


David Motzenbecker delivered a power point presentation highlighting the following:

Site reconfigured to accommodate an 18-unit housing development; roughly 14 units/acre.
Units are proposed at three levels and 30’high.

Each unit would have a two stall garage.

Development is envisioned to meet the demands of empty-nesters and would be considered life-
cycle housing.

High level of amenities

Connecting the development to greater Edina by adding to the public walkway that would help
connect 49th Street directly to Vernon Avenue.

Rezone site from PRD-2 to PRD-4

Comprehensive Plan Amendment

Setback Variances; and

Site Plan review

Motzenbecker added there also is the possibility of rezoning the site to a PUD; not PRD-4 as mentioned;
however they would follow staff and Commission lead on this matter. Concluding, Motzenbecker said
they will retain as much of the mature vegetation and trees as possible. Landscaping provides a good
buffer from the surrounding traffic.

Discussion .

Commissioner Forrest inquired on the width of the driveway into the project and internally; noting that
trash hauling would need to be accommodated in this area. Mr. Motzenbecker responded that at this
time the proposed driveway aisle width is standard. Continuing, Motzenbecker said with regard to trash
each individual unit would have its own trash and recycling bins.

Commissioner Platter asked if this project would be guided by bylaws establishing specific rules.
Motzenbecker said their intent is for the building to have an association directing rules for trash
enclosures and other standard multi-tenant issues.

Chair Grabiel asked for clarification on the internal workings of the site; especially at the east end.
Motzenbecker responded at the east end of the site there will be a hammer head turn around.

Commissioner Staunton asked for clarification on unit construction noting the changing topography of
the site. With graphics Mr. Worman explained the step down approach of some of the units as they take
advantage of the topography, adding at 49t Street there would be a 2 V% - story exposure.

Commissioner Schroeder asked how guest parking would be accommodated. Mr. Worman responded
that guest parking would be accommodated in front of each garage (2 spaces). He said their goal is to
achieve parking for 36 guests.

Commissioner Fischer asked if any thought was put into exterior materials. Mr. Worman said at this time
their goal is to achieve high quality housing that has character. Worman said there has been some
discussion on roof gables, dormers and brick but not much else.
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Chair Grabiel said he salutes the fact that the number of units went down from 71 to 18, adding that’s a
large drop. Grabiel said he still has concerns about traffic moving into and out of the area. Mr.
Motzenbecker responded that at this time a traffic study is being done on the project.

Commissioner Schroeder asked the applicant if any thought was given to storm water management. Mr.
Motzenbecker said they have discussed some options including water gardens, cisterns and rain barrels
to collect water off the roof.

Public Comment

Kathleen Wasescha, 5348 Hollywood Road, stated she would like the Commission to consider when
reviewing development proposals what the benefit would be for the neighborhood.

Discussion

Commissioner Fischer told the applicant that he likes what he sees. He said the project utilizes the grade
pretty well. Fischer said the Commission will ultimately answer the questions about variances; however,
the concept is good.

Commissioners asked Planner Teague if the roadway addressing the single family home is included in the
land; pointing out it is important to know if the street was vacated and is included as part of this
development. Teague responded that at this time he is not sure if that roadway was vacated and
recorded with Hennepin County. '

Commissioner Scherer commented that she agrees with Fischer; she likes the concept. Scherer said at
this time she doesn’t want to comment on the proposed units at three stories, reiterating she likes the
concept; it’s a step in the right direction.

Commissioner Carpenter said he agrees with Commissioners comments; however, he still thinks the site
may be a little tight. Carpenter suggested they reconsider the number of units to allow some “breathing”
room.

Commissioner Forrest said she has a concern with the east setback; however, she would like a “clearer”
picture before she makes any decision. Forrestalso said it would be important to know if this project
proceeds if the street (Pukuana) was vacated and is part of the site.

Commissioner Staunton said that this definitely is an area of transition although he’s not sure R-1 is
appropriate here, adding the townhouse project feels right. Continuing, Staunton acknowledged the
applicants desire to embrace the Grandview area, but in his opinion how the project addresses 49t Street
will be the most important. Concluding, Staunton said low density is desirable in this location.

