


The first step in the process is to obtain the following approvals:

1. A Comprehensive Plan Amendment from LDAR, Low Density Attached Residential (4-8 units per
acre) to MDR, Medium Density Residential (5-12 units per acre). This requires a four-fifths vote of the
City Council for approval,

2. Preliminary Rezoning from PRD-2, to PUD, Planned Unit Development,
3. Preliminary Development Plan; and
4, Preliminary Plat

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

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

The Planning Commission and City Council considered a sketch similar to the proposed project last fall.
(See the sketch plans on pages A11-A12; and the minutes from those meetings on pages A46—A52 of
the Planning Commission Staff Report.) The applicant has attempted to address the issues raised by the
Planning Commission and City Council. Some of the changes include:

1 Reducing the density from High Density Residential to Medium Density Residential by
eliminating one unit.
2. Reducing the height from four stories to three.

There was a lot of discussion by both the Planning Commission and City Council regarding the number of
units on this site. While the general belief was that medium density may be appropriate for the site,
however, many suggested a greater reduction in the number of units; and providing more open area or
green space on the site. The applicant however, has indicated that they may not be able to make the
project work financially by further reducing the number of units.

Planning Commission Recommendation: On March 13, 2013, the Planning Commission recommended
approval of the proposed project on a vote of 5-3. (See attached minutes.)

Based on the comments and recommendations from the Planning Commission, the applicant has revised
the proposed plans, and are attached, date stamped March 25, 2013.

ATTACHMENTS:

Revised Plans date stamped April 9, 2013

Resolution No. 2013-33 & 2012-37

Draft minutes from the March 13, 2013 Edina Planning Commission meeting
Planning Commission Staff Report, March 13, 2013

Revised Plans and Narrative Submitted to the Planning Commission March 13, 2013.
Resident letters







RESOLUTION NO. 2013-33
Page Two

4,  The existing roadways would support the project. Wenck and Associates conducted a
traffic impact study, and concluded that the proposed development could be supported
by the existing roads.

5. The proposed project would meet the following goals and policies of the Comprehensive
Plan:

a.  Increase pedestrian and bicycling opportunities and connections between
neighborhoods, and with other communities, to improve transportation
infrastructure and reduce dependence on the car. ‘

b.  Locate and orient buildings to fit with their existing and/or planned context by
framing and complementing adjacent streets, parks and open spaces.

c.  Locate and orient vehicle parking, vehicular access, service areas and utilities to
minimize their visual impact on the property and on adjacent/surrounding
properties, without compromising the safety and attractiveness of adjacent streets,
parks, and open spaces.

d.  Regulate scale, massing, and height to provide complementary transitions to
adjacent sites and nearby neighborhoods and areas.

e.  Encourage infill/ redevelopment opportunities that optimize use of city
infrastructure and that complement area, neighborhood, and/ or corridor context
and character.

Section 3. APPROVAL

NOW THEREFORE, it is hereby resolved that the City Council of the City of Edina, approves the
guide plan amendment for the following described property:

See attached Exhibit A

Approval is subject to the following condition:

1. Final Rezoning to PUD and Final Development Plan approval for the project.
ATTEST:
Debra A. Mangen, City Clerk James B. Hovland, Mayor
STATE OF MINNESOTA )
COUNTY OF HENNEPIN )SS

CITY OF EDINA )




RESOLUTION NO. 2013-33
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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 April 16, 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
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Exhibit A

DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY SURVEYED

(Per Commitment for Title Insurance issued by Stewart Title Guaranty Company, File No. 152183, dated
October 31, 2011. and File No. 153093, dated October 5, 2012)

Lot 3, 4, & and 6, and all that part of Lots 9, 10, 11 and 12 lying North of State Highway No. 5, Block 4

“Tingdale Bros.' Brookside™, Except that part of Lot 12 which lies Southeasterly of the following de;sc;'ibed line: - i

Beginning at a point on the East line of sald Lot 12 distant 35 feet South of the Northeast comner thereof;
thence run Southwesterly to the Southwest comner of the above described Lot 12 and there terminating

Together with:

A 25.00 foot wide strip of land lying east of the Minneapolis, Northfield and Southemn Railroad between”

West 49th Street and Vermnon Avenue in Section 28, Townshlp 117 North, Range 21 West, Hennepin
County, Minnesota.

