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Director

INFORMATION/BACKGROUND

Project Description

The Planning Commission is asked to consider Final Rezoning and Final
Development Plan for a redevelopment request of the existing TCF Bank
building, located at 3330 66" Street by Beacon Interfaith Housing
Collaborative (Beacon). (See property location on pages A1-A8.)

The proposed plans are the same as the plans that were approved in the
first phase of this review, including the Comprehensive Plan Amendment.

The applicant proposes to remodel and expand the building into 39 units of
small studio apartments for young adults (age 18-22) who have
experienced homelessness. The size of the units would range from 322-
451 square feet. Each unit would contain a full kitchen and bathroom. The
building would contain offices for on-site service providers and property
management. There would also be a community area for residents; a
fithess area; a computer lab and a laundry room. (See applicant narrative
and plans on pages A9-A47.)

The site is 39,204 square feet in size. The existing bank is 18,179 square
feet. The proposed addition would be 10,458 square feet. The building
would remain two stories. The remodel of the building would retain the
existing brick, and the addition would be brick with metal panels. (See
building renderings on pages A43-A46.)

There would be 19 surface parking stalls. Proof of parking would total 37
total surface stalls. No enclosed parking is proposed. The applicants have
indicated in their narrative that 18% of their residents have cars. Beacon
anticipates that no more than 12 stalls would be required for residents. The
maximum need for staff parking is 6 stalls. Therefore, they believe they
would have adequate parking. Residents are expected to utilize the Metro
Transit bus service available across the street at Southdale.




All of the 39 units would be considered affordable housing, and would
apply towards the City and Met Council’s goal for affordable housing.

As part of the first phase of the review process, the applicant received the
following approvals:

1. A Comprehensive Guide Plan Amendment to allow affordable
housing with supportive services in addition to Senior Housing in the
Regional Medical District.

2. Preliminary Rezoning from POD-1, Planned Office District-1, to
PUD, Planned Unit Development and Preliminary Development
Plan.

The following is now requested:
1. Final Development Plan and Final Rezoning to a PUD.

2. Zoning Ordinance Amendment establishing the PUD District.

Surrounding Land Uses

Northerly:  Office buildings; zoned POD-1, Planned Office District and
guided RM, Regional Medical District.

Easterly: Multi-story office buildings; zoned POD-1, Planned Office
District and guided RM, Regional Medical District.

Southerly:  Firestone Tire & Southdale; Zoned PCD-3, Planned
Commercial District and guided CAC, Community Activity
Center.

Westerly:  Multi-story office buildings; zoned POD-1, Planned Office
District and guided RM, Regional Medical District.

Existing Site Features

The subject property is 39,339 square feet in size, is relatively flat and contains a
two-story TCF Bank. (See pages A2—-A3.)

Planning

Guide Plan designation: RM, Regional Medical. (See page A5.)
Zoning: POD-1, Planned Office District -1. (See page A8.)




Density

Proposed Density of the project would be 43 units per acre; which would be
within the density range currently allowed for senior housing and affordable
housing with supportive services in the RM, Regional Medical District. The
following table demonstrates existing density ranges for high density
residential development in Edina. There are a variety of housing types
here, from market rate housing to senior affordable housing development.

High Density Development in Edina

Development Address Units Units Per Acre

* Yorktown Continental 7151 York 264 45
The Durham 7201 York 264 46
York Plaza Condos 7200-20 York 260 34
York Plaza Apartments 7240-60 York 260 29
Edina Place Apartments 7300-50 York 139 15
* Walker Elder Suites 7400 York 72 40
* 7500 York Cooperative 7500 York 416 36
Edinborough Condos 76xx York 392 36
* South Haven 3400 Parklawn 100 42
* The Waters Colonial Drive 139 22
69" & York Apartments 3121 69" Street 114 30
* 8500 France — Senior 6500 France 188 80
Housing

Lennar 6725 York 240 52

* Senior Housing

PUD Rezoning

The applicant is requesting a rezoning of this site to PUD, Planned Unit
Development District to allow affordable housing on the site. (See attached draft
PUD Ordinance.)




Within a PUD District, the setback regulation, building coverage and floor area
ratio of the most closely related conventional zoning district shall be considered
presumptively appropriate, but may be departed from to accomplish the purpose
and intent of the PUD.

The following is compliance table that demonstrates how the proposed
building would comply with the Regional Medical District standards and
show residential densities in Edina. The use is currently not allowed in the
existing POD-1 or RMD Zoning District.

Compliance Table

City Standard Proposed
(POD-1 Planned
Office District)
Front — 66" Street 35 feet 43 feet (existing)
Front — Barrie Road 35 feet 25 feet (existing)
40 feet (new)
Side — North 20 feet 50+ feet
Side — east 20 feet 25 feet
Building Height 12 stories or 2 stories
144 feet, whichever is less
Building Coverage 30% 30%
Floor Area Ratio .50% Office 77%**
(1.0 RMD District)
Density — Comp. Plan 12-80 units per acre 39 units
43 units per acre
Minimum Lot Size 10 acres (RMD Standard) .9 acres
No minimum in the POD
District
Parking Stalls 1 enclosed space per unit 19 spaces exposed**
+ guest parking (proof-of-parking for 37)
39 units

** Variance Required under POD-1 Standards

Per Chapter 36 of the City Code the following are the regulations for a PUD:

1. Purpose and Intent. The purpose of the PUD District is to
provide comprehensive procedures and standards intended to
allow more creativity and flexibility in site plan design than
would be possible under a conventional zoning district. The




decision to zone property to PUD is a public policy decision for
the City Council to make in its legislative capacity. The purpose
and intent of a PUD is to include most or all of the following:

a. provide for the establishment of PUD (planned unit
development) zoning districts in appropriate settings and
situations to create or maintain a development pattern that
is consistent with the City's Comprehensive Plan;

b. promote a more creative and efficient approach to land use
within the City, while at the same time protecting and
promoting the health, safety, comfort, aesthetics, economic
viability, and general welfare of the City;

c. provide for variations to the strict application of the land use
regulations in order to improve site design and operation,
while at the same time incorporate design elements that
exceed the City's standards to offset the effect of any
variations. Desired design elements may include:
sustainable design, greater utilization of new technologies in
building design, special construction materials,
landscaping, lighting, stormwater management, pedestrian
oriented design, and podium height at a street or transition
to residential neighborhoods, parks or other sensitive uses;

d. ensure high quality of design and design compatible with
surrounding land uses, including both existing and planned;

e. maintain or improve the efficiency of public streets and
utilities;

f. preserve and enhance site characteristics including natural
features, wetland protection, trees, open space, scenic
views, and screening;

g. allow for mixing of land uses within a development;

h. encourage a variety of housing types including affordable
housing; and

i. ensure the establishment of appropriate transitions between
differing land uses.

The project would meet some of the goals for a PUD as outline above. Those
include:




Providing a development that is 100% affordable to assist in the City
affordable housing goals with the Met Council.

Improve the efficiency of street by allowing a land use that would generate
less traffic than the bank use; and it would eliminate the bank drive-
through facility.

Would utilize sustainable design as described in the applicant narrative on
page A11. Most notable elements include: compliance with Minnesota
Overlay and Guide to the 2011 Enterprise Green Communities Criteria;
utilizing the existing building rather than a tear down; committing to a 15%
energy savings; locating the building to make use of Metro Transit;
impervious surface would be reduced by 6.9%; enhanced landscaping;
making use of special construction material; installing a rain garden for
stormwater management; and pedestrian oriented design.

The Comprehensive Plan allows senior housing as an allowed land use within
the regional medical district. The proposed affordable housing with supportive
services project is a form of housing that is desirable through a PUD, and would
fit with this site, given its close proximity to the Metro Transit Facility across 66"
Street and Southdale Shopping Center. This area would provide employment
opportunities in close proximity for residents. The site is located on an edge of
the Regional Medical District and on an arterial roadway.

