48.1%

Renter Households w/incomes $35,000 or less 465 1,562 650

  Cost Burden 30% or greater 411 88.4% 1,372 87.8% 624 96.0%

All Households

All Households 2,194 9,039 11,036

   Cost Burden 30% or Greater 727 33.1% 2,852 31.6% 2,599 23.6%

Median Contract Rent1

1 Median Contract Rent 2016
Note: Calculations exclude households not computed.

CONTINUED

$874 $831 $1,036

TABLE HA‐3

HOUSING COST BURDEN

ROSEVILLE AND SELECTED CITIES, HENNEPIN COUNTY, TWIN CITIES METRO, MINNESOTA

2016

Falcon Heights New Brighton Shoreview

40.2%
43.0%

36.6%

47.6% 47.6% 48.1% 48.1% 46.1% 44.7%

78.7% 77.2%

87.9% 88.4% 87.8%

96.0%

77.4% 78.8%

72.4%

0.0%

10.0%

20.0%

30.0%

40.0%

50.0%

60.0%

70.0%

80.0%

90.0%

100.0%

Cost Burdened Renter Households, Ramsey and Selected Cities,

Twin Cities Metro and Minnesota, 2016

All Renter HHs Renter HHs <$35k
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Community No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct.

Owner Households

All Owner Households 122,386 787,243 1,525,611

  Cost Burden 30% or greater 26,093 21.3% 162,458 20.6% 310,897 20.4%

Owner Households w/ incomes $50,000 or less 32,926 178,774 436,374

  Cost Burden 30% or greater 17,479 53.1% 100,424 56.2% 211,957 48.6%

Renter Households

All Renter Households 84,941 370,298 609,699

  Cost Burden 30% or greater 40,830 48.1% 170,551 46.1% 272,275 44.7%

Renter Households w/incomes $35,000 or less 43,656 169,105 309,063

  Cost Burden 30% or greater 33,775 77.4% 133,309 78.8% 223,669 72.4%

All Households

All Households 207,327 1,157,541 2,135,310

  Cost Burden 30% or greater 66,923 32.3% 333,009 28.8% 583,172 27.3%

Median Contract Rent1

1 Median Contract Rent 2016
Note: Calculations exclude households not computed.

Sources:  American Community Survey 2016 estimates; Maxfield Research and Consulting LLC

$785

Minnesota

$821 $896

TABLE HA‐3

HOUSING COST BURDEN

ROSEVILLE AND SELECTED CITIES, RAMSEY COUNTY, TWIN CITIES METRO, MINNESOTA

2016

Ramsey County Twin Cities Metro

40.2%
43.0%

36.6%

47.6% 47.6% 48.1% 48.1% 46.1% 44.7%

20.9%
23.9%

28.5%
21.8% 21.9%

17.8%
21.3% 20.6% 20.4%
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80.0%

90.0%

100.0%

Cost Burdened Households, Ramsey and Selected Cities, 
Twin Cities Metro and Minnesota, 2016

All Renter HHs All Owner HHs
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Housing Costs as Percentage of Household Income 
 
Housing costs are generally considered affordable at 30% of a household’s adjusted gross 
income.  Table HA‐4 on the following page illustrates key housing metrics based on housing 
costs and household incomes in Hennepin County for various submarkets.  The table estimates 
the percent of submarket households that can afford rental and for‐sale housing based on a 
30% allocation of income to housing.  Housing costs are based on the average for each submar‐
ket.  
 
Availability of data may not be always consistent between secondary published resources, but 
this is accounted for in determining the calculations. 
 
The housing affordability calculations assume the following: 

 
For‐Sale Housing 
 10% down payment with good credit score 
 Closing costs rolled into mortgage 
 30‐year mortgage at 4.69% interest rate 
 Private mortgage insurance (equity of less than 20%) 
 Homeowners insurance for single‐family homes and association dues for townhomes 
 Owner household income per 2016 ACS 
 

Rental Housing 
 Background check on tenant to ensure credit history 
 30% allocation of income  
 Renter household income per 2016 ACS 

 
Because of the down payment requirements and generally strict underwriting criteria for a 
mortgage, not all households will meet the income qualifications outlined above.  The for‐sale 
affordability analysis excludes equity that a homeowner may bring with them when purchasing 
a new residence. 
 

 The median income for all households in Roseville as of 2018 was an estimated $63,022.  
Median incomes however, vary by tenure (owner and renter).  According to the 2016 Amer‐
ican Community Survey, the median income of Roseville homeowners was $80,012 com‐
pared to $43,852. for renters. 
 

 According to the estimated 2018 income distribution for Roseville, 50% of all households 
and 59% of owner households could afford to purchase an entry‐level home in Roseville 
($275,000).  When adjusting for move‐up buyers ($450,000), an estimated 25% of all 
households and 30% of owner households would income‐qualify. 
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 An estimated 55% of existing renter households can afford to rent a one‐bedroom unit in 
Roseville (Avg. 1BR Rent‐$958/month).  The percentage of renter income‐qualified house‐
holds decreases to 38% that can afford an existing three‐bedroom unit ($1,370/month).  
After adjusting for new construction rental housing, the percentage of renter households 
that are income‐qualified decreases.  An estimated 36% of renters would be able to afford a 
new market rate one‐bedroom unit ($1,450 per month) while 24% could afford a new two‐
bedroom unit ($1,800 per month) and 13% could afford a new three‐bedroom unit ($2,500).  

 
 

For‐Sale (Assumes 10% down payment and good credit)

Entry‐Level Move‐Up Executive Entry‐Level Move‐Up Executive
Price of House $275,000 $450,000 $600,000 $250,000 $350,000 $500,000
Pct. Down Payment 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0%
Total Down Payment Amt. $27,500 $45,000 $60,000 $25,000 $35,000 $50,000
Estimated Closing Costs (rolled into mortgage) $8,250 $13,500 $18,000 $7,500 $10,500 $15,000
Cost of Loan $255,750 $418,500 $558,000 $232,500 $325,500 $465,000

Interest Rate 4.690% 4.690% 4.690% 4.690% 4.690% 4.690%
Number of Pmts. 360 360 360 360 360 360
Monthly Payment (P & I) ‐$1,325 ‐$2,168 ‐$2,891 ‐$1,204 ‐$1,686 ‐$2,409
(plus) Prop. Tax ‐$229 ‐$375 ‐$500 ‐$208 ‐$292 ‐$417
(plus) HO Insurance/Assoc. Fee for TH ‐$92 ‐$150 ‐$200 ‐$100 ‐$100 ‐$100
(plus) PMI/MIP (less than 20%) ‐$111 ‐$181 ‐$242 ‐$101 ‐$141 ‐$202

Subtotal monthly costs ‐$1,757 ‐$2,874 ‐$3,832 ‐$1,614 ‐$2,219 ‐$3,127

Housing Costs as % of Income 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 30%

Minimum Income Required $70,262 $114,973 $153,298 $64,541 $88,757 $125,082

Pct. of ALL Roseville HHDS who can afford1 49.9% 25.4% 12.1% 51.6% 37.2% 21.7%

No. of Roseville HHDS who can afford1 7,402 3,771 1,800 7,651 5,507 3,220

Pct. of Roseville owner HHDs who can afford2 59.4% 29.6% 15.1% 61.4% 43.7% 25.5%

No. of Roseville owner HHDs  who can afford2 5,487 2,736 1,395 5,666 4,036 2,352

No. of Roseville owner HHDS who cannot afford2 3,743 6,494 7,835 3,564 5,194 6,878

Rental (Market Rate)

1BR 2BR 3BR 1BR 2BR 3BR
Monthly Rent $958 $1,175 $1,370 $1,450 $1,800 $2,500
Annual Rent $11,496 $14,100 $16,440 $17,400 $21,600 $30,000

Housing Costs as % of Income 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 30%

Minimum Income Required $38,320 $47,000 $54,800 $58,000 $72,000 $100,000

Pct. of ALL Roseville HHDS who can afford1 72.1% 64.0% 58.0% 55.9% 46.7% 30.9%

No. of Roseville HHDS who can afford1 10,693 9,485 8,600 8,289 6,925 4,587

Pct. of Roseville renter HHDs who can afford2 54.9% 45.4% 38.2% 35.6% 24.2% 12.8%

No. of  Roseville renter HHDs  who can afford2 3,072 2,540 2,138 1,992 1,356 715

No. of  Rosefville renter HHDS who cannot afford2 2,521 3,053 3,455 3,601 4,237 4,878

1 Based on 2018 household income for ALL households
2 Based on 2016 ACS household income by tenure (i.e. owner and renter incomes.  Owner incomes = $80,012 vs. renter incomes = $43,852)

Source:  Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC

Existing Rental  New Rental

TABLE HA‐4
ROSEVILLE HOUSING AFFORDABILITY  ‐ BASED ON HOUSEHOLD INCOME

Single‐Family Townhome/Twinhome/Condo
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Introduction 
 
Previous sections of this study analyzed the existing housing supply, growth trends and demo‐
graphic characteristics of the population and household base in Roseville.  This section of the 
report presents estimates of housing demand in Roseville from 2018 to 2030.  
 
 

Demographic Profile and Housing Demand 
 
The demographic profile of a community affects housing demand and the types of housing that 
are needed.  The housing life‐cycle stages are: 
 

1. Entry‐level householders 

 Often prefer to rent basic, inexpensive apartments 

 Usually singles or couples in their early 20’s without children 

 Will often “double‐up” with roommates in apartment setting 
 
2. First‐time homebuyers and move‐up renters 

 Often prefer to purchase modestly‐priced single‐family homes or rent 
more upscale apartments 

 Usually married or cohabiting couples, in their mid‐20's or 30's, some 
with children, but most are without children 

 
3. Move‐up homebuyers 

 Typically prefer to purchase newer, larger, and therefore more ex‐
pensive single‐family homes 

 Typically, families with children where householders are in their late 
30's to 40's 

 
4. Empty‐nesters (persons whose children have grown and left home) and nev‐

er‐nesters (persons who never have children) 

 Prefer owning but will consider renting their housing 

 Some will move to alternative lower‐maintenance housing products 

 Generally, couples in their 50's or 60's 
 
5. Younger independent seniors 

 Prefer owning but will consider renting their housing 

 Will often move (at least part of the year) to retirement havens in the 
Sunbelt and desire to reduce their responsibilities for upkeep and 
maintenance 

 Generally, in their late 60's or 70's 
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6. Older seniors 

 May need to move out of their single‐family home due to physical 
and/or health constraints or a desire to reduce their responsibilities 
for upkeep and maintenance 

 Generally single females (widows) in their mid‐70's or older 
 
The baby boom generation will have the biggest effect on the housing market in Roseville as 
their life cycle continues.  Baby boomers are currently ages 54 to 72, and as they age over this 
decade, they will increase the population in the age groups 65 to 74, and 75+.  The 65 to 74 and 
75+ age groups in the Roseville Market Area are estimated to see increases of 1,815 and 1,763 
households, respectively, between 2018 and 2030.  Some of these baby boomers will prefer 
more expensive single‐family homes, while others who become empty nesters may prefer to 
downsize or desire maintenance‐free alternatives.  With the baby busters following in the baby 
boomers’ wake, the age group 35 to 54 will decline, somewhat decreasing the overall demand 
for move‐up housing. 
 
 
Estimated Demand for For‐Sale Single‐Family Housing 
 
Table G‐1 presents a demand calculation for general occupancy, for‐sale multifamily housing in 
Roseville between 2018 and 2030.  
 
Between 2018 and 2030, the Roseville Market Area is projected to add 3,316 new households.  
Based on an overall aging population and lack of newer housing available, household projec‐
tions by age cohort reveal that non‐senior households are not anticipated to increase at all 
between 2018 and 2030.  This is expected to result in no additional demand being generated 
from new non‐senior households. 
 
Demand, however is forecast to occur from existing Market Area households through housing 
turnover.  An estimated 18,098 owner households are in the Roseville Market Area in 2018.  
Based on mobility data from the Census Bureau, an estimated 26% of owner households will 
turn over in a ten‐year period, resulting in 4,778 existing households projected to turn over.  
Finally, we estimate 10% of the existing owner households will seek new for‐sale housing, 
resulting in demand for 478 for‐sale units.  Combining new households and households turning 
over, demand is estimated for 478 for‐sale units in the PMA. 
 
The available land supply in the Roseville Market Area significantly limits potential development 
activity.  Most of development will occur on in‐fill and redevelopment sites; as new redevelop‐
ment sites come available, the Roseville Market Area will be able to support more housing.  
Based on the current availability of land and housing needs, we estimate that approximately 
55% of the for‐sale demand will be for multifamily product types (i.e. twin homes, detached 
villas, townhomes or condominiums).   
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We then subtract any for‐sale single‐family units under construction or approved.  We 
identified two small single‐family subdivisions under construction and/or recently completed in 
Roseville containing 34 units. 
 
In addition, a portion of the existing housing stock will need to be replaced due to its age and 
condition.  We estimate that 0.3% of homes built before 1940 and 0.2% of homes built between 
1940 and 1950 will need to be replaced annually.  This replacement calculation results in 
additional demand for 367 multifamily homes over the twelve‐year timeframe.  Less the 34 
units under construction yields an excess demand for new general occupancy multifamily for‐
sale housing of 548 units. 

Projected household growth in the Roseville Market Area 2018 to 2030¹ 3,316

(times) Pct. of HH growth for general occupancy housing2 x 0.0%
(equals) Projected demand for general occupancy units = 0

(times) Propensity to Own3 x 53.3%
(equals) Total demand potential for ownership housing (2018 to 2030) = 0

Number of owner households (age 64 and younger) in Market Area, 2018 18,098

(times) Estimated percent of owner turnover4 x 26.4%
(equals) Total existing households projected to turnover = 4,778

(times) Estimated percent desiring new housing x 10%
(equals) Demand from existing households 478

(equals) Total demand from household growth and existing households, 2018 to 2030 = 478

(times) Percent desiring single‐family housing5 x 45%
(equals)  Total demand potential for new single‐family for‐sale housing = 215

(minus) Units under construction or pending ‐ 34

(plus) Estimated replacement need6 + 367

(equals) Excess demand for new general occupancy for‐sale single‐family housing  = 548

(times) Percent of Market Area demand capturable by Roseville x 20%

(equals) number of units supportable in Roseville 110

2
 Pct. of household growth age 65 and younger (U.S. Census ‐ 2016, ESRI, Maxfield Research)

3 
Pct. Owner households age 65 and younger in the Market Area (2016)

4
 Based on on turnover from 2016 American Community Survey for households moving after 2010.

5
 Based on preference for housing type and land availability

* 
Multifamily demand includes demand for townhomes, twinhomes, and condominium units.

