
  
Parks & Recreation Commission Agenda 

Tuesday, September 2, 2025 
6:30 PM 

City Council Chambers 
 
Commission Members: Lindsay Matts-Benson (Chair), Karen Beckman (Vice-Chair), Audrey 
Arneson (Youth), Luci Botzek, Nick Boulton, Bryan Donaldson, Jayne Harris, Chris Her, 
Chad Kooistra, Jamison Penny.  
(Any times listed are approximate – please note that items may be earlier or later than listed 
on the agenda)    
1. Roll Call 
2. Approve Agenda 
3. Receive Public Comment 
4. Approval of Meeting Minutes 
 a. Approval of the August 7, 2025 Meeting Minutes 
5. Business Items 
 a. Discuss and Consider a Recommendation Regarding the Aldine Street Right of Way 
 b. Prepare for Joint Meeting with the City Council on September 15, 2025 
 c. Maintenance and Operations Center Update (Standing Agenda Item) 
6. Commission Direction on Member Initiated Agenda Items 
7. Other Business 
 a. Departmental Updates 
 b. Other New or Relevant Communication Items 
8. Adjourn 
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Roseville Parks & Recreation Commission 
Agenda Item 

 

DATE: September 2, 2025 ITEM: 4.a. 

 
ITEM DESCRIPTION: Approval of the August 7, 2025 Meeting Minutes 

 
Background 
Enclosed is a draft of the minutes of August 7, 2025. Please be prepared to approve or amend. 
 
Recommendation 
Approve/amend meeting minutes of August 7, 2025. 
 
Attachments 
1. 8. Minutes - August 7 
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1  ROSEVILLE PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION 
2 MEETING MINUTES FOR  
3 AUGUST 7, 2025   6:30 p.m. 
4  
5 PRESENT: Arneson, Beckman, Botzek, Donaldson, Harris, Kooistra, Matts-Benson, 
6 Penny. 
7 ABSENT:   Boulton, Her. 
8 STAFF:   Johnson.  
9  

10 1. ROLL CALL 
11  

12 Roll Call Commissioners: Arneson, Beckman, Botzek, Donaldson, Harris, Kooistra,  
13 Matts-Benson, Penny. 
14  

15 2. APPROVE AGENDA 
16  
17 Commissioner Botzek moved to approve the agenda as presented. Commissioner Penny 
18 seconded.  
19  
20 Roll Call 
21 Ayes: Arneson, Beckman, Botzek, Donaldson, Harris, Kooistra, Matts-Benson, Penny. 
22 Nays: None. 
23 Abstain: None. 
24  
25 3. RECEIVE PUBLIC COMMENT 
26 No members of the public chose to speak, as all were present in relation to items on the agenda. 
27  
28 4. APPROVAL OF MINUTES  
29  
30 Commissioner Donaldson moved to approve the June 3, 2025 minutes. Commissioner 
31 Harris seconded.  
32  
33 Roll Call 
34 Ayes: Arneson, Beckman, Botzek, Donaldson, Harris, Kooistra, Matts-Benson, Penny. 
35 Nays: None. 
36 Abstain: None. 
37  
38  
39  
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40 5. BUSINESS ITEMS 
41 a) INITIAL DISCUSSION OF ALDINE STREET RIGHT OF WAY 
42 Staff reviewed maps with the Commission to show the location of the Aldine right-of-way. Staff 
43 explained that a right-of-way is a legal designation for City-owned property that allows the 
44 public or utilities to access land for public use, typically for transportation or utilities. The City 
45 owns and manages numerous acres of right-of-way throughout Roseville. 
46  
47 Staff noted that the Public Works Department occasionally identifies right-of-way segments that 
48 are no longer needed for future roadway purposes and may propose vacating them to adjacent 
49 property owners. This process includes a public hearing to gather community feedback. 
50  
51 Staff highlighted that this right-of-way was not identified as a priority route in the City’s 
52 Pathway Master Plan, which guides future pathway projects. However, the Parks and Recreation 
53 System Master Plan does identify this segment as a potential “constellation link” which is a 
54 conceptual connector that would support system-wide recreation access. 
55  
56 Staff reviewed Goals 4.1, 4.4, 4.5, and 4.6 of the Parks and Recreation System Master Plan with 
57 the Commission. These goals provide guidance for the future development and management of 
58 pathways. 
59  
60 On April 21, 2025, Public Works presented a proposal to vacate a one-block segment of Aldine 
61 Street between Ryan Avenue and Roselawn Avenue. During the public hearing, several residents 
62 provided feedback to the City Council, with opinions both in support of and in opposition to the 
63 vacation. Following the hearing, the City Council directed Public Works to explore the 
64 feasibility of establishing a formal pathway within the right-of-way and requested that the Parks 
65 and Recreation Commission consider whether a non-traditional pathway could be feasible for 
66 this location. 
67  
68 The issue was further discussed at the June 16 and July 21 City Council meetings. Concerns 
69 were raised regarding the impact a traditional pathway might have on existing vegetation, 
70 including the removal of mature trees and the need for significant grading. 
71  
72 Staff reported that the Aldine right-of-way is 30 feet wide. The current informal pathway extends 
73 beyond the right-of-way and onto private property. Staff noted that multiple neighboring 
74 properties have encroached into the right-of-way, resulting in deviations from a direct route. 
75 While challenging conditions exist within the right-of-way, staff indicated that these challenges 
76 do not appear to be insurmountable. 
77  
78 Staff outlined potential pathway options within the right-of-way. A traditional bituminous 
79 pathway could be constructed; however, this option would likely require the removal of a 
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80 number of established trees. Alternatively, a non-traditional pathway may be feasible and less 
81 impactful on existing vegetation, though it would still need to meet ADA requirements, 
82 including a minimum width of four feet, slope adjustments, and appropriate curb cuts. 
83  
84 To date, community feedback has reflected a range of perspectives. Many neighbors have asked 
85 the City Council to preserve some form of access from Roselawn Avenue to Aldine Street. 
86 Adjacent property owners have petitioned the City Council to vacate the right-of-way. 
87 Additional themes from community input include a desire to preserve as many existing trees as 
88 possible, interest in finding a harmonious solution, and a willingness from residents to participate 
89 in developing potential options. 
90  
91 As part of its exploration of the Aldine right-of-way, the City Council requested the 
92 Commission’s input on the following questions: 
93 • Would a non-traditional pathway or park in this location be valuable to the Parks and 
94 Recreation system? 
95 • Is a non-traditional pathway viable in this location? 
96 • What impact would this have on existing trees and vegetation? 
97 • What are the estimated installation costs? 
98 • How would such a pathway be maintained? 
99  

100 Staff reiterated that the Parks and Recreation Commission is not the final governing body and 
101 will not make the ultimate decision regarding the Aldine right-of-way. The Commission has been 
102 tasked with providing input to the City Council on the questions outlined above. Staff also noted 
103 that Commissioners will not be asked to weigh in on matters beyond the scope of these 
104 questions. 
105  
106 Staff outlined the following planned actions: 
107 • Conduct a topographical survey including tree locations 
108 • Analyze grades and potential impacts on vegetation 
109 • Evaluate the usefulness of the right-of-way for the Parks and Recreation system 
110 • Return to the City Council with findings for a decision 
111  
112 Commissioner Harris acknowledged that she lives near the property in question. She stated that 
113 she did not feel it was necessary to recuse herself, as she believes she can respond to the 
114 questions posed to the Commission without personal bias. 
115  
116 Vice-Chair Beckmann asked how existing encroachments within the right-of-way would be 
117 addressed. Staff responded that, at this time, they anticipate any encroachments would be 
118 removed. 
119  
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120 M. Erickson, 93 Mid Oaks Ln. 
121 Erickson, an adjacent property owner, asked the Commission to apply the “but-for test” when 
122 evaluating the Aldine right-of-way in relation to Roseville Parks. She explained that in legal 
123 applications, the test is used to determine whether one action is the direct cause of another, and 
124 suggested it is also useful in evaluating the reasoning for City action. She made the following 
125 points: 
126 • New Park Question: Asked whether the City would create a new 30' x 590' (.4 acre) 
127 park absent pressure from some City Council members and residents to formalize an 
128 unimproved shortcut while avoiding ADA requirements. 
129 • Neighborhood Context: Cited City Council meeting minutes that she felt supported her 
130 claim and questioned whether a 30' x 520' single-purpose park, with zero buffer between 
131 eight 60+ year-old homes, would otherwise be pursued. 
132 • Community Support: Asked if there is professional, inclusive, and impartial evidence of 
133 widespread neighborhood support for diverting limited park resources to create a limited-
134 access shortcut. 
135 • Precedent: Questioned whether there is precedent for a park of this size, purpose, and 
136 proximity to existing homes. 
137 She concluded by asking Commission members to consider the broader context motivating the 
138 City Council’s request for input regarding the Aldine St. right-of-way. 
139  
140 J. Reinert, 1667 Ridgewood Ln. S. 
141 Reinert relayed that the neighborhood has a strong pedestrian character, which he considers an 
142 asset. He enjoys meeting new neighbors and greeting familiar ones along the connecting paths 
143 that contribute to the area’s pedestrian-friendly environment. He emphasized the following 
144 points: 
145 • Neighborhood Asset: The Aldine Street right-of-way is a critical feature for both the 
146 neighborhood and the City. 
147 • Community Impact: Without the path, many neighbors are unhappy, while its removal 
148 would benefit only a few adjacent property owners. 
149 • Personal Use: He uses the path daily for medical reasons, as it reduces walking time. 
150 • Overall Value: He believes removing the path would not benefit Roseville or the 
151 neighborhood. 
152  
153 P. Veach, 1661 Ridgewood Ln. N.  
154 Veach stated that she used the Aldine St. right of way weekly and considers it a special feature of 
155 the neighborhood. She values the right of way for its wooded and serene atmosphere and noted 
156 that wildlife also uses the corridor. She emphasized that she does not view it as a shortcut, but 
157 rather as a pathway she relies on regularly, and she advocated for the continued use of the land as 
158 a pathway. 
159  
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160 S. Aschenbrenner, 2016 Herschel St. 
161 Aschenbrenner noted that she enjoyed using the Alding St. right of way and appreciated the 
162 extensive tree cover, emphasizing the importance of preserving the trees. She shared that short 
163 walks have become much longer and more difficult since she has not been able to use the 
164 pathway. She expressed excitement about the possibility of a parks solution and stated that she 
165 believes many neighbors would be willing to come together to create a solution that, while it 
166 may not satisfy everyone, would provide an important opportunity for community. 
167  
168 C. Gallaher, 2009 Herschel St. 
169 Gallaher stated that she has used the Aldine St. right-of-way for 36 years and finds it to be a safer 
170 alternative to walking along Snelling Avenue, where she feels the sidewalk is not wide enough 
171 for pedestrian safety. She expressed gratitude for the path that was added along Fairview Avenue 
172 and asked the Commission to consider the potential benefits of maintaining a connecting path, 
173 including supporting property values and fostering a stronger sense of community. 
174  
175 D. Gault, 2021 Herschel St. 
176 Gault shared that he has lived in Roseville for 32 years and has walked on the path more than 
177 3,300 times. He stated that the Aldine St. right of way has become a divisive issue within the 
178 neighborhood and expressed his belief that now is the time for healing. He noted that he would 
179 not use the Aldine St. right of way unless all neighbors could come to a mutual agreement and 
180 emphasized the importance of finding common solutions together. He explained that he stopped 
181 walking the Aldine St. right of way after realizing that adjacent property owners were unhappy 
182 with its use and concluded that his relationships with neighbors are more important to him than 
183 continued access to the path. 
184  
185 A. Lottie, 90 Mid Oaks Ln.  
186 Spoke on behalf of her three school-age children, noting that the Aldine St. right of way provides 
187 them with a safe route to friends’ houses and as a walking route to school. She emphasized that 
188 in a world with limited independence for children, the Aldine St. right of way offers them an 
189 important opportunity for independence, as their family feels comfortable allowing the children 
190 to walk alone on the path because they are familiar with the neighbors along the route. She 
191 expressed hope that a creative solution can be found to preserve the path. 
192  
193 T. Brown, 93 Mid Oaks Ln. 
194 Is a civil engineer and adjacent property owner, he stated that the Aldine St. right of way 
195 provides valuable privacy for his home and open space for wildlife. Additionally, he raised 
196 several concerns in response to the City Council’s questions for the Parks and Recreation 
197 Commission: 
198 • Value/Connectivity: Asked what parks or neighborhoods the proposed trail would 
199 connect. 
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200 • Viability/Drainage: Noted that a storm sewer with beehive catch basins runs through the 
201 corridor to prevent basement flooding in nearby homes. He expressed concern that 
202 grading for a trail could disrupt drainage, introduce sediment into the receiving lake, raise 
203 the water table, and potentially cause basement flooding to return. 
204 • ADA Compliance: Questioned how the steep grade could be maintained, to support the 
205 existing irrigation system, while also meeting ADA pathway requirements. 
206 • Access/Safety: Expressed concern about pedestrian access from Roselawn Avenue, 
207 citing high traffic volumes (approximately 3,000 trips per day per MnDOT). He stated 
208 that children walking in the parking lane during rush hour poses safety risks and may 
209 require special crossing treatments. 
210 Brown concluded by noting he has additional concerns and hopes adjacent property owners will 
211 have the opportunity to share them. 
212  
213 D. Wiswell, 1731 Shryer Ave. W. 
214 Has lived in the neighborhood since 2016, stated that she frequently used the path to walk her 
215 dog and expressed concern about the loss of safe access for children in and out of the Mid Oaks 
216 neighborhood. She shared the following points: 
217 • Neighborhood Access: Stated it is disheartening that children can no longer easily reach 
218 friends’ houses, Evergreen Park, or schools using the path. 
219 • Community Transition: Noted that the neighborhood is transitioning to younger 
220 families and that she values accessibility for children to move safely between 
221 neighborhoods. 
222 • Established Feature: Emphasized that the Aldine St. right of way path has been a 
223 longstanding feature of the neighborhood and should be preserved. 
224 • Equity for Children: Felt that discontinuing the path would be a disservice to children 
225 who rely on it to reach friends and schools safely. 
226 • Safety: Stated that use of the Aldine St. right of way along Roselawn is safer than 
227 requiring children to walk farther along Roselawn to access other neighborhoods. 
228 She concluded by expressing a desire to find a collaborative solution that would preserve the 
229 established path while fostering cooperation among neighbors. 
230  
231 Commissioner Donaldson asked staff to explain the difference between parks and trails. Staff 
232 relayed that the Pathway- Master Plan is managed by Public Works. The Master Plan is driven 
233 by Public Works, with input from the Parks and Recreation Department to determine the creation 
234 of pathways. The Parks and Recreation Department handles any trail within a park as well as 
235 providing maintenance to any trail within Roseville. 
236  
237 The Commission discussed how existing pathways in the City were originally established and 
238 considered the precedent for creating new pathways. 
239  
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240 Staff asked what materials they could provide at the next meeting to assist the Commission in 
241 making a recommendation. The Commission requested the following additional information: 
242 • Existing and planned sidewalks in the area 
243 • Information on trees and vegetation within the right-of-way 
244 • Potential drainage concerns 
245 • Guidelines to help ensure the recommendation remains objective 
246 • A City Attorney letter regarding the legality of using the Aldine right-of-way as a park 
247  
248 The Commission also discussed whether the City of Falcon Heights should be consulted. Staff 
249 relayed that Falcon Heights has not yet been included in the discussion but noted that this could 
250 be part of the Commission’s recommendation to the City Council. 
251  
252 Commissioner Harris inquired about the possibility of a site visit. Staff responded that Open 
253 Meeting Law requirements would need to be followed but agreed to look into arranging a tour of 
254 the site. 
255  
256 b) MAINTENANCE AND OPERATIONS CENTER UPDATE (STANDING ITEM) 
257 Staff reported that on June 16, 2025, the City Council reviewed options for the Maintenance 
258 Operations Center (MOC) and License and Passport Center/City Dance Studio (LPCDS). The 
259 Council indicated support for Concept C, which would relocate daily maintenance operations to 
260 a renovated facility south of Woodhill Drive and place yard and storage functions north of 
261 Woodhill Drive. Concept C also calls for construction of a two-story LPCDS on the southwest 
262 corner of the Veterans Park parcel, with expanded shared parking alongside the VFW. This 
263 approach reduces yard space and operational efficiency compared to the full Campus Master 
264 Plan but preserves much of Veterans Park and allows the VFW to remain in place. 
265  
266 At its July 7 meeting, the City Council considered whether LPCDS operations should be moved 
267 off-campus but voted 3–2 to construct the facility on the City Campus. On July 21, the Council 
268 approved release of a Request for Proposals for architectural services and a Request for 
269 Qualifications for construction management at-risk services to move the project forward. 
270  
271 Chair Matts-Benson stated that she feels Concept C represents a potentially great outcome to a 
272 complex problem. The Commission discussed how the new concept would affect Veteran’s Park. 
273 Staff noted that little work has been done in the park in recent years due to uncertainty about the 
274 property’s future and indicated that the park would likely be approached as a blank concept plan 
275 when planning begins. 
276  
277  
278  
279  
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280 c) QUARTERLY REVIEW OF PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION GOALS 
281 The Commission discussed the updates that need to be made to the goals and agreed to add the 
282 updates to their goal list, including: 
283 • Recent Commissioner community engagement at the Discover Your Parks (DYP) events 
284 • 2025 Grant Awards to the Parks and Recreation Department 
285 • Minnesota Recreation and Park Association Award of Excellence in Management  
286 Strategies for the 2024 Natural Resources Management Plan Update 
287 • Bike lanes on Hamline Ave. 
288  
289 d) PREPARE FOR JOINT MEETING WITH CITY COUNCIL 
290 Staff reported that the Parks and Recreation Commission is tentatively scheduled for a joint 
291 meeting with the City Council on Monday, September 15, 2025. Staff noted that joint meetings 
292 provide an opportunity for the Commission to meet with the Council, highlight recent work, 
293 share feedback, and receive input or requests from the Council. 
294  
295 Staff suggested that, to help frame the upcoming conversation with the City Council, the 
296 Commission may wish to organize its topics into the following categories: 
297 • Review of work completed over the past year 
298 • Commission goals moving forward 
299 • Priorities for the next year 
300 • Items on which the Commission wishes to provide feedback to the City Council 
301 • Areas where feedback from the Council is requested 
302  
303 The Commission discussed how to address the Aldine right of way with the City Council and 
304 potential recommendation options that the Commission could provide to the City Council.  
305  
306 Vice-Chair Beckman inquired if staff believes the City Council will be looking for a 
307 recommendation at the joint meeting. Staff stated that they don’t believe that the City Council 
308 will be looking for a recommendation at that time. They do want the recommendation to be 
309 provided in a timely manner, but they don’t believe they will want a recommendation that does 
310 not have proper due diligence completed by the Commission. 
311  
312 The Commission agreed to highlight the following items with the Commission: 
313  
314 • Rosebrook Park upgrades 
315 • Commission Goals 
316 • Volunteers and Friends Groups 
317 • Commissioner Community Engagement 
318 o Include specific examples of feedback received from residents 
319 ▪ Finding a new park 
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320 ▪ How to get additional demographics to feel welcome at DYP events 
321 • Park Tour 
322 • Success of Recreation Programs 
323 • Cedarholm Update 
324  
325 Chair Matts-Benson suggested that Commissioners share any stories of community engagement 
326 to ensure they are included in the meeting packet.  
327  
328 Commissioner Botzek recommended highlighting park buildings to help educate on their uses. 
329 Staff relayed that they would bring data on park building use to the Commission at a future 
330 meeting. 
331  
332 6. COMMISSION DIRECTION ON MEMBER INITIATED AGENDA ITEMS 
333 The Commission did not relay any member-initiated agenda items. 
334  
335 7. OTHER BUSINESS 
336 a) DEPARTMENTAL UPDATES 
337 • Staff reported that the new Puppet Wagon has been a big hit this summer, noting appreciation 
338 to the Friends of Roseville Parks for their donation that helped make the purchase possible. 
339 • The new scoreboard was installed at the John Rose MN OVAL. Thanks to generous 
340 contributions from the Friends of the OVAL Foundation and the Midway Speedskating Club, 
341 the City was able to purchase a larger scoreboard than originally planned. 
342 • Staff reported that Rosefest was a great success this year. The Run for the Roses drew more 
343 than 400 participants, the parade saw very high attendance, and the Party in the Park and 
344 fireworks received positive feedback. 
345 • The Cedarholm Community Building hosted two Music on the Patio events this summer. 
346 These events provide opportunities for non-golfers to enjoy the amenities at Cedarholm. 
347 • Natural Resource Updates 
348 o Received a $251,795 Metropolitan Council Tree Planting Grant 
349 o Received $500,000 from MN DNR Conservation Legacy Program Grant 
350 o Received MRPA Award of Excellence for 2024 Master Plan update 
351 o Staff reported that the Natural Resources Supervisor position has been filled, with the 
352 new hire beginning in August. 
353 • New entrance signs, siding, and a bike rack have been installed at the Harriet Alexander 
354 Nature Center. 
355 • Despite significant weather and smoke challenges this summer, programs were successful 
356 and participant feedback has been very positive. 
357 • The Roseville Skating Center has updated its dehumidification system along with several 
358 heat pump units. 
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359 • Staff reported that formal community engagement has begun to gather feedback on the 
360 design of the new splash pad at Rosebrook Park, with additional engagement sessions 
361 scheduled in the coming weeks. 
362 • The ABBA cover band performance at Live at the Rog was a major success, drawing a very 
363 large crowd to the Central Park Frank Rog Amphitheatre. 
364  
365 b) OTHER NEW OR RELEVANT COMMUNICATION ITEMS 
366 Chair Matts-Benson commended the summer staff, noting that her children participated in 
367 several activities and that the programs were phenomenal. She added that staff were consistently 
368 well-trained, kind, and positive influences in the programs. 
369  
370 Commissioner Kooistra agreed, highlighting the excellent work of summer staff at the Discover 
371 Your Parks events. He added that he appreciates living in Roseville because of the wide range of 
372 activities and events available to the community. 
373  
374 Commissioner Kooistra noted that he may not be able to attend next month’s meeting and asked 
375 if he could still provide feedback on agenda items. Staff responded that his feedback could be 
376 included in the meeting packet or as a bench handout in order to comply with Open Meeting 
377 Law. 
378  
379 8. ADJOURN 
380 Meeting adjourned at approximately 8:51 p.m. 
381  
382 Respectfully Submitted,  
383 Danielle Christensen, Parks and Recreation Department Assistant  
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Roseville Parks & Recreation Commission 
Agenda Item 