2. Applicability/Criteria

a. Uses. All permitted uses, permitted accessory uses, conditional
uses, and uses allowed by administrative permit contained in the
various zoning districts defined in Section 850 of this Title shall
be treated as potentially allowable uses within a PUD district,
provided they would be allowable on the site under the
Comprehensive Plan.

With the recent Comprehensive Plan amendment to allow affordable
housing in addition to senior housing, this project is consistent with the
Regional Medical District.

The Zoning Ordinance amendment, which follows this staff report, lists the
uses that would be allowed on this site. Spack Consulting did a parking
analysis that determined that the proposed parking would support the
uses proposed, and the traffic generated would actually be less than the
previously approved medical office. (See pages A59-A81.)

The proposed residential development would generate 20 am peak hour
trips and 24 pm peak hour trips. The existing bank generates 45 am peak
hour trips and 89 pm peak hour trips.




b. Eligibility Standards. To be eligible for a PUD district, all
development should be in compliance with the following:

i. where the site of a proposed PUD is designated for more than
one (1) land use in the Comprehensive Plan, the City may
require that the PUD include all the land uses so designated
or such combination of the designated uses as the City
Council shall deem appropriate to achieve the purposes of
this ordinance and the Comprehensive Plan;

The proposal would not include a mixture of land uses. It would
include affordable housing for young adults who have experienced
homelessness. Within the overall RMD, Regional Medical District, this
project-would introduce the potential for another use in the district,
and would help the City meet its affordable housing goals established
with the Metropolitan Council of 212 new affordable housing units by
the year 2020.

ii. any PUD which involves a single land use type or housing
type may be permitted provided that it is otherwise
consistent with the objectives of this ordinance and the
Comprehensive Plan;

As mentioned above, the proposed uses would be for housing that is
all affordable. Providing affordable housing and sustainable
development are goals within the Comprehensive Plan that this
project would accomplish. Comprehensive Plan goals and objectives
include:

¢ Promotion of a vision of community that is inclusive of a wide
range of ages, incomes, and abilities and offers a wide range
of housing options for Edina residents.

¢ Promote lifecycle housing to support a range of housing
options that meet people’s preferences and circumstance at
all stages of life.

e Variety of Buildings Forms. Encourage an integrated mix of
building type, heights and footprints within blocks, rather
than single buildings or building groups.

e Incorporate principles of sustainability and energy
conservation into all aspects of design, construction,
renovation and long-term operation of new and existing
development.




iii. permitted densities may be specifically stated in the
appropriate planned development designation and shall be in
general conformance with the Comprehensive Plan; and

The proposed building density would be 43 units per acre and have
an FAR of .77. The Floor Area Ratio contemplated in the
Comprehensive Plan for Regional Medical is 1.0; however, the current
POD-1 Zoning District allows an FAR of .50. The density range
allowed for senior housing in the district is up to 80 units per acre.

Density in the Comprehensive Plan limits senior housing to 12-80
dwelling units per acre. Density for senior housing shall be based on
proximity to hospitals, proximity to low density uses, utilities capacity,
level of transit service available, and impact on adjacent roads. Other
desired items to allow greater density would include: Below grade
parking, provision of park or open space, affordable housing,
sustainable design principles, and provision of public art.

The site has adequate utilities capacity; would generate less traffic
than an office use; would provide affordable housing; would be a
sustainable development; and would take advantage of Metro Transit
Availability. Staff believes the density is appropriate for this site.

iv. the setback regulation, building coverage and floor area ratio
of the most closely related conventional zoning district shall
be considered presumptively appropriate, but may be
departed from to accomplish the purpose and intent
described in #1 above.

The proposed project does closely relate to the already
established standards in the POD-1 District, as the existing
building is being utilized. Flexibility is requested in regard to
parking spaces. For the reasons stated above, staff believes the
purpose and intend of the PUD Ordinance is met.

Site Access

The primary access to the site would remain off of Barrie Road. One drive
entrance would be eliminated. (See page A35.)

Parking

Per Chapter 36, Article XII, Division 4, the requirement for multi-family
residential parking in a commercial area, is one enclosed space per unit
plus additional guest parking as required. Therefore, at minimum a
requirement of 39 stalls plus guest parking should be provided. The




applicant is proposing 19 surface stalls, with a proof-of parking plan to 37
stalls.

Staff has some concern in regard to potential future lack of parking. While
the proposed use may be able to get by with the proposed surface parking
only, any future conversion of these units for market rate housing would
surely be short of parking. A stipulation in a potential PUD Ordinance would
be to only allow this type of housing on the site; therefore, any conversion
of the units would require a PUD Amendment. Additional parking would be
required as part of any PUD Amendment.

A parking study was done by Spack Consulting, which concludes that the
proposed parking would support the use. (See page A67.) The total demand for
parking is anticipated to be 12 spaces.

Traffic

A traffic study was also done by Spack, which concludes that the existing
roadways support the proposed uses. The proposed use would generate less
traffic than the existing bank on the site. The existing use generates 45 trips in
the am peak hour and 889 trips in the pm peak hour. The proposed use would
generate 20 trips in the am peak hour and 24 trips in the pm peak hour.

Landscaping

Based on the perimeter of the site, 21 overstory trees and a full complement of
understory trees and shrubs are required. The applicant is proposing to plant 24
overstory trees around the perimeter of the site & understory trees and shrubs.
(See landscape plan on pages A35-A37.)

Grading & Utilities

The city engineer has reviewed the plans and found them acceptable and offered
comments. (See pages A57-A58.)

Signage

Signage for the residential use would be allowed per the requirements of the
multiple family residential districts as follows:

Type Maximum Number |Maximum  |Maximum
Area Height
Building identification One per building |12 square 6 feet




feet

Area identification One per 24 square |6 feet
development feet

Building identification (convalescent, nursing |One per building |24 square 6 feet

or rest homes only) feet

Bike Racks

The applicant is proposing 26 bicycle parking spots and indoor bicycle storage.
Outdoor racks would be located in front of the building near the main entrance off

the parking lot. (See page A35.)

PRIMARY ISSUES/STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Primary Issue

¢ Is the proposed rezoning to PUD appropriate for the site?

Yes. Staff believes the proposal to rezone the site to PUD is reasonable for the

site for the following reasons:

1. The proposed Final Rezoning and Final Development Plan is consistent
with the approved Preliminary Rezoning and Preliminary Development

Plans.

2. The project would meet many of the goals of for a PUD as outline above.

Those include:

« Providing a development that is 100% affordable to assist in the city
affordable housing goals with the Met Council.

« Improve the efficiency of street by allowing a land use that would
generate less traffic than the bank use; and it would eliminate the bank

drive-through facility.

«  Would utilize sustainable design as described in the applicant narrative
on page A13. Most notable elements include: compliance with

Minnesota Overlay and Guide to the 2011 Enterprise Green

Communities Criteria; utilizing the existing building rather than a tear
down; committing to a 15% energy savings; locating the building to make
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use of Metro Transit; impervious surface would be reduced by 6.9%;
enhanced landscaping; making use of special construction material;
installing a rain garden for stormwater management; and pedestrian
oriented design.

The Comprehensive Plan allows senior housing and affordable housing with
supportive services as allowed land uses within the regional medical district.
The proposed affordable housing proposal is desirable through a PUD, and
it would fit in well with this site, given its close proximity to the Metro Transit
Facility across 66th Street and Southdale Shopping Center. This area could
provide employment opportunity in close proximity for residents. The site is
located on an edge of the Regional Medical District and on an arterial
roadway.

The existing roadways and parking lot would support the project. Spack
Consulting conducted a traffic impact study based on the proposed
development, and concluded that the traffic generated from the project
would not impact the adjacent driveways or intersections. In fact the
proposed uses would actually generate less traffic than the previously
approved medical building. No additional improvements other than those
shown on the site plan would be required to accommodate the site
redevelopment.

