


The second motion to deny the request is based on the following considerations from the
Subdivision Ordinance. Please note that these considerations are subjective; the proposed
subdivision meets the City’s minimum size regulations.

Subd. 1 Considerations. The Commission in reviewing proposed plats and subdivisions and in
determining its recommendation to the Council, and the Council in determining whether to
approve or disapprove of any plat or subdivision, may consider, among other matters, the
following:

A

The impact of the proposed plat or subdivision, and proposed development, on the
character and symmetry of the neighborhood as evidenced and indicated by, but not
limited to, the following matters:

1. The suitability of the size and shape of the lots in the proposed plat or subdivision
relative to the size and shape of lots in the neighborhood; and

2. The compatibility of the size, shape, location and arrangement of the lots in the
proposed plat or subdivision with the proposed density and intended use of the site
and the density and use of lots in the neighborhood.

The impact of the proposed plat or subdivision, and proposed development, on the
environment, including but not limited to, topography, steep slopes, vegetation, naturally
occurring lakes, ponds and streams, susceptibility of the site to erosion and sedimentation,
susceptibility of the site to flooding and water storage needs on and from the site.

The consistency of the proposed plat or subdivision, and proposed development, and
compliance by the proposed plat or subdivision, and the proposed development, with the
policies, objectives, and goals of the Comprehensive Plan.

The compliance of the proposed plat or subdivision, and the proposed development with
the policies, objectives, goals and requirements of Section 850 of this Code including,
without limitation, the lot size provisions and the Floodplain Overlay District provisions of
Section 850 of this Code.

The impact of the proposed plat or subdivision, and proposed development on the health,
safety and general welfare of the public.

The relationship of the design of the site, or the improvements proposed and the conflict of
such design or improvements, with any easements of record or on the ground.

The relationship of lots in the proposed plat or subdivision to existing streets and the
adequacy and safety of ingress to and egress from such lots from and to existing streets.

The adequacy of streets in the proposed plat or subdivision, and the conformity with
existing and planned streets and highways in surrounding areas. Streets in the proposed
plat or subdivision shall be deemed inadequate if designhed or located so as to prevent or
deny public street access to adjoining properties, it being the policy of the City to avoid
landlocked tracts, parcels or lots.




The suitability of street grades in relation to the grades of lots and existing or future
extension of the City's water, storm and sanitary sewer systems.

The adequacy and availability of access by police, fire, ambulance and other life safety
vehicles to all proposed improvements to be developed on the proposed plat or
subdivision.

Whether the physical characteristics of the property, including, without limitation,
topography, vegetation, susceptibility to erosion or siltation, susceptibility to flooding, use
as a natural recovery and ponding area for storm water, and potential disturbance of
slopes with a grade of 18 percent or more, are such that the property is not suitable for the
type of development or use proposed.

Whether development within the proposed plat or subdivision will cause the disturbance of
more than 25 percent of the total area in such plat or subdivision containing slopes
exceeding 18 percent.

Whether the proposed plat or subdivision, or the improvements proposed to be placed
thereon are likely to cause substantial environmental damage.
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RESOLUTION NO. 2013-84

Page Two

Section 2.

FINDINGS

2.01 Approvalis based on the following findings:

1.  The proposed Plat meets all required standards and ordinances for a subdivision.

2. The subdivision would meet the neighborhood medians for lot width and depth and

area.

3. The applicant has located the driveways and home to minimize tree and slope
disturbance.

Section 3.

APPROVAL

NOW THEREFORE, it is hereby resolved by the City Council of the City of Edina, approves
the Preliminary Plat for the proposed subdivision of 6609 Blackfoot Pass.

Approval is subject to the following Conditions:

1. The City must approve the final plat within one year of preliminary approval or receive
a written application for a time extension or the preliminary approval will be void.

2. Park dedication fee of $10,000 must be paid prior to release of the final plat.

3. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the following items must be submitted:

a.