Being Torrens Property, Certificate Number: 577550
And:

Lots 7 and 8, Block 4, Tingdale Bros.' Brookside, Except that part of said Lot 8 described as follows:

: Beginnihg at a point on the East boundary of said Lot 8 distant 28 feet North of the Southeast comer
thereof; thence South along said East boundary 28 feet; thence West along the South boundary of said
Lot, 50 feet; thence North along the West boundary of said Lot, 12 feet; thence Northeasterly fo the point

of beginning, including any part or portion of any street or alley adjacent to sald premises vacated or fo be
vacated, Hennepin County, Minnesota .

Abstract

(e






RESOLUTION NO. 2013-37

Page Two

5.

Section 3.

The proposed plat meets all Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance requirements.

APPROVAL

NOW THEREFORE, it is hereby resolved by the City Council of the City of Edina, approves

the Preliminary Rezoning to PUD, Planned Unit Development, Preliminary Development Plan, and
Preliminary Plat subject to the following conditions:

1.

The Final Development Plans must be generally consistent with the Preliminary
Development Plans date stamped April 9, 2013.

The Final Landscape Plan must meet all minimum landscaping requirements per Section
850.04 of the Zoning Ordinance.

Compliance with all of the conditions outlined in the city engineer’s memo dated March 7,
2013.

Final Rezoning is subject to a Zoning Ordinance Amendment creating the PUD, Planned
Unit Development for this site.

Approval of the Final Rezoning of the subject property to Planned Unit Development,
PUD.

The Final Plat must be considered within one-year after approval of the Preliminary Plat,
or the Preliminary Plat shall be deemed null and void.

A shared parking and access agreement must be established across the Plat.

The Park Dedication fee of $35,000 shall be paid prior to release of the mylars approving
the Final Plat.

There shall be no rooftop decks.

Adopted by the city council of the City of Edina, Minnesota, on April 16, 2013.

ATTEST:

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

CITY OF EDINA )




RESOLUTION NO. 2013-37
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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 April 16, 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
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Exhibit A

DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY SURVEYED

(Per Commitment for Title Insurance issued by Stewart Title Guaranty Company, File No. 152183, dated
October 31, 2011. and File No. 153093, dated October 5, 2012)

Lot 3, 4, 5 and 6, and all that part of Lots 9, 10, 11 and 12 lying North of State Highway No. 5, Block 4,

“Tingdale Bros.' Brookside”, Except that part of Lot 12 which lies Southeasterly of the following described line: - ;

. Beginning at a point on the East line of said Lot 12 distant 35 feet South of the Northeast comer thereof;
thence run Southwesterly to the Southwest corner of the above described Lot 12 and there terminating

Together with:

A 25.00 foot wide strip of land lying east of the Minneapolis, Northfield and Southemn Railroad between”

West 49th Street and Vernon Avenue in Section 28, Township 117 North, Range 21 West, Hennepin
County, Minnesota.

Being Torrens Property, Certificate Number: 577550
And:

Lots 7 and 8, Block 4, Tingdale Bros.' Brookside, Except that part of said Lot 8 described as follows:

. Beginnihg at a point on the East boundary of said Lot 8 distant 28 feet North of the Southeast comner
thereof; thence South along said East boundary 28 feet; thence West along the South boundary of said
Lot, 50 feet; thence North along the West boundary of said Lot, 12 feet; thence Northeasterly to the point

of beginning, including any part or portion of any street or alley adjacent to said premises vacated or to be
vacated, Hennepin County, Minnesota

Abstract

[







5. The proposed project would meet the following goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan:

a. Increase pedestrian and bicycling opportunities and connections between neighborhoods, and
with other communities, to improve transportation infrastructure and reduce dependence on
the car.

b. Locate and orient buildings to fit with their existing and/or planned context by framing and
complementing adjacent streets, parks and open spaces.

¢. Locate and orient vehicle parking, vehicular access, service areas and utilities to minimize their
visual impact on the property and on adjacent/surrounding properties, without compromising
the safety and attractiveness of adjacent streets, parks, and open spaces.

d. Regulate scale, massing, and height to provide complementary transitions to adjacent sites
and nearby neighborhoods and areas.

e. Encourage infill/redevelopment opportunities that optimize use of city infrastructure and that
complement area, neighborhood, and/or corridor context and character.

Teague added that staff recommends that the City Council approve the Preliminary Rezoning
from PRD-2, Planned Residential District to PUD, Planned Unit Development District and
Preliminary Development Plan to build 17 new townhomes on the subject 1.43 acre parcel
based on the following findings:

1. The proposal would create a more efficient and creative use of the property. Currently the site
does not engage Vernon Avenue. Today it is clearly the back of the site, and contains mature
trees. The proposed site plan turns and faces Vernon Avenue with a row of two-story
townhomes. ‘

2. Parking areas and garages are internal to the site, and not visible from 49" street or Vernon
Avenue.

3, The project would enhance pedestrian connections. The plan provides for a public sidewalk
through the site from 49" to Vernon, that would connect, not only this development, but the
entire area to the north to the GrandView District.

