


a compromise that may work; however as previously mentioned without seeing it it is difficult
to design or envision. It was further suggested that staff conditions (all) be available for review at the
Council level.

Concluding, Commissioners thanked the developers for their response to their earlier comments adding

in their opinion this will be a good project and possibly the first in the redevelopment of the Grandview
area.

Ayes; Carpenter, Potts, Platteter, Carr, Forrest, Staunton. Motion carried.

VI. REPORTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A. Sketch Plan Review — Frauenshuh Commercial Real Estate Group — 5801 Edina Industrial
Boulevard, Edina, MN

Staff Presentation

Planner Aaker informed the Commission they are being asked to consider a sketch plan
proposal to re-develop 5801 Edina Industrial Boulevard from office uses to retail uses
including a drive-through. Currently the building on the site contains a real estate office,
a hair loss treatment center, a telecommunication switching site and a small vacancy
formerly occupied by a builder office/showroom. The applicant, Frauenshuh Commercial
Real Estate Group, would like to repurpose and remodel the existing building with
neighborhood retail services.

Aaker explained to accommodate the request, the following would be required:

1. ARezoning from POD, Planned Office District-1, to PCD-2, Planned Commercial
District-2.

2. A Comprehensive Guide Plan Amendment from Office to Neighborhood
Commercial.

Continuing, Aaker reported that the property is located just west of Highway 100 and is
located across the street from retail uses that are zoned PCD-2, Planned Commercial
District. Uses include a gas station, Burger King, and a small retail strip center. North and
east of the site are office/light industrial uses. The proposed use of the property would
be consistent with the existing land uses to the south. Aaker noted this 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
Potential Areas of Change, “A development proposal that involves a Comprehensive Plan
Amendment or a rezoning will require a Small Area Plan study prior to planning
application. However, the authority to initiate a Small Area Plan rests with the City
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Council.” Therefore, the decision to require a Small Area Plan can be made by the City
Council at the Sketch Plan review.

Appearing for the Applicant
David Anderson, Frauenshuh and Nick Sperides, SRa

Applicant Presentation

Mr. Anderson addressed the Commission and reported their intent is to rezone the property from POD1,
(Planned Office District) to PCD2, (Planned Commercial District). Anderson explained this is a sizeable
employment area, adding their goal is to repurpose the property to better serve neighborhood
commercial service demands and the economic viability of the property.

With graphics Anderson pointed out “before” and "after” schematics of the property noting the building
is low level. If the Commission and Council are agreeable to repurposing the property the following
changes to the property would include:

e Implement an updated landscape plan

e Improve and repair the building’s exterior, to include lighting, awnings and other architectural
features

e Create a better pedestrian experience by including walkways and outdoor seating areas

e Potential for a drive-through option

e Reconfigure the parking in keeping with ordinance requirements and

e Improved internal vehicle access and circulation.

Concluding Anderson asked the Commission for their opinion on the sketch plan.

Discussion

Commissioner Platteter commented that he likes the concept; however, believes this is a hard site to get
in and out of. Platteter suggested reconsidering access points (eliminate west entry along Edina Ind.
Blvd.) and changing the location of the proposed drive-through; possibly to the rear. Continuing,
Platteter also suggested energizing the corner of Metro Blvd/Edina Inc. Blvd. to be more pedestrian
friendly. Concluding, Platteter stated he understands the requested change, adding it would continue
the synergy of the areas service component; however, this is a hard site.

Mr. Sperides responded that they looked at different scenarios for the drive-through but found out that
moving it to the rear wouldn’t work because of the three lanes (in, out & Drive-through), circulation and
the difficulty in ensuring that the driver is on the proper side. Commissioner Platteter agreed driver
placement was an issue, he noted in the Grandview area a drive-through is located between buildings;
in the middle. Mr. Sperides added they are open to revisiting drive-through placement, adding they
don’t know if a drive-through would be part of the equation; however, want that option kept open
because it's important to retail. Continuing, Sperides said another point they needed to keep in mind
was stacking. Platteter agreed, adding as presented he is unsure if stacking would be adequate. Mr.
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Sperides pointed out adequate stacking capacity is also very important for the retailer; without
adequate stacking the business would suffer too.

Chair Staunton commented that it is important to both the Commission and City Council that adequate
stacking space is provided for drive-through window components. Staunton asked the applicant what
their vision is for this property.