Submit evidence of a Minnehaha Creek Watershed District approval. The City may
require revisions to the preliminary plat to meet the district’s requirements.

Curb-cut permits must be obtained from the Edina engineering department.
Driveway plans must be consistent with the proposed grading plan to preserve as
many trees as possible.

A grading plan subject to review and approval of the city engineer.

A construction management plan will be required for the construction of the new
homes.

Utility hook-ups are subject to review of the city engineer.




RESOLUTION NO. 2013-84
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Adopted this___ day of , 2013.

ATTEST:
Debra A. Mangen, City Clerk James B. Hovland, Mayor
STATE OF MINNESOTA )
COUNTY OF HENNEPIN )SS
CITY OF EDINA )

CERTIFICATE OF CITY CLERK

I, the undersigned duly appointed and acting City Clerk for the City of Edina do hereby certify that
the attached and foregoing Resolution was duly adopted by the Edina City Council at its Regular
Meeting of , 2013, and as recorded in the Minutes of said Regular Meeting.

WITNESS my hand and seal of said City this day of , 2013.

City Clerk







d. A construction management plan will be required for the construction of the
new homes.
e. Utility hook-ups are subject to review of the city engineer.

Appearing for the Applicant

John Adams, Coldwell Banker

Applicant Presentation

John Adams introduced Ted Warner property owner and Mark Gronberg Engineer.

Mr. Adams informed the Commission the current Warner house will remain and the intent is to
build new homes on Lots 1 and 3. Adams told the Commission the Warner family hired Kramer
to custom design and build the new homes. Adams noted that as proposed the subdivision
meets ordinance requirements. He also reported he met with adjoining neighbors to discuss
the proposed plat. Continuing, Adams said to accommodate the new building pads little
grading would occur, attention would be paid to driveway placement and the existing
vegetation would be retained where possible. Concluding, Adams asked the Commission for
their support.

Ted Warner addressed the Commission and explained that he grew up in the house, adding the
family takes this subdivision very seriously and believes the layout of the proposed lots would
work. This subdivision would also provide them the opportunity to remain in the neighborhood.

Chair Staunton opened the public hearing.

Public Hearing

The following residents addressed the Commission and spoke in opposition to the request by
John Adams on behalf of Ted Warner to subdivide 5 Merilane into three (3) single dwelling unit
lots.

Mark Genau, 6 Merilane, Edina, MN

Dave Evinger, 4 Merilane, Edina, MN

James Ganley, 4704 Merilane, Edina, MN

Mike Callan, 10 Merilane, Edina, MN

Mary Pohlad, 7 Merilane, Edina, MN
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Sandy Genau, 6 Merilane, Edina, MN

Pat Maloney, 5804 Mait Lane, Edina, MN

Phil Broat, 4820 Rolling Green Parkway, Edina, MN

Tom Owens, representing Ms. Pohlad, 7 Merilane, Edina, MN
Residents that testified expressed the following:

e The plat as presented creates three lots; however, to comply with Zoning Ordinance
requirements the three building pads have been clustered at the top of the hill virtually
“cramming” the new homes on top of the existing homes at 6 and 7 Merilane.

e The proposal as submitted negatively impacts the character of the Rolling Green
neighborhood. If subdivided to comply with the Zoning Ordinance there will be five
homes in close proximity to each other. Rolling Green is not a “high-density”
neighborhood.

e Residents purchased their homes in Rolling Green for the large lots and generous
spacing between homes. This subdivision would compromise those standards.

e If approved to comply with the Zoning Ordinance these three new homes wouldn’t have
rear yards.

e The Commission has the discretion to deny the plat based on character and symmetry of
the neighborhood.

e Thereis the concern if the three lot subdivision is approved that slowly the
neighborhood “average” will change piece by piece with lots becoming smaller and
smaller over time.

e Consider a two lot subdivision; not three. Consider variance for house placement.

e Thereis an issue of vehicle and pedestrian safety. The subject lot is curved; a reversed
pie and a traffic study should be conducted.