4. landscaping would be enhanced. Extensive Landscaping is proposed around the perimeter of
the site and adjacent to the proposed townhomes. The number of over story trees is over
double the number required by City Code. The mature trees along Vernon Avenue would be
preserved.
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Approval is also subject to the following Conditions:

1.  The Final Development Plans must be generally consistent with the Preliminary Development
Plans dated February 13, 2013 and the final Landscape Plan must meet all minimum landscaping
requirements per Section 850.04 of the Zoning Ordinance.

2. Compliance with all of the conditions outlined in the city engineer's memo dated March 7, 2013,

3. Final Rezoning is subject to a Zoning Ordinance Amendment creating the PUD, Planned
Unit Development for this site.

Concluding, Teague recommended that the City Council approve the Preliminary Plat to create
a new 17-lot townhome plat for the subject property based on the following findings:

1. The proposed plat meets all Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance requirements.
And subject to the following conditions:
1. Approval of the Final Rezoning of the subject property to Planned Unit Development, PUD.

2. The Final Plat must be considered within one-year after approval of the Preliminary Plat, or the
Preliminary Plat shall be deemed null'and void.

3. A shared parking and access agreement must be established across the Plat.

4. The Park Dedication fee of $35,000 shall be paid prior to release of the mylars approving the
Final Plat.

Appearing for the Applicant

David Motzenbecker, Chris Palkowitsch, BKV Group, Ed Terhaar, Wenck

Applicant Presentation

Mr. Motzenbecker delivered a power point presentation. He further informed the Commission BKV
adjusted the development to better fit the site and meet the goals of the Comprehensive Plan.
Motzenbecker further explained the topography of the property played a large role in building design.
Motzenbecker explained that they are putting in a plinth to minimize stairs, adding the plinth moves
along the property line and raises it about two feet. Continuing, along the front the development team
wanted to open the units up to the street. Small patios will be added on the top of the plinth. With
graphics Motzenbecker explained the internal circulation, parking and guest parking. He pointed out
there will be bike and pedestrian access and the site would be open creating a more welcoming space;
this also creates a space that is public; not private.

Motzenbecker introduced Chris Palkowitsch, project architect.

Page 8 of 13




Chris Palkowitsch told Commissioners that each unit would have their own entry and the exterior
building materials have been chosen and will be cast stone, fiber-cement panels, and stained wood to
warm the exterior palate. Palkowitsch said the project would promote energy efficiency and the
conservation of natural resources. Continuing, Palkowitsch said general sustainability principles for the
buildings and the site will be applied as follows:

e |tis possible the existing buildings will be relocated.

o If the buildings are demolished many of the materials will be recycled.

e Use of low VOC paints.

e Energy Star appliance.

e High —efficiency HVAC will be standard.

e Stone and cement board with recycled contents will be incorporated

e Skylights will add additional daylight to each unit reducing energy consumption; and
e Storm water infiltration and a variety of native plants.

Motzenbecker also asked the Commission to note that along Vernon Avenue the units are two-story
with a gathering space in the front. Motzenbecker also pointed out that the front doors are “sunken”,
providing each unit with privacy from Vernon Avenue and passersby.

Discussion

Commissioner Forrest questioned accessibility and asked if any units are without stairs. Forrest also
stated parking concerns her; especially guest parking or lack thereof. Mr. P responded any unit could be
retro-fitted for an elevator. '

Commissioner Carr commented that she observed that some garages have windows and questioned this
reasoning. Mr. Palkowitsch explained that the windows proposed for the garages are frosted; letting
light in and providing a degree of privacy.

Commissioner Forrest asked how building height is measured. Planner Teague explained that building
height is measured from the existing grade.

Chair Staunton stated the roofs of the proposed townhouses are flat and pointed out Edina’s
Comprehensive Plan suggests pitched roofs; not flat as proposed. Mr. Motzenbecker explained that the
reason they went with the flat roof was to ensure that the buildings “tie” into the neighborhood. He
noted that the majority of the roofs (single family homes) in the neighborhood are hip; adding the
proposed flat roof “ties” in better while minimizing the impact of building height.