The PUD ensures that the building proposed would be the only building built
on the site, unless an amendment to the PUD is approved by City Council.

The PUD ensures that this is the only use allowed within the building. Any
change in use would require an amendment to the PUD Ordinance.

Staff Recommendation

Final Rezoning from POD-1,
Planned Office District to Planned Unit Development
District & Final Development Plan

Recommend that the City Council approve the Preliminary Rezoning and
approve the Preliminary Development Plan.

Approval is based on the following findings:

1.

Affordable housing is identified as a need in the Comprehensive Plan; and
the proposed amendment would assist the City in meeting its established
affordable housing goal with the Met Council of providing 212 new
affordable housing units by the year 2020. This project would include 39
new affordable housing units toward that goal.
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2. The proposed density of 43 units per acre is reasonable, and within the
density range suggested in the Comprehensive Plan of between 12-80 units
per acre.

3. The proposed affordable housing project would generate less traffic than the
existing bank facility.

4. The project would utilize sustainability principles. Most notable elements
include: compliance with Minnesota Overlay and Guide to the 2011
Enterprise Green Communities Criteria; utilizing the existing building rather
than a tear down; committing to a 15% energy savings; locating the building
to make use of Metro Transit; impervious surface would be reduced by
6.9%; enhanced landscaping; making use of special construction material;
installing a rain garden for storm water management; and pedestrian
oriented design.

5. Project would meet the following additional Comprehensive Plan goals and
objectives:

a) Promotion of a vision of community that is inclusive of a wide range
of ages, incomes, and abilities and offers a wide range of housing
options for Edina residents.

b) Promotion of lifecycle housing to support a range of housing
options that meet people’s preferences and circumstance at all
stages of life.

c) Encourage an integrated mix of building type, heights and footprints
within blocks, rather than single buildings or building groups.

d) Incorporate principles of sustainability and energy conservation into
all aspects of design, construction, renovation and long-term
operation of new and existing development.

Preliminary approval is subject to the following conditions:

1.  Subject to staff approval, the site must be developed and maintained in
substantial conformance with the following plans, unless modified by the
conditions below:

Site plan date stamped September 12, 2014.

Grading plan date stamped September 12, 2014.
Utility plan date stamped September 12, 2014.
Landscaping plan date stamped September 12, 2014.
Building elevations date stamped September 12, 2014
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e Building materials board as presented at the Planning Commission and
City Council meeting.

Prior to issuance of a building permit, a final landscape plan must be
submitted, subject to staff approval. The Final Landscape Plan must meet
all minimum landscaping requirements per Section 36-1436 through 36-
1462 of the City Code. Additionally, a performance bond, letter-of-credit, or
cash deposit must be submitted for one and one-half times the cost amount
for completing the required landscaping, screening, or erosion control
measures.

The property owner is responsible for replacing any required landscaping
that dies.

The Final Lighting Plan must meet all minimum requirements per Section
36-1260 of the City Code.

Submit a copy of the Minnehaha Creek Watershed District permit. The City
may require revisions to the approved plans to meet the district's
requirements.

Sustainable design. The design and construction of the entire project must
be done with the Sustainable Initiatives as outlined in the applicant’s
narrative within the Planning Commission staff report. Attempts must be
made meet an energy savings goal of 15% over state energy code
guidelines. A plan of how standards are intended to be met must be
submitted prior to issuance of a building permit.

Compliance with all of the conditions outlined in the director of engineering’s
memo dated July 15, 2014.

Approval of a Zoning Ordinance Amendment establishing the PUD-7,
Planned Unit Development for this site.

Final Rezoning is subject to review and approval of the Metropolitan Council
on the Comprehensive Plan Amendment.
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PUD Ordinance

Recommend the City Council adopt the Ordinance Amendment establishing the
PUD-7 Zoning District.

Deadline for a city decision: October 21, 2014
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ORDINANCE NO. 2014-__

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE ZONING ORDINANCE
TO ESTABLISH THE PUD-7, PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT-7
DISTRICT AT 3330 66™ STREET

The City Of Edina Ordains:

Section 1. Chapter 36, Article VI, Division 4 is hereby amended to rezone the below described
property to PUD, Planned Unit Development in accordance with the following:

Sec. 36-494

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)

Planned Unit Development District-7 (PUD-7) — 66" West Apartments

Legal description:
The South 300 feet of Lot 2, as measured along the West line of said lot from the
Southwest corner thereof in Block 3, Southdale Acres, Hennepin County, Minnesota.

Torrens Property Certificate of Title No: 361393,

Approved Plans. Incorporated herein by reference are the re-development plans
received by the City on June , 2014 except as amended by City Council
Resolution No. 2014-__, on file in the Office of the Planning Department.

Principal Uses:

Affordable housing with supportive services to assist residents with maintaining
stability in housing and employment, as proposed and described by Beacon
Interfaith Housing collaborative in their project description on file in the Office of
the Planning Department. Any change in use of the site will require an
amendment to this PUD-7 Ordinance.

All uses allowed in the POD-1 District, as listed in Section 36-575.

Accessory Uses:

Off-street parking facilities.

Conditional Uses:

None

Development Standards. Development standards per the POD-1 Zoning District,
except the following:



Building Setbacks

Building Setbacks

Front — 66" 43 feet

Street 25 feet

Front — Barrie

Road 50 feet
25 feet

Side — North

Rear — South

Building Height 2 stories

Maximum Floor 77%

Area Ratio (FAR)

Building 30%
Coverage
Parking Stalls 19 surface

Proof-of-parking for 37

(g) Signs for POD-1 use shall be allowed per the POD-1 standards in Sec. 36-1714.

Signs affordable housing with supportive services shall be allowed per Section
36-1712.

Section 3. This ordinance is effective immediately upon Met Council review and decision on
the Comprehensive Plan Amendment.



First Reading:
Second Reading:

Published:

ATTEST:

Debra A. Mangen, City Clerk James B. Hovland, Mayor

Please publish in the Edina Sun Current on:
Send two affidavits of publication.

Bill to Edina City Clerk

CERTIFICATE OF CITY CLERK

|, the undersigned duly appointed and acting City Clerk for the City of Edina do hereby certify
that the attached and foregoing Ordinance was duly adopted by the Edina City Council at its
Regular Meeting of October 21, 2014, and as recorded in the Minutes of said Regular Meeting.

WITNESS my hand and seal of said City this day of , 2014,

City Clerk




























3330 66" Street, Edina
Explanation of Request and Description of Project

Beacon Interfaith Housing Collaborative (Beacon) is seeking final zoning approval to PUD and final
development approval at 3330 66™ Street.

Beacon builds high quality, affordable housing for families and individuals. We believe housing is the
foundation for people to create the stability and security we all seek. We believe that well-designed,
professionally managed buildings create a win-win for conununities and tenants, We believe everyone
deserves to have choices in housing. We believe in home. Our development projects are usually
undertaken with partners and collaborators in the faith communities. When a congregation has identified a
desire to create affordable housing and the capacity to embark on a development project, our staff, with
their specialized expertise, collaborate with congregational leaders to make the vision a reality. This
model, over our 15 year history, has resulted in the creation of nearly 500 homes.

In partnership with Edina Community Lutheran Church, Beacon has entered into a purchase agreement
with the owners at 3330 66 Street West and intends to convert the existing building into a residential
apartment building, “66 West Apartments,” that will provide 39 units of permanent housing for young
adults who have experienced homelessness. We plan to seek funding from Minnesota Housing, Hennepin
County and several private funding sources to make the units affordable to homeless young adults
between the ages of 18 and 22. 66 West Apartment’s units meet the Met Council definition of affordable
rental housing according to the Livable Cornmunities Act. Construction of these units will apply towards
the City’s Met Council goal of creating 212 additional affordable housing units in Edina between 2011
and 2020. See the separate attachment detailing the project funding structure.