Commissioner Potts commented that the proposed townhouse project appears to be a good fit, adding he
could support a low density project in this location.

Commissioner Schroeder said with regard to the Grandview Small Area Plan and its surrounding
roadway systems that reconfiguration of the Highway 100 ramps was discussed as a future possibility.
Schroeder added if there was a reconfiguration of these ramps the excess land could serve a useful
purpose. Schroeder said it may be important to anticipate “what could happen” in the future.
Commissioners agreed.
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Chair Grabiel thanked the applicant for their presentation and said the following should be addressed if
the project proceeds:

Find out if the road that serves the single family home was vacated;

Consider reducing the number of units;

Conduct a traffic study; and

Consider what this development would look like from the people that live directly across the
street from it.

B. Zoning Ordinance Amendments

e Grading
¢ Subdivisions

Planner Presentation

Planner Teague said what he would like from the Commission at this time is how to move forward getting
public input on ordinance amendments.

Teague added he sees a couple ways the Commission can proceed; 1) Hold a public hearing at a regular .
meeting of the Planning Commission; or 2) Hold a public hearing at another venue; such as the Senior
Center; not at a regular Planning Commission meeting.

Teague also said he would like further thought by the Commission on how to “reach out” to residents on
specific issues.

Discussion

Chair Grabiel commented that the Commission would need to decide if the public speaks more freely at
an informal venue vs. a formal venue such as a televised Planning Commission meeting. Commissioner
Platteter added in his opinion there are benefits from a less formal setting such as the Senior Center.
Commissioner Potts agreed, adding he believes the language developed thus far on retaining walls and
grading is good; however it would be good to have an informal discussion with residents on these topics.
Continuing, Potts asked Planner Teague if the suggested language changes to the code with regard to
retaining walls and grading add additional survey costs to residents. Teague responded in the
affirmative. He noted that the Engineering Department in some instances has requested information on a
survey for retaining walls less than 4-feet.

Commissioner Staunton said from his experience with the “Grandview” project that beginning with a less
formal setting worked well. He noted that getting other people’s opinions and knowledge is a good thing.
Staunton pointed out that the Council has proposed the use of “small working “groups ” adding, these
small groups can discuss the best way to gather public input and also tackle ordinance topics.
Continuing, Staunton said the goal is to reach out to everyone in a thoughtful manner and gather as much
information as possible before the formal public hearing process begins.
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Minutes/Edina City Council/November 20, 2012

feasibility study of the Braemar Soccer Field. The Park Board also recommended that the forward motion
of the dome not occur until the issue of expanded playing fields was addressed, solved, and budgeted. Ms.
Kattreh suggested a temporary solution, if a dome was built, to increase field space through a swap
between the Edina Football Association and Edina Soccer Club to move football to the turf field in the fall
to free up the Lewis Park fields for soccer and allow the ability to rest one of the fields at Lewis Park. She
noted there was also ability on the very westerly field at Lewis Park to run two soccer fields width wise,
similar to that at Braemar, creating a soccer complex. [t was noted the Public Works Director and
maintenance staff had indicated this was a viable solution.

The Council agreed there was a need to address the shortage of field space and potential for increased
demand as additional sports become popular. Ms. Kattreh explained the swap was intended to be a
temporary solution until the City was able to resolve the field shortage issue. She indicated it would be
ideal if a field could be added to Pamela Park as studies had clearly indicated it was a need. The Council
indicated support for the swap option, need to plan for the future with a broader vision, and preference to
build to projected need rather than existing requests. Discussion ensued relating to use of Fred Richards
Golf Course as an amenity (but not as a site for a dome) and possible turfing of McCarthy (school
property), since it would be able to sustain three times more usage than a grass field, would fit the “do
Town” initiative, and support youth activities.

Ms. Kattreh stated the action requested by the Park Board was to further study the Braemar athletic sites
by consultants used in the first two phases to determine the kind of dome, cost, and financial feasibility,
(create a business model) conditioned on resolving the need for expanded playing fields. The Council
supported a parallel track to also study needed hours, projected hours, and potential solutions to field
shortages. Member Swenson made a motion, seconded by Member Sprague, receiving the Sports Dome
recommendation conditioned upon studying the issue of expanded playing fields and financing for those
expanded playing fields.