Source:  Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC

1
 Estimated household growth based on data from ESRI, Metropolitan Council, and Maxfield Research

6
 Replacement need defined as 0.3% annual replacement of housing units built pre‐1940 and 0.2% of homes built between 1940 and 1950.

TABLE G‐1

FOR‐SALE MULTIFAMILY HOUSING DEMAND

ROSEVILLE MARKET AREA

2018 to 2030

Demand from Projected Household Growth

Demand from Existing Owner Households
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Finally, we estimate that 20% of excess Roseville Market Area demand could be captured in 
Roseville.  Therefore, total for‐sale multifamily demand in Roseville to 2030 is 110 units.  As 
mentioned previously, demand could be higher but is limited by the amount of vacant land that 
could accommodate residential uses. 
 
 

Estimated Demand for For‐Sale Multifamily Housing 
 
Table G‐2 presents a demand calculation for general occupancy, for‐sale multifamily housing in 
Roseville between 2018 and 2030.  
 
Between 2018 and 2030, the Roseville Market Area is projected to add 3,316 new households.  
Based on the aging population and lack of newer housing available, analysis from data provided 
by ESRI shows that of household growth forecast in specific age cohorts however, it is estimat‐
ed that 0% of the growth of these households (ages 65 and under) will support demand for 
general occupancy housing products (i.e. vs. senior housing), generating total demand for zero 
general occupancy housing units from household growth through 2030. 
 
Demand is also forecast to emerge from existing Market Area householders through turnover.  
An estimated 18,098 owner households are in the Roseville Market Area in 2018.  Based on 
mobility data from the Census Bureau, an estimated 26% of owner households will turnover in 
a ten‐year period, resulting in 4,778 existing households projected to turnover.  Finally, we 
estimate 10% of the existing owner households will seek new for‐sale housing, resulting in 
demand for 478 for‐sale units.  Combining new households and household turning over, there is 
demand for 478 for‐sale units in the PMA. 
 
The available land supply in the Roseville Market Area significantly limits potential development 
activity.  Most of development will occur on in‐fill and redevelopment sites; as new redevelop‐
ment sites come available, the Roseville Market Area will be able to support more housing.  
Based on the current availability of land and housing needs, we estimate that approximately 
55% of the for‐sale demand will be for multifamily product types (i.e. twin homes, detached 
villas, townhomes or condominiums).   
 
We then subtract any for‐sale multifamily units that are under construction or approved.  There 
are no new owned multifamily developments under construction in Roseville. 
 
In addition, a portion of the existing housing stock will need to be replaced due to its age and 
condition.  We estimate that 0.3% of homes built before 1940 and 0.2% of homes built between 
1940 and 1950 will need to be replaced annually.  This replacement calculation results in 
additional demand for 367 multifamily homes over the twelve‐year timeframe.  Excess demand 
for new general occupancy multifamily for‐sale housing totals 630 units. 
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Finally, we estimate that 35% of excess Roseville Market Area demand could be captured in 
Roseville.  Therefore, total for‐sale multifamily demand in Roseville to 2030 is 220 units.  As 
mentioned previously, demand could be higher but is limited by the amount of vacant land that 
could accommodate residential uses. 
 
 

Estimated Demand for General‐Occupancy Rental Housing 
 
Table G‐3 presents the calculation of general‐occupancy rental demand in the Roseville Market 
Area.  This analysis identifies potential demand for rental housing that is generated from new 
households and turnover households.  A portion of the demand will be drawn from existing 
households in Roseville that want to upgrade their housing situations.   

Projected household growth in the Roseville Market Area 2018 to 2030¹ 3,316

(times) Pct. of HH growth for general occupancy housing2 x 0.0%
(equals) Projected demand for general occupancy units = 0

(times) Propensity to Own3 x 53.3%
(equals) Total demand potential for ownership housing (2018 to 2030) = 0

Number of owner households (age 64 and younger) in Market Area, 2018 18,098

(times) Estimated percent of owner turnover4 x 26.4%
(equals) Total existing households projected to turnover = 4,778

(times) Estimated percent desiring new housing x 10%
(equals) Demand from existing households 478

(equals) Total demand from household growth and existing households, 2018 to 2030 = 478

(times) Percent desiring multifamily housing5 x 55%
(equals)  Total demand potential for new multifamily for‐sale housing = 263

(minus) Units under construction or pending ‐ 0

(plus) Estimated replacement need6 + 367

(equals) Excess demand for new general occupancy for‐sale housing  = 630

(times) Percent of Market Area demand capturable by Roseville x 35%

(equals) number of units supportable in Roseville 220

2
 Pct. of household growth age 65 and younger (U.S. Census ‐ 2016, ESRI, Maxfield Research)

3 
Pct. Owner households age 65 and younger in the Market Area (2016)

4
 Based on on turnover from 2016 American Community Survey for households moving after 2010.

5
 Based on preference for housing type and land availability

* 
Multifamily demand includes demand for townhomes, twinhomes, and condominium units.

Source:  Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC

Demand from Existing Owner Households

6
 Replacement need defined as 0.3% annual replacement of housing units built pre‐1940 and 0.2% of homes built between 1940 and 1950.

1
 Estimated household growth based on data from ESRI, Metropolitan Council, and Maxfield Research

TABLE G‐2

FOR‐SALE MULTIFAMILY HOUSING DEMAND

ROSEVILLE MARKET AREA

2018 to 2030

Demand from Projected Household Growth
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First, we calculate potential demand from new household growth by age group based on the 
propensity of households to rent their housing.  We focus on households between the ages of 
18 and 64 that will account for the clear majority of general‐occupancy rental demand.  Next, 
we calculate the percentage of household growth that will likely rent their housing.  In 2016, 
the estimated percentage of renters ranged from 28% among the under 45 to 64 age cohort to 
94% among those under age 25.   
 
The second part of the calculation identifies demand from existing households, or turnover 
demand.  Younger households tend to be highly mobile, relative to older households.  Mobility 
rates were calculated for the renter population based on Census data and were applied to the 
existing renter household base.  Finally, we estimate the percentage of the existing renter 
households will seek new rental housing by age cohort resulting in demand for 1,510 units over 
the next 12 years.   
 
We estimate that 30% of the total demand for new rental housing units in the Roseville Market 
Area will come from people currently living outside of the Market Area.  As a result, we find 
demand for 2,157 renter households based on household growth and existing households alone 
between 2018 and 2030. 
 
Based on a review of household incomes and sizes and monthly rents at existing projects, we 
estimate that approximately 10% of the total demand will be for subsidized housing, 20% will 
be for affordable housing and 70% will be for market rate housing.   

Attachment 1

Page 185 of 232



HOUSING DEMAND ANALYSIS 

MAXFIELD RESEARCH AND CONSULTING LLC 111 

Demand From Household Growth

Projected Growth in Household Base by 2030
(times) Proportion Estimated to Be Renting Their Housing1 x
(equals) Projected Demand for Rental Housing Units = 0 0 434 0 873

Demand From Existing Households

Number of renter households in 2018

(times) Estimated % of renter turnover between 2018 & 20232 x
(equals) Total Existing Renter Households Projected to Turnover = 2,227 6,054 2,298 2,591 1,748

(times) Estimated % Desiring New  Rental Housing x 5% 10% 10% 5% 5%

(equals)  Demand From Existing Households = 111 605 230 130 87

Total Demand From Household Growth and Existing Households 111 605 663 130 960

Total Demand from Household Growth and Existing Households

(plus) Demand from outside Market Area (30%)

(equals) Total Demand for Rental Housing in the Roseville Market Area

(times) Percent of rental demand by product type3 x

(equals)  Total demand for new general occupancy rental housing units =

(minus) Units under construction or pending* ‐

(equals) Excess demand for new general occupancy rental housing =

(times) Percent of Market Area demand capturable by Roseville x

(equals) number of units supportable in Roseville =

¹ Based on 2016 Census data.

² Based on Turnover from 2016 American Community Survey for households moving between 2000 and 2010.
3
 Based on the combination of current rental product and household incomes of area renters (non‐senior households)

*Pending/proposed competitive units at 95% occupancy.

Source:  Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC.

35%

75 131 354

431

56

35% 35%

1,013375

70%

1,510

497

  ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐            Number of Households            ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐  
Under 25 Age 25 to 34

Subsidized

Age 35 to 44 Age 45 to 64 Age 65 & Over

TABLE G‐2

RENTAL HOUSING DEMAND

ROSEVILLE MARKET AREA

2018 to 2030

3,577

2,973

0

216

Affordable

93.7% 71.0%

2,229 6,228

216

1,510

647

3,044

Market Rate

59.0% 58.8%

2,157

43.9% 27.7% 24.4%

4,392

97.2% 75.5%

0

20%10%

0 0 988

99.9%
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Next, projects that are under construction or pending are subtracted, since these projects will 
satisfy some of the calculated demand for general occupancy rental housing.  Pending projects 
include the 300 market rate apartments and 78 market rate rental townhomes being developed 
by JPL in Shoreview along with the proposed 154‐unit market rate development in Roseville by 
Sand Companies.   
 
There is demand in the Roseville Market Area for 216 subsidized units, 375 affordable units and 
1,013 market rate units to 2030.   
 
Finally, we estimate that Roseville can capture 35% of the total Market Area demand, resulting 
in demand for 75 subsidized units, 131 affordable units, and 354 market rate units.  If less 
construction occurs in adjacent communities, Roseville is in a prime position to capture a higher 
proportion of the overall demand. 
 
 

Estimated Demand for Active Adult Senior Housing 
 
Table G‐4 presents our demand calculations for market rate active adult senior housing in 
Roseville in 2018 and 2023. 
 
In order to determine demand for active adult senior housing, the potential market is reduced 
to households that are both age and income qualified.  The age‐qualified market is defined as 
seniors age 55 and older, although active adult properties primarily attract seniors age 65 and 
older.   
 
We calculate that the minimum income needed to afford monthly rents at new construction 
properties is $40,000, since seniors with this income could afford a monthly rent of $1,333 
based on spending 40% of their income toward housing.  We also add households with incomes 
between $30,000 and $39,999 who would be able to supplement their incomes with the 
proceeds from a home sale.  We estimate the number of age/income‐qualified senior house‐
holds in the Roseville Market Area to be 14,140 households in 2018. 
 
Adjusting to include appropriate long‐term capture rates for each age cohort (1.5% of house‐
holds age 55 to 64, 8.0% of households age 65 to 74, and 18.5% of households age 75 and over) 
results in market rate demand potential of 972 active adult senior units in 2018. 
 
Some additional demand will come from outside the Roseville Market Area.  We estimate that 
25% of the demand for active adult senior housing will be generated by seniors currently 
residing outside the Roseville Market Area.  This demand will consist primarily of parents of 
adult children living in the Roseville area, individuals who live just outside of the Roseville 
Market Area and have an orientation to the area, as well as former residents who desire to 
return.  Together, the demand from Roseville Market Area seniors and demand from seniors 
who would relocate to Roseville results in demand for 1,297 active adult units in 2018. 
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Active adult demand in Roseville is apportioned between ownership and rental housing.  Based 
on the age distribution, homeownership rates and current product available in Roseville, we 
project that 70% of PMA demand will be for adult ownership housing (908 units) and 30% will 
be for rental housing (389 units). 
 
Next, existing competitive market rate units (minus a vacancy factor of 5% to allow for suffi‐
cient consumer choice and turnover) are subtracted from the owner and rental demand.  There 
are 517 owner‐occupied units and no renter‐occupied units in Roseville.  We also include 75% 
of the units located outside Roseville, but in the Market Area due to market overlap.  Subtract‐
ing the existing competitive market rate units results in total demand potential for 176 active 
adult owner‐occupied units and 228 active adult rental units in 2018.   
 
No one community, including Roseville, would be able to capture 100% of the demand.  We 
estimate that Roseville can capture 35% of owned and rental demand.  This results in demand 
for 24 active adult owner‐occupied units and 64 adult rental units in Roseville as of 2018. 

55‐64 65‐74 75+ 55‐64 65‐74 75+

# of Households w/ Incomes of >$40,0001 5,483 3,678 2,123 6,197 5,473 3,712

# of Households w/ Incomes of $30,000 to $39,9991 
+ 902 934 1,020 + 479 660 922

(times ) Homeownership Rate x 78% 81% 70% x 78% 81% 70%

(equals) Total Potential Market Base = 6,187 4,435 2,837 = 6,571 6,008 4,357

(times) Potential Capture Rate  x 1.5% 8.0% 18.5% x 1.5% 8.0% 18.5%

(equals) Demand Potential  = 93 355 525 = 99 481 806

Potential Demand from Market Area Residents = 972 = 1,385

(plus) Demand from Outside Market Area (25%) + 324 + 462
(equals) Total Demand Potential = 1,297 = 1,847

Owner‐ Renter‐ Owner‐ Renter‐

Occupied Occupied Occupied Occupied

(times) % by Product Type x 70% x 30% x 70% x 30%

(equals) Demand Potential by Product Type = 908 = 389 = 1,293 = 554

(minus) Existing and Pending MR Active Adult Units3 ‐ 732 ‐ 161 ‐ 732 ‐ 161
(equals) Excess Demand for MR Active Adult Units = 176 = 228 = 561 = 393

(times) Percent capturable by Roseville x 35% x 35% x 35% x 35%
(equals) # of units supportable in Roseville = 61 = 80 = 196 = 138

Source:  Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC

² Existing and pending are deducted at market equilibrium (95% occupancy).