Ed Terhaar addressed the Commission and gave a brief overview of traffic highlighting the following:

e Proposed development is expected to generate 1 net trip during the weekday peak period, 2 net
trips during the weekday pm and 29 weekday daily trips.
e Intersections have adequate capacity; no improvements would be required.
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¢ It should be noted that the entire neighborhood area has only one access point and if a train
was stopped on the tracks for an extended period of time, additional steps would be needed to
access this neighborhood; however, this exists with or without the proposed townhomes.

Terhaar told the Commission townhouses tend to generate fewer trips than single family homes. He
also acknowledged that the intersection of Vernon and Interlachen Boulevard can pose problems.
Commissioners agreed with that statement. A discussion ensured on the ramifications of this
development on neighborhood traffic, acknowledging the unique one way in and out and railroad
tracks.

Chair Staunton acknowledged that this proposal is located in a unique setting with a one way in and out,
agreeing if you go up the hill and try to turn left onto Interlachen Boulevard one can “sit” there for
some time before there is an opening to turn. Mr. Terhaar agreed, adding he believes that movement
is at service level D which isn’t good; however, is acceptable in an urban setting.

Commissioner Forrest questioned how often the figures used for the traffic analysis report are updated.
Mr. Terhaar responded they are updated on a regular basis, adding it was recently updated and the
most current information was used in this analysis.

Chair Staunton opened the public hearing.
The following spoke to the proposal:

Michelle Anderson, 5112 49" Street West
Steve Russ, 5040 Hankerson Avenue
Tony Wagner, 5120 West 49" Street
Leslie Losey, 5105 West 49" Street

Gail Helbereot, 5116 West 49" Street
Mrs. Wagner, 5120 West 49" Street

Chair. Staunton asked if anyone else would like to speak to this issue; being none Commissioner Potts
moved to close the public hearing. Commissioner Carpenter seconded the motion. All voted aye;
motion carried.

Chair Staunton questioned how storm water and snow removal would be handled. Mr. Motzenbecker
said they have a civil engineer on board that between now and final will work out the storm water
management issues, adding he believes at this time runoff storage will be underground. Continuing,
Motzenbecker said with regard to snow removal the excess snow will be moved off site.

Chair Staunton said he observed on the schematics there are units with roof top decks and asked if that
is an option. He pointed out neighbors privacy would be compromised. Mr. Motzenbecker said there is
an interest in roof top decks, adding they would be an amenity on some of the units.
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Commissioner Carr discussed density and setbacks and asked the developers if they ever considered
removing the last townhouse unit on the east. She pointed out this unit directly abuts a residential
home and if that unit were removed that area could be used for guest parking. Mr. Motzenbecker
responded they hadn’t considered that option.

Chair Staunton directed the discussion back to the Comprehensive Plan and the requested amendment
to increase density and have a flat roof.

Commissioner Carpenter said he doesn’t have a problem in increasing density in this location.

Commissioner Forrest said she struggles with an amendment to the Comprehensive Plan noting the
Comprehensive Plan is the City’s development guide,

Commissioner Schroeder commented that his struggle would be leaving the site low density, adding the
step from low density to medium density may actually encourage redevelopment, and in this instance
seems reasonable. Schroeder said this project could be considered one of the first steps in the
GrandView Plan, noting the increase in density isn’t at the upper end of what’s permitted in medium
density. Chair Staunton stated he agrees with Commissioner Schroeder. Continuing, Schroeder said in
his opinion( from a site plan perspective) that he doesn’t mind the intensity, and in fact, would slide the
entire development over; closer to Vernon Avenue, narrow the driveway and squeeze the site together
from all sides. Schroeder said if this is done the impact of the building height from 49" street would be
minimized.

Commissioner Forrest said she wasn’t adverse to the project; however has a concern. She said she
doesn’t what this site to appear claustrophobic and negatively impact the neighbors. The neighbors do
have legitimate concerns.

Chair Staunton said he agrees the neighbors have legitimate issues; however change in this location
makes sense. Continuing, Staunton said he really likes the look of the project from Vernon Avenue,
adding he also believes the use of PUD in this instance is correct. Staunton said he also likes that the site
provides a pathway to Vernon Avenue for not only residents of the townhouses but area residents as
well. He also stated he things the bike curb is another plus. Continuing, Staunton said the trick of this
project is to make the transition from residential to the commercial area off Vernon Avenue friendly.
Concluding, Staunton said he does have a concern with the overall building height and the flat roof
(especially from West 49" Street). Commissioner Forrest questioned who would maintain the Vernon
Avenue access. Mr. Motzenbecker responded that the association for the townhomes would maintain
the access.
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Carx Teague

From:

Sent:

To:

Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

Cary,

Christopher Palkowitsch <cpalkowitsch@bkvgroup.com>

Friday, March 22, 2013 7:25 PM

Cary Teague

Dhunt@huntassociateslic.com; JHunt@huntassociateslic.com; David M. Motzenbecker
Vernon Avenue Updates - 1 of 2

2013-03-22 Vernon Avenue - Sections & 3d Views.pdf

| have attached new section drawings, updated plans, and updated 3d views that reflect changes in reaction to the
planning commission’s findings. The new section drawings include information to clarify the relationship to the
surrounding context and the building heights. We adopted most of the planning commission’s findings, see the

comments helow.