Ayes: Bennett, Sprague, Swenson, Hovland

Motion carried.

VIll.B. SKETCH PLAN REVIEWED — 5109-5125 WEST 49™" STREET

Community Development Director Presentation

Mr. Teague presented a map of the subject site and the Sketch Plan request to redevelop three lots at
5109-5125 West 49™ Street. The proponent proposed to tear down the existing two apartments and
single-family home and build an 18-unit attached housing development. The subject properties were 1.28
acres in size so the proposed density of the project would be 14 units per acre. The Comprehensive Plan
guides these properties as low density residential (1-5 units per acre) and indicates over 12 units per acre
as high density and between 5-12 units per acre as medium density. Mr. Teague advised that on October
24, 2012, the Planning Commission considered the Sketch Plan proposal and determined it generally
believed that a medium-density residential designation was more appropriate for the site than high-
density residential. At the time of the Planning Commission’s review, the vacated right-of-way adjacent to
the site was not used in the density calculations. However, using that acreage, the site area would be 1.43
acres and the density would be 12,57 units per acre.

Proponent Presentation

Daniel Hunt, 6516 Interlachen Boulevard, President of Hunt Associates, stated they previously came
forward with two other larger proposals that were abandoned due to finding no common ground with the
neighbors and receiving negative comments from the Planning Commission and City Council. Mr. Hunt
stated the residential for sale market had dramatically improved, which was the genesis of this plan, a
significant improvement on the existing buildings, answered opposition received relating to height of the
building, traffic generation, and sunlight impact to the north. He noted some revisions had been made to
the plan since Planning Commission consideration. In addition, as reported by Director Teague, they had
approached the Canadian Pacific Railroad, owner of a 175-foot strip of property to the west and learned it
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Minutes/Edina City Council/November 20, 2012

needed only a 100-foot strip and was open to selling a portion, which would lower the density of this
project to fewer than 13 units per acre.

Chris Palkowitsch, architect with the BKV Group, presented a revised Site Plan, noting it better fit the
project into the neighborhood by reducing the scale to smaller-sized townhomes and continuing a wider
bicycle trail/pedestrian pathway in compliance with the Comprehensive Plan and Grandview Plan. Mr.
Palkowsitsch indicated the project would include two types of townhomes: Type A abutting Vernon
Avenue would be 2-story units above grade; and, Type B along 49" Street were 2%-story units and slightly
recessed to grade. The project would comprise a total of 18 units with garages slightly set back to allow
for guest parking (38 visitor stalls in total). Mr. Palkowsitsch presented elevations depicting project views,
noting the base of the ridgeline would fit the residential homes on the north side. Exterior treatments
would incorporate gables, dormers, and brick subject to additional study on materials within the
neighborhood and market.

The Council discussed the Site Plan and asked questions of the proponents. Mr. Palkowsitsch explained
that a height of 2.5-stories would provide for the underground parking and enough living space. The
current zoning allowed for 35 feet at the ridgeline or 2.5 stories, whichever was less. The Type A units
facing Vernon Avenue were 25 feet high but with the first level tucked under ground on the rear side to
accommodate the 23-foot grade change in topography. Mr. Palkowsitsch indicated exploration remained
on water gardens, cisterns, and/or rain barrel collection.

Mr. Palkowsitsch indicated the requested density allowed offset of major site costs related to topography
and drainage. Mr. Hunt explained they had done little work on the architecture of the site, but all units
would have large front porches and back decks, providing adequate programmed space. He pointed out
this site was very unique with single-family homes to one side and non-residential uses on the Vernon
Avenue side, requiring two faces. Mr. Hunt suggested that too much of a standard residential appearance
would be out of place on the busy street and it would need more substance (architectural features) to hold
its place. It was noted the eight larger units had a main floor master suite while the other units contained
upper level bedrooms, allowing attraction of a different market.

