


REPORT / RECOMMENDATION

parking is 6 stalls. Therefore, they believe they would have adequate parking. Residents are expected to
utilize the Metro Transit bus service available across the street at Southdale.

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

This development proposal is the second of the two-step review process. The first step in the process
resulted in the following approvals by City Council:

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

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

ATTACHMENTS:
¢ Resolution No. 2014-115
e Ordinance No. 2014-17
¢ City Council minutes, September 2, 2014
¢ Planning Commission minutes, October 7, 2014
e Planning Commission staff report dated October 7, 2014
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RESOLUTION NO. 2014-115
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Section 3.

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

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

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

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

APPROVAL

NOW THEREFORE, it is hereby resolved by the City Council of the City of Edina, approves the Final
Rezoning to PUD, Planned Unit Development and Final Development Plan. The Final Development Plan is
subject to the following conditions:

1.

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

Site plan date stamped September 12, 2014.

Grading plan date stamped September 12, 2014.

Utility plan date stamped September 12, 2014.

Landscaping plan date stamped September 12, 2014.

Building elevations date stamped September 12, 2014

Building materials board as presented at the Planning Commission and City Council
meeting.

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

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

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

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

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

All buildings must be built with sprinkler systems, subject to review and approval of the fire
marshal.
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8. Compliance with all of the conditions outlined in the director of engineering’s memo dated July
15, 2014.
9. Approval of a Zoning Ordinance Amendment establishing the PUD-7, Planned Unit
Development for this site.
10. Final Rezoning is subject to review and approval of the Metropolitan Council of a

Comprehensive Plan Amendment.

11 For the first year of operation, the facility shall have 24-hour staffing, 7 days per week.

Adopted by the city council of the City of Edina, Minnesota, on, , 2014.

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

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 2014, and as recorded in the Minutes of said Regular Meeting,.

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

City Clerk



ORDINANCE NO. 2014-17

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

The City Council Of Edina Ordains:

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

Sec. 36-494  Planned Unit Development District-7 (PUD-7) —66'" West Apartments

(a)

(e)

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

Torrens Property Certificate of Title No: 361393.

Approved Plans. Incorporated herein by reference are the re-development plans
received by the City on September 12, 2014 except as amended by City Council
Resolution No. 2014-115, on file in the Office of the Planning Department.
Principal Uses:

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

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

Accessory Uses:

Off-street parking facilities.

Conditional Uses:

None

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




Building Setbacks

Building Setbacks

Front — 66'" Street 43 feet

Front — Barrie Road 25 feet

Side — North 50 feet

Rear — South 25 feet

Building Height 2 stories

Maximum Floor Area 77%

Ratio (FAR)

Building Coverage 30%

Parking Stalls (affordable 19 surface

housing with services) Proof-of-parking for 37

Parking stalls {Office uses Per the Parking

per Section 36-575) requirements of Sec. 36-
1311

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

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

Section 3. This ordinance is effective immediately upon passage.

First Reading:

Second Reading:

Published:



ATTEST:

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

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

Bill to Edina City Clerk

CERTIFICATE OF CITY CLERK
|, the undersigned duly appointed and acting City Clerk for the City of Edina do hereby certify
that the attached and foregoing Ordinance was duly adopted by the Edina City Council at its

Regular Meeting of , 2014, and as recorded in the Minutes of said Regular Meeting.

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

City Clerk




Minutes/Edina City Council/September 2, 2014

Member Brindle made a motion, seconded by Member Swenson, to close the public hearing.
Ayes: Bennett, Brindle, Sprague, Swenson, Hovland
Motion carried.

Member Bennett introduced and moved adoption of Resolution No. 2014-92, Approving a
Conditional Use Permit at 4603 Annaway Drive for Nicole and Greg Jennings, subject to the
following conditions:
I. The site must be developed and maintained in conformance with the following plans:
o Survey date stamped June 23, 2014
¢ Building plans and elevations date stamped June 23, 2014
2. Compliance with the conditions and comment listed in the Environmental Engineer's
memo dated August |, 2014,
Member Sprague seconded the motion.
Rollcall:
Ayes: Bennett, Brindle, Sprague, Swenson, Hovland
Motion carried.