66 West is supportive, affordable housing for young adults who have experienced homelessness. The goal
is to support the tenants as they learn to live independently and develop their skills to be financially
independent — thereby ending the cycle of homelessness. The building wiil be staffed by specialists
serving homeless young adults. Our supportive service approach is also designed to create a sense of
belonging and place for residents and to foster healthy relationships between youth and caring adults with
professional training and skills. The outcome is that that coimmunity creates an engaging, safe “home”
environment with ample opportunities for youth to access on-site or in the broader community.

Site and Development Description

The project site is bounded by West 66™ Street to the South, Barrie Road to the west, and office buildings
to the east and north. The site is currently zoned POD and contains a two-story building with a basement.
The first floor is being used as a bank with a drive through facility. The remaining floors are not being
used.

The building will contain housing units, as well as office and resident amenities. The building will feature
39 studio units, ranging in size from a net (paint to paint) 322 square feet to 451 square feet. Each
apartment will contain a full kitchen and bathroom. The building will contain offices for on-site service
providers and property management. There will be a community area for residents, as well as a fitness
area, computer lab and laundry room.

The site is .9 acres. The project incorporates the entire existing 18,145 square foot building and also
includes a 10,458 square foot addition. The remodeled building, with the addition, will have an 11,283
square foot building footprint and a total floor area of 28,603 square feet. The building will reinain two
stories, plus the existing basement. The design retains the brick on the existing building. Expected
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exterior materials on the addition will be brick and metal panels. The updated exterior will complement
the surrounding buildings.

The site features two outdoor courtyards and a basketball court as resident amenities. The project retains
most of the mature trees on the site. Additional garden areas and ornamnental trees, including a rain

garden, further enhance the existing landscaping. Plantings and a tree for shade will improve the existing
bus stop area, currently just a bench. Additional pedestrian walkways to the public sidewalk are planned.

Sustainability. Currently, the building use is limited to one of the three floors due to parking
requirements. This project maximizes the potential of the .9 acres by repurposing the entire existing
building and adding an addition. The development reduces the iinpervious paving of the site by 6.9%.
Beacon delivers buildings that are environmentally sustainable in design and operation. 66 West will
incorporate many sustainable building elements, outlined in the attachment.

Parking, traffic and transit. The primary entrance is accessed off Barrie Road. The parking lot, as
designed, has 19 parking stalls. Landscaping along Barrie Road could be removed and the parking lot
expanded to accommodate an additional 12 spots, should a future user require additional parking. In
addition, there is a paved, unstriped area, currently designed as a basketball court, in which 6 additional
spots could be added with minimal site disruption. Thus, the site could contain a total of 37 parking stalls
for a future use.

Beacon has provided funding so that the City of Edina could conduct a parking study to verify the parking
needs and determine the impact on traffic. Beacon believes 19 parking spots would be sufficient to serve
the residents, guests and staff. The independent parking study found that in other Beacon buildings that
serve a similar population, the rate of parked cars to apartments range between 18% and 30%. In the most
similar building serving young adults, the rate of parked cars, at its peak, was 18%. Thus, conservatively,
Beacon would expect no more than 12 parking stalls will be required for residents. In addition, the
building has offices for a maximum of 6 staff. There will be no facility vehicles requiring a parking stall.
In addition, the project site is located across the street from the Southdale transit hub served by nine bus
routes. Also, two high frequency bus routes stop immediately adjacent to the property — route 6 to
Downtown Minneapolis and the University of Minnesota and route 515 to Richfield and Bloomington.
Thus, it is expected all residents can utilize public transportation, reducing the dependency on cars. We
would also expect that future uses would also take advantage of the proximity to public transportation.
Finally, the project includes 26 bicycle parking spots and indoor bicycle storage.




66 West
Sustainable Elements

In order to create homes that are durable, healthy and efficient, Minnesota Housing require all funded
projects to comply with the Minnesota Overlay and Guide to the 2011 Enterprise Green Communities
Criteria. This guide outlines mandatory and optional sustainable building criteria to include in the project.
Beacon Interfaith Housing Collaborative (Beacon) has committed to implement certain criteria and
incorporated the elements or strategies into the building design, The document providing the written
commitment is attached. In addition, at the financial closing, Beacon will reaffirm the commitment and
certify the building criteria that were included in the construction documents. Finally, upon construction
completion, Beacon, the architect, and the general contractor will certify that the elements and strategies
wete incorporated into the final building, Energy modeling and performance test results are also required
to verify energy standard criteria.

Below are significant strategies or elements that will be included in 66 West through the Green .
Communities program. See the attached certification for a complete list.
o (6 West is a compact development, with 43.33 units per acre.
66 West is within walking distance of many services and facilities.
The project site is adjacent to public transit stop that totaling nearly 160 stops per day.
66 West is an adaptive reuse of an existing building.
At least 50% of the planting will be native species.
The building will have a HERS (home energy rating system) index of at least 85, which is at least
15% more energy efficient than a HERS reference home and consistent with Energy Star
compliant homes.
e 66 West will install only Energy Star rated appliances and light fixtures.
All of the project’s interior paints, primers, and adhesives will meet low VOC standards.
66 West will install Energy Star, continuous running bathroom fans exhausted directly to the
outdoors.

e @ © e o

In addition, 66 West will feature the following Green Building strategies.
o 66 West will reduce the impervious paving of the existing site by 6,.9%.
e The building will feature hard surface flooring in the units.
e The projectsite will include a rain garden.
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ADJACENT COMMERTIAL HULDING.
8325 BARRIC RGAD.
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KEY _NOTFS
1, REMOVE CDNCRETE CURB AND GUTIER
2, RUMOVE BITUMINDUS PAVEMINT
3. REMOVE CDNCRETE PAVEMENT
4, REMOVE SEGMENTAL RETAING WALL
5, REMOVE SIGN AND BASE
6. REMOVE LIGHT PDLE AND BASE
7. REMOVE TREE AND STUUP
8. RCMOVE CANDPY. SUPPDRT POSTS, AND FDOTINGS
9, RMOVE TRASH ENCLDSURE ANS FDDTINGS
8. REWOVE BIKE RACK
11, REMOVE PNEUVATIC TUBE INFRASTRUGTURE
12, REMOVE HAND RAILING
13, REMOVE TELLER MACHINES ANS SOLLARDS
14. REMOVE FLAG POLE AND BASE
15, REMOVE BANK SIGN AND FDOTINGS
15, SAWCUT PAVEMENT TD FULL DEPTH
17. REMOVE BENCH AND CONCRETE PAD
18, RTMOVE AND SALVAGE BRICK WALK
o
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| 66 West
ABIACENT COMMERGIAL BUILDING
- | 2075 DARE ROAD Apartments
@ 3830 661 St Wect, Edina
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\ @\
x Rezoning, Comprehensive Plan Amendment. Beacon Interfaith Housing. 3330
West 66™ Street

Planner Presentation

Planner Rothstein informed the Commission to consider a redevelopment request of the
existing TCF Bank building, located at 3330 66" Street by Beacon Interfaith

Housing Collaborative (Beacon). The applicant proposes to remodel and expand
‘the building into 39 units of small studio apartments for young adults who have
experienced homelessness. The size of the units would rg %‘ge from 322-451
square feet. Each unit would contain a full kitchen and bal throom. The building
would contain offices for on-site service providers andbproperty management.
There would also be a community area for resndentS\z«%‘fft‘Qess area; a computer

lab and a laundry room. R \
“\‘“& T

Continuing, Rothstein fold the Commlssm@:f snte is 39,204 \%Are feet in size.