Following discussion, the Council indicated that townhomes provide a needed lifecycle choice and
including .15 acres from the railroad would be of benefit. It supported the proposed pathway, the attempt
to engage Vernon Avenue, and found that creating housing along with commercial was intriguing.
However, the Council indicated that 18 units created too high of a density for this site. Members Sprague
and Swenson and Mayor Hovland stated a willingness to entertain a medium-density range to gain
economic viability. Member Bennett stated her rationale to prefer a low-density range of 10-12 units, as
guided by the Comprehensive Plan, to allow creation of a buffer space/transition between the single family
homes across the street and this project, less impact on neighborhood streets, and improved quality of
life. The Council found that additional green space and a common amenity would enhance the project.

VIII.C, RESOLUTION NO. 2012-146 ADOPTED ~ ACCEPTING VARIOUS DONATIONS
Mayor Hovland explained that in order to comply with State Statutes; all donations to the City must be
adopted by Resolution and approved by four favorable votes of the Council accepting the donations.
Member Swenson introduced and moved adoption of Resolution No. 2012-146 accepting various
donations. Member Bennett seconded the motion.

Rollcall:

Ayes: Bennett, Sprague, Swenson, Hovland

Motion carried.

VIIl.D. ORDINANCE NO. 2012-19 — AMENDING CHAPTER 14 OF EDINA CODE CONCERNING BICYCLE
LANES - ADOPTED
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VIII. REPORTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A. Sketch Plan Review for Senior Housing - 5109-5125 West 49th Street for
Hunt Associates ' .

Planner Presentation

Planner Teague reported that the Planning Commission is being asked to consider a
sketch plan proposal to redevelop three lots at 5109-5125 49t Street West. The
applicant is proposing to tear down the existing two apartment buildings and single-
family home and build a new six story, sixty foot tall, 98-unit senior housing
building.

Teague pointed out the existing properties are zoned PRD-2, Planned Residential
District which allow residential buildings containing six of fewer units. Teague said
should the City decide to rezone these sites to PUD, the proposed setbacks, height of
the building and number of parking stalls would become the standards for the site.

Continuing, Teague said a traffic study would need to be completed to determine
impacts on adjacent roadways. Concern was expressed from residents in regard to
congestion that would be created at the intersection of Brookside Avenue and
Interlachen Boulevard.

- Concluding, Teague stated which the proposal would be an improvement over the
existing buildings on the site, staff is not sure that the proposal would rise to the
level of meeting the purpose and intent of a PUD. The proposal far exceeds allowed
densities. Seven variances would also be required under traditional senior housing

zoning.

Appearing for the Applicant

Daniel Hunt, Hunt and Associates, David Motzenbecker, BKV Group

Chair Grabiel explained that before the Commission this evening is a sketch plan
review. Grabiel clarified that a sketch plan wasn't a public hearing. It'san
opportunity for the developer to obtain feedback from the Planning Commission
on their concept. )

Discussion/Comments

Chair Grabiel told the Commission he seems to remember the Commission and
Council approving a development concept in this area for townhomes, adding

he doesn't remember the unit count. Planner Teague responded that Chair
Grabiel was correct. The Council approved a 6-unit townhouse development;
however, the townhouse development only included the R-1 lot and right-of-way.
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code. Mr. Motzenbecker said their intent was to create the best development
possible and tie into the Grandview small area plan by bringing connection to the
Grandview area. Vernon Avenue would also be enhanced through landscaping and
walkways along with boulevard enhancement. Aligning the project with the PSR-4
zoning district provides the opportunity for the project to implement bonuses.

Commissioner Fischer said he has a difficult time justifying a building of this size
and density in a small residential neighborhood. Mr. Motzenbecker said their

intent was to set the building as far back from the street (49t Street) as possible and
add amenities to the front of the building. Motzenbecker said the building would be
200" from the nearest residents across 49th, Concluding, Motzenbecker said they
took advantage of the topography when designing the building pointing out that

the topography absorbs the building height.

Commissioner Carpenter said in his opinion the building is too large.