Charlie Carpenter, attorney representing the applicant addressed the Commission and stated
the plat as depicted meets the subdivision ordinance requirements and in their opinion makes
sense. Carpenter also noted that the applicant has indicated they would minimize any
disruption to the site through driveway placement and the retention of existing vegetation.

Chair Staunton asked if anyone else would like to speak to the issue; being none Commissioner

Platteter moved to close the public hearing. Commissioner Fischer seconded the motion. All
voted aye; motion carried.
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Discussion

Chair Staunton suggested that the Commission meet with the City Attorney regarding
subdivisions to clarify what action the Commission can take when a plat technically meets
Ordinance requirements. Planner Teague said he would speak with the City Attorney, Roger
Knutson and set up a work session to discuss subdivision and other planning issues.

Commissioner Schroeder stated it appears to him that this subdivision feels more like in-fill
development, adding if approved there will be a distinct change in this neighborhood.

Commissioner Grabiel said the applicant has indicated they would do their best to retain the
vegetation along Merilane and minimize driveway placement, adding he can support the
subdivision request as submitted.

Motion

Commissioner Grabiel moved to recommend preliminary plat approval for 5 Merilane based
on staff findings and subject to staff conditions.

Motion failed for lack of second.
Discussion

Commissioner Scherer stated it’s very obvious to her that the subdivision as presented creates
three pie shaped lots that without the relief of a variance from the Zoning Ordinance would
cluster three homes at the top of the hill. Scherer reiterated the clustering of homes bothers
her:; however, a variance may mitigate that issue.

Commissioner Fischer stated he struggles with this request, adding the plat as presented
complies with the Ordinance and provides three buildable lots, adding the applicant has
indicated from the street that they intend to minimize driveway placement and preserve trees
and vegetation along the street. Fischer did acknowledge this would be a change.

Motion

Commissioner Schroeder moved to recommend denial of the preliminary plat for 5 Merilane
based on the finding that the subdivision as proposed would change the character and
symmetry of the Rolling Green neighborhood, and in particular denial is based on changes to
the character and symmetry that would occur as the result of new house placement in close
proximity to existing homes. Commissioner Scherer seconded the motion.

A discussion occurred on the character and symmetry of the Rolling Green neighborhood. It
was pointed out that the lots on the west side of Merilane are platted completely different
from the lots to the east. It was further noted that spacing between the homes on the west
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side of Merilane is generous; however, if the subdivision is approved and house placement
occurs as presented the new homes on the east side of Merilane would be clustered together
at the top in close proximity to each other and the existing homes on Lots 6 and 7 Merilane-
completely out of character with the neighborhood.

The discussion continued with Commissioners acknowledging that the presented preliminary
plat meets Subdivision Ordinance requirements for area, width and depth and if the subdivision
were approved it doesn’t necessarily mean the houses would be built as depicted. The Zoning
Ordinance provides the opportunity through the variance process to be flexible with house
placement.

It was further noted that the applicant has the option of withdrawing the request to revise the
plat to include front yard setback variance options or the Commission can vote on the motion.

Mr. Adams in response to the discussion on character and symmetry and front yard
setback/house placement stated that the reason the new homes are positioned with such deep
front yard setbacks is to match the front yard setbacks established by the neighboring
properties. This is a requirement of the Zoning Ordinance.

Ayes; Scherer, Schroeder, Potts. Nays; Fischer, Platteter, Forrest, Grabiel, Staunton. Motion
failed.5-3.

Vill.  CORRESPONDENCE AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Chair Staunton acknowledged back of packet materials.
IX. CHAIR AND COMMISSION COMMENTS

Chair Staunton welcomed Mike Fischer back to the Commission. Staunton explained the City
Council appointed Mike Fischer to replace Commissioner Carpenter who recently resigned from
the Commission.