 

DATE: September 2, 2025 ITEM: 5.a. 

 
ITEM DESCRIPTION: Discuss and Consider a Recommendation Regarding the Aldine Street Right of 

Way 

 
Background 
At the August 7, 2025, Parks and Recreation Commission meeting, the Commission held an 
initial discussion regarding the Aldine Street Right of Way. That conversation provided an 
opportunity to review the history of the site, hear public comment, and begin outlining the key 
considerations related to potential future use. Commissioners raised questions about legal 
implications, community access, and the broader context of the City’s park and recreation 
system. 
 
The September 2, 2025, meeting is intended to build on that discussion and move the 
Commission closer to a recommendation. Since that initial discussion: 

• On August 21, 2025, several Commissioners toured the site. 
• Staff have prepared an inventory of trees on the site (attachment 4). 
• Staff are working toward an integrated survey that includes topography. 
• Staff have researched accessibility requirements, tree preservation, and other 

considerations.   

This information can be used to provide a foundation for the Commission’s decision-making, 
with a goal of a recommendation for the City Council. The Parks and Recreation Commission 
has a previously planned joint meeting with the City Council on September 15. This could be a 
good opportunity for the Commission to check in and:  

• Share their progress on the issue with the council, 
• Share any recommendations that the Commission currently has, and 
• Propose any subsequent steps that the Commission feels would be appropriate to the 

process. 

 
Questions Asked by the City Council 
Given the complexity of the issue, there is some confusion around what the Commission is 
being asked to provide input on. Below are several specific questions and/or statements that 
the Council had as part of their discussion on July 27 (either direct quotes or paraphrased for 
clarity only) (Meeting minutes, attachment 10). 

• Is this parcel something that the PRC would like to pursue as a park trail? 
• Does this connection provide parks and recreational value? 
• How many trees would need to be removed if a non-traditional path is implemented? 
• I would like a very detailed understanding of the impacts on vegetation and trees. 

Page 13 of 118



• I would like an implementation process to engage the neighborhood and work toward a 
solution that could be positive for everyone. 

• Could Park Dedication funds be considered to fund implementation (in full or in part)? 
• What is this path going to look like? 
• Does it make sense to have a 30-foot-wide park in Roseville? 

It may not be part of the Commission’s initial recommendation to answer each of these 
questions, but to determine if this is an alternative worth pursuing and pursue the other 
questions further down the line.  
 
Site Analysis 
There are a total of 57 inventoried trees (some with multiple tributary branches) on the site with 
a diameter of at least three inches, 24 of which have a diameter of at least 10 inches. The 
trees run the spectrum of condition, with some showing signs of decline while others appear to 
be thriving. 
 
The value of the trees varies based on species quality, size, and condition, but most of the 
trees generally appear to be in good health. Eight trees are invasive, or green ash, and would 
typically be removed to align with the City’s Natural Resources Management Plan. Removal of 
those trees would cost an estimated $3,000 - $5,000 and could be funded from the forestry 
budget. 
 
The majority of ground cover vegetation is either buckthorn or other woody invasive species. 
The City’s practice within right of way is typically not to provide natural resource maintenance. 
In parks, the City would typically remove these invasives and replace them with native species. 
This could largely be accomplished utilizing an initial intervention with a contractor (Stantec), 
followed by subsequent work from volunteer natural resources stewards. 
 
There are significant encroachments into the right of way on both the south and north side of 
the parcel, which makes the parcel feel less accessible than it would if there was a full thirty 
foot right of way. On the north side, the flattest (and most accessible) portion of the right of way 
is located within the fence that encroaches on it. On the south side, a fence and plantings 
requires pedestrians to leave the right of way to continue through to Roselawn St. 
 
By preliminary analysis, it appears that there are potential routes where an informal trail could 
run through the right of way without extreme tree impact or grade changes. 
 
Tree Preservation 
One of the core conversation points has been tree preservation. As has been mentioned, there 
are a number of significant and valuable trees on the site. Most significantly, there are seven 
oak trees on the south side with a diameter breast height (DBH) of greater than 20 inches. 
 
According to the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, Compaction within the tree’s 
root zone adversely impacts the tree. Compaction can result from machinery/vehicular traffic, 
foot traffic, and from stockpiling materials over a tree’s root zone. Grading within the tree’s root 
zone, whether cutting or filling, also negatively impacts trees. Given this guidance, the best 
practice would be to avoid significant grade changes, and vehicle traffic within a dripline of 
such significant trees. It is important to note that a feasibility memo prepared by the Public 
Works department stated that a traditional bituminous path would result in significant tree loss 
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(attachment 8). 
 
However, a non-traditional approach would likely reduce that impact by choosing the most 
advantageous route for tree preservation and considering alternate surfaces.  It should be 
noted that even foot traffic can also cause compaction that could adversely affect trees, but the 
risk is far less than that related to construction and heavy vehicular traffic. There are instances 
throughout the parks and recreation system of heavily traveled paths that run within driplines.  
 
Although there is no way to guarantee unintentional tree loss will not occur with a construction 
process, staff feel that if appropriate mitigation strategies are undertaken such risks can be 
greatly minimized. 
 
At this point in the process, it is difficult to discern exactly how many trees would need to be 
intentionally removed to provide space for a pathway, but staff feel confident that they can 
minimize the number of trees removed by narrowing the pathway and prioritizing tree impact in 
the route selection. An appropriate next step could be to utilize a contracted arborist and an 
engineer to work together to determine a path that is least impactful to trees. 
 
Accessibility 
Based on preliminary staff analysis, it appears that if the City chooses to install a pathway on 
the site, it would be considered a "shared use path" or "sidewalk," which means the best 
practice is to comply with the Public Right-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG). In 
summation, the following elements would likely need to be present on any trail through the 
right of way: 
 

• Pathway must be firm and stable 
• Slope not greater than 5% (1 foot of rise over 20 feet) 
• 2% slope at pathway width 
• Minimum 48-inch wide, with periodic passing space 
• Curb cuts/curb ramps on each side of the path 

 
It appears that none of these standards would necessarily preclude a natural/non-bituminous 
path. City staff are preparing a topographical survey to determine what grade changes would 
be needed.  
 
Parks and Recreation System Master Plan Guidance 
The Parks and Recreation System Master plan prioritizes the implementation of pedestrian 
and bicycling links: “connectivity for pedestrians and bicyclists is a clear desire of the 
community, and while connections across the community might be a long-term goal, the 
process of creating a connected community begins locally – by linking neighbors to their parks, 
and parks to other parks…” (Attachment 3, page B-37). This parcel was identified as a 
possible constellation connector within the Master Plan (page B-38). Several specific goals of 
the master plan may fit in with this conversation: 

• Goal 4.1: Develop, adopt, and implement a comprehensive and integrated trails, 
pathways, and community connections system plan for recreation and transportation 
uses, including separate facilities for pedestrians and bicyclists (including off-road 
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unpaved trails for bikers and hikers) while protecting resources. 
• Goal 4.4: Maintain the trail and pathway system year-round. 
• Goal 4.5: Make the park system accessible to people of all abilities. 
• Goal 4.6: Align development and expansion of non-motorized trails, pathways, 

community parkways, and other routes with the need to provide connections to and 
within parks, to open spaces, recreation facilities, and key destinations, as well as 
between neighborhoods, constellations, and sectors. 

  
Park Access Impacts 
The ROW in question is located in constellation K of the Parks and Recreation System Master 
Plan. Evergreen Park is the closest park to residents who live near the ROW, which is 
designated as a Community Park which “provides diverse recreational opportunities to the 
constellation and surrounding constellation” and balances active and passive use spaces. The 
City currently does not have the technology to track daily park usage. 
 
The southern point of the right of way is .51 miles from Brimhall School and Evergreen Park, 
using the right of way.  The same route, via Roselawn to Fairview, is .69 miles. Residents 
could also access Falcon Heights Community Park, which is .64 miles away from that same 
location.  
 
The homes immediately east of the right of way (Mid Oaks) are some of the few homes in 
Roseville who are not within a 10-minute walk (typically ½ miles) of a park (attachment 5). 
 Currently, 94% of residents live within walking distance of a park. Although the creation of a 
trail in this location would not put them within that ½ mile radius, it would reduce their walking 
distance from .92 miles (from the midpoint of the loop, the corner of Mid Oaks Ln and Mid 
Oaks Rd), to .70 miles. 
 
Another idea that has been discussed is the conversion of the parcel to parkland, pending 
legal review. As mentioned, this parcel lies in a portion of the City that currently lacks parkland. 
At only thirty feet wide, the value of the parcel for parks would predominantly be as a walking 
trail or natural space, and a connection to larger recreational spaces. Spaces like this are not 
without precedent in the Parks and Recreation System; as right of way has been used to 
provide access to parks in several locations, and some parks in the Parks and Recreation 
system exist solely as natural spaces. However, this would be the smallest park in Roseville’s 
Parks and Recreation system. 
 
Cost Considerations 
The cost of pathway installation would be somewhat unknown without a more formal study. 
The Public Works Department’s preliminary analysis estimated a hardscape pathway would 
cost somewhere between $84,000 and $177,000 (attachment 11). 
 
A non-concrete pathway could almost surely be installed for far less cost but there is still a 
wide amount of variability. Because such a pathway would need to meet PROWAG guidelines, 
some engineering and site work would be required even for a relatively simple path. There 
have been some conversations about volunteers and parks staff clearing invasive species and 
creating an informal pathway. In certain areas, this could be an effective strategy. However, 
where issues of grade and accessibility come into play (particularly near the north and south 
side of the pathway), third party support would be needed - likely for both design and 
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installation. 
 