Carpenter asked the developers how parking was handled; not only parking for
residents of the building but for guests. Mr. Motzenbecker said the building was
designed with 132 enclosed parking spaces those spaces include spaces for
visitor parking. Carpenter questioned if that would really work. '

Commissioner Staunton stated in his opinion this plan is very aggressive and causes
him concern. Staunton said he likes the attention paid to Vernon Avenue; however
the unit count is way too high; more attention needs to be paid to the north side
and traffic is a major concern. Staunton noted the one-way in and out scenario is

difficult at best.

Commissioner Platteter agreed and questioned site circulation, traffic circulation on
West 49th St, site drop-off, metro mobility, deliveries and visitor parking. Platteter
said that he doesn't think the drop-off area as sketched would work. There's just too
much going on with this building.

Commissioner Forrest added she was also concerned with the circulation on the
site and on 49t St. This proposal will certainly add additional traffic into the area
pointing out it’s a one way in and out. Continuing, Forrest also said in her
opinion the building is too tall, the site is too tight (especially on the east), and it's
just too much. Concluding, Forrest said the Commission also has to keep in mind
housing trends change over time, adding it may be a senior building today

but maybe not in the future.

Commissioner Schroeder said the site intrigues him with the question of how you
transition from Vernon into the residential neighborhood while maintaining the
residential character. Schroeder said in his opinion this isn't a very friendly
project. He added the building needs to relate better to the R-1 neighborhood.
Concluding, Schroeder said the building at least at the residential level on 49t St.
needs to be scaled back. '
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Commissioner Staunton agreed with Schroeder's comments pointing out the
proposal increases the density 10-fold." It's just too much. Concluding, Staunton
said that he's also not sure if this is consistent with the GrandView Framework.

The building is way out of scale.

Mr. Motzenbecker asked the Commission if they could provide some guidance
on the number of units they would be comfortable with.

Commissioner Staunton said traffic is another large issue. He said the one way

in and out nature of this neighborhood along with the RR tracks is key in
‘redeveloping this site and achieving the correct unit count. Staunton concluded that

he doesn't know the "right" unit number.

Commissioner Potts suggested that the applicant take another look and respond
more to the topography and to the residential neighborhood. Potts asked if their
intent was to build the building and sell it or would they continue to manage the
property. Mr. Hunt responded they would build and manage the property.

Commissioner Fischer asked the applicants if they spoke with their neighbors.
Mr. Motzenbecker responded they had, adding around 15-20 neighbors came to

“aneighborhood meeting. Motzenbecker said they received both positive and °
negative feedback.

Commissioner Forrest indicated the proposed use is fine with her, reiterating her
concern is massing and traffic. Forrestsaid in her opinion this project isn't the right
"transition" into the neighborhood. Concluding, Commissioner Forrest said that in
her opinion 20 units at 2 % stories may be the right transition. As presented it's just

too large.

Chair Grabiel said he agrees with all comments thus far adding his concern is

that the building is just too large and the transition into the R-1 neighborhood just
isn't there. Grabiel said he doesn't want to give false encouragement, adding he
believes the use is right; however this is just way to large.

Mr. Motzenbecker said he understands the Commissions comments indicating they
want to see a smaller building. He asked the Commission if they could provide him

with a unit range.

Commissioner Schroeder commented that he understands the applicant is
looking for a number; however, that can't be provided. Schroeder said he
wants to see a creative solution that is sensitive to the neighborhood.
Concluding Schroeder said there are other options out there.

Commissioner Carpenter suggested considering other areas, adding this may not
be the right site.
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B. Sketch Plan Review - BKV Group - 5109 and 5117 West 49th Street. Vernon
Avenue Senior Housing ‘

Planner Presentation

Planner Teague informed the Commission they are being asked to consider a
sketch plan request to redevelop three lots at 5109-5125 West 49" Street. The
applicant is proposing to tear down the existing two apartments and single family
home on the site and building a new four story 44-foot tall, 60 unit senior housing
building. The density of the project would be 43 units per acre.

Teague reminded the Commission the applicant had previously proposed a six story,
sixty foot tall, 98-unit senior housing building that was considered by the Planning
Commission on March 28, 2012.