Chair Staunton commented that staff is continuing their work on finalizing the Commissions
2014 Work Plan.

Continuing, Staunton reiterated that staff is also working on setting dates for a work session
with Roger Knutson, City Attorney and Cindy Larson, Redevelopment Coordinator. Planner
Teague responded he would work on scheduling work sessions; adding he believes October oth
would work well for Cindy Larson. Commissioner Fischer said in the work session with Roger
Knutson he would like to discuss and ask for clarification on the 500-foot neighborhood
requirement previously mentioned by Chair Staunton. Questioning if the 500-foot
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PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT

Originator Meeting Date Agenda #
Cary Teague September 11, 2013 VI.C.
Community Development

Director

INFORMATION & BACKGROUND
Project Description

John Adams, on behalf of property owner Ted Warner is proposing to subdivide
the property at 5 Merilane into three lots. (See property location on pages A1-
A4.) The existing home is located in the middle of the property, and would remain
as proposed. A new driveway would be constructed to serve the existing home,
as the current driveway would be located on proposed Lot 3. The existing
driveway would be used for access to a new home on Lot 3. (See applicant
narrative and plans on pages A5-A13.) To accommodate the request the
following is required:

1. Preliminary & Final Plat.
The proposal meets all minimum lot size requirements. Within this neighborhood,
the median lot area is 48,249 square feet, median lot depth is 277 feet, and the
median lot width is 192. (See attached median calculations on pages A7-A9.) All
three lots would gain access off Merilane. (See page A13.)

Surrounding Land Uses

The lots on all sides of the subject properties are single-family homes, zoned
and guided low-density residential.

Existing Site Features
The existing site is located on the curved portion of Merilane. The site is 3.48

acres in size, and contains a single family home. The site contains some
gradual slopes and mature trees. (See pages A3, A4 and A13.)




Planning

Guide Plan designation: Single-dwelling residential
Zoning: R-1, Single-dwelling district

Lot Dimensions

Area Lot Width Depth
REQUIRED 48,249 s.f. 192 feet 277 feet
Lot 1 50,863 s.f. 281 feet 337 feet
Lot 2 50,511 s.f. 202 feet 373 feet
Lot3 50,455 s.f. 268 feet 334 feet

The proposed subdivision meets all lot dimension requirements.
Grading/Drainage and Utilities

The city engineer has reviewed the proposed plans and found them generally
acceptable. Adequate drainage and utility easements are proposed along all
the lot lines. The detailed grading plans would be reviewed by the city
engineer at the time of building permit application for each lot. A construction
management plan will be required for the construction of the new homes. A
Minnehaha Creek Watershed District permit would also be required.

Park Dedication
As with all subdivision proposals, park dedication is required. Edina City Code
requires a park dedication fee of $5,000 for each additional lot created.
Therefore a park dedication fee of $10,000 would be required.

Primary Issue

¢ Is the proposed subdivision reasonable for the site?

Yes. Staff believes that the proposed subdivision is reasonable for the
following reasons:

1. The proposed subdivision meets all minimum zoning ordinance
requirements. As such, the applicant is entitled to subdivide the property.




2. The applicant has located the driveways so as not to disturb the mature
trees on the site. (See page A13.)

3. Building pad locations would meet all minimum setback requirements.
(See pages A12-A13.) The front yard setback requirements are
established by the average of the two homes on either side. With the
existing home to remain, the front yard setbacks for Lots 1 & 3 are
established by the average setback of the existing home on Lot 2 and the
adjacent homes.

Staff Recommendation
Because the proposed subdivision meets all of Edina’s Zoning Ordinance
requirements, recommend that the City Council approve the proposed three lot

subdivision of 5 Merilane.