The existing bank is 18,179 square feet. Tk e~ roposed addltlon \No\uld be 10,458
. R

square feet. The building would remain two st@qes Thgremodel of theJaqumg

would retain the existing brick, ar&he addition \'ﬁ‘%‘gw\bnck with mefal panels

Theie would be 19 surface parklzﬁ\k\stalls\‘;&i\{{‘ed of p K\ng would total 37 total
surface stalls. No enclosed parking® is\Qropesxe\g%The apphcants have indicated in
their narrative that 18% Q(thelr resnde s have C”rs Beacoﬁ}a(]tlcnpates that no
more than 12 stalls Q ulgi‘\\ required fo&esndﬁe\g‘teﬁh\%  aximum need for staff
parking is 6 stalls. %&erefore Qey believe hei“ Woul%a%a\(ﬂegadequate parking.
Residents are expec’fleg to utlllze\’she Metre\T;r\azlsnt bus seWuce available across
the street at Southdale
%Y%‘% &;\\%&} \\ S,

All of the nlts\wéuld b@‘cca\[\i sidered: af(erdable‘*housmg, and would apply -

towards\il“\e City and*Met Coun\c‘ll 'S goal for*aﬁ“erdable housing.

L, N \\

Y W, O8N

Rothstel%rt&‘er explalne\d :Qat the\é‘omprehensnve Plan deflnes the site and area

as RM, ReglonaLl\/ledlcal The\RM allows for senior housing on a case by case
"Qx\ Ry

basis, howevers does not allow other housing. Therefore, a Comprehensive Plan

Amendment is recﬁ’ured Rotl‘Qeln added this development proposal is subject to

a two-step review proqess%hve first step in the process is to obtaln the following

approvals: \\q\

,'«(/

1. A Comprehensive Guide Plan-Amendment to allow affordable housing in
addition to Senior Housing in the Regional Medical District.

2. Preliminary Rezoning from POD-1 Planned Office District-1, to PUD,
Planned Unit Development and Preliminary Development Plan. (3/5 Vote
of the City Council required.)

A




If the Comprehensive Plan Amendment, Preliminary Rezoning and Preliminary
Development Plan are approved by the City Council, the following is then required for

the second step:

1. Final Development Plan and Final Rezoning to a PUD.
2. Zoning Ordinance Amendment establishing the PUD District.

Rothstein further noted that the property is located within an area of the City that
is designated as a “Potential Area of Change” within the 2008 Comprehensive
Plan. The Comprehensive Plan states that within the Potegtial Areas of Change,
“A development proposal that involves a Comprehensrve\ﬁan Amendment or a
rezoning will require a Small Area Plan study prior tg:piaunmg application.
However, the authority to initiate a Small Area Plarg\:;rests {with the City Council.”
The City Council did not require a Small Area PLa durmg“fhe\\Sketch Plan

Review. ‘;*«\g.

E'%%%‘\ 2%; 2 R
1.  Affordable housing is ldentlﬁed\as aneed m\fﬁ“‘%omprehens’ive Plan: and the
RS \\\%&
proposed amendment wouldraSSI »t the City in meet{ng its established affordable
housing goal with the Met Coun \ f*pibwdmg 212\5ne\y\v affordable housing units by
the year 2020. This project wou’ldﬂnclu \e“39,'rqew affc;‘rd\awble housing units toward
that goal. That weu\l\g\ttake up 10@‘V of the \&ﬁtal units inithe project.
hei 3, er Qréréreas“gﬁable and within the density
. range sugges\te@g&i\r\r the Ceﬁprehensi' I8 P'lan of betwaen 12-80 units per acre.
3. The RM District allows senl\or housing clirently. The proposed affordable housing

A P
prOJect%v,\(euld mclud\\unlts&fhat«are small n;:.SIze generally similar to senior

hOUS \ nd~th resndents within' ’[he«proposed project typically do not drive, similar

t\e»senlor housmg \II' he pro osed affordable housing project would generate less

trat lcxthan the exis log bankifamhty

4. The p\r\e\ject would ut!llze susta\l“nabmty principles. Most notable elements include:
comphanée with anesota Overlay and Guide to the 2011 Enterprise Green
CommunltreS\Crltena u’uhzmg the existing building rather than a tear down;
committing to\a @% energy savings; locating the building to make use of Metro
Transit; lmperwou SUF Ce would be reduced by 6.9%; enhanced landscaping;

making use of specnagé:"nstructlon material; installing a rain garden for storm water

management; and padestrian oriented design.
5. Project would meet the following additional Comprehensrve Plan goals and

objectives:

a) Promotion of a vision of community that is inclusive of a wide range of ages,
incomes, and abilities and offers a wide range of housing options for Edina

residents.
b) Promotion of lifecycle housing to support a range of housing options that
meet people’s preferences and circumstance at all stages of life.

ft




c) Encourage an integrated mix of building type, heights and footprints within
blocks, rather than single buildings or building groups.

d) Incorporate principles of sustainability and energy conservation into all
aspects of design, construction, renovation and long-term operation of new
and existing development.

Rothstein explained the housing proposed by Beacon would not have a direct
connection to the RM, Regional Medical District. The structure would be located several
blocks from the hospital. There would not be a direct tie in to any medical use in the
area. @
The Regional Medical Zoning District contemplates a\iacre minimum lot size. ltis
intended for larger medical type uses along with s ﬁ&i or h usmg which benefits from
bemg in close prox1mlty to medical uses. %j\\%‘

«\ ”\f

\\:::‘

Planner Rothstein concluded that staff reoe&?ﬁ\}n\iends that the éﬁt?Counoll approve the
request for a Comprehensive Plan Amena t to allow affordab ea @usmg in the RMD

District subject to the following findings: \ % x\\\\
in

1.  Affordable housing is ldentlﬂed& 8.8 need exC“}omprehenSIve Plan and the
proposed amendment Woulgs‘aSSIst\the Clty in me%@g its established affordable
housing goal with the Met Courﬁgll of‘pr@ dmg 212\g\ew affordable housing units by

the year 2020. Thig prOJect wou ekncludeﬁg\niv\aff@rq%ble housing units (100%

ﬁ

of the projects L{Qé g «t@ward that oal \%
oh SIty of‘43 unlts pe rals reasenable and within the density

2. The propose ‘deﬁ
range sugges% the Co prehenswe l‘lan of bemeen 12-80 units per acre.

3. TheRM Dlstrlct Q\/@ ser; \r housmg\‘\h[\ently The proposed affordable housing
prOJeo d molude\un a’g\am small RSIZG generally similar to senior
h \h» reSIdents within't egprop@)sed project typically do not drive, similar

s\mor housmgz\:}\ \\\%

Xg;p@ect would® utLllze sus:[\%jg\ablhty prmCIpleS Most notable elements include:
compu&?nce with Mlnhké\sota O\rerlay and Guide to the 2011 Enterprise Green
Commit Ues Criteria; ‘utlhzmgt é*emstmg building rather than a tear down;
commlttlﬁg\t a 15% energy savings; locating the building to make use of Metro
Transit; impéer %ggus surfé“gg would be reduced by 6.9%; enhanced landscaping;
making use of’ speCIal @pstructlon material; installing a rain garden for storm water
management; andi; edestrlan oriented design.

5. The project would Moet the following additional Comprehensive Plan goals and

objectives:

/

a) Promotion of a vision of community that is inclusive of a wide range of
ages, incomes, and abilities and offers a wide range of housing options for
Edina residents.

b) Promotion of lifecycle housing to support a range of housing optlons that
meet people’s preferences and circumstance at all stages of life.

ASD




c) Encourage an integrated mix of building type, heights and footprints within
~ blocks, rather than single buildings or building groups.
d) Incorporate principles of sustainability and energy conservation into all
aspects of design, construction, renovation and long-term operation of
new and existing development.

Rothstein further recommended the City Council approve the Preliminary Rezoning and
approve the Preliminary Development Plan, based on the following findings:

|.  Affordable housing is identified as a need in the Comprehensnve Plan; and the proposed
amendment would assist the City in meeting its establg&gd?affordable housing goal with
the Met Council of providing 212 new affordable housmg units by the year 2020. This
project would include 39 new affordable housing un\}s‘t “\ard that goal.