Teague explained that 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 would be
seeking a rezoning of the property to PUD, Planned Unit Development. The site is
guided LDAR, Low Density Attached Residential (1-4 units per acre), therefore, a
Comprehensive Plan Amendment to HDR, High Density Residential would be
required.

The applicant is again requesting a Sketch Plan review to solicit comments from the
Planning Commission and City Council. Opinions or comments provided to the
applicant shall be considered advisory only, and shall not constitute a binding
decision on the request.

Concluding Teague indicated that staff remains concerned with the proposed density
of the proposed density of the proposal at 44 units per acre. While the maximum
density of the PSR-4 District is 44 units per acre as requested, it is still at the high end
of what the City of Edina has allowed for high density development in the past.
Additionally, this site is adjacent to single-family residential homes to the north and
east. The City’s other high density residential sites in town are not located so close to
single-family residential areas. They are generally located in the Southdale area.

Appearing for the Applicant

D_avid Motzenbecker, BKV Group and Jim Hunt, Hunt and Associates, applicant

Chair Grabiel welcomed everyone present and explained that the process for Sketch
Plan Review allows a developer to bring a development/redevelopment plan before
the Planning Commission to solicit comments and opinions. A Sketch Plan Review is
not an official application and is not a public hearing. It is a public meeting.
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Applicant Presentation

Jim Hunt, addressed the Commission and said he was excited to be present this
evening to share the significant changes made to the plan since the Commission last
viewed it. Hunt introduced David Motzenbecker.

Mr. Motzenbecker told the Commission the unit count and building height has been
decreased from 98-units to 60-units and from 6 to 4-stories. Continuing,
Motzenbecker said the setback of the building from West 49t Street was increased to
82-feet. Motzenbecker told the Commission he would stand for
comments/questions.

Comments from the Commission

Commissioner Potts said the massing along Vernon Avenue in his opinion is
acceptable; however he has two points of concern as follows:

o Concerns with the R-1 residential properties directly adjacent and to the east
of the subject site. How will this impact them.

e Traffic. Traffic and stacking is a major concern. There is only one way in and
one way out of this neighborhood. Has a complete traffic study been done on
the intersection at 49t St and Brookside and Brookside at Interlachen. Also,
what about the RR tracks-they potentially poise a real stacking problem.
Stacking at the most at the tracks would be 8-car lengths. This is anissue.

Mr. Motzenbecker agreed that with only one egress it will be challenging; however,
they have to deal with what exists. Motzenbecker said he was open to any

suggestions.

Commissioner Platteter agreed with Potts and added that his concern remains the
same as before, internal circulation and drop off. Platteter said the site cannot
function without a clearly designated drop off area. He pointed out as a senior
facility there will be Metro Mobility drop offs, and the usual residential deliveries;
not to mention medical deliveries, US mail and visitors: A lot will be going on in this

area.

Chair Grabiel said the Commission supports redevelopment; but in this instance the
topographical issues, proximity to RR tracks and the R-1 properties to north create
difficulty for him to support the request as submitted. Grabiel said he can't see the
benefit to the immediate neighbors nor the community as the result of this proposal.

Mr. MotzenbecKker said that the site will be re-landscaped and everything possiblé
will be done to retain the trees along Vernon Avenue and nestle this building into the
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hill away from the R-1 properties. Motzenbecker said that in his opinion the

introduction of more life-style housing to Edina is a benefit to its residents and

improving the site is also a big plus. Continuing, Motzenbecker pointed out market

analysis supports the theory when people can nolonger live in their single family

homes they want to find housing in the same area; even neighborhood when
available.

Commissioner Fischer commented that this request also includes an amendment to
the Comprehensive Plan which would be a policy decision; however, for this
neighborhood amending the Comprehensive Plan from low-density residential to
high-density residential is a bigleap. Fischer acknowledged that the proposal can be
viewed as an improvement; however, this neighborhood is single family with two
low-density buildings, adding he doesn't believe this type of density compensates for
the improvements to the site and additional housing options.

Commissioner Potts stated he feels certain aspects of the project can be readdressed,
adding he believes the proposal presented this evening is better than the previous
proposal; however he still can't get by the traffic. Potts said to him that's the largest
hurdle. The one way in and out and adding more density is a big concern for him.