Changes to the Plans

1. Internal driveways have been reduced to 18’ wide. (previously 24’)

2. The NE Building (Y) has been moved 6’ to the west & 6’ to the south. This creates more space between this
project and the neighboring houses. As a condition of approval the planning commission also stated that
building Z needs to move &’ south closer to Vernon Ave & Building Y an additional 6° South. [See sheet A100 for
building naming.] However, we feel the distance between the SE most unit of building Z and its relationship to
Vernon Avenue does not give enough buffer between the unit and the street.

3. Roof top decks have been removed.

Best regards,
Chris

Chris Palkowitsch, AIA 1 Project Architect/Associate | BKV Group 1 Ph: 612.373.9110
222 North 2™ Street, Mimneapolis, MN 55401 1 Chicago, IL 1 Washington, DC

Architecture, Interior Design, Landscape Architecture, Engineering | www.bkvgroup.com EOE

Please consider the enviromment before printing this email; print only if necessary.






















PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT

Originator Meeting Date Agenda #
Cary Teague March 13, 2013 VI.B
Community Development

Director

INFORMATION/BACKGROUND

Project Description & Background

Hunt Associates is requesting redevelopment of three lots, 5109-5125 West 49"
Street. (See property location on pages A1-A10.) The applicant is proposing to
tear down the existing two apartments and single family home on the site (10
units total) and build a new 17-unit attached housing development. (See narrative
and plans on pages A13—A45.) The subject properties total 1.43 acres in size;
therefore, the proposed density of the project would be 12 units per acre.

The existing property is zoned PRD-2, Planned Residential District-2, which
allows residential building containing six or fewer dwelling units. The existing
apartments contain four and five units each. The applicant is seeking a rezoning
of the property to PUD, Planned Unit Development. The site is guided LDAR,
Low Density Attached Residential (4-8 units per acre), therefore, a
Comprehensive Plan Amendment to MDR, Medium Density Residential would be
required to allow a density of 5-12 units per acre. The applicant narrative
indicates why they believe that a PUD rezoning is justified for this proposed
development.

In order to obtain to approvals for the above mentioned project, the épplicant
must go through a two-step process.

The first step in the process is to obtain the following approvals:

1. A Comprehensive Plan Amendment from LDAR, Low Density Attached
Residential (4-8 units per acre) to MDR, Medium Density Residential (5-12
units per acre). This requires a four-fifths vote of the City Council for
approval. ’

2. Preliminary Rezdning from PRD-2, to PUD, Planned Unit Development;
-and '

3. Preliminary Development Plan.




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

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

The Planning Commission considered the following sketch plan proposals for this
site:

e On March 28, 2012, the applicant presented a sketch plan for a six-story,
sixty-foot tall, 98-unit senior housing building. The density proposed was
71 units per acre. (See minutes from the Planning Commission discussion
on pages A53-A57.)

e On June 27, 2012, the applicant presented a sketch plan for a four-story,
forty four-foot tall, 60-unit senior housing building. The density proposed
was 43 units per acre. (See minutes from the Planning Commission
discussion on pages A58-A61.)

The consensus of the Planning Commission for both of those proposals was that
the development proposed was too much for the site.

The Planning Commission and City Council considered a sketch similar to the
proposed project last fall. (See the sketch plans on pages A11-A12; and the
minutes from those meetings on pages A46—A52.) The applicant has attempted
to address the issues raised by the Planning Commission and City Council.
Some of the changes include:

» Reducing the density from High Density Residential to Medium Density
Residential by eliminating one unit.
» Reducing the height from four stories to three.

There was a lot of discussion by both the Planning Commission and City Council
regarding the number of units on this site. While the general belief was that
medium density may be appropriate for the site, however, many suggested a
greater reduction in the number of units; and providing more open area or green
space on the site. The applicant however, has indicated that they may not be
able to make the project work financially by further reducing the number of units.




SUPPORTING INFORMATION
Surrounding Land Uses

Northerly: Single- family homes; zoned R-1, Single Dwelling Unit District and
guided low density residential.