Approval is based on the following findings:

1. The proposal meets all the required standards and ordinances for a
subdivision.
2. The applicant has located the driveways and home to minimize tree and

slope disturbance.
Approval is subject to the following conditions:
1. The City must approve the final plat within one year of preliminary

approval or receive a written application for a time extension or the
preliminary approval will be void.

2. Park dedication fee of $10,000 must be paid prior to release of the final
plat.

3. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the following items must be
submitted:
a. Submit evidence of a Minnehaha Creek Watershed District

approval. The City may require revisions to the preliminary plat to
meet the district’s requirements.

b. Curb-cut permits must be obtained from the Edina engineering
department. Driveway plans must be consistent with the proposed
grading plan to preserve as many trees as possible.

C. A grading plan subject to review and approval of the city engineer.




d. A construction management plan will be required for the
construction of the new homes.

e. Utility hook-ups are subject to review of the city engineer.

Deadline for a City Decision: November 4, 2013











































Jackie Hoogenakker

From: Jennifer Rowland <jenniferrowland@comcast.net>

Sent: Wednesday, September 25, 2013 9:14 AM

To: Jackie Hoogenakker

Cc: Edina Mail; Mary Brindle (Comcast); joshsprague@edinarealty.com; swensonannl
@gmail.com

Subject: Re: Proposed Blackfoot Pass Lot Subdivision

> To the Edina Planning Commision and City Council Members,

>

> | am writing on behalf of my husband David Rowland and myself to address a proposed subdivision of a recently
purchased lot on Blackfoot Pass in the Indian hills neighborhood in which we reside. We have lived in two homes in
Edina for most of the past 21 years and we have enjoyed both homes for their unique qualities. Our first home was at
5003 Arden Avenue in the Brucewood neighborhood of Edina. We enjoyed the many amenities of living in close
proximity to 50th & France and Arden Park as our children grew up. Our second home in Edina is located at 6605 Dakota
Trail. This property includes a second parcel, 6601 Dakota Trail which the previous owners had purchased and combined
to create an even larger property in the beautiful Indian Hills neighborhood. We chose this home after learning more
about the west side of Edina and came to appreciate the larger lots, beautiful trees and more country-like feel. Although
we moved out of the east side of Edina, we had come to learn that the features of the Indian Hills neighborhood met our
needs an desires for our current phase of life.

>

> The neighborhood diversity in Edina makes it a stronger community. The distinct characteristics of each neighborhood
allows Edina to meet the needs of a variety of people with a variety of needs and desires. The proposed subdivision is
inconsistent with the unique characteristics provided in the Indian Hills neighborhood. It would be a mistake to allow
this sort of transformation to occur, and it would weaken an important strength of the city of Edina.

>

> Thank you for the consideration of our perspective in this matter.

>

> David and Jennifer Rowland

> 6605 & 6601 Dakota Trail

> Edina, Min 55439

>

>




Jackie Hoogenakker

From: Alvina Janda <alvinajanda@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, September 22, 2013 11:23 PM
To: Jackie Hoogenakker

Cc: mgenau78@gmail.com

Subject: Lot 5 Rolling Green Proposed subdivision

To the Edina City Council Members

Dear Council Members,

As an Edina resident of the Rolling Green Neighborhood, my husband and | have resided at 4603 Merilane for 28 years. |
am writing to give you feedback on the proposed Warner subdivision at 5 Merilane. | believe | speak with knowledge of
the community of Rolling Green.

The Warner property is a beautiful piece of wooded hilly land with several wetlands at it's base along Merilane. While a
3.48 acre piece of property would seem adequate for 3 homes with just over 1 acre of property each, the nature of the
property and existing surrounding homes that dictate set back create an artificial and "forced” crowding of 3 houses at
the apex of a pie shaped lot. There is no other area in Rolling Green where 5 homes (the 3 proposed on the Warner
property and the Genau and Pollad properties that surround it) would be placed so tightly together. The proposed new
homesites would lack a true back yard. No doubt they would be large, 2+ story homes and create significant shadows on
their neighbors' yards and homes. Any attempt to plant tall shrubs or bushes as a buffer would only partially screen the
imposing structures. No matter how beautiful the home or landscaping, one cannot escape the crowding effect this
would have. It will adversely impact the property value of the immediate neighbors on either side. The wetlands at the
base of the Warner lot will likely be eliminated as we have seen occur on other recent nearby new homesites.