2. The proposed density of 43 units per acre is reasor‘TaB(le, andx‘wrt-\hln the density range
suggested in the Comprehensive Plan of bgt “’M‘ eh [2-80 unitsiper, acre. The proposed

AR
affordable housing project would gener »ss S traffic than the & lSt[}llg bank facility.

2. The project would utilize sustainability P c1 les. Most notable eIeQIents include:
compliance with Minnesota Overlay and Gtua\\@\o the ZQLI Enterprise.Green
‘Communities Criteria; utilizing the existing bui dmg ra*cﬁ than a tear doW 1; committing
to a 15% energy savings; locatl‘\kg”he\\{buﬂdlng to make\use of Metro Transﬁ’c impervious

f“enQanced landscaSII\l\g, making use of specnal
i ‘:

surface would be reduced by 6.9
construction material; installing a*rai
pedestrian orlented desngn Y S
3. Project would me;‘c\th\e\fQL@wmg addfﬂonal C !

incomes,
ket idents.

B Encourage anqn\tegrated

Iocks ratherafhan smgléBmldmgs or building groups.
orporate prlnclgles of sustalnablhty and energy conservation into all aspects of

de\élgn constructkoh renovation and long-term operation of new and existing

.  The Final Development Plan must be generally consistent with approved Preliminary
Development Plans dated June 20, 2014.

2. Sustainable design. The design and construction of the entire project must be done with
the Sustainable Initiatives as outlined in the applicant’s narrative within the Planning

Commission staff report.
3. All buildings must be built with sprinkler systems, subject to review and approval of the

fire marshal.

AST




4.  Compliance with all of the conditions outlined in the director of engineering’s memo

dated July 15, 2014.
5.  The Final Landscape Plan must meet all minimum landscaping requirements per Chapter

36 of the Zoning Ordinance.
6.  The Final Lighting Plan must meet all minimum landscaping requirements per Chapter 36

of the Zoning Ordinance.
7.  Final Rezoning is subject to a Zoning Ordinance Amendment creating the PUD, Planned

Unit Development for this site.
8.  Final Rezoning is subject to review and approval of the Metropolitan Council on the
Comprehensive Plan Amendment. .4‘«%

Appearing for the Applicant ‘e‘\%;&\@
. a2 +—x \g\\

Lee Blons, Beacon Interfaith Housing Collaboratlv

2
Applicant Presentation %\\% \Z&\‘X‘\&\

Ms. Blons addressed the Commission giving a brlef\ istory of*Beacon Interfalt B Blons said this
is their first'in Edina and Beacon is collaboratlng Wlt\i&:\\gln \\g?;‘ommunlty Lutn%ézr:a&n

Church. Continuing, Blons reportes \t Atuthe 39 studloxa\gxartment unit project would serve
suburban homeless young adults. Blonsx\sé‘i‘;l\\‘d%t\hey behev;i\t%??éxlocatlon of 66 West is terrific.
She pointed out it is located directly on*a b \’Ilne and is Wlthl[l\ alking distance of retail and

medical. Blons introduced, Garol Lansxng\;f?af\ Faegrexan Benson and Bart Nelson of Urban

Works. ‘3\%\{\\ \}‘;@ N \‘?}\\
Ms. Lansing reported*t;\alt .the term%affordable\housmg isn t a vague term it's a recognized
term. N

; N
NG N \\‘%\
Mr. NeI \%&\é\alw\f}pﬁics gave% brleﬁﬁ\&lptlon of the units, parking stall count and
the Pr“\"‘ f of Parklng agre\g\ment “‘Nelson also repo\r"ted access to the site would be off Barrie
Road. Contl uing, Nelson\‘sald that p the request of the Commission the fence was removed
to create a re welcomlng\sﬁ:e Nelson;saxd a rain garden would be incorporated and the

o
vegetation p\nte would be iﬁ%ast 50/\\\\&\tlve plantings. Concluding, Nelson said the exterior

of the building WI|&V€ a conte\nﬁ\éorary look.

R
Continuing, Ms. Blons e@laxne%ﬁthe concept for the project addlng their intent is to build
relationships between ten \t&and the neighborhood. The units are independent living
with an on-site property manager. She further explained that multiple support services
are provided, nutrition, independent living skills, etc., adding their intent is for all
residents to have support. Blons reported there will be three full time staff to include
overnight staffing. Blons thanked the Commission for their support.

Discussion

Commissioner Forrest asked if the residents of the building are considered permanent.
Ms. Blons responded in the affirmative, adding the “stay” rate is usually six months to three

AS N




years. Forrest asked how the project is funded. Blons responded that this type of project
works backward. Approval is first; funding next. Continuing, Blons said a project like 66 West
has diversified funding including private contributions. Forrest questioned age requirements.
Blons responded the majority of the tenants are between 18 -21 years. Forrest further asked
where the tenants come from. Blons explained that the majority of the tenants come through
referrals. Forrest asked the turnover rate. Blons responded that 7-10 residents move in/out
throughout the year. Forrest questioned if the tenant mix will be male, female or both. Blons
responded that hadn’t been decided yet; however their other buildings service both young men

and women.

Continuing, Forrest explained she is struggling with amendlgg ithe’ Comprehensive Plan to
include “affordable” housing in the RM guided area. Ms. Igr‘f” iig told Commissioner Forrest
that the Commission has the discretion on policy ““K‘Ti_\“\\‘%

]

S
Commissioner Platteter asked if the tenants are; reqx’un'ed to sign a~lease Ms. Blons responded
in the affirmative, adding the residents are expeygted to comply W|th aLL(equ11'ements in the
lease. - She said if a tenant doesn’t comply W|th‘*(c\h\§{equlrements their Ieasg would be
terminated, adding staff would guide them to other\housmggf;approprlate @ommwsmner
o
Platteter questioned security/safety. [Ms. Blons expla|n§d tﬁ%\entrances are secﬁred entrances
with security cameras. Platteter asked@bo\ut the daytl é‘%hours Blons said durlng the day staff
is present and access is secured VisitOR: anfbe\“buzzed In{’«‘&«h
k SR Y
w\\ Wi, W
Commissioner Platteter saidin viewing the landscaplng\plan he vgould like to see additional -
Iandscaplng added to t@;e\yvﬁést%“ ( ediheiwould e WIIhng to look at that. He
SN \\3 \\\
sia s\posmble\v

‘&‘Qt &‘(\\\\\1&‘% ;\
A discussion ensued Wlth g omml sxomers dlscussmg the makeup of the proposed housing. It

was acknowaLgdged <that wh txis‘ “'\“gf\ A"\\é‘d s dlfferent from a “regular” apartment building.
4.\‘\

X \\\ T
It's a reg ldéﬁ?‘é‘\wxfﬁ‘sd‘pport serx\%]ces that” |n\élude everythlng from nutrition to transition
§:~ oners $ ggested that\’chef ervices prowded at the proposed residence

i

Sheila Rzepecki, 6617 Normandale Road, addressed the Commission.

Ms. Sims, 6433 Barrie Road, addressed the Commission.

Mrs. Prince, 7200 York Ave #602, addressed the Commission

Rev. Erik Strand, Edina Community Lutheran Church, 5732 Abbott Ave, addressed the
Commission.

Marilyn Peters, 6429 Barrie Road, addressed the Commission.

Bill Davis, 6616 Cornelia Drive, addressed the Commission.

Ms. Wood, 6525 Drew Avenue, addressed the Commission.
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Thomas Stone, Nicollet Square, #404, addressed the Commission.

M] Bauer, 7609 Gleason Road, Addressed the Commission.

Pacy Erck, 6315 Colony Way, addressed the Commission.

Mikkel Beckman, Hennepin County, 318 East 38" Street, addressed the Commission

Tom Nelson, Kenwood/Lowry Hill neighborhood, addressed the Commission.

