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the City Council.” The City Council is therefore requested to determine if a Small Area Plan is necessary. A
study is currently underway in this area as part of the Planning Commission’s work plan.

The France Avenue Southdale Area Development Principles have been shared with the applicant. They have
been asked to address each of the principles with any formal application.

Planning Commission Consideration: On August 12, 2015, the Planning Commission considered the sketch
plan proposal. (See attached minutes.)

ATTACHMENTS:
e  Minutes from the August 12, 2015 Edina Planning Commission meeting

® Planning Commission Memo, August 12, 2015







principles with any formal application. Teague presented graphics of the project and
introduced the development team. Pete Keely, College Architects and Kurt Krumenauer,
Midwest Apartment Brokers

Applicant Presentation

Mr. Krumenauer, informed the Commission their intent is to develop this site as a
“Gateway” corner through density, quality of design and aligning with the 66" Street
Urban Corridor Revitalization.

Mr. Keely said as mentioned by Mr. Krumenauer the intent is to create a gateway and to
express something larger and bold. The proposed plan takes advantage of the curve at
York Avenue and West 66™ Street by establishing a linear park. The plan holds the
building edge at street level and provides a series of walk-ups and stairways. Continuing,
Keely reported that the site consists of three properties and the existing buildings would
be removed, adding the proposed building is C shaped and can be viewed as two building
areas. The proposal is for a mixed use project with a 210-unit (4-6-stories) apartment
building with a 3,800 square foot restaurant and 1,200 square feet of office space with
parking access directed off of Southdale Circle. The site includes 273 parking stalls.
Continuing, Keely added the exterior materials are proposed as stone; larger pieces of
Glass. As previously mentioned a linear park in proposed along with terraces and walk-
up units.

Continuing, with graphics Keely highlighted for the Commission aspects of the proposed
redevelopment.

In conclusion, Krumenauer said their intent is to develop something special, adding they
have been working on this project for two years and believe what’s presented is a
good project and would appreciate feedback from the Commission.

Discussion

Chair Platteter pointed out this proposal “asks” for a lot and questioned what the City
“gets” with this project. Mr. Keely responded that the density provides the building with
the financial means to do an upscale project that will include the linear park and the
addition of another park/open space on the south end. Exterior building materials are
enhanced. Another point is that with this project the development team is trying to
keep the rents reasonable while creating a life style choice providing walkability, exercise
and community area near fabulous amenities.

Commissioner Forrest commented that she finds the design attractive and interesting;
however there’s a lot going on especially on the south side (Taco Bell). Forrest said it
appears that the south park/open space area while a great idea looks quickly added.
Concluding Forrest said she’s also not sure on height.

Mr. Keely said it would be very important for the team to know where the Commission
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stands on building height.

Commissioner Carr said she too finds the design interesting and agrees this site is a
“gateway” into the Southdale area. She further added that she thinks it was a good idea
to drop the building height along Xerxes Avenue. Carr asked if they have settled on the
type of stone indicated for exterior materials. Mr. Keely said that hasn’t been decided
yet; however he believes it may be Kasota stone, or something similar but not as white.
Continuing, Keely said the curved fagade is about making a statement.

Chair Platteter said he agrees this is a gateway, adding he is intrigued with the curved
facade; however, wants the team to remember the project is also a gate to the
residential properties on Xerxes Avenue. Continuing, Platteter said that he is worried
about access and parking on Xerxes Avenue. He also suggested that shadow studies be
done before formal application. Mr. Keely asked Chair Platteter where he envisions
apartment vehicle access. Platteter responded that in his opinion they should look at
West 66" Street. Mr. Krumenauer interjected that he spoke with representatives from
the City of Richfield and they too indicated they would like the access moved to West
66™ Street. Platteter said to him that access point is a key piece, adding the City needs
to look out for everyone.

Commissioner Nemerov said he is hesitant on the walk-up apartments. He said if walk-
up units aren’t located in a residential pedestrian setting in his opinion they can look odd.
Continuing, Nemerov said he also has a concern that the subject site could become an
island if redevelopment doesn’t occur to the south and asked the team if they considered
more retail, adding it is important in this area to consider how “people get here and
there”. Mr. Keely said he agrees that walk-ups can appear odd or out of place; however,
he believes if they get this corner “right” over time the area will evolve.

Chair Platteter said a good point mentioned is pedestrian flow. Platteter said this site
needs more work on walkability. Mr. Keely said he believes the linear park along West
66" Street would encourage walkability and pedestrian movement. Keely explained the
linear park would be a razed up walkway above the traffic zone that can move people
through it, either to access their apartment or during a neighborhood walk.

Commissioner Carr asked if they have decided if the linear park would have steps or
would it be constructed on an incline. She said how it is constructed would make a
difference. Mr. Keely said they are still refining aspects of the park, adding they want
that edge softened. Carr said she doesn’t want to see a huge wall along that portion of
the site, adding she wants it to look attractive from the street.

Commissioner Lee said she also finds the proposal intriguing and different. She added
she likes the “light quality” of the proposal as it approaches Xerxes Avenue. Lee agreed
that the team should look at a West 66 Street access vs. Xerxes Avenue. She said in
her opinion the access indicated on the plans is too close to the residential properties on
Xerxes Avenue. Continuing, Lee said the scale of the project can be broken up

through exterior building materials. She said attention should be paid to the east and
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Comprehensive
Connections; Movement

Site Design; Transitions

Health

“Innovation

Describe the infrastructure features of the proposal that are truly
extraordinary by relating the performance of those features to current
standards, requirements, or best practices.

How the proposal relies on infrastructure of the district for baseline
performance?

Foster a logical, safe, inviting and expansive public realm facilitating
movement of people within and to the district.

What features and amenities does the proposal lend to the public
realm of the district?

What features and amenities does the proposal introduce to extend
the sense of an expansive and engaging public realm to its site?
Demonstrate the ways in which the proposal supports pedestrians and
bicyclists movement and identify those nearby district features that
are important destinations.

What features does the proposal employ to ensure a safe and inviting
pedestrian experience on the site?

Encourage parcel-appropriate intensities promoting harmonious and
interactive relationships without “leftover” spaces on sites.

How does the proposal relate in terms of scale to it neighbors?

How does the proposal make full use of the available site, especially
those portions of the site not occupied by parking and buildings?

How does the proposal interact with its neighbors?

Describe the zones of activity created by the proposal and compare
those areas to zones of activity on adjacent and nearby sites.

Advance human and environmental health as the public and private
realms evolves.

How does this proposal enhance key elements of environmental
health (air, water, noise, habitat)?

How does proposal mitigate any negative impacts on environmental
health on its own site?

How does proposal provide for a healthful environment beyond the
current condition?

Describe ways in which human health needs are advanced by the
proposal.

Embrace purposeful innovation aimed at identified and anticipated
problems.

Identify the problems posed by the proposal or the district requiring
innovative solutions and describe the ways in which the proposal
responds?

Describe the metrics to be used to compare the innovations posed by
the proposal.
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