The ambiance of the Rolling Green neighborhood has been one of openness, and space. It has never been and we hope,
will never become, with all due respect, a "Country Club" of Edina. The space between homes in Rolling Green is
uniquely what distinguishes this area. | would strongly urge you to maintain the appearance of the neighborhood all of
us "bought into" when we chose Rolling Green over other areas. The Edina City Council has an obligation to look at
more than just "legalities" when reviewing this type of request for subdivision. There is the need to look at "context"
and fairness to the neighbors.

Thank you for your time.

Respectfully,

Alvina M. Janda, MD
4603 Merilane

Edina MN 55436
alvina.janda@gmail.com

Sent from my iPad




Cary Teague
Community Development Director
City of Edina

September 10", 2013
Dear Cary:

| am writing to submit feedback on the proposed subdivision of 5 Merilane. Our family lives a short
distance away from the site. Unfortunately | have to be out of town on business during the planning
commission meeting on September 11%, but | wanted to make sure my perspective (shared by several
neighbors) was presented to the commission as part of that meeting.

While it may appear that the subdivision complies with current city ordinances, | believe it is important
for the planning commission and the city council to take into account the very first element of land use
in the Edina comprehensive plan: “Protect and preserve the essential character of existing residential
neighborhoods.”

In reality, this subdivision proposal is a request to
build three 6,000+ sq.ft. (or likely much larger)
homes on roughly an acre of property - right at the
“center of the pizza,” if you will, that is defined by
the setback on the current lot — so about 1/3 acre
per home (see figure to the right, from proposal).

While the total lot sizes may meet the mean
requirements, the actual housing density inthe
proposal is much higher than anywhere else in the
neighborhood. | believe this implied density needs
to be considered as part of the subdivision
application. | would encourage any commission
members that have not done so to visit the lot to
really understand what the illustration to the right
will look like in practice versus the surrounding
area.

It seems that a reasonable outcome would be a : AN :
subdivision into two lots, allowing the owner to reap the substantial value increase of the land and
reflecting the changing lot size dynamics within the neighborhood - while staying aligned with the
comprehensive plan for Edina.

Regards,

Scott Gill
4725 Annaway Drive







Jackie Hoogenakker

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Edina City Council

Edina Planning Commission

Mark Holmberg <mark.holmberg@comcast.net>
Tuesday, September 10, 2013 420 PM

Jackie Hoogenakker

Proposed Subdivision of 5 Merilane, Edina

Re: Proposed Subdivision of 5 Merilane, Edina

My husband and I have lived in the Rolling Green neighborhood at 4604 Merilane for 21 years and chose this
neighborhood because of the large lots; it is like living in the country but having the amenities that only the
community of Edina can provide.

We have seen the proposed subdivision of 5 Merilane into three lots and the proposed placement of the homes
on these three building sites. If three homes were to be built on these pie-shaped lots they would have to be
crowded together at the back of each property to satisfy the setback requirements; this would destroy the
character of the Rolling Green neighborhood and impact on the property values of the neighbors. Already
Rolling Green is beginning to look like the Country Club neighborhood on steroids.

John Adams stated in a letter that the lot can be subdivided into three lots without a variance, and if that is
accurate, then the neighbors will have to accept that, However, should the future owners of these lots and their
builders request a variance of the set back requirements or any lot line variances we will oppose those requests.

Rolling Green is a beautiful neighborhood and I ask you to please preserve its unique character and charm by
not allowing the subdivision of this property into three lots.