Robert Hobbins, 4708 Upper Terrace, addressed the Commission

Carol Truesdell, 9 Woodland Road, addressed the Commission.

Pastor Mary Albing, Lutheran Church of Christ the Redeemer, addressed the Commission.
Lynn Truesdell, 9 Woodland Road, addressed the Commission.

Jenette Augustson, 5000 Arden Avenue, addressed the Com |SS|on

Floyd Grabiel, 4817 Wilford Way, addressed the Commissigh “éx

Betsy Cruz, 8109 Dupont Ave,, addressed the Commlssm - Z%"
Jon Good, 6816 Brittany Road, addressed the Commls \ﬁ{
Lisa Netzer, 6024 Timber Trail, addressed the CommISSIon
Linda Schmitz, 6483 Barrie Road, addressed the, (‘eﬁrmssnon §
Nate Schmeltzer, 132 West 62" Street, addres\ d‘the Commission. \\

Maura Schnonbach, 622 Balder Lane, addres;%d«the Commission.
RN

e” /

Marcia Kermeen, 232 Morgan Avenue, addressed‘\‘t{\g\Commlssmn
Jennifer Rolfes, 7675 Woodview Court addressed m\\e\s\\Commlssmn 0

Lisa Thompson, 5500 Benton Avenﬂ%%gnddressed the Gominission.
Rose Minor, 6519 Barrie Road, Step bz eBiMontesson?%‘é‘d{gressed the Commission.

Denise, Prior Lake addressed the Coni“f%tlssmn\ w\:& \;’\*

Sandy Perzinski, 6519 Bargj e Road Step by‘%Step Mo essorl, addT'essed the Commission.

2007 West 61 Street@ddressed\the Comm ssion % %\‘}%

Elizabeth Briden, 652s Barrle R%é‘daaddressed@é‘f mmls Lon‘*:z

David Coolaird, 7IOO\I\’I§\T:ro Boui%érd addressed the CommTZsmn

Bob Long, Larkin Hoffm: \‘kaddressed the Comiigsion
5100 Danepst %QVQ@dré§%{§ é%%%{%onn\v“\\i\\&\
Father '[ mgu ,\6\?20 St \“Pat’i‘ld( S Lan&,\\\a\ddressed the Commission.
AdaméEStiem, St. Stepheﬁ‘§\Churck\ddressed“fh‘e:Commlssmn
Rhondaxé\lson 5109 Beara‘&\venu ‘ddressed the Commission.
Janet Sulhvar\f\6832 GleasonkRead adc r\e\ssed the Commission.
R, R
Mark Swnggum ddressed the @ommlssmn
Mark Chamberlin \@04 Bristol ggf\d addressed the Commission.

Geoff Workinger, 5225\\IgloggaA enue, addressed the Commission.

S
Chair Staunton asked if aﬁ\?one else would like to speak, being none Staunton thanked
everyone for their mput and asked for a motion to close the public hearing.

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

Discussion

. Commissioner Kilberg commented that he is struggling with the request to PUD as
submitted. Kilberg stated he’s not convinced this isn’t residential creep into a

d




office/commercial neighborhood. Continuing, Kilberg said in his opinion the businesses have
valid concerns about the proposed rezoning to PUD to allow housing. Concluding,
Commissioner Kilberg reiterated this could be considered reverse creep; commercial to
residential, not residential to commercial.

Commissioner Carr asked for clarification on the zoning/rezoning. Planner Rothstein explained
that currently the property is zoned POD-1, Planned Office District and is guided in the
Comprehensive Plan (Comp Plan) as Regional Medical and earmarked as an area for potential
change. The request before the Commission this evening is a Comp Plan Amendment

and rezoning to PUD to allow housing other than senior. Q‘%\&

&
A brief discussion ensued on the recently approved rezon@g\for 6500 France allowing

senior housing. It was pointed out that aspects of that”"*oject\a(e strictly tied to medical
(assisted living; aftercare; hospice) and that COlnCld%S\?Vlth the Reglonal Medical guide. The
Commission acknowledged the current request {sidxﬁlcult becausé! W\h ile the City encourages
“affordable housing” there isn’t a specific zonlngkgmde for that and to" \\eathe “affordable” use to
medial may be dlfflcult \’}:t\ \E&;‘\\
Chair Staunton acknowledged this i isa thrwmg medlcal\are‘a \,\Iﬁ'owever, the pr0posed housing

does include support services and méé;grgd” enwronniejg\jt%‘\ Staunton said in his opinion
this use “feels different” from marke?: rg:c;\e hou5|gg It's an<

Qn{lronment that helps its
residents on different levels. CommlsSIO{ler Platteter agreed%\addlng this is just the other end

of the spectrum. The elderly\_need support‘ serVIE\ééignd so do %hese young adults.
\\?& \ ﬂ \%\:\%‘ &;\?\\S“:&\\‘:&{%\\x\@:\ ‘i\
““\\\“}\ ” \1‘5{\\ \‘ &,“:"{c(\é;? R

Commissioner Forresjg\\sgald the reguest is creatln e eres’tlng’}ensmn She pomted out on one
hand the City has a mandate to proqde affordaBlefhousmg opportunities; however, the means
to provide it are Ilmlted%\Forrest also pomted ou\t\the site isn’t zoned RMD it’s only

guided RM mnthqﬂCQmp Plaﬁﬁ ““,;\\d‘\\dxgmded a?e(cwo different things. Continuing, Forrest
said ther \nb‘“{\ “‘“\%\ax to craft‘:languag\} thag{vould‘allow this use in the Regional
Medlcal\SI ilar to 2 SenioN housm?‘usg\m RM gt ded areas. Concluding, Forrest also pointed

AR
out if the: @lty stays stmcty”’co how

anarea is guided there are a number of uses in the area

“guided” Ré”glonal Medical thaﬁyon t rﬁ%\é“t the definition.
"*:23& \iii W

Commissioner C\arr sald she canxt\support the proposal as presented. She stated it’s not

consistent with the glonal Médjgal District Comp Plan guide classification, adding the

neighbors in her opinio mave‘r’alsed valid points, addmg this could be considered spot zoning.

\\\\\
Chair Staunton said the Comm|5510n could eliminate the word affordable and say housing
located in an area guided as Regional Medical must include support services. Commissioner

Forrest said she agrees, adding her concern is with the word * ‘affordable” adding it's a
language thing.

Chair Staunton agreed “affordable” housing doesn’t solve it; there needs to be a mention of
housing linked with care/support services that maintains the values of the Comp Plan and its

goal of affordable housing.

kSR




Commissioner Carr said whatever the Commission decides, if the Comprehensive Plan is
Amended, it’s a significant change. She said a change like this may warrant more public input,
adding it’s clearly not medical related.

Chair Staunton pointed out if the sticking point is amending the Comprehensive Plan the
Commission should note without an amendment to the Comp Plan the project as proposed

can’t move forward.

Motions

Commiissioner Platteter moved to recommend am%né}g the Comprehensive
Guide Plan based on staff findings and subject to staff\condltlons Commenting
further, Platteter stated he doesn’t like the use of thex\/\y\&o‘rd waf(o\n:dable suggesting that it be

changed to “housing with support services” Motlon\falled for lack\Qf second.
\ ) R ,\1,‘«‘
S Y
Commissioner Carr moved to recommend&denlal of the request for an amendment
to the Comprehensive Guide Plan to allow; affordable housmg in; tge Regional

Medical District. Commissioner Forrest se%‘onded thex(notlon Ayes, Forrest, Lee
RS N

Carr. Nays; Platteter, Staunton. Motion to deny ca(rled 3-2 vote zg:/

‘\’3

Ny
. A discussion ensued with some Comm s§?ené S expressmg %he opinion that while they support

N Ty "
the project their issue is with the wordifforda %\as wrltten\"m the proposed guide plan

R
amendment. Commlsswn\}‘rs said they arg: struggh \?\\ o.find an appropnate way to approve an
amendment to the Comp(ehenSIve Plan; however at a Ioss in’ clarlfymg their intent.