An initial site design (including a comprehensive tree study and route selection) could likely be 
conducted for $10,000 to $20,000, and implementation could be completed for perhaps 
$10,000 to $40,000 for a very preliminary project total of perhaps $20,000 to $60,000 for a 
non-concrete pathway. 
 
Answers to Specific Questions 
Throughout the process to date, the Commission has asked a number of specific questions. 
 Answers are provided below.  
 
 

Question: There are several other short connections in the neighborhood (Attachment 7). 
What is their history? 
Answer: Although the records are not entirely clear, it appears that the smaller connections 
in this neighborhood were part of the original neighborhood platting process. The City 
recently vacated all of the excess right of way except where the path is specifically located 
in these locations. 
 
Question: Does this parcel have to become a park for the Parks and Recreation 
Commission to make a recommendation? 
Answer: No. The Parks and Recreation Commission is free to make any recommendation 
that it sees fit, similar to how the Parks and Recreation Commission provides input into 
other projects that impact the city’s recreational opportunities (such as new development). 
In several locations throughout the City, right of way is used for access to parks without 
being classified as a park. However, staff would encourage that the Commission directly 
connect their recommendation to parks and/or recreational opportunities. 
 
Question: If a pathway is recommended, can the Parks and Recreation Commission weigh 
in on the process of implementation? 
Answer: Yes – although the implementation process would ultimately lie with staff and likely 
be led by both the Parks and Recreation and Public Works departments, under the direction 
of the City Council, similar to many other park planning efforts, the Commission may desire 
to make a recommendation on how community engagement and other implementation 
steps are conducted. 
 
Question: Would the construction of a pathway create a flooding risk to adjoining 
properties? 
Answer: From Public Works Director Jesse Freihammer: "There is a storm pipe on the 
corridor. If a pathway goes in and affects the drainage to the current system and inlets, 
additional storm pipe could be installed. The pathway would not affect drainage or 
groundwater in my opinion as mitigation practices can be implemented as needed." 
 
Question: If the right of way is vacated, will the neighbors be required to preserve the 
trees? 
Answer: No. Once the parcel is vacated, the parcel will revert to the adjacent property 
owners and the City will not have any authority over how the property is used. 
 
Question: If the pathway is installed, will there be a crosswalk planned on Roselawn where 
the path exits? 
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Answer: At this time, there is not a crosswalk planned at Roselawn and the pathway. 
However, Roselawn is a city street and the jurisdiction for such a crosswalk would lie jointly 
with the City of Roseville and the City of Falcon Heights. If a pathway is constructed, 
engineering staff will review the need for crosswalk improvements.  

 
  
 
Recommendation 
Given the complexity of this issue, staff recommend that as part of their joint meeting on 
September 15, 2025, the Commission considers checking in with the Council and: 

1. Provide an update on your progress to date, 
2. Provide any recommendations that you are currently comfortable with, 
3. Provide proposed next steps and receive feedback, 
4. Seek any clarification that is needed from the Council. 

 
To aid in the conversation, staff have broken the request into two possible levels of 
recommendation and some additional considerations. For each, the Commission should 
consider whether they are ready to make a recommendation currently, and if not, what 
additional information is needed to make a recommendation.  
 
POSSIBLE RECOMMENDATION ONE 
Consider whether the pathway provides value to the parks and recreation system in that it 
provides residents access to parks and other recreation spaces or serves as a valuable 
recreational amenity in and of itself. 

• STEP 1: Answer Yes - move to RECOMMENDATION TWO 

If no, recommendations could be: 

• STEP 1: Answer No, Option 1: The ROW in question does not include recreational 
benefit and the commission recommends that the Council consider vacation. 

• STEP 1: Answer No, Option 2: ROW does not include recreational benefit, but 
could in the future – the Commission recommends that the Council retain the ROW 
but not significantly change it at this time. 

  
POSSIBLE RECOMMENDATION TWO 
If there is a parks and recreation value, the Commission may consider making a 
recommendation on what the Council should consider for next steps.  

• STEP 2, Option 1: Recommend that the City Council direct staff to engage with a third 
party to conduct a detailed study that includes pathway alignment options and specific 
tree impacts before a final decision is made.  

• STEP 2, Option 2: Recommend staff begin the implementation of a non-traditional trail 
process, including neighborhood engagement, hiring a design consultant, and pre-
design.   

• STEP 2, Option 3: Recommend that the City Council install a more traditional 
“hardscape” path.   
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• STEP 2, Option 4: Given the challenges of the site, recommend that a trail not be 
installed and ROW be vacated. 

• STEP 2, Option 5: Given the challenges of the site, recommend that a trail not be 
installed currently, but the ROW be preserved for a potential future trail. 

 
ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS 
If the Commission feels that there is value in the installation of a pathway (either in the short 
term or long term), they may also consider the following:  

• Would it make sense to keep this space as right or way with a path, or consider 
conversion to a park, pending final legal review?  

• If the conversion of a space to parkland is considered, would the Commission be 
supportive of using Park Dedication funds for installation? 

 
 
Attachments 
1. Aldine ROW Map (Updated) 
2. Existing Conditions Survey 
3. Parks and Recreation System Master Plan b-36-29 
4. Aldine ROW Tree Inventory 
5. 10 Minute Walk Map With Location 
6. TPL Recommended Area for New Park 
7. Other Connections Map 
8. April 21 City Council Meeting Minutes 
9. June 16 City Council Meeting Minutes 
10. July 21 City Council Meeting Minutes 
11. Public Works Pathway Feesibility Memo 
12. 9.2.25 - Aldine ROW Community Feedback 
13. Preliminary Topographical Survey - Bench Handout 
14. Aldine ROW Community Feedback - Bench Handout 
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Parks and Recreation System Master PlanB-36  |   Vision and Master  Plan

Constellations and sectors delivers parks and recreation 
services and programs through four sectors and 
15 constellations.  Each park serves a role in its 

neighborhood as well as potentially serving a larger 
role in a sector or in the community.
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Parks and Recreation System Master Plan Vision and Master  Plan  |   B-37

Constellati ons and sectors

As an evoluti on from the 1960 Parks and Recreati on 
Plan, and through the process of developing this 
Parks and Recreati on System Master Plan, we 
see that a new organizati onal structure can be 
created to bett er serve the parks and recreati on 
needs and desires of a nearly full developed 
community.  A sector and constellati on concept 
will organize Roseville into four sectors and 15 
constellati ons.  Sectors and constellati ons are 
enhanced by green park-like connecti ons that 
emphasize pedestrian and biking links between 
parks within a constellati on, with extensions to 
other constellati ons and sectors.

Constellati ons and sectors are a foundati on of 
the master plan.  Imagine a constellati on in the 
night sky, with a series of stars linked by imaginary 
lines, and where singular stars—sti ll known by 
their names—become a part of a larger picture.  
In Roseville, constellati ons are formed by a circle 
encompassing a ½ mile radius—about a ten minute 
walk, and are separated by roadways or natural 
features.  In most cases, constellati ons are parks in 
a neighborhood, and the key is that the individual 
parks, while retaining their individual identi ti es, 
form a network of opportuniti es intended to serve 
the immediate parks and recreati on needs of the 
surrounding neighborhood.

Within a constellati on, parks are linked by some 
level of a trail, sidewalk, or other non-motorized 
connecti on.  Greater connecti vity for pedestrians 

and bicyclists is a clear desire of the community, 
and while connecti ons across the community 
might be a long-term goal, the process of creati ng 
a connected community begins locally—by linking 
neighbors to their parks, and parks to other parks 
within a constellati on.

Across Roseville, the master plan envisions a 
total of 15 constellati ons, most of which serve 
residenti al areas, with one constellati on directed to 
a commercial-industrial area along I-35W.

Eventually, residents will fi nd that a component of 
the parks and recreati on system is not available 
within their constellati on.  Constellati ons are 
intended to be linked to other constellati ons, 
forming sectors that provide another level of parks 
and recreati on services to residents—this ti me 
with faciliti es that serve larger components of the 
community than constellati ons (or neighborhoods).  
In the master plan, Roseville is divided into four 
sectors—divided according to the more signifi cant 
barriers formed by Highway 36 and Snelling 
Avenue.  While the sectors are not equal in area, 
they off er the next layer in the delivery of parks and 
recreati on services to the community.

Links are proposed across some constellati on 
boundaries.  These links would most likely occur at 
locati ons where safe crossings can be achieved—at 
signalized intersecti ons or other locati ons where 
the crossings are more controlled.  Importantly, 
the parks and recreati on system master plan does 
not intend to dictate the type of connecti on (a 
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Parks and Recreation System Master PlanB-38  |   Vision and Master  Plan

Connections for pedestrians and bicyclists create 
reasonable loops for walking or bicycling in a 

constellation, and extend between constellations to 
form a larger network across the community.
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Parks and Recreation System Master Plan

sidewalk, trail, or striped shoulder, for instance), 
as responsibility to implementi ng a pedestrian or 
bicycle facility outside of a park falls to the Public 
Works Department.  However, the links posed in the 
constellati on and sector diagrams aim for alignment 
with the city’s existi ng Pathway Master Plan, with 
a fi nal locati on for the link being coordinated with 
Public Works and the Pathway Master Plan.

Finally, there are features of the parks and 
recreati on system intended for the community 
as a whole.  Larger scale faciliti es, or parks and 
recreati on system components where only one will 
exist in the enti re community, will be community-
centered, but importantly, these faciliti es will sti ll 
be located in a park (there may be excepti ons, but 
for the most part, the goal is locati on in a city-
controlled park or facility).  Inherent in the locati on 
of these faciliti es is the method of accessing them, 
with the presumpti on that many users will choose 
to access them via their cars, while non-motorized 
access will sti ll be encouraged by the choice of 
locati on and the design of the site or facility.

While some park components or services are 
best delivered on a community-wide basis, others 
are bett er delivered to smaller segments of the 
community.  Through sectors and constellati ons, 
each part of Roseville and every neighborhood will 
be aff orded the parks and recreati on opportuniti es 
it needs, with each park playing a role in the system 
that balances immediate neighborhood needs 
with the needs of the broader community.  In 
this approach, parks within walking distance of a 

neighborhood are organized to serve a majority of 
the neighborhood’s park and recreati on needs.

As parks are organized into constellati ons and 
sectors, each must serve its constellati on. Each park 
might also serve a community role—based on the 
park’s ability to support a community-wide acti vity. 
Using this structure, the master plan envisions that 
nearly every park will have these components: 

 · unprogrammed, open play area
 · play structure accommodati ng up to 20 

children
 · small wild area
 · pavilion or shade structure
 · small gathering area
 · trails or pathways within the park
 · signs or informati on kiosks

Each constellati on will have these components: 

 · open area programmable for one fi eld acti vity
 · tennis courts and court games area
 · play structure accommodati ng at least 50 

children, with a unique feature 
 · larger wild area
 · picnic area and pavilion
 · recreati on and maintenance storage areas

Each sector will have these types of components:
 

 · fi eld area programmable for more than one 
use 

 · major play structure and climbing element

Vision and Master  Plan  |   B-39

The master plan envisions gathering spaces in every 
park as a way of building community through parks 
and recreation.

The master plan maintains an orientation to activity 
in parks, with a focus on components that can be 
programmed as well as spaces and components that 
allow play to happen.
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Parks and Recreation System Master Plan

 · general skati ng area and hockey rink
 · splash pad or other water play feature
 · signifi cant wild area
 · community garden or display garden 
 · shelter with meeti ng rooms that can be 

programmed or reserved 

Community-wide components will include:
 

 · community center
 · aquati cs facility
 · aggregated athleti c fi elds
 · other unique recreati on faciliti es

An assessment was conducted of every park 
in the system for its abiliti es to fi ll roles in the 
constellati on and sector concept.  Worksheets 
were prepared to guide this eff ort, with the most 
common recreati on components identi fi ed for their 
service orientati on in the constellati on and sector 
concept, and the components—as either existi ng 
or planned faciliti es—were highlighted for each 
park.  The worksheets, while not defi niti ve about 
the fi nite improvements planned for each park, 
are intended as a tool to assess the ways in which 
parks and recreati on services can be delivered to 
the community, parti cularly at the constellati on and 
sector levels.

Parks as a place for civic engagement

Much att enti on is directed to the physical changes 
envisioned for our parks and recreati on system, 
but a higher goal must also be realized.  During the 
master planning process, the CAT discussed the 
need for parks to be a community building tool.  In 
fact, using parks as a way of enhancing the sense 
of community became an overarching outcome.  
While other outcomes were arti culated, none took 
on as much signifi cance.

Getti  ng to the point where community happens 
is important, and it requires a physical space.  
Parti cipants in Imagine Roseville 2025 imagined 
civic gathering spaces, and those spaces can fi nd 
a home in the parks and recreati on system.  With 
those spaces in a park and the interacti ons that 
result, neighbors may take a greater interest in 
the enhancement and maintenance of a park.  
Neighborhoods might take greater ownership and 
responsibility for their park, gaining a sense of pride 
and identi ty from their associati on with their park.  
This functi on of parks cannot be underesti mated.  
As plans for parks are created, including spaces and 
programs for civic engagement should be a priority.  
Spaces in some parks might support neighborhood 
or community events, while in others these spaces 
might be smaller garden or courtyard spaces.  
Programs supporti ng neighborhood-building goals 
include Night to Unite or neighborhood-focused 
celebrati ons, and the Discover Your Park events 
currently conducted by the Parks and Recreati on 
Department.

B-40  |   Vision and Master  Plan

While the most common or frequently used facilities 
will be available in nearly every park in the parks and 

recreation system, some of the more unique facilities 
will be available on a sector or community-wide basis.
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Aldine Right of Way Tree Inventory

Tag ID DBH Species Untagged:

1 21,10 Oak white abundant buckthorn

2 15,13,11 Oak northern pin ~5 White poplar

3 5 Arborvitae ~5 White mulberry

4 4 Arborvitae ~3 amur maple

5 4 Ash green

6 28 Oak white

7 8 Cherry black

8 12 Cherry black

9 3 Ash green

10 8 Ash green

11 8 Ash green

12 32 Oak bur

13 12 Oak northern pin

14 4,4 Box elder

15 3 Box elder

16 9 Box elder

17 7 Box elder

18 7 Box elder

19 6 Box elder

20 19 Oak bur

21 3 Box elder

22 8 Elm american

23 4 Elm american

24 5 Elm american

25 10 Elm american

26 8 Siberian elm* *not native

27 18 Siberian elm* *not native

28 15 Elm american

29 7,4 Box elder

30 14 Elm american

31 30 Elm american

32 6 Box elder

33 6 Elm american

34 4 Box elder

35 11 Elm american

36 16 Green ash

37 24,17 Maple silver

38 3 Box elder

39 14 Maple silver

40 20,7 Maple silver

41 3 Elm american

42 4 Box elder

43 3 Green ash

44 3 Maple silver

45 21 Maple silver
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Aldine Right of Way Tree Inventory

46 4 Box elder

47 11 Box elder

48 28 Oak bur

49 8 Basswood

50 3 Witch Hazel

51 26 Oak bur

52 25 Oak bur

53 21 Oak bur

54 21 Oak bur

55 20 Oak bur

56 22 Oak bur

57 23 Oak bur

Page 28 of 118



0 0.1 0.2
Miles ±

August 22, 2025. Copyright © Trust for Public Land. Trust for Public Land and Trust for Public Land logo are federally registered marks of Trust for Public Land.
Information on this map is provided for purposes of discussion and visualization only. www.tpl.org

Credi ts :  Wor ld  Topographic  Map:  Sources:  Esr i ,  TomTom, Garmin,  FAO, NOAA, USGS, © OpenStreetMap contr ibutors ,  and the GIS User  Communi ty

10 Minute Walk Map

ParkServe Place

Park with public access

10-minute walk service area

World_Hillshade

Page 29 of 118

matthew.johnson
Line



0 0.25 0.5
Miles ±

August 22, 2025. Copyright © Trust for Public Land. Trust for Public Land and Trust for Public Land logo are federally registered marks of Trust for Public Land.
Information on this map is provided for purposes of discussion and visualization only. www.tpl.org

Credi ts :  Wor ld  Topographic  Map:  Sources:  Esr i ,  TomTom, Garmin,  FAO, NOAA, USGS, © OpenStreetMap contr ibutors ,  and the GIS User  Communi ty

TPL Park Recommendation Areas 

ParkServe Place

Park with public access

10-minute walk service area

Priority areas for new parks (place)

Very high priority

High priority

Moderate priority

World_Hillshade

Page 30 of 118

matthew.johnson_1
Line

matthew.johnson_2
Line

matthew.johnson_3
Line



Other Sidewalk/Pathway Connections Nearby 

 

 

 

 

Page 31 of 118



  

 

 

Page 32 of 118



City of 

-SEVfLLE
Minnesota, USA 
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City Hall Council Chambers, 2660 Civic Center Drive 
Monday, April 21, 2025 

1. Roll Call

Mayor Roe called the meeting to order at approximately 6:00 p.m. Voting and Seating
Order: Groff, Strahan, Schroeder, Bauer, and Roe. City Manager Patiick Trndgeon and
City Attorney Rachel Tierney were also present.