VI.D. COMPREHENSIVE GUIDE PLAN AMENDMENT, PRELIMINARY REZONING FROM POD-
| TO PUD, BEACON INTERFAITH HOUSING COLLABORATIVE, 3330 WEST 66TH
STREET.- RESOLUTION NO. 2014-93 AND RESOLUTION 2014-94 - ADOPTED

Community Development Director Presentation

Community Development Director Teague presented the request from Beacon Interfaith Housing

Collaborative for a Comprehensive Plan Amendment to allow affordable housing in the Regional Medical

District. The applicant also requested preliminary rezoning from Planned Office District-| to Planned Unit

Development and approval of the Preliminary Development Plan. The proponent proposed to remodel

and expand the existing TCF Bank building located at 3330 66 Street into 39 affordable housing units of

small studio apartments for young adults who had experienced homelessness. There would be 19 surface
parking stalls and proof-of-parking for 37 total surface stalls. Mr. Teague presented details of the proposal.

The Planning Commission recommended denial of the Comprehensive Plan Amendment, but

recommended instead approval of a Comprehensive Plan Amendment that would incorporate language

into the Comprehensive Plan that would allow this type of project. The Planning Commission also
suggested approval of preliminary rezoning from Planned Office District-1 to Planned Unit Development.

Staff offered four Comprehensive Plan wording options for Council consideration, and recommended

Option 3, correcting the density wording to reflect ‘senior housing and affordable housing' rather than

‘specialty housing.’

Mr. Teague answered questions of the Council relating to the definition of ‘specialty housing’ ability to
write specific housing type as well as potential appropriate future uses within the PUD, adequacy of
parking, and rezoning if the site was used for another purpose.

Proponent Presentation :
Lee Blons, Executive Director of Beacon Interfaith Housing Collaborative, presented the request to

develop 66 West as affordable housing (apartments) for homeless youth. Ms. Blons described Beacon as
an experienced developer of quality housing, shared its vision, and belief in the power of ‘home.” The
project involved many local churches including Edina Community Lutheran Church as the lead
congregation. Ms. Blons shared the requirements for each tenant, supportive services that would be
provided to tenants, development costs, site attributes, and availability of funding. Ms. Blons asked the
Council to support the change necessary to the Comprehensive Plan and PUD to allow affordable housing
for young people at 66 West to become a reality.

Mayor Hovland opened the public hearing at 8:24 p.m.

Public Testimony
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Minutes/Edina City Council/September 2, 2014

Mark Chamberlain, 7004 Bristol Boulevard, addressed the Council.

Edward Schuck, 395 Lake Street West, Wayzata, addressed the Council.

Ruth Lordan, 6453 Barrie Road, addressed the Council.

Senator Melisa Franzen, 6216 Maloney Avenue, addressed the Council,

Rose Minor, Step by Step Montessori School, 6519 Barrie Road, addressed thé Council.
Dr. William Davis, 6616 Cornelia Drive, addressed the Council.

Mike Nelson, 5329 6|st Street West, addressed the Council,

Bishop Ann Svennungsen, 301 Clifton Avenue, Minneapolis, addressed the Council.
Dr. Elizabeth Briden, 6525 Barrie Road, addressed the Council.

Thomas Stone, 3710 Nicollet Avenue South, Apartment 204, addressed the Council.
Tom Nelson, Kenwood Lowry Hill Neighborhood, Minneapolis, addressed the Council.
Mikkel Beckmen, 5332 Freemont Avenue South, Minneapolis, addressed the Council.
Robert Long, 7900 Xerxes Avenue South, Minneapolis, addressed the Council.
Jeanette Auguston, 5000 Arden Avenue, addressed the Council.

John Crane, 5610 Woodcrest Drive, addressed the Council.