Mr. Anderson said Frauenshuh observed this area was undergoing a change and creating an opportunity
to repurpose the property in response to that change would benefit everyone. Anderson said what they
do know is that the employment base is there and retail services to respond to that base are needed.
Continuing, Anderson said the vision is to capture the current activity in a positive manner. Anderson
added in his opinion this area has become more of a mixed use area, reiterating the introduction of
more retail is good.

Commissioner Potts stated in his opinion this area is very challenging and if redeveloped a complete
traffic analysis needs to be completed. Planner Aaker responded if a formal application to rezone the
property is submitted a traffic analysis is a requirement of that process.

Commissioner Carr said she realizes this is only in the “sketch plan” phase; however if redeveloped she
would like the applicant to pay attention to aesthetics; such as lighting, landscaping, outdoor seating
areas, etc. to create a more attractive place to visit and view. Anderson commented the intent would
be to revitalize the site.

Commissioner Forrest commented that she’s not sure she’s on board with the rezoning request. Forrest
said she is concerned with parking, vehicle circulation and the potential drive-through space.
Continuing, Forrest pointed out as previously mentioned by Commissioner Potts that much depends on
the outcome of the traffic analysis.

Mr. Anderson said the initial thought was to gain Commission and Council input on the proposed
rezoning. Anderson said if that support was present it would allow them to prepare a site plan
supported by a completed market and traffic analysis for formal review. Anderson explained that is the
reason why the plans presented aren’t firm, reiterating they felt the first step was to gain input on the
rezoning.

A discussion ensued on if the Commission felt extending the PCD zoning designation to this side of the
street makes sense. Commissioners expressed the opinion that pedestrian and vehicle safety is of the
utmost importance, pointing out the volume of activity is this “neighborhood” is very high.
Commissioners also observed that it is difficult to make a decision without the facts; such as tenant mix
and how that mix relates to traffic.
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Commissioner Forrest asked Planner Aaker if the site were rezoned would all uses within the PCD-2
zoning district be allowed. Aaker responded in the affirmative; adding parking requirements need to be
met for each use which could limit uses.

The discussion continued on the rezoning clarifying without the traffic analysis and knowledge of the
uses in the tenant space it is difficuit to make an educated decision. Commissioners suggested moving
forward keeping in mind how important the relationship is between traffic and use. It was further noted
that if it is found that pedestrians do want to cross the street both ways having these amenities makes
sense and would be of benefit to the area and areas users.

Mr. Anderson thanked the Commission for their comments, adding they would speak with City staff
before submitting the sketch plan to the City Council.

B. Residential Redevelopment Ordinance — Recap from City Council Meeting

Chair Staunton reminded the Commission of the numerous meetings held on residential redevelopment
and amending the Zoning Ordinance. Staunton said the Commission forwarded their final draft to the
City Council for their July 16™ meeting. Staunton stated he along with Commissioners Forrest and Potts
attended that meeting to present the Commission’s recommendations. Staunton stated after Council
action there was concern that the Council didn’t understand the intent of the Commission on specific
issues; mainly building height, 2™ story step elimination and setbacks.

Chair Staunton said in speaking with City Staff he felt there was a need to reiterate to the Council the
Commissions intent on one set of items (#3 per memo) and referred the Commission to the attached
statement of intent and graphics.

Clarifying Staunton said at their July 16™ meeting the Council adopted a 30-foot cap on building height
and elimination of the second floor setback; however declined to adopt the side yard setback formula.
Staunton added he doesn’t want to second guess the Council and is agreeable with their decision;
however, reiterated he wants to make sure they understood the Commissions intent on side yard
setback as part of a “bundle” that works simultaneously. Staunton referred to the table provided in the
Ordinance amendment on side yard setbacks and wondered if the Council thought this table was too
cumbersome. Staunton said the goal of the Commission was also to provide the public with greater
clarity in the Ordinance; however, the Council may not have felt this was achieved in the Commission’s
final draft.

Staunton told the Commission he would be forwarding his statement along with the graphics provided
by Commissioner Potts to the Council before their final reading on the Ordinance amendments at their
August 5™ meeting. Staunton asked the Commission for their input on the “statement”. He
acknowledged the statement also recommends that on lots narrower than 75-feet in width that there
be at least a total of 25% of the lot width (with a minimum setback no less than what currently exists).
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