2. Pledge of Allegiance

3. Approve Agenda

Groff moved, Strahan seconded, approval of the agenda as presented.

Roll Call 

Ayes: Groff, Strahan, Schroeder, Bauer, and Roe. 
Nays: None. 

4. Public Comment

Mayor Roe called for public comment by audience members on non-agenda items.

Mr. Rich Nymoen, 2825 Arona, Roseville, addressed the City Council about housing

affordability issues. He blamed zoning restlictions and upside-down property tax systems
and called for zoning refonn and land value tax districts to help young adults afford homes.

Mayor Roe thanked Mr. Nymoen for his comments.

5. Recognitions, Donations, and Communications

a. Volunteer Month Proclamation

Mayor Roe read the Volunteer Month Proclamation.

Strahan moved, Schroeder seconded, proclaiming Volunteer Month, April 21,

2025.

The council expressed gratitude for the city's long tradition of volunteering.

Roll Call 

Ayes: Groff, Strahan, Schroeder, Bauer, and Roe. 

Nays: None. 

b. Proclaim May 2025 Mental Health Awareness Month

Mayor Roe read the Mental Health Awareness Month Proclamation.

Excerpt from
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6. Items Removed from the Consent Agenda

7. Business Items

a. Public Hearing and Approve Resolutions Approving the Vacation of Multiple

Streets, Easements, and Rights-of-Way
Public Works Director Jesse Freihammer briefly highlighted this item as detailed
in the Request For Council Action and related attachments dated April 21, 2025.

Mr. Freihammer presented the four areas for easement vacation. He explained the
process and the intent to vacate the rights-of-way while maintaining utility
easements.

Mayor Roe reviewed the public hearing protocol and opened and closed the hearing
at approximately 6:28 p.m. to receive public input on the above-referenced
Vacation K., County Road C, with no one appearing for or against.

Schroeder moved, Groff seconded, adoption of Resolution No. 12151 (Attachment
1) entitled, "Resolution Approving the Vacations of a Portion of Eustis Street."

Roll Call 
Ayes: Groff, Strahan, Schroeder, Bauer, and Roe. 
Nays: None. 

Mayor Roe reviewed the public hearing protocol and opened and closed the hearing 
at approximately 6:30 p.m. to receive public input on the above-referenced 
Vacation U, Aldine Street. No one appeared for or against. 

Strahan moved, Bauer seconded, adoption of Resolution No. 12152 (Attachment 2) 
entitled, "Resolution Approving the Vacation of a Portion of Aldine Place that lies 
within the Plat of Ridgewood." 

Roll Call 
Ayes: Groff, Strahan, Schroeder, Bauer, and Roe. 
Nays: None. 

Mayor Roe reviewed the public hearing protocol and opened the hearing for 
Vacation V, County Road C, at approximately 6:32 p.m. 

Mayor Roe noted emails were received from Ms. Rachel Brown, Mr. Kevin 
Watson, and Ms. TamMcGehee. 

Public Comment 
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Ms. Stefanie Kiihn Aschenbrenner, 2016 Herschel Street 

Ms. Kiihn Aschenbrenner addressed the City Council and indicated she supported 
maintaining the pathway for neighborhood use. 

Ms. Linda Strahan, Wheeler and Ryan 

Ms. Strahan concurred with Ms. Kiihn Aschenbrenner. She noted it was another 
quiet place in Roseville, a nice place to walk. 

Ms. Cindy Gallaher, 2009 Herschel Street 

Ms. Gallaher explained that she lived in Roseville and used the path for 35 years. 
She indicated she was grateful for it and hoped a solution could be found so that 
people could pass through the area safely for another 35 years or longer. 

Ms. Sara Quinn, 89 Mid Oaks Lane 

Ms. Quinn expressed her concern about the impact on mature oak trees and the 
safety of a formal pathway. 

Mr. Tim Brown and Mrs. Cindy Erickson, 93 Mid Oaks Lane 

Mr. Brown explained that he and his wife were excited to see that the City Council 
was moving forward with these vacations and freeing this up for the residents to 
maintain, because it is sometimes a mess. He noted they did not favor the trail, 
mainly because of concerns about removing mature oak trees. 

Ms. Olivia Gault, 2021 Herschel Street 
Ms. Gault indicated she loved the path and hoped it could remain a path, not a 
formal sidewalk/trail. She noted the trail has been an excellent resource for the 
residents in the area. 

Ms. Rachel Brown, 1705 Roselawn A venue West 

Ms. Brown explained that the property owners maintained the informal trail and 
not the city, which weaved between eight properties. She indicated her property 
overlooks the cornfields, which are research fields of the U ofM, not a park. While 
she appreciated that children could walk from Mid Oaks to Brimhall school, she 
felt that plannin& a path for the small number of children to walk to school is not 
sensible. She noted she has lived at the property for 25 years and has felt from the 
moment they moved in that eventually they would fix the garage and gravel 
driveway problems that were created when the house was built. She indicated she 
was eager to work with the City to ensure that the easements required for the 
property would be appropriate once the land was vacated. 

Ms. Brown indicated that the eight property owners want this now because it is not 
just a trail to walk by homes a few times a week; it is their property 24/7, as well 
as their backyards and sideyards. She noted she has been gracious and kind to 
people who walk by, but this is 293 feet of her property where people walk by 
whenever they want, which is intrusive. She wanted to thank the series of eight 
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property owners who have been learning so much and working together as a 
community. 

Mr. Kevin Watson, 2001 Aldine Street 
Mr. Watson felt this was a tremendous connection for this neighborhood, the 
Ridgewood neighborhood, and the Mid Oaks neighborhood. He thought it was a 
nice amenity. He noted that, looking at the city's strategic plan, pedestrian 
connections were one of the priorities. He thought environn1ental sustainability, 
encouraging people to walk, was one of the city's priorities, and inclusivity was 
another. He thought this was a way for people who did not always have a vehicle 
or other means of transportation to get around. This was a pathway for them to get 
to or through the neighborhood. He indicated he sent a video to the city council to 
show them that this path was well-used. He asked the City Council to keep the trail 
as a connection, a pedestrian connection, and to talk to the neighbors. 

With no one else appearing to speak, Mayor Roe closed the public hearing at 
approximately 6:53 p.m. 

Council Discussion 

Councilmember Strahan commented on keeping the pedestrian connection open. 
She noted her support making it a pathway as her sister-in-law lived in the area and 
they often utilized the area. 

Mayor Roe and the Council members discussed the need for further clarification on 
the resolution language with staff. 

Councilmember Groff expressed concerns about the proposed pathway's safety, 
particularly the lack of sidewalks and crosswalks on Rose Lawn and Mid Oaks 
Lane. 

Councilmember Schroeder echoed Councilmember Groff's concerns, emphasizing 
the importance of not harming trees and maintaining the area's natural beauty. 

Mr. Freihammer discussed the City's responsibility to maintain any developed 
pathways and the potential for adjacent property owners to keep the edges. He 
clarified that the current corridor was not a formal pathway but a utility corridor, 
and any maintenance would depend on the Council's decision. 

Mayor Roe and Councilmember Groff discussed the history of maintaining City 
pathways and the potential for property owners to keep the edges. 

Mr. Freihammer explained that the City currently maintains utility corridors and 
could prioritize maintenance based on need. 
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Mayor Roe noted concerns with the language for this Vacation as it differed from 
others. Mr Freihammer noted this was the result of how the original Right of Way 
was conceived. 

Councilmember Bauer agreed that additional wording for this Vacation would 
make it clear and was in favor of tabling the motion to allow for the wording 
change. 

The Council discussed whether to table the decision on the pathway or take action 
immediately, with Councilmember Strahan proposing to table it for further 
discussion. 

Strahan moved, Groff seconded, tabling the decision pending further discussion and 
clarification by the City Attorney's Office and staff. 

Roll Call 

Ayes: Groff, Strahan, Schroeder, Bauer, and Roe. 
Nays: None. 

Mayor Roe opened the public hearing at approximately 7 :26 p.m. for Vacation of 
shoulders and Rights-of-Way. 

Public Comment 

Ms. Olivia Gault, 2021 Herschel Street 
Ms. Gault expressed confusion about the proposed changes and the maintenance 
responsibilities for dead trees along the pathway. 

Ms. Janet Risinger, 1797 Shryer 
Ms. Risinger emphasized the importance of maintaining the pathway as a sidewalk 
for children walking to school and questioned who would be responsible for tree 
maintenance. 

Ms. Cindy Gallaher, 2009 Herschel Street 
Ms. Gallaher pointed out discrepancies in property ownership and maintenance 
responsibilities along the pathway. 

Mr. Kevin Watson, 2001 Aldine Street 

Mr. Watson suggested educating neighbors about their property rights and 
responsibilities along the pathway. 

With no one else appearing to speak, Mayor Roe closed the public hearing at 
approximately 7:31 p.m. 
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1. Roll Call

Mayor Roe called the meeting to order at approximately 6:00 p.m. Voting and Seating
Order: Schroeder, Groff, Bauer, Strahan, and Roe. City Manager Patrick Trudgeon and
City Attorney Rachel Tierney were also present.

2. Pledge of Allegiance

Mayor Roe acknowledged the tragic murder of former Speaker of the House Melissa
Hortman and her husband Mark, as well as the shooting of Senator Hoffman and his wife,
who miraculously survived.

A moment of silent reflection was observed.

3. Approve Agenda

Groff moved, Schroeder seconded, approval of the agenda as presented.

Roll Call 

Ayes: Schroeder, Groff, Bauer, Strahan, and Roe. 
Nays: None. 

4. Public Comment

Mayor Roe called for public comments by audience members on non-agenda items. No
one came forward to speak.

5. Recognitions, Donations, and Communications

a. Proclaim July 2025 Parks and Recreation Month

Mayor Roe read the proclamation for Parks and Recreation Month. The
proclamation highlights the importance of parks and recreation in promoting
community health, economic prosperity, and environmental well-being.

Strahan moved, Groff seconded, proclaiming July 2025 Parks and Recreation

Month.

Council Discussion 

Councilmember Strahan thanked Mr. Matt Johnson, Di.rector of Parks, for his 
continued attentiveness to the public and his sensitivity to everyone's needs. She 
pointed out that on Saturday or Sunday afternoons, anyone can visit a park, and the 

Attachment 4
Excerpt from
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Mayor Roe suggested that Nine North should keep considering appropriate policies 
for video content, especially as AI technology progresses. He thanked Mr. Ongstad 
for the presentation. 

b. Consider Approval of Aldine ROW Vacation

Public Works Director Jesse Freihammer briefly highlighted this item as detailed
in the Request For Council Action and related attachments dated June 16, 2025.

Mr. Freihammer provided background on the Aldine right-of-way vacation, noting
that the city owns only the eastern 30 feet of the right-of-way. He explained that
the feasibility report indicated constructing a pathway would impact numerous trees
and cost between $84,000 and $177,000.

Councilmember Groff asked whether city staff had been going through Roseville
to identify pieces ofland that have not been used or connected, and that the Council
has been initiating some of those.

Mr. Freihammer explained that back in 2022, the staff submitted a list to the council
of properties the city wanted to vacate, and this right-of-way was included on that
list. This marked the fifth phase of right-of-way vacations brought back for review.

Councilmember Groff explained that when this item was first presented, the city
was unaware of the pathway.

Mr. Freihammer indicated that it was correct. The city was not aware of an existing
pathway, which was not identified on the pathway master plan.

Councilmember Strahan asked Mr. Freihammer if he could confirm whether a
pathway had been cut there for a potential path.

Mr. Freihammer indicated that on the north side of Ryan, there is a curb cut, but he
did not have any history about why it exists. However, it was probably done in the
90s when the road was redone.

Councilmember Schroeder asked if the city were to proceed with the pathway, a
number of mature trees would have to be removed.

Mr. Freihammer indicated that it was correct. Creating any type of improved
pathway there would impact the trees, resulting in significant tree loss.

Mayor Roe sought clarification on the impact of asphalt on tree health, even if no
trees would be removed.

Mr. Freihammer explained that, depending on the type of tree, some trees are more
susceptible than others. If the city were to improve the pathway, it would need to
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meet ADA requirements and be leveled to some degree, which would also impact 
the trees. 

Councilmember Strahan asked for confirmation on whether any items in the 
pathway could obstruct it, such as semi-permanent fixtures, fences, and the like. 

Mr. Freihammer explained that he had walked that corridor once, and a complete 
survey had not been conducted, so he did not know for certain, but he thought there 
were probably some encroachments. 

Councilmember Bauer asked which side of the street the public utilities are on and 
whether the city needs to secure them. 

Mr. Freihammer explained that the city has a sanitary line running along most of 
the corridor and a storm sewer that spans the entire length of the corridor. He noted 
that these are located within the existing twenty feet. He also indicated that staff 
will need to collaborate with the City Attorney on a process to ensure the city 
secures those easements. 

Mayor Roe asked if the city also has any utilities in the thirty-foot segment. 

Mr. Freihammer explained that the city lacked utilities in that corridor, but there 
are power lines and other semi-public utilities. This is why there is a thirty-foot 
easement retained in the proposed vacation resolution: to access those utilities. 

Mayor Roe opened the floor for public comment and explained the rules, with 
Councilmember Strahan emphasizing the need for civility from everyone. 

Public Comment 

Ms. Anne Lottie, 90 Mid Oaks Lane 

Ms. Lottie shared her family's experience and conveyed a message of unity and 
hope regarding the path issue at hand. She indicated that she had mixed feelings 
and could empathize with both sides. She noted that her family uses the path 
regularly and has friends and neighbors who live along it. She found it sad to see 
the tight-knit community become divided, as the path has been connecting people 
and neighbors for decades. She addressed safety concerns regarding the children 
who walk the path, as well as the sense of community that surrounds it. She also 
discussed the environmental impact of paving the pathway and mentioned that a 
less formal option, such as a natural footpath or low-impact pathway, could be 
constructed. She advocated for some form of compromise. She explained that the 
Aldine path has contributed to the community's fabric and connections for decades. 
She urged the council to maintain the right-of-way as it is for now, hoping for a 
plan that preserves an informal, quiet, natural footpath. 
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Ms. Eleni Skevas, 17 Mid Oaks Lane 

Ms. Skevas addressed the council and thanked Ms. Lottie for her excellent 
presentation. She also advocated for the city to maintain the right-of-way and 
highlighted that the footpath provides access to Evergreen Park and Brimhall, 
making it a lovely walk for the community. 

Mr. Joe Donaghue, 1642 Ridgewood Lane South 

Mr. Donaghue explained that he uses the pathway twice a day and has done so for 
years, since he discovered it while walking his dogs. He thought it was a wonderful 
pathway filled with nature, and he enjoyed it. He agreed with the previous speakers. 