2023

Age of Householder Age of Householder

2018

TABLE G‐4

MARKET RATE ACTIVE ADULT HOUSING DEMAND

ROSEVILLE MARKET AREA

2018 & 2023

1
 2023 calculations define income‐qualified households as all households with incomes greater than $45,000 and homeowner households 

with incomes between $35,000 and $44,999.
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Adjusting for inflation, we estimate that households with incomes of $45,000 or more and 
homeowners with incomes of $35,000 to $44,999 would income‐qualify for market rate active 
adult senior housing in 2018.  With no developments planned or pending in the PMA, demand 
would increase to 196 active adult owner‐occupied units and 138 active adult rental units in 
Roseville by 2023.   
 
 

Estimated Demand for Independent Living (Congregate) Senior Housing 
 
Table G‐5 presents the demand calculations for independent living (congregate) housing in 
Roseville in 2018 and 2023.  This product is usually combined with higher levels of care such as 
assisted living and memory care. 
 
The potential age‐ and income‐qualified base for independent living (congregate) senior hous‐
ing includes all senior (65+) households with incomes of $40,000 as well as homeowner house‐
holds with incomes between $30,000 and $39,999 who would qualify with the proceeds from 
the sales of their homes.  The proportion of eligible homeowners is based on the 2016 Census 
homeownership rates of Roseville Market Area seniors.  The number of age‐, income‐, and 
asset‐qualified households in the Roseville Market Area is estimated to be 10,085 households in 
2018.   
 
Demand for independent living (congregate) housing is need‐driven, which reduces the quali‐
fied market to only the portion of seniors who need some assistance.  Adjusting to include 
appropriate capture rates for each age cohort (1.5% of households age 65 to 74 and 14.5% of 
households age 75 and older) results in a local demand potential for 734 independent living 
(congregate) units in 2018.   
 
We estimate that seniors currently residing outside the Roseville Market Area will generate 
25% of the demand for independent living senior housing.  Together, the demand from Rose‐
ville Market Area seniors and demand from seniors who are willing to locate to the Roseville 
Market Area totals 978 independent living units in 2018. 
 
Next, we subtract existing competitive units from the overall demand (minus a vacancy factor 
of 5% to allow for sufficient consumer choice and turnover).  There are 461 independent living 
units in Roseville.  We also account for 75% of the independent living units located outside 
Roseville but in the Market Area due to market overlap.   
 
Adjusting for the amount of existing independent living units in the market, we find demand for 
96 independent living units in 2018.   
 
Adjusting for inflation, we estimate that households with incomes of $40,000 or more and 
senior homeowners with incomes between $30,000 and $39,999 would qualify for independent 
living housing in 2023.  Following the same methodology, demand is projected to increase to 
126 units through 2023. 
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Estimated Demand for Assisted Living Housing 
 
Table G‐6 presents our demand calculations for assisted living senior housing in Roseville in 
2018 and 2023.  This analysis focuses on the potential private pay/market rate demand for 
assisted living units. 
 
 

# of Households w/ Incomes of >$35,000¹

# of Households w/ Incomes of $25,000 to $34,999¹ + +

(times) Homeownership Rate x x

(equals) Total Potential Market Base = =

(times) Potential Capture Rate² x x

(equals) Potential Demand = + = +

Potential Demand from Market Area Residents = =

(plus) Demand from Outside Market Area (25%) + +

(equals) Total Demand Potential = =

(minus) Existing and Pending Congregate Units³ ‐ ‐

(equals) Total Congregate Demand Potential = =

(times) Percent capturable by Roseville x x

(equals) # of units supportable in Roseville = =

Source: Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC

TABLE G‐5

MARKET RATE INDEPENDENT LIVING (CONGREGATE) RENTAL HOUSING DEMAND

ROSEVILLE MARKET AREA

2018 & 2023

2018 2023
Age of Householder Age of Householder

65‐74 75+ 65‐74 75+

5,076 3,780 5,803 4,173

654 999 661 972

81% 70% 81% 70%

5,606 4,479 6,338 4,853

1.5% 14.5% 1.5% 14.5%

84 649 95 704

734 799

245 266

978 1,065

704 704

274 361

35% 35%

96 126

¹ 2023 calculations define income‐qualified households as all households with incomes greater than $40,000 and 

homeowner households with incomes between $30,000 and $39,999.
2 
The potential capture rate is derived from data from the Summary Health Statistics for the U.S. Population: National 

Health Interview Survey, 2012 by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.  The capture rate used is the 

percentage of seniors needing assistance with IADLs, but not ADLs (seniors needing assistance with ADLs typcially need 

assistance with multiple IADLs and are primary candidates for service‐intensive assisted living).

 ³ Competitive units include congregate units at 95% occupancy (market equilibrium).    
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The availability of more intensive support services such as meals, housekeeping and personal 
care at assisted living facilities usually attracts older, frailer seniors.  According to the 2009 
Overview of Assisted Living (which is a collaborative research project by the American 
Association of Homes and Services for the Aging, the American Seniors Housing Association, 
National Center for Assisted Living, and National Investment Center for the Seniors Housing and 
Care Industry), the average age of residents in freestanding assisted living facilities was 87 years 
in 2008.  Hence, the age‐qualified market for assisted living is defined as seniors ages 75 and 
over, as we estimate that of the half of demand from seniors under age 87, almost all would be 
from seniors over age 75.  In 2018, there were 10,506 seniors age 75 and older in the Roseville 
Market Area. 

Percent Percent

Needing Needing

Age group People Assistance¹ People Assistance¹

75 ‐ 79 3,581 25.5% 4,521 25.5%

80 ‐ 84 2,770 33.6% 3,135 33.6%

85+ 4,155 51.6% 4,136 51.6%

Total 10,506 11,792

Percent Income‐Qualified2

Total potential market

(times) Percent living alone x

(equals) Age/income‐qualified singles needing assistance =

(plus) Proportion of demand from couples (12%)³ +

(equals) Total age/income‐qualified market needing assistance =

(times) Potential penetration rate4 x

(equals) Potential demand from Market Area residents =

(plus) Demand from outside the Market Area (25%) +

(equals) Total demand potential =

(minus) Existing and pending assisted living units5 ‐

(equals) Total assisted living demand potential =

(times) Percent capturable by Roseville x

(equals) # of units supportable in Roseville =

Source:  Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC

TABLE G‐6

MARKET RATE ASSISTED LIVING DEMAND

ROSEVILLE MARKET AREA

2018 & 2023

2018 2023

2,144 2,134

Number Number

Needing Needing

Assistance1 Assistance1

913 1,153

931 1,053

3,988 4,340

57% 57%

2,253 2,452

53% 53%

1,192 1,297

163 177

1,354 1,474

40% 40%

542 590

181 197

722 786

379 379

343 407

5
 Existing and pending units at 93% occupancy. We exclude 15% of units to be utilized by Elderly Waiver recipients.

35% 35%

120 143

1
 The percentage of seniors unable to perform or having difficulting with ADLs, based on the publication Health, United States, 1999 Health and 

Aging Chartbook, conducted by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention and the National Center for Health Statistics.
2
 Includes households with incomes of $40,000 or more (who could afford monthly rents of $3,000+ per month) plus 40% of the estimated owner 

households with incomes below $40,000 (who will spend down assets, including home‐equity, in order to live in assisted living housing).

3
 The 2009 Overview of Assisted Living (a collaborative project of AAHSA, ASHA, ALFA, NCAL & NIC) found that 12% of assisted living residents are 

couples.

4
 We estimate that 60% of the qualified market needing assistance with ADLs could either remain in their homes or reside at less advanced senior 

housing with the assistance of a family member or home health care, or would need greater care provided in a skilled care facility.
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Demand for assisted living housing is need‐driven, which reduces the qualified market to only 
the portion of seniors who need assistance.  According to a study completed by the U.S. Census 
Bureau (2008 panels of the Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP) files), 30% of 
seniors needed assistance with everyday activities (from 25.5% of 75‐to‐79‐year‐olds, to 33.6% 
of 80‐to‐84‐year‐olds and 51.6% of 85+ year olds).  Applying these percentages to the senior 
population yields a potential assisted living market of 3,988 seniors in the Roseville Market 
Area. 
 
Due to the supportive nature of assisted living housing, most daily essentials are included in 
monthly rental fees, which allow seniors to spend a higher proportion of their incomes on 
housing with basic services.  Therefore, the second step in determining the potential demand 
for assisted living housing in the Roseville Market Area is to identify the income‐qualified 
market based on a senior’s ability to pay the monthly rent.  We consider seniors in households 
with incomes of $40,000 or greater to be income‐qualified for assisted living senior housing in 
the Roseville Market Area.  Households with incomes of $40,000 could afford monthly assisted 
living fees of $3,000 by allocating 90% of their income toward the fees.   
 
According to the 2009 Overview of Assisted Living, the average arrival income of assisted living 
residents in 2008 was $27,260, while the average annual assisted living fee was $37,281 
($3,107/month).  This data highlights that seniors are spending down assets to live in assisted 
living and avoid institutional care.  Thus, in addition to households with incomes of $40,000 or 
greater, there is a substantial base of senior households with lower incomes who income‐
qualify based on assets – their homes, in particular. 
 
Seventy percent of the age 75+ households in the Roseville Market Area are homeowners, and 
the median resale price of homes through August 2018 in Roseville was $267,750.  Seniors 
selling their homes for the median resale price would generate about $251,685 in proceeds 
after selling costs.  With an average monthly fee of $3,500, these proceeds would last about six 
years in an assisted living facility, which is higher than the average length of stay in assisted 
living (27 months according to the 2009 Overview of Assisted Living).  We estimate the income‐
qualified percentage to be all seniors in households with incomes of $40,000 or more (who 
could afford monthly rents of $3,500+ per month) plus 40% of the estimated seniors in home‐
owner households with incomes below $40,000 (who will spend down assets, including home‐
equity, to live in assisted living housing).  This results in a potential market of 2,253 units from 
the Roseville Market Area in 2018. 
 
Because the clear majority of assisted living residents are single (88% according to the 2009 
Overview of Assisted Living), our demand methodology multiplies the total potential market by 
the percentage of seniors age 75+ in the Roseville Market Area living alone.  Based on 2010 
Census data, 53% of age 75+ households in the Roseville Market Area lived alone.  Applying this 
percentage results in a total base of 1,192 age/income‐qualified singles.  The 2009 Overview of 
Assisted Living found that 12% of residents in assisted living were couples.  There are 1,354 
age/income‐qualified seniors needing assistance in the Roseville Market Area including couples 
and singles. 
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We estimate that roughly 60% of the qualified market needing significant assistance with 
Activities of Daily Living (“ADLs”) would either remain in their homes or less service‐intensive 
senior housing with the assistance of a family member or home health care or would need 
greater care provided in a skilled care facility.  The remaining 40% could be served by assisted 
living housing.  Applying this potential market penetration rate of 40% results in demand for 
542 assisted living units in 2018. 
 
We estimate that a portion of demand for assisted living units (25%) will come from outside of 
the Roseville Market Area.  Applying this figure results in total potential demand for 722 market 
rate assisted living units in the Roseville Market Area. 
 
Next, we subtract existing competitive units from the overall demand (minus a vacancy factor 
of 7% to allow for sufficient consumer choice and turnover).  There are 305 assisted living units 
in Roseville.  We also account for 75% of the assisted living units located outside of Roseville 
but in the Market Area due to market overlap.   
 
A portion of these units however, are occupied by residents with financial assistance, estimated 
to account for 15% of the total units in the Market Area.  The Elderly Waiver program in Minne‐
sota provides public funding for seniors who wish to receive “alternative” care that allows them 
to stay in the community as opposed to receiving similar care at a nursing home. 
 
After deducting these competitive units, we calculate assisted living demand at 343 units in 
2018. 
  
No one community, including Roseville, would be able to capture 100% of the demand.  We 
estimate that Roseville can capture 35% of the demand for assisted living.  This results in total 
demand for 120 assisted living units in Roseville in 2018. 
 
The same calculations are applied to the age/income‐qualified base in 2023.  Demand is 
calculated to increase slightly to 143 units by 2023.   
 
 

Estimated Demand for Memory Care Housing  
 
Table G‐7 presents our demand calculations for market rate memory care senior housing in 
Roseville in 2018 and 2023. 
 
Demand is calculated by starting with the estimated Roseville senior (age 65+) population in 
2018 and multiplying by the incidence rate of Alzheimer’s/dementia among this population’s 
age cohorts.  According to the Alzheimer’s Association (Alzheimer’s Disease Facts and Figures, 
2007), 2% of seniors ages 65 to 74, 19% of seniors ages 75 to 84, and 42% of seniors ages 85+ 
are inflicted with Alzheimer’s Disease.  This yields a potential market of 3,178 seniors in the 
Roseville Market Area. 
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Because of the staff‐intensive nature of dementia care, typical monthly fees for this type of 
housing are at least $4,000 and range upwards of $5,000 when including service packages.  
Based on our review of senior household incomes in the Roseville Market Area, homeowner‐
ship rates and home sale data, we estimate that 50% of seniors in the Roseville Market Area 
would have incomes and/or assets to sufficiently cover the costs of memory care housing.   
 

 

65 to 74 Population 11,329 12,946

(times) Dementia Incidence Rate¹ x 2% x 2%

(equals) Estimated Age 65 to 74 Pop. with Dementia = 227 = 259

75 to 84 Population 6,350 7,656

(times) Dementia Incidence Rate¹ x 19% x 19%

(equals) Estimated Age 75 to 84 Pop. with Dementia = 1,207 = 1,455

85+ Population 4,155 4,136

(times) Dementia Incidence Rate¹ x 42% x 42%

(equals) Estimated Age 85+ Pop. with Dementia = 1,745 = 1,737

(equals) Total Senior Population with Dementia = 3,178 = 3,451

(times) Percent Income/Asset‐Qualified² x 50% x 50%

(equals) Total Income‐Qualified Market Base = 1,589 = 1,725

(times) Percent Needing Specialized Memory Care Assistance x 25% x 25%

(equals) Total Need for Dementia Care = 397 = 431

(plus) Demand from Outside the Market Area (25%) + 132 + 144

Total Demand for Memory Care Units = 530 575

(minus) Existing and Pending Memory Care Units3 ‐ 186 ‐ 186

(equals) Total Memory Care Demand Potential = 344 = 389

(times) Percent Capturable by Roseville x 35% x 35%

(equals) # of Units Supportable by Roseville = 120 = 136

Source:  Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC

3 Existing memory care units at a 7% vacancy rate. We exclude 15% of units to be Elderly Waiver.

TABLE G‐7

MEMORY CARE DEMAND

ROSEVILLE MARKET AREA

2018 & 2023

2023

¹ Alzheimer's Association: Alzheimer's Disease Facts & Figures (2007)

² Includes seniors with income at $60,000 or above ($65,000 in 2018) plus 25% of homeowners with incomes below this 

threshold (who will  spend dow assets, including home‐equity, in order to l ive in memory care housing.