Easterly:  Single- family homes; zoned R-1, Single Dwelling Unit District and
guided low density residential.

Southerly: Vernon Avenue.

Westerly: Railroad tracks and the Holiday Gas Station; Zoned and guided
for Commercial use.

Existing Site Features

The subject property is 1.43 acres in size, is relatively flat and contains a
single-family home and two townhome buildings containing nine dwelling
units between the two. (See pages A3-A6.)

Planning

Guide Plan designation:  LDAR, Low Density Attached Residential (4-8
units per acre)
Zoning: PRD-2, Planned Residential District-2

Access/Site Circulation

Access to the site would be from 49™ Street West on the north side of the site.
This neighborhood is relatively isolated; there is only one roadway access
point to the surrounding street system. That access is from Brookside
Avenue, up to Interlachen Boulevard. (See page A2.) A public pedestrian
connection would be made from the sidewalk on 49" Street through the site
on the west lot line to Vernon Avenue, which would provide a Pedestrian
Connection from this neighborhood to the GrandView area. (See pages A34-
A35))

Traffic Study

Wenck and Associates conducted a traffic study, which concludes that the
surrounding roadways could support the additional seven units that are
proposed to be added, and no improvements are needed at adjacent
intersections to accommodate the proposed project. (See the attached study
dated February 4, 2012 on pages A62-A96.)




Landscaping

Based on the perimeter of the site, the applicant is required to have 25 over
story trees and a full complement of under story shrubs. The applicant is
proposing 61 over story trees. They would include a mixture of Maple,
Juniper, Spruce, Oak and Linden. (See pages A34-A35.) A full complement
of understory landscaping is proposed around the buildings. Final
Landscaping would be more closely reviewed with the Final Development
Plan.

Grading/Drainage/Utilities

The city engineer has reviewed the proposed plans and found them to be
generally acceptable subject to the comments and conditions outlined on the
attached page A97. A Developer’s Agreement would be required for the
construction of the proposed sidewalks, utilities and any other public
improvements. Any approvals of this project would be subject to review and
approval of the Minnehaha Creek Watershed District, as they are the City’s
review authority over the grading of the site. A more detailed review would be
done at Final Development Plan.

Building/Building Material

The applicant is proposing the townhomes to be made of painted fiber
cement, architectural cast stone and stained wood panels. (See pages A26—
A30.) The buildings would have flat roofs with patios on the top that would
contain a rectangular deck.

Density

The proposal is to develop 17 units on this 1.43 acre parcel. The proposed
density would be 12 units per acre would be on the high end of the medium
density residential range. However, there are already 10 units on this site,
which is located on a minor arterial roadway (Vernon Avenue). Higher
densities are often located on arterial roadways. Medium Density residential
is often used to buffer low density residential development from commercial
areas or major roadways. The proposed land use arrangement would
accomplish that.

Preliminary Plat

The applicant is also requesting a Preliminary Plat to create separate lots for
each of the proposed units. (See the plat on pages A31-A32.)




Park Dedication

Per Minnesota State Statute 462.353, Subd. 4(a) and Section 810.13 of the
City Code, the applicant is required to dedicate land for public use as parks,
playgrounds, recreation facilities, trails, or public open space.

Per Section 810.13. Subd. 5 of the City Code, the fees in lieu of land
dedication is $5,000 per dwelling unit. The development would create 7 new
dwelling units; therefore $35,000 would be required for park dedication at the
time of release of the final plat.

The fee would be paid prior to the City’s release of the signed final plat mylars
or subdivision approval for recording with Hennepin County.

Future Project Expansion

The proposed plans have been designed so that the proposed project could
be extended to east. The internal driveway could be extended if needed. (See

page A35.)

Planned Unit Development (PUD)

Per Section 850.04. Subd. 4 D provides the following 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;

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;

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 priented 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 proposal would meet the purpose and intent of the PUD, as most of
the above criteria would be met.

The proposal would create a more efficient and creative use of the
property. Currently the site does not engage Vernon Avenue. Today it is
clearly the back of the site, and contains mature trees. The proposed site
plan turns and faces Vernon Avenue with a row of two-story townhomes.
(See pages A28-A29.) The plan also provides for a public sidewalk
through the site from 49" to Vemon, that would connect, not only this
development, but the entire area to the north to the GrandView District.
Extensive landscaping is proposed around the perimeter of the site and
adjacent to the proposed townhomes. The number of over story trees is
over double the number required by City Code. The mature trees along
Vernon Avenue would be preserved. :

The transition of land uses is appropriate. Higher densities are often
located on arterial roadways. Medium Density residential is often used to
buffer low density residential development from commercial areas or
major roadways. The proposed land use arrangement with the proposed
development on Vernon Avenue, would buffer the low density residential




area to the north from Vernon Avenue and the Commercial development
to the south. Proposed parking areas and garages are internal to the site,
and would not be not visible from 49" street or Vernon Avenue.