Ms. Mary Bland, 1639 Ridgewood Lane 

Ms. Bland indicated that she has been walking the pathway for between 40 and 50 
years and feels it is a little piece of heaven. She hopes the council will consider 
preserving it for future generations to enjoy as well. 

Mr. Andrew Rehmann, 44 Mid Oaks Lane 

Mr. Rehmann stated that he has been using the pathway since 1994. He mentioned 
having a five-year-old son who will start at Brimhall, and he is looking forward to 
his son being able to use the path. He indicated that he used the pathway as a child 
and hopes his children will have the same opportunity. 

Mr. Art Quinn, 89 Mid Oaks Lane 

Mr. Quinn indicated that he supported keeping the path. He explained that he didn't 
mind people walking up and down it. He noted that he would consider the idea of 
a natural path because he didn't want trees to be removed for a paved pathway. 

Ms. Olivia Gault, 2021 Herschel Street 

Ms. Gault stated that she spoke at the last meeting in support of maintaining a 
natural pathway. She expressed her surprise at the animosity toward people using 
the path. She explained that she and two other neighbors collected 98 signatures 
from fellow residents in just one week, asking to preserve the path. 

Mr. Kyle Fitzwater, 32 Mid Oaks Lane 

Mr. Fitzwater indicated that he and his husband have lived at 32 Mid Oaks Lane 
for the past 21 years. He urged the council to vote against vacating the land in 
question. He explained that generations of families have come to rely on the access 
and use of the pathway. The path has become a safe alternative that allows adults, 
children, and pets to avoid traffic. The path is a neighborhood asset and serves many 
residents and neighbors. 

Ms. Michelle Pribyl, 1738 Skillman Ave 

Ms. Pribyl explained she was at the meeting to speak in favor of not vacating the 
pathway. She frequently uses the trail to walk her dog and enjoy a beautiful stroll 
in the neighborhood. They appreciate the woodland path as it is and support keeping 
it as an informational pathway while preserving as many trees as possible. 
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Ms. Carla Lewis, 71 Mid Oaks Lane 
Ms. Lewis indicated that she lives in the neighborhood and considers herself a 
neutral party. Her concern is that there is considerable confusion regarding what 
will happen with the pathway. She mentioned that some residents who do not use 
the path and do not have dogs are worried about its appearance. She understands 
that for liability reasons, there may need to be pavement, maintenance, and 
additional liability considerations. She would like to know what the pathway will 
look like and how it will impact those who live very close and own property 
adjacent to it. 

Mr. Kevin Watson, 2001 Aldine Street 

Mr. Watson explained he lived three doors up from the start of the path. He has 
three kids, a large dog, and uses the path frequently. He understood that many 
people use the path and enjoy it, but he thought they have to think about the people 
who are coming with new development in the area, and he thought it would be a 
nice connection to a neighborhood to connect with people or places that are across 
Roselawn. 

Mr. Tim Brown, 93 Mid Oaks Lane 

Mr. Brown indicated that he attended the meeting a couple of months ago and was 
one of the adjacent property owners who, for several reasons, prefer the vacation 
of the right-of-way. He explained that one of his concerns was about the talk of a 
"magical dirt trail" and how it would become an amenity the city planned to engage 
in and take responsibility for, but it might not be suitable for everyone unless it was 
ADA compliant. He believed the Council needed to consider that whatever is 
approved should be accessible to people in wheelchairs and those with limited 
mobility. He noted that many bikers zoomed through the trail, which raised safety 
concerns for pedestrians. He believed that making the pathway ADA compliant and 
ensuring a safe connection at Roselawn was necessary for public safety. 

Ms. Cindy Gallaher, 2009 Herschel Street 

Ms. Gallaher indicated that she attended the last meeting and believed that, 
regarding ADA compliance, the pathway could use crushed rubber or limestone 
instead of asphalt, as this would have a less significant impact on the area. 

Ms. Mindy Erickson, 93 Mid Oaks Lane 

Ms. Erickson asked the Council to vote to vacate the Aldine Street right-of-way. 
She indicated that the right-of-way was established about seven decades ago for a 
street that was never built and was identified by city staff in 2022 as no longer 
necessary for public benefit. This segment is not included in the Roseville pathway 
plan because it is approximately a quarter mile from existing paths along both 
Fairview and Snelling, and the existing path spacing already meets the layout goals. 
In addition to deviating from layout norms, a city path on this right-of-way could 
create a peculiar singular deviation from path location norms. It would create the 
first and only city path situated between eight residential properties. The segment 
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ranks very low when all city path priorities are taken into account. She asked the 
council to vote for the original city proposal, which included the complete vacation 
of the Aldine Street right-of-way. 

Ms. Rachel Brown, 1705 Roselawn A venue West 
Ms. Brown believed the staff did an excellent job presenting the two options and 
explaining the reasoning behind the vacation. However, she found the pathway to 
be intrusive, noting that part of it crosses private property. She agreed that if the 
pathway were to be constructed, it should be done correctly and made ADA 
accessible. 

Ms. Sherri Middendorf, 87 Mid Oaks Lane 
Ms. Middendorf indicated that her property abuts the path and that she supports the 
vacation because much of the path currently runs on private property. Rerouting the 
path would disrupt a lot of the tree canopy that everyone cherishes. 

Mr. Joe Pribyl, 1738 Skillman Avenue 
Mr. Pribyl requested that the city consider a broader context. There is a nice right­
of-way between Aldine and Roselawn. Still, there is also a network of other right­
of-ways in the neighborhood that work in conjunction with this one, making the 

. area more walkable and inherently safer, especially when pedestrians and those 
using these walkways do not have to share a surface with motorists. He concurred 
with all the comments regarding what contributes to the greatest good achievable 
with the available resources. He acknowledged the need for ADA compliance but 
believed it unnecessary to engage in further discussion about the idea that if it were 
not ADA compliant, it could not be used by anyone with a disability. They aim to 
be sensitive to everyone. He felt they could collaborate to create a solution that 
works well for all, maintaining a public space that serves the greater good and 
benefits the most significant number of people, allowing everyone to contribute in 
a way that benefits them. 

Ms. Stephanie Kiihn Ashenbrenner, 2016 Herschel Street 

Ms. K.iihn Ashenbrenner explained that she had spoken at the last meeting, where 
this was presented, and she believed a more creative response was needed that 
struck a balance, allowing for a win-win situation. She questioned whether the 
decision needed to be made at this meeting, suggesting that there were still 
alternatives to consider and that a full evaluation of them might be in everybody's 
best interest. 

Ms. Sarah Quinn, 89 Mid Oaks Lane 

Ms. Quinn explained that she has lived in her home for four years, even though the 
property technically belongs to the city; she had taken care of it lovingly. She 
indicated she has eliminated all of the buckthom and has a beautiful understory of 
wooded plants there. She noted that she had never minded the people walking back 
there, but she wanted to save the trees. Given that the entrances were each on private 
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property, she did not know how the path could exist as it did now. She asked the 
council to vacate the right-of-way. 

Mayor Roe closed public comment. He thanked the public for their comments and 
emphasized the importance of finding a solution that benefits the community. 

The council discussed the feasibility of constructing a pathway, the impact on trees, 
and the potential costs involved. 

Councilmember Groff asked about the public use of the right-of-way and the city's 
ownership of utilities in the area. 

Mr. Freihammer confirmed that the city owned the sanitary and storm utilities in 
the area and would work with the city attorney to secure the necessary easements. 

The Council considered the options of vacating the right-of-way or retaining it for 
a public pathway, with a focus on finding a compromise that addressed community 
concerns. 

The Council acknowledged the complexity of the issue and the need for further 
discussion and evaluation. 

Groff moved, Strahan seconded, denying the right-of-way vacation of Adline, not 
adopting the Resolution. 

Council Discussion 

Councilmember Groff indicated these issues are challenging, having listened to the 
comments tonight. However, once the council approves a right-of-way vacation, 
there is no turning back. If this occurs, that property is permanently lost, and the 

- . - city will never regain it. He believed enough discussion was presented tonight
regarding pathways and other alternatives. Perhaps considering a different type of 
pathway or exploring a surface that could be ADA compliant is worthwhile. As a 
councilmember, he felt uncomfortable proceeding with a decision that would result 
in the permanent dissolution of the right-of-way, which is why he is voting to deny 
the vacation. 

Councilmember Strahan reiterated her earlier comments and expressed hope that 
this would not serve as a divider in the neighborhood, but rather as a chance for 
opportunity. 

Councilmember Schroeder explained that if this passes, it must be acknowledged 
that twenty feet is no longer available, making that part of the path not an option 
for people to walk through others' property. Please respect the owners' rights and 
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wishes. She stated she did not want to see anything done to the mature trees, so she 
would not support making this an official path. 

Councilmember Bauer agreed with Councilmember Schroeder. His concern for the 
future is that if the city were to return this property to the neighborhood for their 
decision, what would happen? He worried that if the city continues to designate this 
as a right-of-way, it will be necessary to improve the pathway, potentially resulting 
in the loss of trees. Vacating this property does not mean a path cannot exist; it 
simply means the neighborhood will have the authority to decide. He believed it 
made sense to vacate this and hand it back to the neighborhood to determine the 
next steps. He expressed significant concern that the city should not maintain 
involvement. 

Mayor Roe reminded everyone that the motion is not to adopt the resolution or 
vacate the right-of-way, essentially maintaining the status quo. He was not sure that 
this is the ideal solution due to many of the points made. For example, a point was 
made about the current setup being unavailable because it could be on private 
properties, which would require workarounds. If the city pursues the step of 
identifying it as a planned pathway, the status quo may be impaired because 
development will be ongoing. The City still has the issue of private property 
conflict. He believed that vacating it provides some certainty to the property 
owners, but it does not address access and long-term use. There may be other 
solutions out there that none of them are aware of at this point. In the future, there 
could be some kind of action to return the property to a form of private ownership 
that might not necessarily involve the adjacent property owners. 

Mayor Roe explained that if this is a City facility, it is City property, and the City 
must take action to improve it. He noted he would support maintaining the status 
quo although it is not an ideal solution. 

Roll Call 

Ayes: Groff and Strahan. 
Nays: Bauer, Schroeder, and Roe 

Mayor Roe indicated the motion failed and asked if there was another motion to be 
made. 

Schroeder moved, Bauer seconded, adoption of the Resolution (Attachment 1) 
entitled, "Resolution Approving the Vacation of a Certain Portion of Aldine Street". 

City Manager Trudgeon noted a bench handout for the resolution. 

Mr. Freihammer clarified the bench handout regarding the maintenance of the 
utility easement along the right-of-way. 
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Recess 

Mayor Roe confirmed with the maker and seconder of the motion that the bench 
handout resolution was what was being moved. 

Councilmember Schroeder stated that this is what the staff presented. Initially, it 
was meant to pass this as the city has done with many other properties. She 
expressed significant concern about the tree canopy, and now that the city doesn't 
have the twenty feet, it changes many things. 

Councilmember Bauer seconded Councilmember Schroeder's thoughts. He 
indicated that he had complete confidence that the best use of this for the 
neighborhood is to vacate it, giving it back to the neighborhood, allowing them to 
decide what to do with it going forward, and providing clarity for the future. 

Councilmember Groff did not believe it would be returning to the neighborhood. It 
conveys the property to the adjacent property owners. He did not want to mislead 
the residents by suggesting that it was being returned to the neighborhood, as they 
do not have the option to work on and build a pathway through that area. 

Councilmember Bauer clarified that returning it to the neighborhood would allow 
them to develop their solutions and collaborate on either maintaining this path or 
considering other options, as the mayor previously mentioned, such as forming a 
pathway association or something similar. 

Councilmember Strahan agreed with Councilmember Groff. If the city returns this 
pathway to the owners on the east side, it effectively becomes their property and is 
no longer available for the community to consider. 

Mayor Roe expressed uncertainty about whether the vacation was the right decision 
at this time. He believed he had the luxury of opposing both motions while 
maintaining the status quo. 

Roll Call 

Ayes: Schroeder and Bauer. 
Nays: Groff, Strahan, and Roe 

Mayor Roe clarified that the motion to vacate the right-of-way has failed, and the 
status quo remains in effect. He acknowledged the need for further investigation 
and possible future actions to address the right-of-way and pathway issues. 

Mayor Roe recessed the meeting at approximately 8:00 p.m. and reconvened at approximately 
8:08 p.m. 

c. Joint Meeting with Finance Commission

Mayor Roe briefly highlighted this item as detailed in the Request For Council
Action and related attachments dated June 16, 2025.
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Public Works Department 

Memo 
To: Roseville City Council 

From: Jesse Freihammer, Public Works Director 

Date: June 10, 2025 

Re: Feasibility Memo: Pathway Installation within Aldine Street Right-of-Way Corridor 

1. Executive Summary

The City of Roseville Public Works Department is evaluating the feasibility of constructing a public 

pathway within the Aldine Street right-of-way corridor between Ryan Avenue West and Roselawn 

Avenue West. This analysis was initiated in response to the City Council tabling a resolution on April 

21, 2025 to vacate certain portions of Aldine Street (public right-of-way) following a public hearing 

where residents expressed differing opinions regarding the proposed vacation. While residents 

abutting the right-of-way supported the vacation to eliminate pedestrian traffic near their homes and 

obtain rights to the land, others advocated for preserving pedestrian access and incorporating the 

corridor into the City’s pathway network. 

This memo assesses the feasibility of formalizing a pathway through the corridor and includes 

planning context, constructability analysis, cost implications, and environmental and neighborhood 

impacts. 

________________________________________ 

2. Purpose

This memo is intended to address the request by the City Council on the April 21, 2025 council 

meeting to provide a feasibility analysis regarding the potential installation of a public pathway within 

the Aldine Street right-of-way corridor. The north-south pathway would connect Roselawn Avenue 

W to Ryan Avenue W, with a focus on addressing concerns raised during a public hearing regarding 

the vacation of this right-of-way and the desire of some residents to maintain the currently informal 

walking path as well as residents who expressed a desire for a full vacation with no pathway 

installation. 

Attachment 6
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________________________________________ 

3. Background 

Aldine Street right-of-way is an unimproved right-of-way that extends from Ryan Avenue W to 

Roselawn Avenue W. The right-of-way was initially identified for vacation by the City on April 11, 

2022, as there are no plans to construct a road through the area.  Additionally, the 2021 Pathway 

Master Plan had not identified this corridor as a pathway connection as both Fairview Avenue and 

Snelling Drive have existing north-south pathways that meet the goals and intent of the plan. This, 

along with numerous other rights-of-way identified by staff as no longer necessary for public benefit 

were brought before the Council over five (5) phases since 2022, with a sixth and final phase still 

planned to be presented to Council at a future date. 

The Aldine Street corridor, presented for vacation with the fifth phase of vacations on April 21, 2025, 

is generally wooded and features a well-worn path, used by local residents for walking, but not 

officially designated or maintained as a public pathway. During the public hearing regarding the 

Aldine Street vacation, residents expressed concerns about the loss of this informal pathway and 

requested that portions of the right-of-way be preserved as a pathway easement. 

While some residents support the idea of keeping the right-of-way intact and converting it to an 

improved pathway (concrete or bituminous), others preferred to keep the pathway “natural” and 

unpaved, while others, particularly those with properties abutting the proposed vacation area, 

expressed opposition to any public access, preferring to retain the property rights that would be 

granted if the right-of-way was vacated. As a result of these differing viewpoints, the City Council 

tabled the resolution to vacate the right-of-way and directed staff to prepare this feasibility memo. 

 ________________________________________ 

4. Right-of-Way Overview and Constraints 

The Aldine Street right-of-way corridor extends approximately 590 feet in a north–south alignment 

between Ryan Avenue W and Roselawn Avenue W. The corridor lies between 1705 Roselawn 

Avenue W, 1706 Ryan Avenue W, and the rear lots of 77, 85, 87, 89, 91, and 93 Mid Oaks Lane. 

Historically, the corridor has remained unimproved and is primarily wooded, with a well-worn 

informal footpath that has developed over time through use. 