Thank you,

Hedy and Mark Holmberg

4604 Merilane

Edina, MN 55436




Neighbors to 5 Merilane

Re: Proposed Subdivision of the Warner Estate

I am in receipt of an email sent to you Thursday afternooﬁ, September 5, 2013 by
Sandi Genau, one of 2 neighbors that abut the Warner propetty. There was some
misinformation in that email that I would like to clarify.

First, it was stated that I(raemer & Sons have alteady purchased two lots and
suggested that was “a little presumptuous” given that the City hasn’t yet approved the
proposed subdivision. To be clear, we do have executed contracts with John Kraemer
& Sons to buy 2 of the 3 proposed lots, however, both of those contracts are
contingent upon receiving plat approval from the City of Edina. Such “pre-sale” of
lots on contingent contracts is ordinary. That is not to say, however, that we are
unsure of whether the proposed plat complies with city ordinances. Our proposed
subdivision was carefully planned to comply with all of the ordinances of the City of
Edina and we have worked closely with the City Staff to satisfy the City’s protocols in
processing the subdivision application.

Secondly, Ms. Genau implied in her email that we ate seeking a 10’ side yard setback
in order to “squeeze” in 3 houses. In fact, the side yard setback of 10' is set by city
code and applies throughout Rolling Green. It would apply to the Warner property
(including the boundary shared with the Genau’s) regardless if it was a 2 lot
subdivision or a 3 lot subdivision. That having been said, we believe that homes can
be well placed on the 3 lots so as not to appear “squeezed” onto the property. We
selected John Kraemer & Sons as the builder to develop the homes on this propetty
because of his long standing, impeccable reputation in the community. He is mindful
of the neighbors’ concerns and expects to work with them in regard to the placement
of the homes. We believe he is a quite capable builder, well suited to accomplish this. |
In fact, Mary Pohlad, the neighbor on the other side, stated to me if she was going to
build a home for herself, if would be with John Kraemer & Sons because of their
reputation. We are confident that he will do a very nice job.

Also, please be aware that I have had a conversation with Sandi Genau in which she
indicated that she would support our subdivision if we encouraged the buyer of lot 1
(adjacent to her) to seek permission from the City to move a new home further away




from her — closer to the street. This would have the effect of incteasing the distance
between that home and her lot. I discussed this with Gary Kraemer who agreed that
this would only make sense for all parties concerned to give mote privacy to
everybody. Upon securing an end user for lot 1, Gaty is very receptive to working
with the Genau’s to give both parties maximum privacy, through both home
placement and screening,.

The Warners have lived at 5 Merilane for almost 50 years. They have seen many
changes in Rolling Green in that time, including other subdivisions, homes torn down
and new very large homes built. Those subdivisions on which some of your homes
are built were allowed because the City of Edina ordinances permitted them. Similatly,
Warner’s proposed subdivision is legally permitted by the current city otdinances and,
we think, is in keeping with the neighborhood standards. For example, one of the
ordinances requires lot sizes larger than the median lot size within 500" of the
property. Our lots are larger and satisfy that requirement.

The Warners have the same right as other property owners before them to subdivide
their property in compliance of the City’s ordinances. The proposed subdivision
complies with the City’s ordinances. It does not require any vatriances from the code.
When the time comes to build new homes on lots 1 and 3, John Kraemer & Sons will
work with the adjacent property owners and the City to provide appropriate home
placement and mutually beneficial screening to maximize privacy for all patties. So
suffice to say, we, too, hope to maintain the beautiful aesthetic of the neighborhood.

I would ask that you acknowledge the Warner family’s long standing presence in the
community by supporting their subdivision request.

Gary Kraemer, with John Kraemer & Sons, and I met with Sandi Genau today for 2.5
hours in an attempt to address her concerns. I think we made some progress in a

positive direction.

Please feel free to call me if you have any questions at 612.720.4827.

John Adams
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