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. Property currently
zoned R-1, R-2 and PRD-1 shall not be eligible for a PUD.

The proposed use, townhomes containing six or fewer uses, is a permitted
use in the existing zoning PRD-2 Zoning District.

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 site is guided in the Comprehensive Plan for “Low Density
Attached Residential - LDAR,” which allows 4-8 units per acre. The
proposed plan would require a Comprehensive Plan Amendment to
allow a density of 5-12 units per acre. Under the current zoning, a
maximum of 11 units would be allowed on the site; 10 exist today.
The proposal for a Comprehensive Plan Amendment would allow
six additional units on the site.

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;

This project would be for a single land use; however, as stated
above is consistent with some of the objectives of the PUD
Ordinance.

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 density requires an amendment to the
Comprehensive Plan. If the Plan is amended it would allow a
maximum of 17 units on this site, as it is on the high end of the
density range for medium density development.

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 following page shows a compliance table demonstrating how
the proposed new building would comply with the underlying PRD-2
Zoning Ordinance Standards. Should the City decide to rezone this
site to PUD, the proposed setbacks, height of the building and
number of parking stalls would become the standards for the lots.
Please note that a few City Standards are not met under
conventional zoning. However, by relaxing these standards, the
purpose and intent, as described in #1 above would be met.

The site layout would be improved by engaging Vernon Avenue
and providing a public pedestrian connection to Vernon Avenue
and the GrandView District.

The design of the buildings would be of painted fiber cement,
architectural cast stone and stained wood panels (See pages A26—
A30.)




Compliance Table

City Standard Proposed
- (PRD-2) ' .
Front — 49™ Street 30 feet 25 feet*
Front — Vernon 30 feet 16 feet*
Side — East 30 feet 15 feet*
Side — West 30 feet 20 feet*

Building Height

2-1/2 stories or
30 feet, whichever is

2 stories & 32 feet

less

Building Coverage 25% 25.5%*

Density 8 units per acre (11 12 units per acre* (17 units)
units)

Parking Stalls

2 enclosed spaces
per unit

2 enclosed spaces per unit

*Variances would be required Under the PRD-2 Regulations

PRIMARY ISSUES/STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Primary Issues

e Is Medium Density development reasonable for this site?

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

1. The transition of land uses is appropriate. The townhome proposal would
provide a nice transition of land uses between the single-family homes to
the north, to Vernon Avenue and the GrandView commercial district to the
south. The proposed townhome development would serve as a buffer; with
a row of six townhomes facing 49" Street.

2. The proposal would be a vast improvement over the current two existing
apartment buildings and single-family home on the site.

3. Parking areas and garages are internal to the site, and not visible from 49th
street or Vernon Avenue.

4. The proposed twol/three story buildings are generally consistent with
existing height in the area.




The proposed project would meet the following goals and policies of the
Comprehensive Plan:

a. Increase pedestrian and bicycling opportunities and connections
between neighborhoods, and with other communities, to improve
transportation infrastructure and reduce dependence on the car.

b. Locate and orient buildings to fit with their existing and/or planned
context by framing and complementing adjacent streets, parks and
open spaces.

c. Locate and orient vehicle parking, vehicular access, service areas and
utilities to minimize their visual impact on the property and on
adjacent/surrounding properties, without compromising the safety and
attractiveness of adjacent streets, parks, and open spaces.

d. Regulate scale, massing, and height to provide complémentary
transitions to adjacent sites and nearby neighborhoods and areas.

e. Encourage infill/redevelopment opportunities that optimize use of city
infrastructure and that complement area, neighborhood, and/or corridor
context and character.

The existing roadways would support the project. Wenck and Associates
conducted a traffic impact study, and concluded that the proposed
development could be supported by the existing roads. (See pages A62—
A96.)

Is the PUD Zoning District appropriate for the site?

Yes. Staff believes that the PUD is appropriate for the site. As highlighted
above on pages 5-8, the proposal meets the City's criteria for PUD zoning. In
summary the PUD zoning would:

1. Create a more efficient and creative use of the property. Currently the site
does not engage Vernon Avenue. Today Vernon is clearly the back of the
site, and contains mature trees. The proposed site plan turns and faces
Vernon Avenue with a row of two-story townhomes. (See pages A26-A27.)