Initially, the right-of-way was understood to include a 30-foot easterly portion, dedicated through the 

Mid Oaks plat in 1938, and a 20-foot westerly portion that appeared to have been established through 

condemnation proceedings in 1951. Because there was no clear record of the condemnation being 

formally recorded, the proposed vacation resolution presented to the City Council included language 

to vacate the 20-foot westerly portion out of an abundance of caution, essentially functioning as a 

quit-claim action to release any potential interest the City may have had. 

Following the public hearing, further investigation was conducted by staff and the adjacent property 

owners in coordination with the Ramsey County Recorder’s Office. This effort confirmed that no 

right-of-way or easement over the western 20 feet was ever recorded, and as such, the City does not 

legally hold right-of-way over that portion of land and it is considered private property. Consequently, 

only the 30-foot easterly portion of the corridor is public right-of-way. County/City GIS data has been 

updated to reflect this clarified status. 
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The public right-of-way is currently encumbered by public utilities that accommodate existing 

sanitary sewer and storm sewer infrastructure, as well as private utilities such as the overhead electric 

that extends along the full-length of the eastern boundary of the corridor. These utilities and required 

easements will remain in place regardless of whether the right-of-way is vacated or retained.  

The 30-foot easterly portion of the corridor is densely wooded, with numerous mature trees that 

would be affected by any pathway development. The informal path currently in use traverses both 

the now known private property and this wooded area but is not improved, maintained, or part of the 

City’s 2021 Pathway Master Plan. 

While a 30-foot right-of-way currently exists, a formal pathway typically requires a 20-foot wide 

easement in order to properly maintain the improvement.  If a pathway were installed, the right-of-

way would still be vacated after the improvement was installed and a pathway easement would be 

retained through the vacation process. This would be similar to other vacations the city has approved 

since 2022 where existing, formal pathways existed. 

________________________________________ 

5. Constructability Analysis 

The existing conditions of the Aldine Street corridor, while not ideal for immediate pathway 

installation, do present an opportunity to construct an improved pathway. The corridor is mostly flat 

and lies within a 30-foot-wide right-of-way corridor that could facilitate the construction of a 

pathway. However, several challenges must be considered for pathway installation. 

First, the only alignment that can be considered is within the 30 feet of the right-of-way platted with 

Mid Oaks, and not in areas where the pathway meanders into private property unless easements are 

granted by those property owners. The construction of an improved path would require the removal 

of trees, many of which are large and mature.  Staff conducted a tree survey of size and count within 

this portion of right-of-way, seen in the table below.  Tree classification, or the species of trees, was 

not determined during this survey. 

Size 4”-8” 10”-14” 15”-18” 20” 24” 27” 30” 36” 

Quantity 32 10 9 1 8 2 2 2 

The removal of these trees could generate concern regarding the loss of canopy and neighborhood 

aesthetic.  While it is unknown how many trees would ultimately be impacted without a formal 

survey and initial grading plan, based on staff’s experience a majority of the trees would be anticipated 

to be impacted. 

In terms of construction, the pathway would need to meet the standards of the 2021 Pathway Master 

Plan for off-road paths and its considerations for accessibility, e.g. requiring an improved surface such 

as concrete or bituminous. Additionally, an appropriate width that accommodates both pedestrian and 

potentially cyclist traffic (multimodal) must be considered.  While the 2021 Pathway Master Plan 

identifies widths that vary between 6-12 feet, the typical minimum width is 8 feet to accommodate 

multimodal use, with a 12 feet width being the maximum. This would involve grading throughout 

the corridor to ensure a proper base section for the pathway while also maintaining adequate drainage, 

with more impactful grading near Roselawn Avenue W in order to match the existing grade of the 
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street. In addition, bituminous pathways typically have two-foot clear zones on either side of the path 

for safety and maintenance.  

Once the path reaches Roselawn Avenue W, there isn’t a pathway to directly connect to on the north 

side of Roselawn. Pedestrians and cyclists would either need to use the painted parking lane/shoulder 

along Roselawn or cross to the existing pathway on the south side of Roselawn, which is in the city 

of Falcon Heights. Providing a safe and accessible mid-block crossing of Roselawn Avenue W at 

that location would require further design efforts to identify the appropriate treatment and ensure the 

improvements meet the city’s current Crosswalk Policy. 

________________________________________ 

6. Cost Considerations 

A preliminary estimate for the construction of an improved pathway along the Aldine Street right-of-

way would vary based on the final design, materials, and width chosen. The City typically installs 8- 

to 10-foot-wide multimodal pathways for these types of connections, but could elect to install a 6-

foot wide concrete sidewalk. General construction costs are estimated as follows: 

• 6-foot-wide concrete sidewalk: Estimated at $80–$100 per linear foot 

• 8–12-foot-wide bituminous pathway (multimodal): Estimated at $100–$130 per linear foot 

For a 590-foot pathway, the estimated cost for installation would range between $47,000 and 

$77,000, depending on material choice and width. 

Additional costs would include tree removal (estimated at $25,000–$75,000), signage/amenities 

(estimated at $2,000–$5,000), and ADA-compliant curb ramps (estimated at $5,000-$10,000 each). 

With engineering costs factored in, the installation of a pathway is estimated to cost between $84,000 

and $177,000.  The wide range of costs is contingent upon the various unknown factors not readily 

available at the time of this feasibility memo.  Additional considerations such as tree plantings, 

fencing, minor stormwater conveyance, and intersection lighting were not able to be considered at 

this stage. 

In addition to pathway construction, costs for potential mid-block crossing improvements at 

Roselawn Avenue W must be considered. These improvements might include curb bump-outs, 

median refuges, or other more intensive enhancements, with costs ranging between $45,000 and 

$80,000 based on the complexity of the treatment. If mid-block crosswalk enhancements were 

installed, the total cost for a pathway could be between $129,000 and $257,000. 

________________________________________ 

7. Environmental and Natural Resource Impacts 

The Aldine Street corridor is heavily wooded, particularly within the 30-foot right-of-way, where 

large, mature trees are present. Removal of these trees would be necessary to accommodate a 

pathway, and such actions would impact the neighborhood and adjacent land owners.  

In terms of stormwater, the introduction of impervious surfaces would increase runoff, but the 

corridor is already served by existing storm sewer infrastructure, meaning no major drainage issues 
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are anticipated, yet additional stormwater improvements may be necessary such as draintile or other 

conveyance piping. This project would be exempt from Rice Creek Watershed District stormwater 

management standards since it is a pathway in right-of-way and under 10,000 square feet of 

impervious.  

________________________________________ 

8. Neighborhood and Community Impacts 

The Aldine Street corridor directly abuts several residential properties, and any change to the 

unimproved right-of-way will have seemingly significant implications for these homeowners. Some 

residents, particularly those with properties directly adjacent to the right-of-way, have voiced strong 

opposition to retaining public access. They express concerns about reduced privacy and increased 

pedestrian traffic behind their homes. Many prefer the vacation of the right-of-way, as it would 

expand their property lines and eliminate public access. 

Conversely, surrounding residents have advocated for the pathway, particularly those who currently 

use the informal walking path. They view the installation of a formal pathway as an improvement to 

pedestrian connectivity. Without the potential 590’ pathway, pedestrians and cyclists wishing to get 

to Roselawn Avenue would need to travel roughly a third of a mile (or 3.3 time further) via Fairview 

or a half mile (nearly 5 times further) via West Snelling Drive.   It is understandable why there is 

currently a worn dirt pathway as the corridor does provide a direct connection to Roselawn Ave W, 

albeit does not currently direct people to a safe crossing as outlined as a one of the benefits per the 

Pathway Master Plan if people were trying to access the existing pathway on the southside of 

Roselawn Avenue.  

To illustrate the preference of a potential pathway installation within the Aldine Street right-of-way, 

staff calculated its score in accordance with the six criteria outlined under Section 6 of the 2021 

Pathway Master Plan.  The six criteria are: 

1. Connects to multiple destinations 

2. Volume of usage 

3. Connects to regional system 

4. Addresses a gap or barrier in the transportation network 

5. Connects to transit, and 

6. Connects high-density residential to transit or parks 

Based on these criteria and the applicable scoring, with a higher score giving higher preference to the 

installation, the Aldine Street pathway scored a total of 7 points.  The current plan has pathways 

scoring in a range from 25 points to 5, therefore the proposed path would be a lower preference 

installation. 

While the score does not determine whether a pathway should or should not be installed in any right-

of-way corridor, this evaluation simply provides the preference of installation between approved 

pathways within the plan. 

________________________________________ 
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9. Options and Staff Summary 

Given the feedback from residents and the various factors outlined in this memo, the following 

options are available for City Council consideration: 

a. Proceed with Full Vacation of the Aldine Street Right-of-Way 

This option would eliminate public access through the corridor, granting the land to adjacent property 

owners, subject to utility easements. It would address concerns regarding privacy and property rights 

but remove the opportunity for future pedestrian access. 

b. Retain Right-of-Way and Designate a Public Pathway; Update Pathway Master Plan 

This would preserve the 30-foot right-of-way and initiate an update to the Pathway Master Plan. A 

formal pathway would be scored and prioritized through the evaluation process and constructed in 

the future, requiring tree removal, grading, and capital funding.  Once constructed, the right-of-way 

would be vacated and a pathway easement retained.  

c. Do Nothing - Retain Right-of-Way with No Pathway Improvements 

The City could maintain the right-of-way without pursuing pathway improvements at this time. This 

option would preserve the land for potential future use while deferring the financial and design 

decisions until a later date. 

________________________________________ 

Correspondence Summary: 

All public correspondence received through the date of this memo’s finalization is included in 

Appendix A for reference. This includes written comments, emails, or petitions submitted by 

residents in support of or in opposition to either pathway installation or vacation. 
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From: noreply@civicplus.com
To: *RVParksCommission
Subject: Online Form Submittal: Contact Parks and Recreation Commission
Date: Thursday, August 7, 2025 6:16:50 PM

Caution: This email originated outside our organization; please use
caution.

Contact Parks and Recreation Commission

Please complete this online form and submit.

Subject: Please SUPPORT the Aldine Right-of-Way Path

Contact Information

Name: John Reinart

Address:

City: Roseville

State: MN

Zip: 55113

How would you prefer
to be contacted?
Remember to fill in the
corresponding contact
information in the fields
below.

Email

Phone Number:

Email Address:

Please Share Your
Comment, Question or
Concern

Dear Roseville Parks and Recreation Commission Members,
Please SUPPORT the Aldine Right-of-Way Path (path from
Aldine to Roselawn).
I urge you with all my heart to SUPPORT the Aldine Right-of-
Way Path. This decision is critical to preserving the path that has
benefitted our neighborhood for decades, and supporting the
path is the most prudent alternative to keep the door open to a
solution for reopening the cherished trail. For 35 years, I’ve
treasured this path, walking it several times daily for medical
reasons, and losing it to privatization would deeply sadden me.
Vacating the path would be a terrible misstep—a one-way door
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that eliminates any possibility of reopening the path in the future.
Supporting the path preserves flexibility to explore creative
solutions, such as a park or easement, offering hope for our
neighborhood. Please take a prudent stand and SUPPORT THE
PATH.
Sincerely,
John Reinart

Unless restricted by law, all correspondence to and from Roseville City
government offices, including information submitted through electronic forms such
as this one, may be public data subject to the Minnesota Data Practices Act
and/or may be disclosed to third parties.

Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.
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From: noreply@civicplus.com
To: *RVParksCommission
Subject: Online Form Submittal: Contact Parks and Recreation Commission
Date: Thursday, August 7, 2025 6:10:39 PM

Caution: This email originated outside our organization; please use
caution.

Contact Parks and Recreation Commission

Please complete this online form and submit.

Subject: Aldine right of way path

Contact Information

Name: Sonja Rehmann

Address:

City: Roseville

State: MN

Zip: 55113

How would you prefer
to be contacted?
Remember to fill in the
corresponding contact
information in the fields
below.

Email

Phone Number:

Email Address:

Please Share Your
Comment, Question or
Concern

I am unable to come to the meeting tonight (august 7th). I am
messaging to ask that the aldine right of way be preserved as a
park to preserve the trees and walkability of our neighborhood.
We have a child starting kindergarten at brimhall this fall and
were planning to walk to school using this path before it was
closed. We also loved to use the path to recreate and hope it
could become a park.

Unless restricted by law, all correspondence to and from Roseville City
government offices, including information submitted through electronic forms such
as this one, may be public data subject to the Minnesota Data Practices Act
and/or may be disclosed to third parties.
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From: Matthew Johnson
To: Danielle Christensen
Subject: Fw: Fwd:
Date: Thursday, August 21, 2025 9:42:43 AM

From: Donald Gault  
Sent: Sunday, August 17, 2025 7:53 PM
To: Matthew Johnson <matthew.johnson@cityofroseville.com>; Olivia Gault 
Subject: Fwd:

Hi Matthew

We hope you have been having a lovely weekend.

We were in Madison this weekend for a family event, and during a neighborhood walk there
came upon a home and path invitation & design that we found to be beautiful and inspiring, and
perhaps something we might try to emulate/recreate for a positive resolution re: the Aldine
forest path.

The attached photos show the entrance and path to "The Labyrinth", a walking path through the
beautiful garden this family has in front of their home.  We thought the style, welcoming sign
and path simplicity could be something to think about and offer up to the community to resolve
our current impasse. In this case, the family has (so kindly) created the path in their own front
yard.  As we think about the Aldine path, perhaps something equally simple could be
developed in a small portion (~5 feet) of the existing right of way, leaving the remainder to our
neighbors whose homes sit next to the ROW.   While this would likely require making some
modifications to the existing fences that sit in/obstruct the ROW, perhaps something simple
and lovely along these lines, which would also allow the remaining 20-25 feet to be vacated,
could lead to a solution that we could all be happy with? 

Please take a look and see what you think.   And again, thank you for your consideration and all
of your work to help reconnect our neighbors and neighborhoods.

Sincerely,

Olivia and Donald Gault
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--

"Darkness cannot drive out darkness; only light can do that. Hate cannot drive out hate; only
love can do that." -- Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.
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From: Mindy Erickson 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2025 8:50 AM
To: Lindsay Matts-Benson;  Karen Beckman; Audrey Arneson; Nick Boulton; Luci Botzek; Bryan
Donaldson; Jayne Harris; Chris Her; Chad Kooistra; Jamie Penny
Cc: Matthew Johnson; Erik Henricksen; Mindy Erickson 
Subject: Aldine Street right-of-way: protect and preserve the trees

Hello Chair Matts-Benson and Commissioners,

Please use the attached information as you continue considering the questions from the City
Council to you related to the Aldine Street right-of-way. Please also include the attached in
upcoming packets for meetings that consider the Aldine Street right-of-way issues.

Thank you.

Mindy L. Erickson, Ph.D, P.E. (she/her)
Adjunct Professor
Soil, Water, and Climate
University of Minnesota
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Hello Parks and Recreation Commission members, 


As you continue your consideration of the five questions from the City Council about the Aldine Street 
right-of-way (ROW), please consider, first and foremost, protection and preservation of the many 
majestic oaks and other trees in and near the ROW. All stakeholder groups agree that tree preservation is 
paramount.  


Many of the established trees have a dripline diameter that exceeds 30 feet. The ROW is only 30 feet 
wide, so there are inherent limitations to following construction “best practices” in proximity to these 
established trees. The International Society of Arboriculture and other sources note key facts and best 
practices related to construction projects around established trees: 


1. A barrier or fence surrounding trees at the driplines is one of the most effective damage-
prevention measures during construction. A barrier at a tree’s dripline during construction 
protects both the above-ground portion of the tree and the highly sensitive root system. 


2. Most established trees, including oaks, will not tolerate any appreciable disturbance of the root 
system without showing some adverse effects. Few, if any, species, will withstand extensive 
changes in aeration of soil around the root system without being injured. 


3. Reduced aeration of soil around the root system can suffocate tree roots. Reduced aeration is 
caused by compaction of soil under trees due to movement of machinery, trampling, piling 
construction materials, and purposeful mechanical compaction. 