2018
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This figure accounts for married couple households where one spouse may have memory care 
needs and allows for a sufficient income for the other spouse to live independently.  Multiply‐
ing the number of seniors with Alzheimer’s/dementia (3,178 seniors) by the income‐qualified 
percentage results in a total of 1,589 age/income‐qualified seniors in the Roseville Market Area 
in 2018. 
 
According to data from the National Institute of Aging, about 25% of all individuals with 
memory care impairments comprise the market for memory care housing units.  This figure 
considers that seniors in the early stages of dementia will be able to live independently with the 
care of a spouse or other family member, while those in the later stages of dementia will 
require intensive medical care that would only be available in skilled care facilities.  Applying 
this figure to the estimated population with memory impairments yields a potential market of 
397 seniors in the Roseville Market Area. 
 
We estimate that 25% of the overall demand for memory care housing would come from 
outside of the Roseville Market Area.  Together, demand totals 530 memory care units in 2018. 
 
Next, we subtract existing competitive units from the overall demand (minus a vacancy factor 
of 7% to allow for sufficient consumer choice and turnover).  There are 143 memory care units 
in Roseville.  We also account for 75% of the assisted living units located outside of Roseville 
but in the Market Area due to market overlap.   
 
A portion of these units however, are occupied by residents with financial assistance, estimated 
to account for 15% of the total units in the Market Area.  The Elderly Waiver program in Minne‐
sota has provided public funding for seniors who wish to receive “alternative” care that allows 
them to stay in the community as opposed to receiving similar care at a nursing home. 
 
After deducting these competitive units, we calculate the total memory care demand potential 
at 344 units in 2018. 
  
No one community, including Roseville, would be able to capture 100% of the demand.  We 
estimate that Roseville can capture 35% of the demand for memory care.  This results in total 
demand for 120 assisted living units in Roseville in 2018. 
 
The same calculations are applied to the age/income‐qualified base in 2018.  Demand is 
calculated to increase slightly to 136 units by 2023.   
 
 

Estimated Demand for Affordable/Subsidized Senior Housing 
 
Table G‐8 presents our demand calculations for subsidized/affordable active adult senior 
housing in the Roseville in 2018 and 2023. 
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While the methodology used to calculate demand for subsidized/affordable housing closely 
mirrors the methodology used to calculate demand for market rate housing, we make several 
adjustments to more precisely quantify demand among this market segment.  The following 
points summarize these adjustments: 
 

 Income‐Qualifications:  Seniors who earn up to 60% of the Area Median Income (AMI) 
would be qualified for income‐restricted housing products.  Based on Minnesota Housing 
Finance Agency data, current income‐restrictions for the upper end of the range for afford‐
able housing (60% AMI) are $39,660 for a one‐person household and $45,300 for a two‐
person household.  Individual affordable developments may have unique income‐guidelines 
that are more precise than these income‐restrictions due to subsidy type or other factors. 

  We exclude homeowner households with incomes between $30,000 and $40,000, as these 
households would have additional equity that could be converted to monthly income fol‐
lowing the sales of their single‐family homes. 

 

 Capture Rates:   Households in a need‐based situation (either requiring services or financial 
assistance) more readily move to housing alternatives than those in non‐need‐based situa‐
tions.  Hence, the capture rate among each age group is higher than for market rate hous‐
ing.  Capture rates are employed at 2.0% for households age 55 to 64, 10.0% for households 
age 65 to 74, and 20.0% for households age 75 and older.  

 

 Product Type:  Based on the distribution of household income in Roseville and patterns 
among seniors who need subsidized or affordable housing, we estimate that 65% of the to‐
tal demand will be for subsidized housing and the remaining 35% will be for affordable 
housing. 

 

 Potential Demand Capture:  Seniors in need‐based situations are less selective when 
securing housing than those in non‐need‐based situations.  We estimate that a high‐quality 
site would capture a greater proportion of total demand for financially‐assisted housing 
than for market rate housing; hence, the potential capture rate increases to 45%. 

 
Using the methodology described above results in a demand potential for 548 subsidized units 
and 295 affordable units. 
 
Next, we subtract existing competitive units from the overall demand (minus a vacancy factor 
of 5% to allow for sufficient consumer choice and turnover).  There are 228 subsidized senior 
units and no affordable senior units in Roseville.  We also account for 75% of the subsidized and 
affordable units located outside of Roseville but in the Market Area due to market overlap.  We 
find excess demand for 245 subsidized senior housing units and 45 affordable senior housing 
units in 2018. 
 
No one community, including Roseville, would be able to capture 100% of the demand.  We 
believe that Roseville can capture 35% of the demand for subsidized and affordable senior 
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projects.  This results in total demand for 86 subsidized senior units and 16 affordable senior 
units in Roseville in 2018. 
 
Adjusting for inflation, we estimate that households with incomes up to $45,000 would be 
candidates for financially‐assisted independent housing in 2023.  We reduce the potential 
market by homeowner households earning between $35,000 and $44,999 that would exceed 
income‐restrictions once equity from their home sales is converted to monthly income.  Follow‐
ing the same methodology, we project demand in Roseville for 128 subsidized units and 38 
affordable units to 2023.  
 

 
 
 

55‐64 65‐74 75+ 55‐64 65‐74 75+

# of Households w/ Incomes of <$40,000 2,103 2,118 3,473 1,821 2,355 3,957

Less Households w/ Incomes of $30,000 to $39,9991 
‐ 902 924 1,020 ‐ 479 660 922

(times ) Homeownership Rate x 78% 81% 70% x 78% 81% 70%

(equals) Total Potential Market Base = 1,399 1,370 2,759 = 1,447 1,820 3,312

(times) Potential Capture Rate x 2.0% 10.0% 20.0% x 2.0% 10.0% 20.0%

(equals) Demand Potential = 28 137 552 = 29 182 662

(equals)  Potential Demand from Market Area Residents = 717 873

+ 126 + 154
= 843 = 1,027

Subsidized Affordable Subsidized Affordable

(times) % by Product Type x 65% x 35% x 65% x 35%

(equals) Demand Potential by Product Type = 548 = 295 = 668 = 360

(minus) Existing and Pending Independent Units2 ‐ 303 ‐ 250 ‐ 303 ‐ 250

(equals) Excess Demand for Aff/Sub Units = 245 = 45 = 365 = 110

(times) Percent Capturable by Roseville x 35% 35% x 35% x 35%

(equals) # of Units Supportable by Roseville 86 16 128 38

Source:  Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC

² Existing units are deducted at market equil ibrium, or 95% occupancy. 

TABLE G‐8

SUBSIDIZED/AFFORDABLE INDEPENDENT HOUSING DEMAND

ROSEVILLE MARKET AREA

2018 & 2023

2018 2023

Age of Householder Age of Householder

(plus) Demand from Outside the Market Area (25%)
(equals) Total Demand Potential

¹ 2018 calculations define income‐qualified households as all  households with incomes less than $45,000.  Homeowner households with incomes between 

$35,000 and $44,999 are excluded from the market potential for financially‐assisted housing.
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Estimated Demand for Skilled Nursing Care 
 
As of July 2018, the Minnesota Department of Human Services reported the number of nursing 
beds has diminished to approximately 29,213 beds located in 378 facilities that are Medicaid 
certified and/or licensed.  This equates to a statewide count of 34 beds per 1,000 people age 65 
and older and 242 beds per 1,000 people age 85 and older.   
 
The State continues to be aggressive in its efforts to reduce the State’s bed count as alternative 
care options are made available to seniors.  While the State as a whole has high utilization rates 
for long‐term care beds, there are pockets of the State where demand continues to surpass 
supply.  Comparing the bed to population ratios used to gauge market saturation (in the figure 
on the following page) shows that the utilization rate in the Roseville Market Area is slightly 
higher than the State for the 65+ population but lower for the 85+ population.   
 

 
 
The demand methodology for nursing home beds, as shown in Table G‐9, begins with the senior 
population in 2018 and 2023 in each age cohort, age 65 to 84 and 85+.  We apply specific 
utilization rates for each age cohort based on the most recent information available from the 
Minnesota Continuing Care Administration’s Status of Long Term Care Report (2010).  As of 
2009, the utilization rate for the 65+ and 85+ population was 4.0% and 15.1%, respectively.  
Since 2005 however, utilization rates have decreased ‐5.4% annually for the 65+ population and 
‐5.7% annually for the 85+ population.  Therefore, adjustments were made to the 2018 and 
2023 based on this annual decrease.  Utilization rates of 2.2% for seniors age 65 to 84 and 
11.2% for age 85+ are applied to equate to demand for an estimated 854 nursing beds in 2018. 
 

PMA MN US*

beds/1,000 pp 65+ 45 34 42

beds/1,000 pp 85+ 190 242 280

* 2014 is most recent for United States

2018

Sources: MN Department of Human Services: Aging Initiative; 

Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC
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Due to the decline in disability rates, shortened nursing home stays and increased utilization of 
alternatives to nursing home services (i.e. home health care, assisted living facilities, memory 
care housing, etc.), the trend of declining utilization of nursing beds is forecast to continue.  
Based on forecast trend information provided by the Minnesota Continuing Care Administra‐
tion, the 2018 utilization rates are adjusted to 1.9% among the 65 to 84 age cohort and 9.9% 
among the 85 and older age cohort.  With growth in these cohorts but declining utilization, 
total beds demanded will decrease slightly to 801 beds through 2018. 
We estimate that seniors currently residing outside the Roseville Market Area will generate 
15% of the demand for skilled nursing – increasing total demand to 1,005 beds in 2018. 
 
We subtract the existing nursing beds in the PMA at the most recent Minnesota statewide 
occupancy rate (86.0%) from the 2016 Kaiser Family Fund State Health Facts(KFF) as well as at 
90.0% occupancy, for comparison purposes.  Excess demand at the statewide occupancy rate is 
calculated for 327 beds in 2018, decreasing to 265 beds in 2023. 
 
The excess demand assumes that no additional beds in the Roseville Market Area will be 
decertified to 2023. 

NH Bed NH Bed

Age Need* Population Need Need* Population Need

65 to 84 2.2% 17,679 389 1.9% 20,602 391

85+ 11.2% 4,155 465 9.9% 4,136 409

21,834 854 24,738 801

Local Demand 854 801

(plus) demand from outside the Market Area (15%+ 151 + 141

Total Demand = 1,005 = 942

(beds/65+ pop.) 36.1 31.9

86.0% 90.0% 86.0% 90.0%

(Minus) Number of Existing Beds 678 709 678 709

Demand Potential for Beds = 327 296 = 265 233

Sources:  Minnesota Continuing Care Administration; Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC

Occupancy Rate Occupancy Rate

NOTE: Includes demand for long‐term, short‐term, respite and hospice care and is based on average length of stay for each component.

TABLE G‐9

SKILLED CARE DEMAND

ROSEVILLE MARKET AREA

2018 & 2023

20232018
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Introduction/Overall Housing Recommendations 
 
This section summarizes demand calculated for specific housing products in Roseville and 
recommends development concepts to meet the housing needs forecast for the City.  All 
recommendations are based on findings of the Comprehensive Housing Market Analysis.  The 
following table and charts illustrate calculated demand by product type.  It is important to 
recognize that housing demand is highly contingent on projected household growth; household 
growth could be higher with available land for development and increased densities.  
 

  
 

Type of Use

General‐Occupancy

Rental Units ‐ Market Rate

Rental Units ‐ Affordable

Rental Units ‐ Subsidized

For‐Sale Units ‐ Multifamily

For‐Sale Units ‐ Single‐Family

Total General Occupancy Supportable

2018 2023

Age‐Restricted (Senior)

Market Rate

Adult Few Services (Active Adult) 141 334

  Ownership 61 196

  Rental 80 138

Independent Living (Congregate) 96 126

Assisted Living 120 143

Memory Care 98 113

Total Market Rate Senior Supportable 455 716

Affordable/Subsidized

Active Adult ‐ Subsidized 86 128

Active Adult ‐ Affordable 16 38

Total Affordable Senior Supportable 102 166

Source:  Maxfield Research & Consulting, LLC

TABLE H‐1

SUMMARY OF HOUSING DEMAND

CITY OF ROSEVILLE

October 2018

2018‐2030

75

131

354

220

890

Note: Due to limited land availability, not all of the demand may be able 

to be developed in Roseville

110
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Housing Opportunity Sites 
 
A total of 30 sites were identified as opportunity sites in Roseville that could potentially be 
redeveloped with various housing products.  Based on the 2040 Comprehensive Plan, most of 
these properties could be redeveloped with some type of medium‐ to ‐high density housing.  A 
majority are guided to land use that will accommodate office, institutional and retail properties 
in addition to housing.  The map on a following page shows the location of each site.   
 
Given the limited vacant land supply, most new development will occur as a result of redevel‐
opment through clearing of existing buildings.  While all sites have strengths and weaknesses 
related to future development/redevelopment of housing, some sites will be more difficult to 
redevelop than others.  Table H‐2 provides a matrix analysis for each opportunity site.  Based 
on the analysis, Maxfield Research suggests housing concepts and estimates development 
timeframes.   
 
Some of the parcels will require more substantial redevelopment and/or more significant 
changes to the quality and character of the surrounding area to support new residential.  This is 
reflected in the development timeframes on Table H‐2 for each site or grouping of parcels.  
Acquisition costs, funding and other development dynamics will make some sites more attrac‐
tive than others for redevelopment.   
 