Commissioner Scherer said she just can't get past the density. She stated in her
“opinion this is too much and too close to residential R-1 properties, pointing out R-1
properties are directly north and east. Scherer concluded reiterating the density of

this project is too much

Commissioner Forrest said she has a number of concerns with this project. Her
issues are with density, drop-off and pickup, street parking possibilities, staffing and
traffic. Forrest stated in her opinion the proposed building is uncomfortable to enter
and exit, pointing out the proposal has access steps to Vernon Avenue that are steep;
especially for seniors. Concluding, Forrest pointed out a rezoning to PSR-4 may "fit"
the project better, adding whatever process they pick; as presented this one is just
too much.

Mr. Hunt responded that the proposed building will not have 24-hour staff and if
"manned" would only have day staff. He asked the Commission to note that the
proposed building; although for seniors, is proposed for the active senior that lives

independently.

Commissioner Staunton said he agrees with many of the comments from
Commissioners and added he continues to believe what's proposed is too dense.
Staunton stated if the plan were to proceed the density must be reduced significantly.
The proposal as submitted is just too dense for this site. Continuing, Staunton said
he may feel differently if the entrance to the building was off Vernon Avenue, but it
isn't, and the 49t Street entrance/exit is limited to one-way in and out, adding the
railroad tracks and the steep hill to gain access to Interlachen/Vernon leave little
stacking room for vehicles. Concluding, Staunton said he can't support the project as
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Jackie Hoogenakker

From: Dan Kersten <dankersten@gmail.com>

Sent: Saturday, March 02, 2013 2:08 PM
To: Jackie Hoogenakker
Subject: re; 2013.005, Edina Fifty Five, LLC

My wife Michelle and | live at 4817 Rutledge.

We support the proposed rezoning and redevelopment. Sounds like it will be good for the neighborhood.

646-717-4584 (cell)
952-984-3107 (work)




Jackie Hoogenakker

From: dede skold <dedskold@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, March 07, 2013 12:51 PM

To: Jackie Hoogenakker

Subject: Comments for Planning Commission Rezoning

Dear Commissioners,

[ am writing you concerning the proposed rezoning on W. 49th St. and Puckwana.
| am the last original member of this neighborhood.l have lived in my home since 1952.
| love my neighborhood and want to see it retain it"s charm and character.

| find that the plans that were sent to us March 1st are totally unacceptable. The front to W.49th street looks like a
fortress. There are no trees, grass or a site line through the property.( We don't need a sidewalk along W. 49th but
would greatly appreciate a walkway from 49th to Vernon.) We would lose two specimen maple trees and wonderful
green space if this happens.The plan is far to dense to be welcoming. | think that the area could take on 12 units, max. |
think that the present apartments could be reconfigured to have 1 and 2 story housing.Three story units could go along
Puckwana and to the back of the lot along Vernon. The variety of elevations and landscaping would add interest and be
welcoming to that space.

My second concern is the added traffic problem. We have seen an increase in both train and auto traffic at the only
entrance/exit to our neighborhood.This will only get worse in the future.

Thank you for your time and the consideration that you will give this matter.
Sincerely,
Doris Skold

5101 Millpond Place
(922) 929-7163

































































































Jackie Hoogenakker

From: nancy hall <nlphall@comcast.net>
Sent: Tuesday, March 26, 2013 9:44 PM
To: Jackie Hoogenakker

Subject: FW:

Attachments: 49th Street Project.pdf

From: nancy hall [mailto:niphall@comcast.net]
Sent: Tuesday, March 26, 2013 6:22 PM