4. Fill to raise a grade causes many changes in soil aeration, drainage, and soil microflora. Clay fill 
can result in reduced aeration, lower nitrogen, higher pH, and improper drainage. 


5. Cuts to lower a grade should position new retaining walls at or near tree driplines so that the 
original depth of soil covering the root systems will be maintained. Removal of large amounts of 
soil from the root system of an established tree will cause permanent damage. 


6. Most common shade tree species, including oaks, grow best in slightly acidic soil. Limestone 
gravel is alkaline and can raise soil pH, making soil more alkaline. When soil becomes too 
alkaline, it interferes with the tree's ability to absorb essential nutrients, leading to nutrient 
deficiencies and increased vulnerability to other damaging stresses.  


7. Construction-related tree injury increases vulnerability to drought, winter, disease, and pests.  
8. Invisible, irreparable tree injury may present itself only long after construction ends.  


Environmental conservation is espoused in Roseville’s mission statement. All stakeholder groups agree 
that preservation and protection of the oaks and other established trees in the ROW is a predominant 
factor in decision-making. Please carefully weigh whether rerouting a shortcut from private property to 
the ROW is “valuable” or “viable” on balance with endangering dozens of established trees. 
Construction damage can cause long, slow tree death years after project completion. Two nearby City 
paths already exist, so is the risk of killing any to many of the established trees a reasonable trade-off for 
a shortcut? 


Thank you for your consideration of the majestic oaks and other trees in and around the ROW. 


Melinda Erickson 
93 Mid Oaks Lane 
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As you continue your consideration of the five questions from the City Council about the Aldine Street 
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From: noreply@civicplus.com
To: *RVParksCommission
Subject: Online Form Submittal: Contact Parks and Recreation Commission
Date: Friday, August 22, 2025 11:49:51 AM

Caution: This email originated outside our organization; please use
caution.

Contact Parks and Recreation Commission

Please complete this online form and submit.

Subject: Questions from Thursday ROW visit

Contact Information

Name: Tam McGehee

Address:

City: ROSEVILLE

State: MN

Zip: 55113

How would you prefer
to be contacted?
Remember to fill in the
corresponding contact
information in the fields
below.

No need to contact me

Phone Number:

Email Address:

Please Share Your
Comment, Question or
Concern

Dear Parks and Recreation Commissioners,

I was not present last evening, but I have learned that you would
like to know about the timing of the “encroachment fence” behind

 at the Ryan end of the ROW.

In 1975 when my husband bought the property the entire area
inside the fence had been mowed, used, and maintained for
years by the previous owners (and included a huge air
conditioning unit right near where the fence is now. When I
arrived in 1978 with two large dogs, I put a fence at the top of the
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rise along the edge of the mowed yard. My neighbors, Harlan
and Margaret Smith (now deceased) mowed and maintained the
flat area below the rise while I maintained the area inside the
fence to the rise. 

The house at  is on the Roseville Historic Trail
with a portion built in the 1860s and another section added in the
early 1940s, before Roseville was incorporated as a village in
1948. The Mid Oaks Plat was done in 1938. It was required at
that time to provide a 30’ easement for any area that might
become a road as a condition of approval of a plat. Thus the 30’
were taken from Mid Oaks for the purpose of providing space
should the township (as it was then) decide to put Aldine in as a
street. They did not make a decision to connect Aldine to
Roselawn and cannot now for a variety of reasons.

A question was asked about the plantings inside the
“encroachment.” With the exception of the large oaks in the ROW
which I have had fertilized and trimmed every few years since I
came, I have done all the other planting. I have converted the
mowed yard into a National Wildlife Certified habitat, replacing
mowed grass with native plants to provide both food and cover
for wildlife, including pollinators.

Please feel free to contact me should you have any additional
questions.

Unless restricted by law, all correspondence to and from Roseville City
government offices, including information submitted through electronic forms such
as this one, may be public data subject to the Minnesota Data Practices Act
and/or may be disclosed to third parties.

Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.
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From: noreply@civicplus.com
To: *RVParksCommission
Subject: Online Form Submittal: Contact Parks and Recreation Commission
Date: Friday, August 29, 2025 7:36:51 AM

Caution: This email originated outside our organization; please use
caution.

Contact Parks and Recreation Commission

Please complete this online form and submit.

Subject: Number of children by the Aldine ROW

Contact Information

Name: Rachel Brown

Address:

City: Roseville

State: MN

Zip: 55113

How would you prefer
to be contacted?
Remember to fill in the
corresponding contact
information in the fields
below.

Email

Phone Number:

Email Address:

Please Share Your
Comment, Question or
Concern

During the tour of the Aldine ROW, one of the Park
Commissioners noted that having data about the number of
children in the neighborhood would help you balance cost and
need for a possible park/trail. 

In particular, there was interest in knowing how many
children/families could use a trail as an option to get to/from
school at Brimhall instead of riding the bus. (There is full bus
service to Brimhall for children in the neighborhood). 

I have compiled that information. Given the many school choice
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options available - schools in-district (e.g., Spanish Immersion, 
Parkview, Harambee, Falcon Heights), open enrollment to other 
districts, private schools, and public charter schools - I included 
notes on total # of children along with their school type. 
___
Mid Oaks Lane/Road neighborhood - 636* properties total - 3 
households attend Brimhall (6 children)

27 households with no K-12 or younger children

4 households with only middle school or high schoolers
* ages 12, 14
* ages 13, 15
* age 15
* age 17

5 households with elementary age or younger 
* ages 10, 10, almost 12 (grades 4,4, 6 at Brimhall)
* ages 6, 8 (both at Brimhall)
* ages 5, 3 (1 starting at Brimhall this year)
* ages 0, 0, 3, 6, 7 (private school)
* ages 8, 12 (public charter school)
___
Roselawn - 7 properties - 1 household attends Brimhall but uses
another shortcut - 2 children

4 households with no K-12 or younger children

1 household with high schooler (went to another ISD 623 public
elementary) 

2 households with elementary age or younger
* ages 5, 7 (at Brimhall but use a yard shortcut, could use a trail
at ROW but said not needed)
* ages 6, 8 (private school but have used old trail to get to
Brimhall playground)

___
Methods

I used the following steps to get the most accurate information I
could find. 

* I used google maps to identify the # of households in the Mid
Oaks neighborhood and just over half of the ones on Roselawn,
west of the ROW. I did not count the other 7 on the second
western half of Roselawn as those households are closer to the
Fairview sidewalk. I also did not include the households on
Snelling south of Roselawn as they all can easily continue on the
Snelling sidewalk through Ridgewood Lane for a shortcut.

*Updated to 36 properties per Rachel Brown 
request. -DC 9.2.25
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* For the over half of the families that I know, I verified ages and
schools with them. (High schoolers I just estimated ages based
on their current grade levels.) 

* For the 3 families I do not know very well, I got age and school
information from one of the Mid Oaks parents. 

* I removed identifying information for kid and family privacy.

Unless restricted by law, all correspondence to and from Roseville City
government offices, including information submitted through electronic forms such
as this one, may be public data subject to the Minnesota Data Practices Act
and/or may be disclosed to third parties.

Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.
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From: noreply@civicplus.com
To: *RVParksCommission
Subject: Online Form Submittal: Contact Parks and Recreation Commission
Date: Saturday, August 30, 2025 11:46:42 AM

Caution: This email originated outside our organization; please use
caution.

Contact Parks and Recreation Commission

Please complete this online form and submit.

Subject: Resident perspective on the the Aldine ROW

Contact Information

Name: Rachel A Brown

Address:

City: Roseville

State: MN

Zip: 55113

How would you prefer
to be contacted?
Remember to fill in the
corresponding contact
information in the fields
below.

Email

Phone Number:

Email Address:

Please Share Your
Comment, Question or
Concern

My entire adult working life I have worked in public schools, non-
profit arts organizations, and a state agency so believe me when
I say I deeply understand and am committed to centering the
public good in my decision making. 

I respect the public service you on the Park Commission are
providing and know your task is to make decisions on what is
best and most cost effective for the city and good for our
environment and our communities. I also appreciate the very
professional work of the Park and Rec Department staff who are
being thoughtful, methodical, and forthright. 
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As you work to make your recommendation to the Council about
the Aldine ROW, I ask you to center the perspective of the
Roseville community who will be the most impacted by your
decision: the 24 Roseville residents (21 current and 3 arriving by
birth or marriage this fall) who live along it.

Just as there is no day without night, there is no public without
private. A decision to change this roadway ROW to a park with a
trail, will impact all these private property owners. 

I did not purchase my home 25 year ago because of the ROW.
Having people walk all along my property at any time of day or
night was not an amenity I sought but a condition I had to accept.
My 1706 Ryan neighbors, my fiancé, and I are thankful to have
learned the 20 feet that was considered ROW is our private land
and are eager to continue to tend it and now, with full control of it,
to use it more effectively. 

Similarly, I ask you to not take away that same opportunity for the
6 other properties along the ROW. They did not choose to
purchase homes along a park. When the one property was
purchased in 1975, the recently closed shortcut trail did not even
extend all the way to Roselawn. Children cut through backyards
along Mid Oaks. The other 5 properties were all purchased with
existing and non-intrusive use of the ROW, including all but one
fence placed along what was then believed to be the
homeowners’ property lines. 

If the ROW is not vacated and instead turned into a park with a
trail, all 8 properties along the ROW will bear financial costs. For
example: 

* Many, if not all of us, are looking to build 6 foot 6-inch privacy
fences along our portions of it. We have been told this will be a
private owner cost, which is, of course, significant. (If the
vacation happens, I will quickly replace my encroaching fence
with a low metal one, similar to the old existing fence, needed
only for my dog space. I believe others will also maintain their
fences with low visual impact.)

* If the City requires removal of the one existing tall privacy
fence, installed by previous owners, the family will not only lose
existing backyard space for their young children but will also
have to pay to remove and then install a new fence a few feet to
the east. 

* Replacing the woodland feel of the yards with long lines of
privacy fences will also re-shape the character of the properties
and potentially their value. 
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There are also social and emotional costs for us, a small but
vibrant Roseville community and part of the public you serve.
Currently we chat across low fences, text with wildlife updates,
see parties and playtime unfold in backyards, and enjoy the sight
lines through neighbors’ woodland spaces and pollinator
plantings from our windows and yards. That will be lost if one by
one we build tall fences along a park, buffers to maintain some
privacy in our yards. 

I do care about the wider community of walkers, some of whom
are longtime and dear friends of mine. I do understand the
feelings of loss that arose when the truth about the 20-foot
portion was discovered and caused the existing trail to close. I do
appreciate that your charge is to keep a perspective on wider
community needs. 

And … I ask you to deeply consider and carefully tend to the
public and private needs of the Roseville community at the center
of this decision about the Aldine ROW, the families in the 8
properties most connected to it. 

Unless restricted by law, all correspondence to and from Roseville City
government offices, including information submitted through electronic forms such
as this one, may be public data subject to the Minnesota Data Practices Act
and/or may be disclosed to third parties.

Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.
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From: noreply@civicplus.com
To: *RVParksCommission
Subject: Online Form Submittal: Contact Parks and Recreation Commission
Date: Sunday, August 31, 2025 12:37:01 PM

Caution: This email originated outside our organization; please use
caution.

Contact Parks and Recreation Commission

Please complete this online form and submit.

Subject: Aldine Street ROW comment

Contact Information

Name: Melinda Erickson

Address:

City: Roseville

State: MN

Zip: 55113

How would you prefer
to be contacted?
Remember to fill in the
corresponding contact
information in the fields
below.

Email

Phone Number: Field not completed.

Email Address:

Please Share Your
Comment, Question or
Concern

Please include this comment as part of the meeting packet for
September 2, 2025.

Dear Park and Recreation Commission members,

As you continue your consideration of the Aldine Street right-of-
way, please expand the view of consideration. After reading the
staff memo and other materials in the packet, two important
omissions immediately stand out.

First is little mention of the potential for real property damage
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(tree injury, yard drainage, yard slope stability, wet basements)
and no mention of infringement on quiet enjoyment by the
owners of the 8 homes adjacent to the right-of-way. We adjacent
homeowners will be affected by any decision 24-7-365 in
perpetuity. Through city processes thus far, I’ve been pointedly
reminded that we can never be more than 8 families trying to
gain a voice for fair consideration. We don’t have a city council
member working from our perspective and advocating on our
behalf - so it would be a refreshing change to at least be
respectfully acknowledged and meaningfully included as key
stakeholders in the decision-making process. 

Second is no mention of the Falcon Heights Community Park
(FHCP) as a park option for the Mid Oak neighborhood and other
residents. We in the Mid Oaks neighborhood know and use the
FHCP as THE primary playground. It also has a nice walking
path around the pond. FHCP is an important, well-used
neighborhood recreation and exercise amenity adjacent to
Roseville and near our neighborhood; it should be included in
analyses.

Thank you.

Melinda Erickson 

Unless restricted by law, all correspondence to and from Roseville City
government offices, including information submitted through electronic forms such
as this one, may be public data subject to the Minnesota Data Practices Act
and/or may be disclosed to third parties.

Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.
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Members of the Parks and Recreation Commission, 

I wish to reinforce the information earlier provided by Dr. Mindy Erickson regarding protection 

of the trees in the ROW.  (Attachment C)   I have included a graphic comparison between 

Cottontail Park which was discussed as a model for converting the Aldine ROW into a park for 

the purpose of developing a path. (Attachment B)   Cottontail Park is very large relative to the 

ROW and the path there is limestone and relatively level.  The Cottontail Park path is located 

over 50’ from the nearest residence, not 18 to 30 feet as it would be if a path were created in the 

Aldine ROW.                       

According to  Dr. Lee Frelich, Director of the University of Minnesota Center for Forest 

Ecology, changing the level of soil more than 2-3” can be damaging to oaks.  Compaction by 

machinery and cutting off of portions of the root system can increase the likelihood of tree 

mortality.  Dr. Frelich knows of no injection that can protect the oaks from construction damage.  

As for species susceptibility, he said that red and white oak are more vulnerable to construction 

damage than burr or swamp oak 

As Dr. Erickson noted, the International Society for Arboriculture has provided guidelines and 

best practices.  With trees in the 30’ ROW identified it is possible to compute the Tree Protection 

Zone (TPZ) for the trees using the book entitled Managing Trees during site Development and 

Construction, Third Edition, published by the International Society of Arboriculture.  The book 

defines the tree protection zone (TPZ) as the “area within which certain activities are prohibited 

or restricted to prevent or minimize potential injury to designated trees.  The size and shape of a 

TPZ should consider tree species’ response to construction impacts, size, condition, and 

maturity….”.    

The method of determining the TPZ used in the publication takes the diameter at breast height 

(DBH) and multiplies by a factor between 6 and 18 based on the species’ construction tolerance 

and the trees’ maturity.  A chart for construction tolerance by species and a chart for maturity of 

individual trees is provided in the publication. (pg.19)   It is further recommended that “when the 

minimum calculated TPZ is less than 5 ft in radius, a 5 ft radius should be recommended…”  

(Attachment A) An example supplied states, “a mature tree with medium tolerance to 

construction damage (a factor of 12) and a 30-inch trunk diameter would have a TPZ radius of 

360 inches which is equal to 30 ft” (pg.18)—the entire width of the ROW. 

Additional best management practices state that “if trees on adjacent properties have branches 

and roots extending into the construction area, TPZs should be established on the project site 

itself.  Tree protection measures for trees on adjacent properties should be similar to those for on-

site trees.” ( pg.20)   It should be noted here that many of the adjacent properties contain large 

oaks whose roots and branches extend well into if not across the ROW.  

 A group of trees, in a stand or where closely spaced, share root space and shelter each other from 

wind.  The best management practices for groups of trees suggests that “preserving a mix of tree 
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ages, species, and understory plants within a stand will conserve a natural assemblage and reduce 

exposure to interior vegetation.” (pg.21) 

Using the measurements and information created by the city and the best management practices 

of the International Society of Arboriculture, one can compute a few of the TPZ for mature trees 

along the ROW.  Working with only the oaks which are known to have considerable issues with 

soil disturbance, compaction, and change in grade, white being more susceptible than Burr, I 

used Medium species tolerance for Mature Burr oaks (12) and Low species tolerance for Mature 

White oak (15).  (Chart pp19). 