Lisa Thompson, 5500 Benton Avenue, addressed the Council.

Rita Babcock, 12500 Briarwood Terrace, Minnetonka, addressed the Councit.

Floyd Grabiel, 4817 Wilford Way, addressed the Council.

Lauren Morse Wendt, 1449 Frankson Avenue, St. Paul, addressed the Council.

Betsy Cussler, 5825 Vernon Lane, addressed the Council.

Daniel Tysver, 2104 53rd Street West, Minneapolis, addressed the Council.

Andrea Knoll, 4601 Arden Avenue, addressed the Council.

Maura Schnorbach, 6221 Balder Lane, addressed the Council.

Dr. Ward Godsall, 5601 Johnson Drive, addressed the Council.

Dr. Helen Wood, 6525 Drew Avenue South, addressed the Council.

Robert Hobbins, 4708 U‘pper Terrace, addressed the Council.

Pastor Erik Strand, 41 13 54th Street West, addressed the Council.

Mark Swiggum, 7234 Ticonderoga Trail, Eden Prairie, addressed the Council.
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Minutes/Edina City Council/September 2, 2014

David Vandongen, 5620 Kellogg Place, addressed the Council.
Eileen Supple, 7332 West Shore Drive, addressed the Council.
Father Tim Rudolphi, 6820 St. Patrick Lane, addressed the Council.

Member Swenson made a motion, seconded by Member Sprague, to close the public
hearing.

Ayes: Bennett, Brindle, Sprague, Swenson, Hovland

Motion carried.

Member Bennett introduced and moved adoption of Resolution No. 2014-93, Approving a
Comprehensive Plan Amendment to Allow Additional Housing in the RMD, Regional Medical
District and Resolution No. 2014-94, Preliminary Rezoning from POD-I, Planned Office
District-1, to PUD, Planned Unit Development and Preliminary Development Plan for 3330
66th Street. Motion died for lack of a second.

The Council asked Police Chief Nelson questions relating to safety and security. He reported the Police
Department received an average of |9 to 20 calls for service per year from Nicollet Square, a similar
Beacon establishment.

The Council asked Attorney Knutson questions relating to the application. Mr, Knutson answered that the
deadline for Final Rezoning was October 7, 2014. With regard to the comment on spot zoning, he
explained it was irrational zoning with no basis or foundation, such as zoning to favor a proponent.

Ms. Blons responded to the Council's questions relating to the psychological needs of the residents. The
Council also asked Ms. Blons if 66 West would staff a 24-hour desk like Nicollet Square. Ms. Blons
answered that staff would be present at night and on weekends, but Beacon had hoped to not be required
to provide 24-hour care. However, Beacon would provide that service if the Council desired.

Sara Larson, Beacon Project Manager, explained that TCF Bank had approached realtors that had
previously expressed interest and called Beacon’s broker. Ms. Blons reviewed the search process to find
this site, the cost effectiveness of this site, findings of the parking study, and adequacy of parking.

The Council and Ms. Blons discussed the issue of security and staffing hours. It was noted the building
would have a security system, requiring a secured key card to enter. The Council expressed a desire to
have 66 West staffed 24 hours per day for the first year and agreed to add it as a condition of approval.
Following additional discussion, Attorney Knutson explained that in order to rezone the property back to
POD-I, the Council would complete the same process and the City would be the applicant. Member
Bennett introduced and moved adoption of Resolution No. 2014-93, Approving a
Comprehensive Plan Amendment to Allow Additional Housing in the RMD, Regional Medical
District, utilizing proposed language Option 3. Member Swenson seconded the motion.

The Council recognized the need to provide workforce housing, importance of addressing the needs of
homeless youth, some of the most vulnerable among us, and appropriateness of this site for Beacon's
worthwhile project.

Rollcal!:

Ayes: Bennett, Brindle, Sprague, Swenson, Hovland

Motion carried.