To: alina.perez-campos@fallon.com; Alex and Michael Landreville (alexanderlandreville 2013@depauw.edu); ann legeros
(annlegeros@edina.k12.mn.us); bkaroli@yahoo.com; blake johnson; Bigmama375@aol.com; brad case
(bdcase8@yahoo.com); Vicki Berg (bergwolf@hotmail.com); Charles and Sue Kelly (susanjkelly@comcast.net);
doug@waterdesigngroup.com; elizabeth.macdonagh@gmail.com; Elizabeth King (king.home@comcast.net);
gretasim1i@gmail.com; Gary Rooney (MLRooney10@aol.com); ha.janet.222@gmail.com; John Purdum
(jpjr750@gmail.com); joyhazucha@gmail.com; jmkscott@msn.com; Joel and Harmony Kaplan
(jkaplanslookout@comcast.net); Johnfolkestad (johnfolkestad@salollc.com); june kuntz (jbk630@live.com); Julia
Tangeman (jjtangeman@aol.com); lagerstrom22@comcast.net; Kim Gharrity (kcgharrity@gmail.com); marta martinez
davison (mmmdavison@mac.com); nhaley@mac.com; Nancy Peters (nancy.peters@courts.state.mn.us); Olivia and
Ricardo Gorostiaga (0.gorostiaga@gmail.com); 'Penelope Purdum' (penelope@waterdesigngroup.com); Randy Swanstrom
(randy.swanstrom@fcgm.com); shannon.case@yahoo.com; smithkaralyn@gmail.com; sara_strothman@uhc.com;
'Suzanne Kerwin'; sfolkestad@comcast.net; Tracey Zavadil (shinybirdy@yahoo.com); shardy73@gmail.com;
susengen@edina.k12.mn.us; 'Jennifer Livingston'; thequinbys@g.com; Katie and Tim Meehan (Tsmeeh@aol.com);
keazar@comcast.net; kathy w. clifford; kfgroomes@amail.com; KristinSmith@edinarealty.com;
‘jhoogenakker@edinagov.mn'; 'k.carter@comcast.net’; Ann Swenson (swensonanni@gmail.com);
jhoviand@krausehovland.com; joni bennett (jonibennett12@comcast.net); Josh Sprague (joshsprague@edinarealty.com);
Mary Brindle (mbrindle@comcast.net)

Subject:

Good Afternoon, )

| am sending this proposal out to our neighborhood and the Edina City Council. | do not approve of this proposed
rezoning.

This is the layout of the proposed rezoning on 49™ and Brookside. This is really going to impact our neighborhood with
traffic. The design is not in keeping with the neighborhood.

This is an unnecessary change to the comprehengive plan and our zoning code. There is no hardship proven and no need
for this rezoning. The due diligence hasn’t been done by our planning commission.

The traffic study was flawed at best saying that there will be no additional impact on the neighborhood with 17
additional homes, guests, etc. as it is nearly impossible to get on Interlachen from Brookside most mornings and
evenings. This will definitely increase traffic on Rutledge, Hollywood, Vandervork, Division and Cooper.

If you know anyone in this area that | have missed, please forward this to them.

This will be happening on April 2™ at the city hall. | suggest that if you value your property you may wish to attend and
please send a note to jhoogenakker@edinagov.mn as recommended on the page attached.

Regards, ’

Nancy Purdum-Hall

4501 Parkside Lane

Edina, MN 55436







Jackie Hoogenakker

From: Kevin Kuemmel <kevin.kuemmel@WDPLcom>
Sent: Tuesday, March 12, 2013 6:57 PM

To: Jackie Hoogenakker

Hi Jackie,

I'm a resident at 5008 edinbrook lane and I'm extremely concerned about the new development proposal. It is a lot of
housing crammed into a space and my biggest two issues is the parking [corner on 49th is very tight and unsafe the way
it is] and the traffic from 17 houses and only 1 exit for all of the houses. I'd be much more inclined to be a proponent of
this with off street parking and another entrance [2 options]. | am or redeveloping those less appealing houses but this
many people given the parking restraints and exits seems like a bad idea for me. | am unable to attend the meeting
tomorrw but if there is anything | can do or ay questions you may have, please let me know.

Kevin kuemmel
5008 edinbrook lane
651 270 5645

Sent from my Samsung Epic™ 4G

[World Data Products] Our commitment to providing quality products and services is demonstrated by our
achievement of ISO 9001:2008 certification. Grow your business and maximize your budget with proven IT solutions
from WDPI, Visit www.wdpi.com for more information. [ISO 9001:2008]
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