Near Ryan, 

 Tag   Species     DBH             TPZ 

   6   White Oak            28      35’ 

 12   Burr Oak           32      32’ 

Near Roselawn, 

 48   Burr Oak            28     28’ 

Near Roselawn, partial group 

 51   Burr Oak            26    26’ 

 52   Burr Oak           25    25’ 

 55   Burr Oak           20    20’ 

 57   Burr Oak           23    23’ 

With the information compiled by the city departments of Parks and Recreation and Public 

Works, it appears irrefutable that any attempt to install even a “dirt path” within the 30-foot 

ROW would result in significant mortality among the large, mature oaks.  Work of the type 

necessary to level the grade would negatively impact and possibly kill oaks in the ROW and 

possibly some on the adjacent private properties along Mid Oaks Lane.  In addition, due to the 

narrow dimensions of the ROW, any pathway would be much closer to residential homes than 

the paths in Cottontail are to residential homes. 

We appreciate thoroughness and the work done by the city to complete a survey of the ground, to 

map the topography, and to identify the trees within the ROW.   We hope the Commission will 

support best management practices find that this area is unsuitable for either a park or a path. 

Thank you,. 

Tam and Dick McGehee 
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Attachment A: 

 This contains the relevant charts for computing the tree protection zones for trees 

within a construction site.  It has one graphic, the species chart showing tree tolerance of 

disturbance, and the multiplication factors based on tree maturity. 

 It also contains a picture of the book cover as well as the inside page indicating that it is 

the Third Edition, published in 2023 by the International Society of Arboriculture. 
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Attachment B: 

 There are three maps created using the city’s GIS program showing the size of Cottontail 

Park.  This was the park used as an example of a park with unpaved walking paths.  Map one 

shows the relative size of the park, 270+ feet wide and 600-700 feet long.  Substantially larger 

than the Aldine ROW at 590 feet by 30 feet wide. 

 The second map shows graphically the difference between Cottontail Park and the ROW, 

shown in red and drawn inside the map of the park. 

 The third map shows the closest residences to the park trails, 54.2 feet on one side and 

97.9 feet on the other.   The corner of the Aldine ROW is only 18 feet from the nearest home. 
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Attachment C: 

` Dr. Mindy Erickson’s memo regarding the trees and their protection. 

Hello Parks and Recreation Commission members, 

As you continue your consideration of the five questions from the City Council about the Aldine 

Street right-of-way (ROW), please consider, first and foremost, protection and preservation of 

the many majestic oaks and other trees in and near the ROW. All stakeholder groups agree that 

tree preservation is paramount. 

Many of the established trees have a dripline diameter that exceeds 30 feet. The ROW is only 30 

feet wide, so there are inherent limitations to following construction “best practices” in 

proximity to these established trees. The International Society of Arboriculture and other 

sources note key facts and best practices related to construction projects around established 

trees: 

1. A barrier or fence surrounding trees at the driplines is one of the most effective 

damage- prevention measures during construction. A barrier at a tree’s dripline during 

construction protects both the above-ground portion of the tree and the highly 

sensitive root system. 

2. Most established trees, including oaks, will not tolerate any appreciable disturbance of 

the root system without showing some adverse effects. Few, if any, species, will 

withstand extensive changes in aeration of soil around the root system without being 

injured. 

3. Reduced aeration of soil around the root system can suffocate tree roots. Reduced 

aeration is caused by compaction of soil under trees due to movement of machinery, 

trampling, piling construction materials, and purposeful mechanical compaction. 

4. Fill to raise a grade causes many changes in soil aeration, drainage, and soil microflora. 

Clay fill can result in reduced aeration, lower nitrogen, higher pH, and improper 

drainage. 

5. Cuts to lower a grade should position new retaining walls at or near tree driplines so 

that the original depth of soil covering the root systems will be maintained. Removal of 

large amounts of soil from the root system of an established tree will cause permanent 

damage. 

6. Most common shade tree species, including oaks, grow best in slightly acidic soil. 

Limestone gravel is alkaline and can raise soil pH, making soil more alkaline. When soil 
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becomes too alkaline, it interferes with the tree's ability to absorb essential nutrients, 

leading to nutrient deficiencies and increased vulnerability to other damaging stresses. 

7. Construction-related tree injury increases vulnerability to drought, winter, disease, and 

pests. 

8. Invisible, irreparable tree injury may present itself only long after construction ends. 

Environmental conservation is espoused in Roseville’s mission statement. All stakeholder groups 

agree that preservation and protection of the oaks and other established trees in the ROW is a 

predominant factor in decision-making. Please carefully weigh whether rerouting a shortcut 

from private property to the ROW is “valuable” or “viable” on balance with endangering dozens 

of established trees. 

Construction damage can cause long, slow tree death years after project completion. Two 

nearby City paths already exist, so is the risk of killing any to many of the established trees a 

reasonable trade-off for a shortcut? 

Thank you for your consideration of the majestic oaks and other trees in and around the ROW. 

Melinda Erickson 93 Mid Oaks Lane 

 

 

  

Page 91 of 118



Roseville Parks & Recreation Commission 
Agenda Item 

 

DATE: September 2, 2025 ITEM: 5.b. 

 
ITEM DESCRIPTION: Prepare for Joint Meeting with the City Council on September 15, 2025 

 
Background 
The Parks and Recreation Commission is scheduled for a joint meeting with the City Council on Monday, 
September 15, 2025. Joint meetings provide an opportunity for the Commission to meet with the Council, 
highlight recent work, share feedback, and hear any input or requests from the Council.  
 
At your August 7, 2025 meeting, the Commission held an initial conversation about items that they would 
like to discuss with City Council.  
 
Following that meeting, staff met with the chair and vice chair to confirm information and create a memo 
(attachment #1) and presentation slides (attachment #2) regarding potential topics to guide your 
conversation with the City Council. 
 
Recommendation 
Review memo and presentation slide, make updates, and discuss Commissioners roles for the 
conversation. 
 
Attachments 
1. Draft Joint Meeting Memo to City Council 
2. DRAFT Joint Meeting Prep Slides 
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City of Roseville 

Memo 
To: City Council 

From: Parks and Recreation Commission 

Date: September 2, 2025 

Re: Topics for Joint Meeting on September 15, 2025. 

The Commission will review highlights of work that has been completed since the last joint 
meeting:  

I. Commission Meeting Discussion Highlights (Full List Attached) 
a. Reviewed and Updated Natural Resources Management Plan Update  

▪ Grant funding received to implement  
▪ Commissioners have attended several events  

b. Reviewed and Provided Feedback on 2026 Capital Projects  
c. Revamped Parks and Recreation Goals based on City Council feedback to be 

more action-oriented, trackable, prioritized, and regularly conduct goal check ins  
d. Provided recommendation to move forward with Rosebrook Park Updates, 

including replacement of the wading pool and splash pad  
e. Reviewed operations for projects, recreation programs, Cedarholm and has 

forthcoming presentation regarding the Skating Center and Park Maintenance.  
 

II. Commission Goals Moving Forward (Attached) 
a. Share how goals have impacted change 

 
III. Priorities for the Next Year 

a. Continue to look for ways to support Friends groups (Friends of Roseville Parks, 
Friends of the OVAL Foundation, and the Central Park Foundation)  

b. Ensure that the Campus Master Plan sufficiently supports Parks and 
Recreational needs of the community.   

c. Implementation of key capital projects to ensure modern parks that are 
accessible to all  

i. Rosebrook Park Upgrades  
ii. Autumn Grove Park Capital Improvements (2026-2027)  
iii. Sandcastle Park Playground Update  
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d. Engage with the community both formally and informally and provide feedback to 
staff and the City Council  

e. Support a possible update to the Parks and Recreation System Master Plan  
f. Provide feedback on and support ongoing growth of volunteer program  

 
IV. General Items of Feedback to the City Council  

a. Park Tour Summary  
i. Reservoir Woods  
ii. Oasis Park  
iii. Autumn Grove Park  

b. Positive Experience  
c. Campus Master Plan Implementation  
d. Recreation Programs Quality  
e. Impact Parks and Recreation Services Have on Community and Quality of Life  
f. Summer Recreational Programs  
g. Rosefest  
h. Staff Support  

 
V. Aldine Right of Way Update 
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Parks and Recreation 
Commission Joint 

Meeting
September 15, 2025
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Work Highlights

Reviewed and updated Natural Resources Management Plan

Grant funding received

Commissioners have attended several events

Reviewed and provided feedback on the 2026 Capital Improvement Projects

Revamped the Parks and Recreation Goals based on City Council feedback to 
be more action-oriented, trackable, prioritized. The Commission conducts 
regular goal check-ins.

Provided a recommendation for moving forward with Rosebrook Park updates, 
including replacement of the wading pool and splash pad

Operational Overviews: Projects, Recreation Programs, Cedarholm
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Commission Goals
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Priorities for the Next Year

Continue to look for ways to 
support Friends groups 

(Friends of Roseville Parks, 
Friends of the OVAL 

Foundation, and the Central 
Park Foundation)

Ensure that the Campus 
Master Plan sufficiently 

supports Parks and 
Recreational needs of the 

community.

Implementation of key capital 
projects to ensure modern 
parks that are accessible to all

• Rosebrook Park Upgrades

• Autumn Grove Park Capital 
Improvements (2026-2027)

• Sandcastle Park Playground Update

Engage with community both 
formally and informally and 

provide feedback to staff and 
the City Council

Support a possible update to 
the Parks and Recreation 

System Master Plan

Provide feedback on and 
support ongoing growth of 

volunteer program
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Park Tour Summary
• Reservoir Woods

• Oasis Park

• Autumn Grove Park

Campus Master 
Plan 

Implementation

Recreation 
Programs Quality

Impact P&R services 
have on community 

and quality of life
• Summer Recreational Programs

• Rosefest

Staff Support
Aldine Right of 

Way

Other Discussion Topics
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Council Feedback
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THANK YOU
Parks and Recreation
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Roseville Parks & Recreation Commission 
Agenda Item 

 

DATE: September 2, 2025 ITEM: 5.c. 

 
ITEM DESCRIPTION: Maintenance and Operations Center Update (Standing Agenda Item) 

 
Background 
At each meeting throughout the planning and construction process, staff will provide updates on the 
progress of the Maintenance and Operations Center. 
 
Recommendation 
Receive update, ask questions, and provide feedback. 
 
Attachments 
None 
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Roseville Parks & Recreation Commission 
Agenda Item 

 

DATE: September 2, 2025 ITEM: 7.a. 

 
ITEM DESCRIPTION: Departmental Updates 

 
Background 
At each Commission meeting, city staff provides updates on Parks and Recreation activities and projects.  
 
Recommendation 
Receive report and provide feedback. 
 
Attachments 
1. 9.2.25 - Meeting Flyers 
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Friday, September 19, 2025
Beer    Wine    cider    spirits    food trucks   games

6-10PM    21+EVENT    RAIN OR SHINE    OUTDOORS  AT THE OVAL

Live music

Tapped andUn co r ke d . com

FreeandEasyBand.com

Purchase tickets online or 
at Roseville City Hall
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FEATURING:
• Native American Dance and drumming
• Wild ricing demonstrations
• Hands-on apple cider pressing
• Language learning activities
• Pollinator Bioblitz
• Crafting demonstrations and sale
• Food and beverages available for 

purchase

CityofRoseville.com/wildrice
HARRIET ALEXANDER NATURE CENTER
2520 N. DALE ST., ROSEVILLE, MN 55113
651-765-HANC (4262)

21st ANNUAL

A CELEBRATION OF WILD RICE, THE FALL SEASON, 
AND DAKOTA AND OJIBWE CULTURE

SEPTEMBER 27 10AM-4PM
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BEGINNER I MON

MON

TUES

WED

4:45-5:30 pm

6:45-7:30 pm

5:45-6:30pm

4:30-5:15 pm

BEGINNER II

INTERMEDIATE

ADVANCED

BEGINNER I

BEGINNER II

INTERMEDIATE I

SAT 9-9:45 am

2111.786

2111.787

2111.788

2111.789

2111.790

MON

TUES

WED

5:45-6:30 pm

4:45-5:30pm

5:30-6:15 pm

SAT 10-10:45 am

2111.791

2111.792

2111.793

2111.794

WED

SAT

6:30-7:30 pm

11 am-12 pm

2111.795

2111.796

TUES 6:45-7:45 pm 2111.797

MON

TUES

THUR

SAT

4:30-5:30 pm

4:45-5:45 pm

6:15-7:15 pm

 10:45-11:45 am

2121.803

2121.804

2121.805

2121.806

MON

WED

SAT

5:45-7 pm

4:30-5:45 pm

12-1:15 pm

2121.807

2121.808

2121.809

THUR

SAT

4:30-6pm

9-10:30 am

2121.810

2121.811

INTERMEDIATE II TUES 6-7:30pm 2121.812

ADVANCED II TUES 6-8pm 2121.815

REGISTRATION OPENS TUESDAY, AUGUST 26TH.
WWW.CITYOFROSEVILLE.COM/PARKS 

SCAN FOR MORE INFO!

ROSEVILLE
GYMNASTICS
CENTER

P R E S C H O O L  ( A G E S  3 - 5 )  

651-792-7006P:
1238 W. County Road B2 attached to the HS  A:
RosevilleGymnastics@cityofroseville.comE:
www.cityofroseville.com/parksW:

I N S T R U C T I O N A L  ( A G E S  6 - 1 4 )  

FALL GYMNASTICS 2025
SEPTEMBER 8 - NOVEMBER 8

* N O  C L A S S  T H U R S ,  O C T  3 1  -  
M A K E U P  C L A S S  T H U R S ,  N O V  1 4  

WED 6-7:30 pm 2121.813

ADVANCED I SAT 9-10:30 am 2121.814
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Explore how plants make color! Crush berries, pound flowers, and dye
with leaves.

SPROUTS

Glide like a hawk, experiment with things that move in the wind, and make
your own wind toy!

NOVEMBER

What do animals do when winter comes? Touch fur, crawl into a “den,” and
follow a migration path! 

DECEMBER

10AM-11:30AM   |   WEDNESDAY, THURSDAY, OR FRIDAY  
AGES 1-5 WITH ADULT PARTNER

WHIMSICAL WIND

COLD WEATHER CRITTERS

Build a love of nature with hands-on science, art, and fun!

Discounts apply for siblings.
Scholarships available. 
Scan to register or call  651-792-7006.

OCTOBER WILD COLORS

3-MONTH SERIES
Wednesdays: Oct 1, Nov 5, Dec 3 

Thursdays: Oct 2, Nov 6, Dec 4   

Fridays Oct 3, Nov 7, Dec 5

 

 $43 Roseville resident, $48 other

SINGLE DATE

 $17 Roseville resident, $19 other
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Ages 6-12

651-792-7163 cityofroseville.com/hanc 2520 Dale St N

Oct 15 | 9 AM - 4 PM

From bats, snakes, and owls to
rustling leaves and mysterious
sounds, we'll dive into all the things
that make fall in the forest so
exciting. Enjoy nature games,
creepy crafts, and outdoor
adventures.

Spooky Season 

Fall Break
Camps 
Harriet Alexander Nature Center 

Oct 16-17 | 9 AM - 4 PM

Discover the basics of outdoor
survival! Learn how to read a map,
use a compass to find your way,
build a shelter using natural
materials, and safely start a
campfire. 

Survival Skills

Details and
registration

Details and
registration
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Roseville Parks & Recreation Commission 
Agenda Item 

 

DATE: September 2, 2025 ITEM: 7.b. 

 
ITEM DESCRIPTION: Other New or Relevant Communication Items 

 
Background 
At each commission meeting, city staff provides updates on city activities and projects ongoing within the 
city that pertain to Parks and Recreation activities. 
 
Recommendation 
Receive report and provide feedback. 
 
Attachments 
None 
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