 

Redevelopment Priorities 
 
Market Rate Rental 
 
In 2013, Maxfield Research recommended the development of new market rate housing as a 
top priority of the City and that recommendation stands.  The Rental Housing Analysis identi‐
fied that no new market rate general occupancy rental product has been added to the City for 
more than 25 years.  Many first‐tier communities in the Twin Cities have experienced develop‐
ment of new market rate rental housing on in‐fill and redevelopment sites and these units have 
absorbed rapidly in the market.  Roseville is a highly desirable community with a substantial 
employment base and convenient central location.  Many people would be attracted to new 
market rate rental housing in the community, particularly on property in the Twin Lakes rede‐
velopment area.   
 
In the 2013 analysis, we identified that the older age of the rental stock had resulted in units 
that were priced at or less than HUD guidelines for fair market rents.  With the significant run‐
up in rental rates throughout the Twin Cities Metro Area, this is no longer the case.  Although 
rent levels in Roseville may be considered affordable as compared to other areas of the Metro, 
the rapid increase in rents with limited improvements to rental properties has subsequently 
decreased the overall value to renters who are now paying substantially higher rents than five 
years ago for essentially the same features and amenities.   
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A limited portion of the existing rental stock however, caters to those seeking newer contem‐
porary market rate rental housing and would pay higher rents to have more luxury features and 
amenities.   
 
While the development of affordable rental housing has not been able to satisfy the significant 
demand that exists, the development of market rate rental housing throughout the Twin Cities 
Metro Area has been strong and most of these new units have absorbed rapidly.  Substantial 
and continued employment growth post‐recession spurred new rental construction.  Initially 
most of the development was focused on Downtown Minneapolis and Downtown St. Paul.  
Over the past three years, there has been substantial development in first and second‐tier 
suburban areas where new rental housing has been well‐received.  Some areas where there 
have been heavy concentrations of new development are experiencing a slowing of absorption, 
but new units continue to lease within industry‐acceptable periods. 
 
Many first‐tier communities with limited land supplies have had challenges making sites availa‐
ble for new development.  Where these new market rate properties have been developed 
however, they have been well‐received by renters. 
 
Rental housing development remains at an all‐time high across the Twin Cities and numerous 
projects are under construction or in the development pipeline.  As mentioned, most of the 
early development occurred in Downtown Minneapolis and its Uptown neighborhood.  Many 
suburban communities have now had at least one new market rate rental property developed 
with some communities having several.  New rental properties recently completed or under 
construction in Downtown Minneapolis are charging average per square foot rents of $2.50 to 
$2.70 per square foot.  Suburban properties are charging between $1.80 to $2.10 per square 
foot.  A new market rate property in Roseville would fall within the previously mentioned price 
per square foot range for suburban communities as listed above. 
 
The following map shows individual parcels and clusters of parcels across the City where 
housing could be developed as part of the current zoning or 2040 Land Use Zoning.  The map 
highlights parcels with mixed use zoning and those with residential zoning (low‐, medium and 
high‐density). 
 
Table H‐2 presents information on the opportunity sites using the assigned number.  Clusters of 
parcels are discussed as a combined site, although for mixed‐use zoning, some of the parcels 
could be redeveloped separate from others or combined with others.  For the largest clusters, 
housing is likely to be a component of the redevelopment, but not necessarily the largest 
component.  Office and retail uses on some sites may continue to dominate depending on their 
locations. 
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Roseville Housing Opportunity Sites 
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Map 

Number
PID Number Acres

Estimated 

Market 

Value 

Ramsey Co.

Current 

Zoning
Current Use Surrounding Uses

Comp Plan 

Guided Use
Strengths Weaknesses Recommended Use Timing

1 052923210007 0.4 HDR‐1 Open vacant land

Aquarius Apartments to the 

northeast, older SF detached 

homes to the east on C2, 

vacant industrial property to 

the south and single‐family 

homes across Old Highway 8

CDR Mixed 

Use

High visibility to Old 

Highway 8

Small size; challenging 

for mixed use

High‐Density 

Affordable Rental
2023+

2 052923240015 0.9 HDR‐1 Open vacant land

Single‐family to the west, 

light industrial business to 

the east, Aquarius 

Apartments to the NW, open 

vacant industrial land to the 

south (Magellan)

CDR Mixed 

Use

High visibility to 

County Rd C2

Small narrow parcel; 

challenging for mixed 

use

Affordable rental 

Townhome 

product

2019+

3 042923320003 10.1 CMXU
Dorso, storage of truck 

trailers

Primarily office and office 

warehouse uses; some 

hospitality, retail south at 

Cleveland and Cty Rd C

Community 

Mixed Use

Convenient access 

from I‐35W, high 

visibility from 

Cleveland Avenue

Surrounding land uses 

somewhat 

incompatible with 

housing; high‐density 

multifamily may be 

appropriate, but 

location is not 

walkable

High‐Density 

Market 

Rate/Affordable 

Rental

2025+

4 042923340036 12.3 CMXU‐2 Open vacant land

Commercial retail/hospitality 

uses to the west; NE of 

Walmart

Community 

Mixed Use

Adjacent to WalMart; 

gateway to Twin Lakes 

redevelopment

Large parcel; 

convenient to retail 

goods and services 

within walking 

distance, adjacent mix 

of uses has medium to 

low compatibility with 

residential

High‐Density 

Market 

Rate/Affordable 

Rental

2019+

5 092923240016 1.3
Regional 

Business

Open ‐ Used as Surface 

Parking Lot

Office/Warehouse, 

commercial service and light 

industrial businesses; heavily 

commercial in nature

Core MX 

Use

Convenient to services 

at Rosedale Center and 

surrounding area

No residential 

orientation; 

surrounded by 

commercial and 

business uses

No Hsg 

Recommendation 

Commercial

TABLE H‐2
HOUSING OPPORTUNITY SITES

CITY OF ROSEVILLE
October 2018
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Map 

Number
PID Number Acres

Estimated 

Market 

Value 

Ramsey Co.

Current 

Zoning
Current Use Surrounding Uses

Comp Plan 

Guided Use
Strengths Weaknesses Recommended Use Timing

6 092923240016 1.3
Regional 

Business

Open ‐ Used as Surface 

Parking Lot

Office/Warehouse, 

commercial service and light 

industrial businesses; heavily 

commercial in nature

Core MX 

Use

Convenient to services 

at Rosedale Center and 

surrounding area

No residential 

orientation; 

surrounded by 

commercial and 

business uses

No 

Recommendation 

Commercial 

office/retail use

7

092923310002 

092923310003 

092923310004 

092923310005 

092923310006 

092923310008 

092923310009 

092923310010 

092923310011 

092923310012 

092923310013

12.3
Regional 

Business

Mix of Uses, primarily 

service business and 

restaurants including 

Good Earth, Red 

Lobster, Davanni's, 

Taco Bell, Wendy's, 

Baker's Square, 

Applebee's.

Highway 36 to the south, 

commercial retail and service 

businesses to the north, east 

and west

Core MX 

Use

High visibility from 

Highway 36; 

convenient access; 

easily accessible to 

goods and services

Predominantly 

commercial retail 

environment; not 

walkable or pedestrian‐

oriented

No hsg 

recommendation 

Commercial or 

retail use

8

042923410030; 

042923410032; 

042923410034; 

042923410042; 

042923410043; 

042923410045; 

042923410046; 

042923410047; 

042923410048; 

042923430001; 

042923430002; 

042923430003; 

042923430005; 

042923430013; 

04292340014; 

042923440022; 

042923440023; 

042923440032; 

042923440034;

92.6

Community 

Business; 

Community 

Mixed Use

Rosedale Square 

North; multiple retail 

outlets; office and light 

industrial uses; health 

care offices

North‐SF homes; south light 

industrial and retail uses; 

east ‐ commercial retail, 

office, SF and MF 

apartments; business and 

retail uses to the west

Comm MX 

Use

Excellent visibility; on 

major highway 

corridor; convenient 

access

Mutiple tenants; would 

require careful 

planning and a "vision 

of the redevelopment 

of the entire area; 

would need to be 

phased; not currently 

walkable or highly 

desirable

Far northside 

parcels, high‐

density MF 

affordable/market 

rate; if fuller 

redevelpment, 

then  owned MF 

THs

Rental 2023+ 

Medium 

density THs 

2023+

9
032923310025; 

032923310027
6.5

NBH Comm.; 

Community 

Comm.

Hamline Shopping 

Center; Superamerica

Presbyterian Homes and 

Services Corporate 

Headquarters adjacent; 

single‐family homes 

surrounding

NBH 

Business; 

High‐

Density Res

Convenient access to 

goods and services; 

good visibility to major 

roadway; potential for 

walkable environment

Potential expansion of 

corporate campus by 

Presbyterian Homes

High‐Density MF; 

Market 

Rate/Affordable

2025+

10 022923220040 0.6
NBH 

Business

Small multi‐tenant 

strip center

Commercial uses to the 

south; SF homes to the east; 

Shores Sr Apts to the north; 

SF and park space to the 

west

NBH MX 

Use

Highly visible to 

adjacent roadways; 

near to lake and park; 

MF to the north

Small site, may be 

difficult to achieve 

economies of scale

High‐Density MF; 

Market 

Rate/Affordable

2021+

CONTINUED

TABLE H‐2 Continued
HOUSING OPPORTUNITY SITES

CITY OF ROSEVILLE
October 2018
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Map 

Number
PID Number Acres

Estimated 

Market 

Value 

Ramsey Co.

Current 

Zoning
Current Use Surrounding Uses

Comp Plan 

Guided Use
Strengths Weaknesses Recommended Use Timing

11 102923330002 1.9
Regional 

Business
Vacant parcel

Target to the west, retail 

shopping to the south, 

institutional to the north 

Core MX 

Use

Convenient access to 

retail goods and 

services, within walking 

distance of post‐

secondary education; 

access to major 

highways

limited site size; may 

require additional 

height in building to 

achieve economies of 

scale

High‐Density MF; 

Market Rate/Aff
2019+

12

092923440002; 

092923440242; 

092923440246

3.7
Community 

Business

Office, Community 

Comm.; Hwy Comm.

Regional retail to the east, 

strip retail to the south; HD 

MF to the north; SF and 

Business uses to the west

CDR MX Use

Excellent visibility; high 

traffic area; convenient 

access

Potential for 

substantial noise w/o 

buffering

High‐Density MF; 

Market Rate/Aff
2023+

13 022923340024 7.8
Community 

Business

Retail and Service 

businesses ‐ Arby's 

Caribou, McDonalds; 

KFC; Famous Dave's

Har Mar to the east, retail to 

the north and south, SF to 

the west

CDR MX Use

High visibility; excellent 

access to major 

roadways; MF in area; 

potential for 

walkability

No open space; very 

dense with commercial 

uses

High‐Density MF; 

Market Rate/Aff
2025+

14 152923220017 41.7
Community 

Business
Har Mar Mall

Westwood Village 

Townhomes and Ramsey 

Square Condos to the east, 

single‐family homes to the 

south and west.

Community 

MX Use

Well‐known location; 

highly visible from 

major thoroughfares 

walkable within site

Very large parcel that 

would require 

significant planning to 

develop a mixed use 

neighborhood

High‐Density MF; 

Market Rate/Aff; 

Medium Density‐

Owned THs

2030+

15

152923440009; 

152923440055; 

152923440068; 

152923440069; 

152923440070

10.5
Community 

Business

Apartments, 

Neighborhood Retail 

goods and services; 

small office

SF to the north; retail and SF 

to the south; NBH 

commercial to the east

CDR MX Use

Access to goods and 

services; generally 

walkable; partial 

redevelopment could 

be highly effective

Multiple parcels and 

owners; difficulty 

acquiring all parcels

High‐Density MF; 

Market Rate/Aff;
2025+

16 142923330171 6.5
Community 

Business

Neighborhood retail 

goods and services

SF to the east and north; 

commercial to the west; 

commercial and SF homes to 

the south

CDR MX Use

Single parcel; 

convenient access and 

visibility; potential for 

walkability

Site may be viewed as 

too commercial

High‐Density MF; 

Market Rate/Aff; 

Medium Density‐

Owned THs

2025+

CONTINUED

HOUSING OPPORTUNITY SITES
CITY OF ROSEVILLE

October 2018
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Map 

Number
PID Number Acres

Estimated 

Market 

Value 

Ramsey Co.

Current 

Zoning
Current Use Surrounding Uses

Comp Plan 

Guided Use
Strengths Weaknesses Recommended Use Timing

17 012923140107 0.7
NBH 

Business

Commercial Retail‐

Muffler Man

MF Senior Rental; 

Neighborhood retail goods 

and services; SF homes to 

the west and south

NBH MX 

Use

Excellent visibility to 

Rice Street; convenient 

access to retail goods 

and services

Noise from traffic on 

Rice Street; small site, 

may be difficult to 

achieve economies of 

scale w/new 

development

High‐Density MF; 

Market 

Rate/Affordable

2022+

18 122923140002 3.5
Community 

Business
Oakwood Square‐Office

Commercial use to the 

south; primarily surrounded 

by SF homes

CDR MX Use

Primarily commercial 

corridor; convenient 

access, high visibility

Not pedestrian‐

oriented or walkable; 

small parcel; may be 

difficult to achieve 

economies of scale

High‐Density MF; 

Affordable
2023+

19 122923410089 2.2
Community 

Business
Strip retail center

Commercial use to the east 

and north; primarily 

surrounded by SF Homes

CDR MX Use

Convenient access and 

high visibility; high 

traffic corridor

Not pedestrian‐

oriented or walkable; 

small parcel; may be 

difficult to achieve 

economies of scale

High‐Density MF; 

Affordable
2023+

20
122923410058; 

122923410059
1.1

Community 

Business
Office space

Aging commercial corridor 

interspersed with new retail 

uses; SF homes adjacent to 

the commercial

CDR MX Use

Convenient access to 

Hwy 36 and other 

major highways; access 

to retail goods and 

services

Multiple parcels; single 

owner?  