O
‘2{\\ X %\3\“\&@

Commissioner Forrestj‘" ked Att\:m‘ ey Knutso n‘»a motion could be made that was more

general in terms. Forre:st‘sald it’ s dlfﬂcult to hav N 3che exact language “on the spot”. Attorney

Knutson respgiided.the C “&“ o‘n\ls\ad lsor ) Al dm they can recommend anything to the
p \\ \\\q LX y \:.\\‘g y )’ g
Council fg ?%f heir conSIderatlon\ x“‘é«% \‘
§§ ‘&\Qt‘\&\x \‘\ x& "‘"E&v
\ S ‘\.
Commlssmner Forres\f‘“ joved t\o““recommend amending the Comprehensive Guide

PIaanegl\%‘n Medical b%?%corporaﬁqg guidelines/goals/requirements that would

g,

allow this type\of project in ‘the Reglonal Medical. Commissioner Lee seconded the
motion. Ayes, For\l:est Leeci*[\’\latteter Staunton. Nay; Carr. Motion carried 4-I.

Commissioner Plat %&\\&{“\%&ed to recommend preliminary rezoning from POD-I,
Planned Office Dlstrl& \ﬁ‘) PUD, Planned Unit Development. Commissioner Lee
_‘'seconded the motion. Ayes, Platteter, Forrest, Lee, Staunton. Nay; Carr. Motion

carried 4-1.
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Jackie Hoogenakker

From: Aase May <aasem@earthlink.net>
Sent: Tuesday, September 30, 2014 12:22 PM
To: Jackie Hoogenakker

Subject: . Beacon

| did email a few weeks ago in support if there was supervision.
It sounds as if that is in place, so | am OK with the project.
Aase May

6421 Colony Way 2B

Edina 55435




Jackie Hoogenakker

From: Kathy Pierson <kathyapierson@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, September 29, 2014 10:27 PM

To: Jackie Hoogenakker

Subject: Beacon Interfaith Housing Collaborative

| am a resident of Edina living within 1000 feet of the proposed remodel of the TCF building into apartments for
homeless youth. | hope the people in Edina would never even consider complaining about our

community supporting housing for homeless youth. We certainly should do our part to make this worthy project
successful. This is a commercial area now, not a quiet little neighborhood so there should be no objection. Thank
you.

Kathleen Pierson




Jackie Hoogenakker

From: bktibaldo@aol.com

Sent: Sunday, September 28, 2014 9:47 AM
To: Jackie Hoogenakker

Subject: Rezoning Proposal for 3330 W 66th St
Hello:

I've received a letter indicating the property at 3330 W 66th S is being considered for rezoning.
| am a nearby neighbor, living at "The Colony of Edina".
Although | support initiatives to help the homeless youth, | do not believe this is a suitable location for this property.

We have many elderly neighbors who are concerned with excess traffic, the thought of increased crime, and other events
such a property may bring.

Again: | do NOT support this initiative.

Thank you

Brian Tibaldo
bktibaldo@aol.com
612-227-2669




Jackie Hoogenakker

From: Cassell_40@comcast.net

Sent: Saturday, September 27, 2014 1:23 PM
To: Jackie Hoogenakker

Subject: Beacon Interfaith

I am writing (once again and without any hope of being heard) to voice my strong objection to the
proposed development of the project being proposed by Beacon Interfaith Housing Collaborative.

Those of us who live in the 55435 zip code are accustom to being considered nothing more than the
dumping ground for projects that "real" Edina does not want in their neighborhoods but make "real" Edina
look welcoming & progressive. Examples:

1.) Want Section 8 housing: Dump it in the 55435 area. "Real" Edina won't be affected.

2.) Want to increase the tax base: Build too many multi-family dwellings by Southdale thus creating
unbearable traffic and congestion and put it in the 55435 area. "Real" Edina won't be affected.

3.) Want to look progressive: House homeless teens thus making the area less safe than before and
put the that housing in the 55435 area. Once again, "real" Edina won't be affected.

I hope when the planning commission meets more weight will be given the needs, safety, and wishes of
your neighbors who will be affected by the project than will be given to the outsiders from Beacon
Interfaith. This, however, has not happened in the past and I doubt it will happen at the meeting of
October 8th.

Thank you.

M.K. Cassell
Barrie Road

55435




Public Hearing Notices
EDINA PLANNING COMMISSION
Wednesday, October 8 2014
7:00 PM -

Location: City Hall Council Chambers -
4801 West 507 Stroet

EDINA CITY COUNCIL
Tuesday, October 21, 2014
7:00 PM

LocadtionT City Hall Council Chiambers
4801 West 50" Street

CASE FILE: |
.TO:

APPLICANT:
PROPERTY ADDRESS:
'LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

REQUEST:

PROPJECT DESCRIPTION:

HOW TO PARTICIPATE:

FURTHER INFORMATION:

DATE OF NOTICE:

4’74’/% 455 W
" Freh e

2014.008 C .

Property Owners Within 1000-Feet

Sl
Beacon Interfaith housing Collaborative &% Q%M

3330 West 66th Street Edlna, MN é;W
Lot 2, Block 3, Southdale Acres

Final Rezoning and Ordinance Ah‘nendment establishing a PUD
Zoning District.

A rezoning and Ordinance Amendment from POD-1, Planned Office District-

.1, to PUD, Planned Unit Development to.remodel and.expand. the.existing ..

building into 39-units of small studio apartments for young adults who
have experienced homelessness:

1. Submit a letter to the address below expressing your views, and or
2. Faxyour views to the attention of the Planning Dept. @ 952/826-0389
3. E-mail your views to jhoggenakker@edinamn.gov

4. Aftend the hearing and give testimony for or against the proposal.

City of Edina Planning Department
4801 West 50th Street

Edina, MN 55424

(952) 826-0369

September 26, 2014




Jackie Hoogenakker

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

To whom it may concern:

Georgia Kaiser <georgiakaiser@yahoo.com>
Wednesday, October 01, 2014 12:56 PM
Jackie Hoogenakker

Beacon interfaith housing/W. 66th St

| am totally in favor of the Beacon interfaith housing for W. 66th St.

| believe this is a wonderful opportunity for Edina to step up and show
other cities that this is an important part of not only Edina, but all of
the cities to do something positive for our youth.

Thanks,
Georgia Kaiser




Jackie Hoogenakker

From: Ruth <ruth@ruthlordan.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 02, 2014 7:23 AM
To: Jackie Hoogenakker

Subject: 2014.008 Beacon Initiative

Thank you for reading this and considering my views. | attended the last meeting, and after much thought, 1 am writing
again to say that while Beacons intentions are good, and there is a need for housing for these souls, | concur with a
developer who spoke at the last meeting ( | spoke too) that the TCF bank location is the wrong place for this. | spoke with
many people | know who work with youth and they say that these young adults need a quiet place;the developers have
found one on the other side of Southdale that fits better, is more cost effective etc. Second, this is somewhat of a money
grab for Beacon-$250,000 per unit when the cost of building nice 1200 square foot units is $125,000. Third, the
designation of a medical corridor is a more effective use of this property. 4. There is already a major parking
problem({major for Edina lol) and while most of the residents may not own vehicles, the folks who abused them and do
drugs, ie their so called parents will be visiting and are not to be trusted, as well as many of their friends and visitors | do
not need these unsavory types simply walking out the back end of the proposed development, going thru a medical
building parking lot and into my culdesac..After a year or so vehicles will be the first thing these young adults acquire so
parking is an issue. At the last meeting a ton of non Edina residents preached on about their good works. 1m all for that,
but please pick a location that is not slated for better use. Inviting these kids past abusers, most of whom who have drug
issues into the area where there is a plethora of establishments that stock prescription drugs, especially when they are
just visiting is asking for trouble thank you again, Ruth Lordan
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