2. Provide internal parking. Parking areas and garages are internal to the
site, and not visible from 49" street or Vernon Avenue.

3. Enhance pedestrian connections. The plan provides for a public sidewalk

through the site from 49" to Vernon, that would connect, not only this
development, but the entire area to the north to the GrandView District.
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4. Enhance landscaping. Extensive landscaping is proposed around the
perimeter of the site and adjacent to the proposed townhomes. The
number of over story trees is over double the number required by City
Code. The mature trees along Vernon Avenue would be preserved.

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

Staff Recommendation

Comprehensive Plan Amendment

Recommend that the City Council approve the request for a Comprehensive Plan
Amendment from LDAR, Low Density Attached Residential (4-8 units per acre) to
MDR, Medium Density Residential (5-12 units per acre) for the subject property.

Approvalis subject to the following findings:

1.

The subject property is a transition area, and serves as a buffer from single-
family homes to the north to Vernon Avenue and the GrandView
Commercial area to the south.

The proposal would be an improvement over the current two existing
apartment buildings and single-family home (10 units) on the site. Seven
townhomes would face 49™ Street and eight townhomes would face Vernon
Avenue with the garages and drive aisle internal to the site.

The proposed two/three story buildings are generally consistent with
existing height in the area.

The existing roadways would support the project. Wenck and Associates
conducted a traffic impact study, and concluded that the proposed
development could be supported by the existing roads.

The proposed project would meet the following goals and policies of the
Comprehensive Plan:

a. Increase pedestrian and bicycling opportunities and connections
between neighborhoods, and with other communities, to improve
transportation infrastructure and reduce dependence on the car.

b. Locate and orient buildings to fit with their existing and/or planned

context by framing and complementing adjacent streets, parks and open
spaces.
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c. Locate and orient vehicle parking, vehicular access, service areas and
utilities to minimize their visual impact on the property and on
adjacent/surrounding properties, without compromising the safety and
attractiveness of adjacent streets, parks, and open spaces.

d. Regulate scale, massing, and height to provide complementary
transitions to adjacent sites and nearby neighborhoods and areas.

e. Encourage infill/redevelopment opportunities that optimize use of city
infrastructure and that complement area, neighborhood, and/or corridor
context and character.

Preliminary Rezoning to PUD & Preliminary Development Plan

Recommend that the City Council approve the Preliminary Rezoning from PRD-
2, Planned Residential District to PUD, Planned Unit Development District and
Preliminary Development Plan to build 17 new townhomes on the subject 1.43
acre parcel.

Approval is subject to the following findings:

1. The proposal would create a more efficient and creative use of the
property. Currently the site does not engage Vernon Avenue. Today it is
clearly the back of the site, and contains mature trees. The proposed site
plan turns and faces Vernon Avenue with a row of two-story townhomes.

2. Parking areas and garages are internal to the site, and not visible from
49" street or Vernon Avenue.

3. The project would enhance pedestrian connections. The plan provides for
a public sidewalk through the site from 49" to Vernon, that would connect,
not only this development, but the entire area to the north to the
GrandView District.

4. Landscaping would be enhanced. Extensive Landscaping is proposed
around the perimeter of the site and adjacent to the proposed townhomes.
The number of over story trees is over double the number required by City
Code. The mature trees along Vernon Avenue would be preserved.
Approval is subject to the following Conditions:

1. The Final Development Plans must be generally consistent with the
Preliminary Development Plans dated February 13, 2013.
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2. The Final Landscape Plan must meet all minimum landscaping
requirements per Section 850.04 of the Zoning Ordinance.

3. Compliance with all of the conditions outlined in the city engineer's memo
dated March 7, 2013.

4. Final Rezoning is subject to a Zoning Ordinance Amendment creating the
PUD, Planned Unit Development for this site.

Subdivision — Preliminary Plat

Recommend that the City Council approve the Preliminary Plat to create a new
17-lot townhome plat for the subject property.

Approval is subject to the following findings:

1. The proposed plat meets all Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance
requirements.

Approval is subject to the following conditions:

1. Approval of the Final Rezoning of the subject property to Planned Unit
Development, PUD.

2. The Final Plat must be considered within one-year after approval of the
Preliminary Plat, or the Preliminary Plat shall be deemed null and void.

3. A shared parking and access agreement must be established across the
Plat.

4. The Park Dedication fee of $35,000 shall be paid prior to4 release of the
mylars approving the Final Plat.

Deadline for a city decision: June 4, 2013
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