High‐Density MF; 

Affordable
2023+

21

132923110007; 

132923110010; 

132923110011; 

132923110012; 

13292311089; 

132923110146

2.5
Community 

Business

Single‐family detached 

homes

Commercial retail and office 

uses to the north and south; 

SF homes to the west; 

commercial across Rice 

Street to the east

CDR MX Use

Convenient Access to 

retail goods and 

services, high visibility

Multiple parcels and 

owners; may be 

difficult to combine; 

most parcels narrow 

strips against the 

corridor

High‐Density MF; 

Affordable
2023+

22

132923140015; 

132923140019; 

132923140020; 

132923140094; 

132923410005; 

132923410034; 

132923410034; 

132923410048; 

132923410049

5.3
Community 

Business

Neighborhood 

Commercial; light 

industrial; community 

commercial auto‐

oriented; apartments

Neighborhood and 

Community retail and service 

uses; SF homes surrounding 

the commercial corridor; 

near McCarron's Lake

CDR MX Use
High visibility; 

convenient access

Multiple parcels and 

owners; may be 

difficult to combine; 

most parcels narrow 

strips against the 

corridor

High‐Density MF; 

Affordable
2025+

TABLE H‐2 Continued
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Map 

Number
PID Number Acres

Estimated 

Market 

Value 

Ramsey Co.

Current 

Zoning
Current Use Surrounding Uses

Comp Plan 

Guided Use
Strengths Weaknesses Recommended Use Timing

23
052923320001; 

052922320002
2.7

Medium 

Density 

Residential

Single‐Family Homes

Aquarius Apartments to the 

northeast, older SF detached 

homes to the east on C2, 

vacant industrial property to 

the south and single‐family 

homes across Old Highway 8

Medium 

Density 

Residential

Neighborhood 

Orientation, 

convenient access to 

major throughfares

small size; limited 

number of units for 

economies of scale

Upzone to High‐

Density or Retain 

Medium Density; 

Market Rate/Aff

2023+

24 92923330006 202
Low‐Density 

Residential
Single‐Family Home

Midland Grove Condos to 

the north; SF to the south; SF 

to the east

Medium 

Density 

Residential

Convenient access to 

major thoroughfares; 

high visibility from Cty 

Rd B and from 

Cleveland Avenue

High‐Density may 

receive push back from 

neighborhood; location 

not walkable or 

pedestrian‐oriented

Market Rate MF or 

Medium Density 

Owned 

Townhomes

2020+

25 92923110004 1.2
NBH 

Business
Vacant Site

Rosewood Park to the north, 

Sunrise Senior Living to the 

east and south; SF Homes to 

the west

Medium 

Density 

Residential

Small, private site 

south of Rosewood 

Park; limited traffic

Surrounding land use 

compatible with 

medium density 

ownership

Market rate owned 

townhomes
2020+

26

092923440246; 

102923220022; 

102923220023; 

102923220026; 

102923220027

6.2

Medium‐

Density 

Residential

Open vacant land

Commercial retail/hospitality 

uses to the west; NE of 

Walmart

Low Density 

Residential

Private secluded area; 

within walking distance 

of retail goods and 

services; convenient to 

major thoroughfares

Low‐density residential 

may not provide 

enough economies of 

scale

Low‐Density 

Detached Villas or 

MF Owned 

Twinhomes

2020+

27 102923340006 2.0
High‐Density 

Residential
Vacant Site

Predominantly retail uses; 

some office; older 

multifamily 

High‐

Density 

Residential

High visibility, 

convenient access; 

walkable

High traffic area; 

limited neighborhood 

orientation

High‐Density MF; 

Market Rate/Aff
2019+

TABLE H‐2 (continued)
HOUSING OPPORTUNITY SITES
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Map 

Number
PID Number Acres

Estimated 

Market 

Value 

Ramsey Co.

Current 

Zoning
Current Use Surrounding Uses

Comp Plan 

Guided Use
Strengths Weaknesses Recommended Use Timing

28
112923440008; 

112923440009
1.0 Institutional Single‐Family

Single‐Family homes to the 

south and west; Highway 36 

to the north; single‐family 

and MF to the east

Medium‐

Density 

Residential

Convenient access to 

major thoroughfares; 

high visibility

Limited residential 

orientation

Affordable 

Townhomes or 

High‐Density MF 

Affordable

2021+

29
132923140014; 

132923140020
9.6

Low‐Density 

Residential

National Guard Armory 

and Small MF Building

SF Homes to the west and 

south; Millpond Apartments 

and Galilee Lutheran Church 

to the east; small older MF 

to the northeast

Low‐Density 

Residential

Secluded Site; adjacent 

to other single‐family 

homes

New residential may 

not "fit" as well with 

older single‐family 

homes and Millpond 

Apartments; buyers 

may be hesitant about 

resale value

Small lot single‐

family or medium‐

density owned 

townhomes

2023+

30 132923140044 4.6

Medium‐

Density 

Residential

Single‐Family Home

North‐SF homes; south light 

industrial and retail uses; 

east ‐ commercial retail, 

office, SF and MF 

apartments; business and 

retail uses to the west

Medium‐

Density 

Residential

South of McCarron's 

Lake; surrounded by 

single‐family homes on 

larger lots; good 

location; generally 

private

Traffic on South 

McCarron's may not be 

suitable for low‐

density

Owned 

Residential; 

twinhomes, 

townhomes

2020+

31

022923320109 

032923410049 

022923320107 

022923320104 

022923320111 

022923320112 

022923320105 

022923320113 

022923320110 

022923320108 

022923320103 

022923320106 

022923320102

4.08 acres

Medium‐

Density 

Residential

Vacant Land

North‐Parkland; East‐SF 

Homes; West‐

Apartments/Townhomes; 

South‐SF Homes.

Medium‐

Density 

Residential

Near to recreational 

amenities; parcels are 

set back from 

Lexington offering 

options for increased 

density in strong 

neighborhood;  

High traffic counts on 

Lexington may reduce 

desirability, but should 

not be significant; 

Owned residential; 

twinhomes, 

townhomes, villas, 

small lot, small 

home single‐family

2020+

Sources:  City of Roseville; Maxfield Research and Consulting LLC
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Affordable Rental 
 
As mentioned previously, demand for affordable rental units remains strong throughout the 
Twin Cities.  Roseville’s central location, the significant employment base and high retail em‐
ployment base, make it attractive to moderate‐income households.  Demand for affordable 
rental housing was identified at 121 units between 2018 and 2030.  Given the current shortage 
of affordable rental in the Twin Cities Metro Area and households’ tendencies to relocate 
where they can find affordable housing, this figure is likely much higher.  Although a substantial 
amount of the existing rental stock is affordable to households with incomes at or less than 
60% of AMI, many of these units are smaller unit types (studio or one‐bedroom units), which 
cannot comfortably accommodate family households.  New affordable targeted to larger 
families (i.e. two‐ and three‐bedroom units) would likely attract existing Roseville residents 
residing in older market rate properties that would prefer a larger unit and modern amenities.  
In addition, affordable housing will be attractive to households outside Roseville who want to 
reside in a community with housing that is close to employment, shopping, and schools.   
 
Aeon’s Sienna Green II is an example of this housing product absorbed rapidly and has contin‐
ued to perform well and remain fully‐occupied since it opened in 2012. 
 
Affordable rental townhome units (two‐ and three‐bedroom units), although challenging to 
develop with limited funding have been exceptionally popular in other markets throughout the 
Twin Cities.  Project for Pride in Living is developing an affordable property of this type in Apple 
Valley and Dakota County CDA has developed several of these communities in Dakota County 
cities including Lakeville, Apple Valley and Eagan. 
 
Subsidized Rental 
 
Adding new rental units in Roseville may free up some units in existing older buildings, which 
would enable households that need affordable housing to lease these units.  With record high 
demand for rental housing in general across the Metro Area, there are fewer landlords willing 
to accept Housing Choice Vouchers.  Virtually no new subsidized housing is being developed in 
the Twin Cities other than a small number of units usually reserved for household that require 
supportive living services such as long‐term homeless, those with substance abuse, mental 
health issues, or other physical or mental health needs.  The City may want to consider working 
with key non‐profits to develop small numbers of units on sites that offer access to transit, 
services and employment in proximity to a redevelopment site or a small number of units 
combined with market rate or affordable housing to fill some of these needs. 
 
For‐Sale Single Family Housing 
 
As a first‐tier suburb in the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area, Roseville has a limited amount of 
vacant land.  New single‐family homes have and are being developed in small numbers.  Single‐
family development was recently constructed in Wheaton Woods (sold out) and Farrington 
Estates (one lot remaining). 
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Sites #26 and #29 are currently zoned low‐density.  Site #30 is zoned medium‐density, but we 
believe the characteristics of the property are attractive for single‐family homes.  Single‐family 
homes could possibly be developed on parcels close to Oasis Park in Site #8, but this would be a 
long‐term plan and would require a redevelopment vision for the entire area. 
 
In addition to single‐family detached units, detached villas (association‐maintained) and target‐
ed to empty‐nesters are becoming increasingly popular.  These units are developed on smaller 
lots and although suburban pricing for these units has generally been at the executive level, 
there is a strong demand for smaller lots and smaller home sizes at a much lower price point 
(under $300,000).  Single‐level homes with lower levels (walk‐out, lookout) or slab on grade 
could appeal to a broad spectrum of buyers (young, mid‐age and older households).  Features 
of the units could be targeted to the segment, but the common denominator is the pricing.  
Young buyers want to enter the market and older buyers want to cash out of their single‐family 
homes and typically reduce their housing costs. 
 
For‐Sale Multifamily Housing 
 
Based on the availability of land, demographics of the resident base and forecast trends, we 
find demand for 220 new attached multifamily housing units between 2018 and 2030.  At‐
tached units could be developed as townhomes, twin homes, condominiums or a combination 
of these products, depending on the location and the size of the property.  Although condomin‐
iums experienced a severe downturn during the housing slowdown and post‐recession, new 
condominium product has been successfully developed in St. Louis Park, Minnetonka, Wayzata 
and Downtown Minneapolis.  More developers are considering development of new condomin‐
ium product primarily targeted to empty‐nesters and the onerous liability placed on contrac‐
tors, architects and developers has now been limited under new revisions by the State. 
 
Attached housing products remain similar to those that have been developed over time, 
although it is now rare to see back‐to‐back townhome product, and the increase in detached 
villa product has captured some of the demand for twinhomes.  Given some price sensitivity 
among older buyers in Roseville, we recommend focusing on the twinhome product rather than 
detached villas. 
 

 Side‐by‐Side Townhomes –  This housing product is designed with four or more separate 
living units and can be built in a variety of configurations.  With the relative affordability of 
these units and multi‐level living, side‐by‐side, multi‐story townhomes with attached tick‐
under garages have the greatest appeal among entry‐level households without children, 
young families and singles and/or roommates across the age span.    

 
Households typically choose this housing product for the maintenance‐free lifestyle and is 
lower price point in relation to single‐family homes.  Price points of resale townhomes have 
increased substantially and new construction, although below single‐family homes usually 
begins in the high‐$200,000s to low $300,000s.  As this is an ownership product, sites that 
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require medium to high densities, that may be isolated, have greater privacy or are narrow 
or small may be best suited to the development of a small number of townhome units. 
 

 Twinhomes and One‐Level Townhomes – By definition, a twin home is basically two units 
with a shared wall with each owner owning half of the lot the home is on.  Some one‐level 
living units are designed in three‐ or four‐unit buildings in a variety of configurations.  The 
swell of support for single‐level living has been primarily generated by baby boomers and 
older adults, which is increasing the demand for low‐maintenance housing alternatives to 
their single‐family homes but are not ready to move to service‐enhanced housing.  Housing 
products designed to meet the needs of these aging Roseville residents, many of whom 
want to remain in the City, provided they can find their desired product and price point, is 
needed now and in the future. 
 
There is a demand for single‐level attached product at price points of $325,000 or less.  
Although seniors will move to this housing product with substantial equity from their exist‐
ing single‐family homes, the lower resale prices in Roseville have created price sensitivity 
for products that are priced much higher than $325,000.   

 
We consider the following opportunity Sites attractive for owned townhome development: 
 
Site #2 – (west of Long Lake Road, north of County Road C2); 
 
Site #25 – (east of Fry Street North and north of Oakcrest Avenue); 
 
Site #26 – (west of Snelling Curve, south of County Road C); 
 
Site #28 – (west of Dale Street and south of Highway 36); 
 
Site #30 – (south of South McCarrons Boulevard, west of Rice Street) 
 
Senior Housing 
 
Since 2013, 261 units of senior housing (active adult and service‐enriched) have been delivered 
in Roseville.  These include 41 additional units at Applewood Pointe at Langton Lake, 105 units 
at Applewood Pointe at Central Park, and 115 units at Cherrywood Pointe at Lexington. 
 
Demand calculations indicate there is additional demand for senior housing in Roseville.  
Although Roseville already has an array of senior housing options, much of the forecast growth 
in Roseville is a result of the existing population base aging into the older adult and senior age 
cohorts.  Although additional active adult and independent living units could be developed in 
the short‐term, assisted living and memory care housing is experiencing some softness.  This 
may be due, in part, to unit designs at specific properties.  The following section discusses 
additional age‐restricted products that may be considered in the short‐term.
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Similar to other established suburbs in the Metro Area, Roseville’s age distribution is weighted 
toward the older adult and senior cohorts.  The development of additional senior housing 
serves a two‐fold purpose in meeting the housing needs in Roseville and other established 
communities: older adult and senior residents are able to relocate to new age‐restricted 
housing in Roseville and existing homes and rental units previously occupied by seniors become 
available to other households.  Therefore, the development of additional senior housing does 
not mean the housing needs of younger households are neglected; it usually means that a 
greater percentage of housing need is satisfied by housing unit turnover. 
 

 Active Adult Rental – There is no active adult rental housing in Roseville, either market rate 
or affordable.  Dominium has recently developed affordable age‐restricted housing in sev‐
eral communities in the Twin Cities and additional properties are under construction.  New 
properties are found in Crystal, Prior Lake, Apple Valley with new construction slated for 
Stillwater and Woodbury in the near future.  At 60% AMI, units are affordable to one‐ and 
two‐person households with incomes of about $40,000 to $45,000 annually.  These proper‐
ties have been very well‐received and have leased rapidly.  The development size is usually 
between 180 and 200 units, making these properties difficult to develop on small in‐fill 
sites.  Vacancy rates for this product is very low, generally less than 1.0%, among these 
properties.  New market rate housing also attracts empty‐nesters and young seniors that 
prefer to rent their housing, but do not need services. 
 

 Active Adult Ownership – Currently, there are six active adult ownership properties in 
Roseville, four cooperatives and two condominiums.  There are virtually no vacant units 
among any of these properties.  With continued increases in the older adult age cohorts, 
owner‐occupied, age‐restricted housing will continue to be a product of choice for active 
seniors and demand for this housing product is anticipated to remain strong over the next 
decade.   
 

 Active Adult Subsidized – Financing subsidized senior housing is extremely challenging as 
federal funding for this type of housing has all but disappeared.  Therefore, any new age‐
restricted subsidized development would have to rely several different funding sources to 
ensure feasibility.  A public‐private partnership could assist with the development of a lim‐
ited number of subsidized units along with an age‐restricted affordable property. 

 

 Service‐Enhanced Senior Housing – Although there is demand for additional assisted living 
and memory care units in Roseville, assisted living and memory care vacancies are reduced 
from 2013, but are essentially at or close to market equilibrium.  With the recent opening 
of Cherrywood Pointe at Lexington, we believe there is sufficient supply to meet short‐term 
demand.  Additional assisted living and memory care senior housing (103 units) is 
planned at Roseville Senior Living (2600 Dale Street), which would essentially meet the 
remaining demand for assisted living and memory care housing in Roseville over the next 
five years. 
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Opportunity Sites – Suggested Housing Products 
 
The following paragraphs discuss the sites that offer the best opportunities in the short‐term 
for new housing development, depending on the development readiness of the site.   
 
Short‐Term 
 
We have identified the following sites as those with the highest short‐term potential for devel‐
opment considering their locations, adjacent and surrounding land uses and current zoning. 
 
Multifamily (Rental) Housing 
 
Site 4 in the Twin Lakes Redevelopment Area has convenient access to major thoroughfares, is 
within walking distance of retail goods and services and could be developed with a mix of uses 
including high‐density market rate and affordable housing.  The property has been cleared of 
existing uses, is vacant and essentially ready for development.  The site is large enough to 
support a relatively high number of units. 
 
Site 11 is south of Commerce Street and east of Pascal Street and is adjacent to Target and 
National American University.  The property is zoned mixed‐use and a new high‐density devel‐
opment on this property would be required to incorporate some commercial office, retail or 
institutional use in conjunction with the housing.  Because of its location, there may be an 
opportunity to attract office or retail development because of the adjacent users, some of 
which may be interested in leasing additional space in proximity to their existing buildings.  If 
users for the non‐residential component can be found easily, the development potential for this 
property, is, in our opinion, short‐term.   
 
Site 23 on Old Highway 8, north of County Road C has convenient access to major thorough‐
fares, is highly visible from Old Highway 8 and is zoned for medium‐density housing but could 
potentially support high‐density residential use.  High‐density use would require the property 
be up‐zoned.  A new rental property could be developed on this site in the short‐term, either 
market rate or affordable.  The property is not in an area that could be considered a pedestrian‐
oriented or walkable area but is within walking distance of limited convenience goods. 
 
Site 24 in the NE corner of the intersection of Cleveland Avenue and County Road B West is 
highly visible and easily accessible from the adjacent roadways.  High‐density residential 
development would be suited to this location and would have convenient access to nearby 
employment concentrations.  The property is currently zoned medium density and zoning 
would have to be increased to accommodate high‐density residential.  The property is relatively 
small but should be able to accommodate a modest size building of 50 units or more depending 
on the able to accommodate the necessary on‐site parking.  The property is not in what could 
be considered a pedestrian‐oriented or walkable area and is not within walking distance of 
neighborhood goods and services. 
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Site 27 is north of County Road B and adjacent to Albert Street North.  Adjacent and surround‐
ing land uses include single‐family homes, rental housing, and retail goods and services.  The 
property is highly visible from County Road B and easily accessible via major thoroughfares.  
The Roseville library is situated a short distance from the property on Hamline Avenue.  The Site 
is vacant and ready for development.  This property could support high‐density rental housing, 
market rate or affordable, in the short‐term.  Developing the site as mixed‐use with commercial 
space on the first floor would make the development of this property more challenging.  This 
site would also be well‐suited to the development of active adult, few services rental, market 
rate or affordable. 
 
Site 28 is in the SW corner of Highway 36 and Dale Street, north of Sandhurst Avenue.  The site 
is occupied by single‐family homes and is zoned for medium‐density development.  This proper‐
ty would also be suitable for high‐density residential but would require rezoning.  This site 
could be appropriate for an affordable rental townhome development that would incorporate 
primarily two‐ and three‐bedroom units.  One drawback of the Site is that it is not within 
walking distance of retail goods and services and is not generally well served by public transit.  
The Site could also be developed with a small high‐density market rate rental building.   
 
Alternate Site (under a development agreement) 
 
The Roseville Senior Living site at 2600 Dale Street (intersection with County Road C) is current‐
ly planned to be developed with assisted living and memory care housing.  If this development 
does not proceed, this property could be developed with a high‐density residential use, alt‐
hough the size of the property may restrict the ability to accommodate sufficient parking on the 
site.  The property would be well‐suited to a modest size market rate building roughly 50 to 60 
units.  A similar site is currently being developed in Minnetonka in the Glen Lake neighborhood. 
 
Many other mixed‐use sites identified on the map are suitable for the development of rental 
housing, but would require combining several parcels, relocating existing users and/or a larger 
vision for the use of the entire site.  We consider these sites as long‐term opportunities for 
high‐density development. 
 
Medium‐Density Housing 
 
Sites 23 and 24 above, under their current zoning, could also be considered for the develop‐
ment of attached townhome units.  Townhome development was substantially reduced during 
and shortly after the recession and housing values plummeted and buyers increased their 
purchases of single‐family homes.  With the substantial increase in new home pricing, 
($450,000 or higher, on average), more developers are building two‐ and three‐story town‐
homes targeted to an entry‐level buyer.  Pricing for these types of units typically begin at about 
$300,000, but for these sites, should be priced at $250,000 to $275,000.  Those desiring to 
enter the owner housing market and who do not want or cannot afford a new single‐family 
home, may be interested in a new townhome.  The existing single‐family home stock in Rose‐
ville however, is typically priced at or below the price of new construction townhomes.  Sites 23 
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and 25, at medium density would be able to accommodate only a limited number of units.  The 
smaller number of units may result in higher pricing, which would may price out the intended 
target market. 
 
Site 25 east of Fry Street North and north of Oakcrest Avenue at the south end of Rosebrook 
Park is zoned medium density and would be well‐suited to the development of an in‐fill multi‐
story townhome product or attached single‐level product.  Single‐level units on this small site 
would be few and most likely expensive, considering development costs.  We would not rec‐
ommend single‐level units on this site because of price considerations which may overshoot the 
current market for this product in Roseville at this location.   
 
Site 28 at the intersection of Dale Street, south of Highway 36 in the southwest quadrant is 
currently zoned for medium‐density housing.  We believe that this property’s zoning should be 
increased to high‐density given its current location at the intersection of two major thorough‐
fares.  Although the property is small, development would be more likely to occur on the 
property if a greater number of units could be accommodated.  The property is currently vacant 
and open.  Affordable medium‐density housing would work well for this property, but it may be 
difficult to develop market rate medium density as the cost to develop and price to buy‐
ers/renters may not be perceived as compatible with the location of the Site. 
 
Site 30, south of McCarrons Lake and north of South McCarrons Boulevard is zoned for medium 
density residential.  This property is immediately adjacent to McCarrons Lake and is currently 
occupied with smaller buildings, which would be removed.  Developing this property as medi‐
um density would increase the number of units and accommodate more households.  However, 
the location and general characteristics of the property tend to favor single‐family develop‐
ment.  Single‐family homes near the property are generally larger in size on larger lots.  The Site 
is somewhat removed from Rice Street, a high‐traffic commercial corridor and could accommo‐
date single‐family homes.  Lot sizes would be smaller than most of the surrounding parcels.  
Medium‐density product (i.e. single‐level twinhomes, detached villas or townhomes) are also 
likely to work well on the property.  If possible, we view this Site as a strong opportunity for 
short‐term development. 
 
Site 31, east of Lexington Avenue and south of County Road C2 is zoned for medium‐density 
residential.  The parcels adjacent to Lexington Avenue are vacant.  This property would be 
highly appropriate for multi‐story attached townhomes.  The primary challenge with the site is 
how to provide access to the property that would avoid direct access out to Lexington Avenue, 
especially during peak traffic periods.  If developed with higher‐end homes, buyers may be 
deterred by higher traffic volumes on Lexington Avenue. 
 
Single‐Family Housing 
 
Site 26, south of County Road C and west of Snelling Curve, is currently zoned for low‐density 
development and would be well‐suited for single‐family homes or detached villas or a medium‐
density product such as single‐level twinhomes or multi‐story attached townhomes.  Medium‐
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density product would require a rezoning.  The Site is secluded, but easily accessible to retail 
goods and services and major transportation thoroughfares.  The property is combined of 
several parcels, which may be challenging to combine into one development site.  In the short‐
term or long‐term, we view this site as ideally suited for housing.  Based on current needs in the 
community, we would recommend a detached villa, or a single‐level attached housing product. 
 
Site 29, north of North of North McCarrons Boulevard and east of Williams Street North is 
zoned for low‐density housing.  The existing surrounding land uses are primarily older, single‐
family homes, and older rental housing.  If this property is developed with single‐family homes, 
we recommend a housing product that would appeal to first‐time home buyers, where lots and 
homes would be smaller in size to reduce pricing that would be appropriate and would fit with 
the surrounding neighborhood.  If developing single‐family product results in substantially 
higher costs or challenges, we recommend up‐zoning the property to medium‐density to 
accommodate an attached housing product on the property.  We view the development timing 
of this site as medium to long‐term because the existing building must be removed to make 
way for new housing on the property. 
 
Site 31 may also be suitable for small lot, small home development targeted to first‐time 
homebuyers.  Again, there may be a challenge with developing single‐family homes if the only 
access to the property is directly onto and off Lexington Avenue.  Lot widths for existing parcels 
are between 81 and 84 feet.  Developing smaller lot widths of 40 to 50 feet could effectively 
double the number of single‐family units that could be developed on the property. 
 
Medium‐Term or Long‐Term 
 
Sites currently zoned for mixed‐use development that are either vacant or are currently occu‐
pied with an existing use or uses will require more planning and effort to redevelop.  Some of 
these sites are situated in areas where the surrounding land uses are not generally considered 
compatible with a new medium‐or high‐density residential property. 
 
The following sites would be suited for the development of high‐density housing in combination 
with other uses but would require more resources and more effort to acquire, combine and 
redevelop the properties.  The smaller of these sites may be able to be acquired more rapidly 
and could therefore, be developed in the medium, rather than long‐term. 
 
Medium Term 
 
Site #12 ‐ (north of County Road B, west of Snelling Avenue) 
Site #17 – (west of Rice Street, south of Owasso Blvd) 
Site #18 ‐ (west of Rice Street, north of Transit Avenue) 
Site #19 – (west of Rice Street, south of Transit Avenue) 
Site #20 – (west of Rice Street, south of County Rd B2) 
Site #29 – (east of Williams St., south of Elmer) 
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Long‐Term 
 
Site #13 ‐ (south of County Road B, west of Snelling Avenue) 
Site #14 ‐ (east of Snelling Avenue, Har Mar Mall) 
Site #15 – (west of Lexington Avenue, north of Larpenteur Avenue) 
Site #16 – (east of Lexington Avenue, north of Larpenteur Avenue) 
 
Development Challenged Due to Compatibility with Adjacent and Surrounding Land Uses 
 
Site #3 – (Cleveland Avenue, south of County Road C2 
Site #5 – (Cleveland Avenue, west of Walmart) 
Site #6 – (Prior Avenue North, south of County Road B2) 
Site #7 – (Highway 36 Frontage Road, east of Prior Avenue North) 
Site #8 – (South of Oasis Park, east of Fairview Avenue) 
 
Over time, these properties may be improved with other uses that would make them more 
compatible with new housing, particularly if some of the existing restaurants would remain as 
first floor tenants (Sites #6 and #7).  Typically, the formats for these types of tenants is not 
conducive to mixed‐use as parking and drive‐thru service would likely present problems for 
residents as well as the retail tenants.  Although having restaurants in proximity to housing is 
desirable, other factors such as restaurant hours, smells, trash removal and parking often 
create challenges when trying to combine these uses.   
 
Site 8 is a large cluster of properties that include office, industrial and retail uses.  Redevelop‐
ment of one or more of these sites could include housing, most likely high‐density although 
medium density would be appropriate south of Oasis Park.  Combining uses within this large 
cluster and the large number of buildings and sites makes this location perhaps the most 
challenging redevelopment area in Roseville. 
 
Development Challenged Due to Size, Location and Zoning 
 
The following parcels are identified as challenging to redevelop: 
 
Site #1 (East of Old Highway 8, north of County Road C2) – Small site, mixed‐use zoning 
Site #2 (North of County Road C2, west of Long Lake Road) – Narrow, small site, mixed‐use 
zoning 
Site #10 (east of Lexington Avenue, south of West County Rd D)‐small site, mixed‐use zoning 
 
These properties could be redeveloped in the short‐term with medium‐density or high‐density 
affordable housing, but the incorporation of another use on the property is unlikely to be 
economically viable if combined with commercial.  Incorporating commercial at the street level 
with housing above is difficult in locations where there is not already a high concentration of 
retail and usually a strong pedestrian‐oriented and walkable area.  None of the sites listed 
above possess these characteristics. 
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Challenges and Opportunities 
 
Table H‐2 recommends housing products and suggested development timeframes on the 30 
housing opportunity sites.  In addition to the obvious challenges of development in a first‐tier 
community such as Roseville (i.e. limited land and the need for redevelopment), the following 
paragraphs discuss other challenges that the City is facing in meeting current and future hous‐
ing needs.   
 

 Overall Tight Housing Supply (Metro‐Wide).  The substantial rise in employment that 
occurred in the Twin Cities post‐recession, rising construction costs, lack of available con‐
struction labor and a swell in the number of young households moving into the workforce, 
has placed extreme pressure on our ability to meet housing demand at virtually all price 
points, most significantly for households that need affordable and subsidized housing.  Ro‐
seville’s large employment base and enviable location between Downtown Minneapolis and 
Downtown St. Paul have long secured its position as attractive to owners and renters.  Alt‐
hough limited, sites are available and new housing can be accommodated.  The usual argu‐
ments toward medium and high‐density housing such as lowering home values, increased 
traffic and reduced safety are often unfounded.  Roseville can continue to increase its tax 
base, provide more amenities for its residents and enhance and maintain its quality of life 
with prudent redevelopment of its infrastructure and aging commercial and housing base.  
New housing and creative mixed‐use development will ensure that Roseville retains its de‐
sirability for years to come.   

 
Although housing demand in Roseville could be higher, the City can effectively use its exist‐
ing land (vacant and already developed) to developed new housing to increase the balance 
between new and old.  New housing creates movement in the existing market, causing a 
portion of households that can afford higher housing costs move up and freeing lower cost 
housing for lower income households. 
 

 Housing Densities.  Virtually every first‐tier community in the Twin Cities is planning and 
making efforts to increase housing densities to satisfy the demand for housing with limited 
land availability.  Redevelopment of existing, dated commercial and industrial properties is 
occurring in Roseville to support new configurations of mixing housing with other uses.  Due 
to high redevelopment costs, higher density housing products will be necessary to support 
these efforts.  While higher density products can capitalize on economies of scale, higher 
density does not always mean “affordable” and that affordable is a relative term.  Commu‐
nities are struggling with how to provide more affordable housing, but we continue to insist 
on better building materials, more features and amenities, and more safety and security 
measures in large scale developments.  In our effort to create high quality housing, we al‐
most inevitably create housing that is “unaffordable” to a large portion of the population.  
Creative ideas and processes are needed to achieve the objective. 
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The chart below shows net housing densities by product type.  Because of the limited land 
supply available in Roseville, we recommend that new construction have smaller lot widths 
than those shown on this table.  The City may want to explore the potential development of 
a small lot, small house subdivision to appeal to first‐time homebuyers seeking to purchase 
at a price point below the current standard in the market.   
 

 
 
Housing Affordability.  A portion of households that can afford higher‐priced housing will 
elect to spend a lower portion of their income for housing (i.e. less than 30%).  Market rate 
housing is comprised of households that may choose to spend less, equal to or more than 
they could theoretically afford at the 30% level.  With less movement in the housing market 
and stagnant wages in several industry segments (including retail, hospitality and service 
positions), households requiring affordable housing have increased substantially while the 
supply of this type of housing has decreased. 
 
The older housing stock among owned and rental housing in Roseville is being fulfilled large‐
ly by the product in the marketplace as identified in the housing market analysis sections for 
rental and for‐sale.  As prices have increased, Roseville is positioned in the middle com‐
pared to its immediate neighbors in terms of price points for owned and rental housing.  
Nevertheless, housing costs continue to rise dramatically.  First‐time homebuyers regularly 
experience bid situations and renters have experienced a 22% essentially pure increase in 
rental rates over the past five years not influenced by the development of new Class A 
product.   

 
Although Roseville has a large share of affordable housing, the need for more is projected 
to continue to rise.  We do not advocate that the topic of affordable housing dominate 
housing discussions, but that there is an awareness of ongoing need that is unsatisfied in 
today’s economic climate and that balancing new housing with the maintenance of the ex‐

Product Type

Single Family

Executive (90' wide lot+) 1.75 ‐ 2.50

Standard (60'‐80' wide lot) 2.75 ‐ 3.75

Small Lot (less than 50') 4.00 ‐ 5.00

Detached Townhomes/Villas 4.50 ‐ 6.00

Twin Homes  6.50 ‐ 8.00

Townhomes/Rowhomes 10.00 ‐ 14.00

Low/Mid‐Rise Multifamily 40.00 ‐ 50.00

Six‐Story Multifamily 65.00 ‐ 75.00

Hi‐Rise Multifamily

Sources: Maxfield Research Inc., Urban Land Institute, Site Planning

85+

DETACHED HOUSING

ATTACHED HOUSING

TYPICAL HOUSING DENSITIES BY PRODUCT TYPE

Net Units
Per Acre
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isting housing stock.  We have recommended trying to encourage the development of addi‐
tional larger size units (two‐ and three‐bedroom units for families) in a townhome format.  
Affordable independent living housing for seniors would also be well‐received.   
 
We continue to recommend targeting housing assistance programs toward workforce hous‐
ing production – or households earning between 60% and 120% of AMI. 
 

 Redevelopment Sites, Adjacent Land Uses and Age of the Housing Stock.  Many of the 
opportunity sites have been identified as redevelopment.  Some sites have several parcels 
clustered that, combined could be considered as one site.  Although our recommendation 
identifies these Sites as potentially developable in the short‐term with affordable rental 
housing, the redevelopment costs and financing gaps may not justify short‐term redevel‐
opment of these properties.  The City should perhaps wait on investing resources into some 
of these locations to consider how redevelopment can more fully benefit the adjacent 
neighborhood and satisfy various housing needs in the community.  The highest priority 
sites as those that have already been addressed as the most promising short‐term opportu‐
nities. 

 

 Multifamily Development Costs.  It may be difficult to construct new multifamily product 
with amenities today’s renters desire given achievable rents and development costs.   
Maxfield Research tracks development and construction costs for new rental housing across 
Minnesota.  In the Twin Cities core, the average cost per unit now typically begins at 
$300,000.  A new affordable rental under construction in Downtown Minneapolis has a per 
unit cost of $400,000.  Minimum average rents per square foot to support new construction 
are about $1.90 and higher.  Therefore, given redevelopment and acquisition costs, nearly 
all new market rate rental development is also likely to require some assistance from the 
City.  Affordable housing experiences an even large financial gap.  The high cost of new 
housing will affect the ability of some sites to be developed with products that will meet 
market demand at an acceptable price.  Over‐pricing product for the location means that 
valuable financial resources may be used inefficiently. 
 

 Land Banking.  Land Banking is a program of acquiring land with the purpose of developing 
in the future.  After a holding period, the land can be sold to a developer (often at a price 
lower than market) with the purpose of developing housing.  The city should consider es‐
tablishing a land bank to which private land may be donated and public property may be 
held for future affordable housing development.   

 

 Housing Programs.  Roseville offers several programs to promote and preserve the existing 
housing stock.  Some of the key programs offered include: 

 
o Foreclosure Prevention – Partnered with a third party such as the Minnesota Home 

Ownership Center or Lutheran Social Service Financial Counseling.  Provides counseling 
and financial assistance to homeowners facing possible foreclosure.  The Sustainable 
Home Ownership Program (SHOP), is a non‐profit program of the Greater Metropolitan 
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Housing Corporation in partnership with the Dayton’s Bluff Neighborhood Housing Ser‐
vices.  SHOP can assist families that are at risk of losing their homes.   
 

o Roseville Home Improvement Loans – Provides loans for single‐family, townhomes, 
condominiums and duplexes, although townhomes and condominiums are eligible for 
only interior improvements.  The City works with the Center for Energy and Environ‐
ment (CEE), a Ramsey County organization, through their Lending Center.  CEE offers 
home improvement loans for almost any type of home improvement, including solar 
and geothermal improvements.  CEE supports several cities including Roseville that offer 
loan, grant and down payment assistance for their residents.  The CEE Lending Center 
also provides free advice on energy assistance programs and home improvement loans. 
 

 
 

o Multifamily Rental Property Loans – CEE offers landlords increase the energy efficiency 
of their properties by providing financing of up to $20,000 for energy efficient projects.  
Qualified projects include air conditioning, new furnace, new windows, insulation, and 
hot water heaters.  For properties that need substantial rehabilitation, the Roseville HRA 
will consider requests for more funds than the maximum.  Also assists condominium as‐
sociations to obtain below market rate financing for improvements.   
 

o Green Remodeling Plan Book – originally conceived as an online resource for residents 
to assist them with their home improvement projects by approaching those projects in a 
sustainable, “green” manner using sustainable materials and healthy sustainable prac‐
tices.  Updates are completed every three to four years and the most recent (2016) is al‐
so available as a PDF download.  The plan book is 92 pages and covers a diverse array of 
topics related to interior and exterior remodeling.  The City of Roseville also awards a 
local Green Award.  Residential properties are eligible to be recognized. 

Roseville Home Improvement Loans

No.  Dollars No. Dollars

No. Application Packets Requested/Mailed 6 n/a 3 n/a

No. Residential Advisor Visits 4 n/a 6 n/a

No. Loans in Process for the City 7 n/a 9 n/a

Closed Loans  (Dollar Amounts) 3 $58,379 0 $0

Leveraged Loans (Dollar Amounts) 7 $43,384 7 $97,839

* 2018 data through August 31, 2018

Note: Types of projects include furnace, insulation, air conditioning, windows/doors, garage,

lighting, solar‐PV, water heater.

Source:  City of Roseville

2017 2018

SUMMARY HOME IMPROVEMENT LOAN ACTIVITY THROUGH CEE

CITY OF ROSEVILLE
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o Housing Replacement Program – The City strives to bring new investment and im‐
provements to the City by acquiring and demolishing older homes and reselling the land 
to a qualified builder for the construction of a new home.  The program requires new 
construction to meet certain guidelines.  Currently, there are no lots available for pur‐
chase.   

 
o Rental Licensing Program – The City of Roseville requires a rental license for all buildings of 

five or more units.  The license program was implemented in 2013 and helps assure that 
MRDs with five or more units are safe, sanitary and well‐maintained.  Beginning in 2018, the 
Roseville Fire Department now manages the RL Program.  An estimated 33% of units were 
inspected each year.  The rental license is valid for one year and must be renewed each 
year.  The inspections are now annual and occur at the same time as the fire inspection.  
The grading scale for the rental inspection has been eliminated and the inspection is now a 
pass/fail grade.   

 
In addition to the City housing programs, the following bullet points summarize programs 
administered through Ramsey County.   

 
o Energy Conservation Deferred Loan Program – Provides 10‐year deferred payment loans 

to improve energy efficiency to 1‐4 units owner‐occupied properties.  Loans are restrict‐
ed to low and moderate‐income households (maximum income of $71,900 for a family 
of four) and must be recommended through an energy audit.  Roseville is offering 200 
Roseville residents free energy audits (value of $60).  This program requires an energy 
audit before receiving financing, which is a cost of $60.  Financing is available for loans 
up to $10,000.  Ramsey County also assists with home weatherization. 
 

o Ramsey County Residential Rehabilitation Deferred Loan Program – For low income 
homeowners, the loan will be forgiven after 10 years in the home.  For moderate in‐
come homeowners, the loan must be repaid in full when the homeowner refinances, 
sells, transfers interest or moves from the property.  In both cases, there is no interest 
and no monthly payment.  Home improvement deferred payment loans for up to 
$18,000 may be used for basic and necessary improvements which make the home 
more livable, more energy efficient, or more accessible for disabled persons.  Only avail‐
able for residents of suburban Ramsey County. 

 
o Ramsey County FirstHOME Buyer Assistance Program – Helps first home buyers pur‐

chase homes more affordably by providing deferred loans that can be used for down 
payment assistance, closing costs, and occasionally, health/safety/code improvements.  
Eligible buyers may qualify for up to $10,000 with 0% interest to help bring their month‐
ly costs down to the 30% of income level.  Buyers are responsible for a minimum in‐
vestment of $2,000.  The principal‐only subordinate mortgage must be repaid upon re‐
sale.  Eligible income is 80% of the Metro Area’s AMI by household size and buyer’s 
must demonstrate a minimum of three years of full‐time, permanent, uninterrupted 
employment history.   
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Other initiatives the EDA could consider are: 
 
o Housing Collaboration – Host meetings (quarterly, bi‐annually, or annually) with rental 

property owners, property management companies, Realtors, etc. to discuss key issues 
and topics related to the for‐sale and rental housing sectors in Roseville.   
 

o Density Bonuses – With the cost of land as a typical barrier to providing housing that is 
more affordable, increasing densities can result in lower housing costs by reducing the 
land costs per unit.  The City of Roseville can offer density bonuses where applicable to 
encourage medium and high‐density residential development while also promoting an 
affordability component. 
 

o Waiver or Reduction of Development Fees – There are several fees developers must pay 
including impact fees, utility and connection fees, park land dedication fees, etc.  To 
help facilitate housing that is more affordable, some fees could be waived or reduced to 
bring desired housing products to the market at a more affordable price. 

 
 

City Priorities 
 
Based on the findings of our analysis, the following is a priority summary.  Priorities are identi‐
fied in sequential order, beginning with the task/product type deemed most important.  
 
1. Encourage and support the development of market rate general occupancy rental housing 

targeted to more affluent renters (more than one property over the next five years). 
 

2. Encourage and support the development of an active adult age‐restricted rental communi‐
ty, either affordable (60% AMI or market rate). 
 

3. Encourage and support the development of small lot, small house, two‐level and single‐level 
detached or attached homes. 

 
4. Encourage and support the development of an affordable rental townhome community 

(60% or less of AMI) for families (two‐ and three‐bedroom units. 
 

5. Identify features and amenities that may be added to neighborhoods that would improve 
and promote enhanced livability.  These amenities may be supported by City funding but 
may benefit adjacent property owners and residents.   

Attachment 1

Page 225 of 232



RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS   

 

MAXFIELD RESEARCH AND CONSULTING LLC 151 

6. Prioritize mixed‐use redevelopment sites.  Consider how market‐driven building and devel‐
opment patterns may best suit sites that are targeted for redevelopment.  Monitor the po‐
tential availability of properties that could be acquired and land‐banked for future redevel‐
opment. 

 
7. Reassess the need for additional senior housing products and specifically, assisted living and 

memory care.  Consider a balance between sites targeted for traditional multifamily devel‐
opment and those that could be developed with senior housing. 

 
8. Consider exploring a small lot, small house subdivision that would provide an option for 

entry‐level buyers that want to purchase a home at a price point below that of standard 
market pricing. 
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Pending Developments ‐ Roseville 
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