Member Bennett introduced and moved adoption of Resolution No. 2014-94, Preliminary
Rezoning from POD-I, Planned Office District-1, to PUD, Planned Unit Development and
Preliminary Development Plan for 3330 66th Street, subject to the following conditions:
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Minutes/Edina City Council/September 2, 2014

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

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

3. All buildings must be built with sprinkler systems, subject to review and approval of the
fire marshal.

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

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

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

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

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

9. For the first year of operation, the facility shall have 24-hour staffing, seven days a weel.
Staffing may be provided by aduit volunteers.

Member Swenson seconded the motion.

Rollcall:
Ayes: Bennett, Brindle, Sprague, Swenson, Hovland
Motion carried.

vii. COMMUNITY COMMENT
This item was considered prior to ltem VI. Public Hearings.

VIll. REPORTS | RECOMMENDATIONS
VIILA. RESOLUTION NO. 2014-87 ADOPTED - ACCEPTING VARIOUS GRANTS AND
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 Bennett introduced and moved adoption of Resolution No. 2014-87 accepting
various grants and donations, Member Sprague seconded the motion.

Rollcall:

Ayes: Bennett, Brindle, Sprague, Swenson, Hovland

Motion carried.

X CORRESPONDENCE AND PETITIONS
IX.A, CORRESPONDENCE
Mayor Hovland acknowledged the Council's receipt of various correspondence.

IX.B. HUMAN RIGHTS & RELATIONS COMMISSION ADVISORY COMMUNICATION -
Received

IX.C. MINUTES:
I EDINA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION, JULY 17, 2014
2, ENERGY & ENVIRONMENT COMMISSION, JULY 10, 2014
3, PLANNING COMMISSION, JULY 23, 2014

Informational; no action required.

X. AVIATION NOISE UPDATE - Received

Xl. MAYOR AND COUNCIL COMMENTS — Received
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Public Testimony

No public comment. Chair Staunton asked for a motion tg&lose the public hearing.
Commissioner Scherer moved to close the public hearipg Commissioner Lee seconded
the motion. All voted aye; public hearing closed. /

Discussion

staff findjifigs and subject to staff onditions. Commissioner Lee seconded
the motion. All voted aye; mogfion carried 5-0.

C. Final Rezoning and Final Development Plan. Beacon Interfaith Housing.
3330 West 66" Street, Edina, MN

Planner Presentation

Planner Teague told the Commission they are being asked to consider Final
Rezoning and Final Development Plan for a redevelopment request of the existing
TCF Bank building, located at 3330 66™ Street by Beacon Interfaith Housing
Collaborative (Beacon). Teague reported the proposed plans are the same as the
plans that were approved in the first phase of this review, including the
Comprehensive Plan Amendment.

Teague explained the applicant proposes to remodel and expand the building into
39 units of small studio apartments for young adults (age 18-22) who have
experienced homelessness. The size of the units would range from 322-451
square feet. Each unit would contain a full kitchen and bathroom. The building
would contain offices for on-site service providers and property management.
There would also be a community area for residents; a fitness area; a computer
lab and a laundry room. The site is 39,204 square feet in size. The existing bank is
18,179 square feet. The proposed addition would be 10,458 square feet. The
building would remain two stories. The remodel of the building would retain the
existing brick, and the addition would be brick with metal panels.




Teague added there would be 19 surface parking stalls. Proof of parking would
total 37 total surface stalls. No enclosed parking is proposed. The applicants have
indicated in their narrative that 18% of their residents have cars. Beacon
anticipates that no more than |2 stalls would be required for residents. The
maximum need for staff parking is 6 stalls. Therefore, they believe they would
have adequate parking. Residents are expected to utilize the Metro Transit bus
service available across the street at Southdale. All of the 39 units would be
considered affordable housing, and would apply towards the City and Met
Council’s goal for affordable housing.

Planner Teague concluded that staff recommends that the City Council approVe the
Final Rezoning and approve the Final Development Plan.

Approval is based on the following findings:

I.  Affordable housing is identified as a need in the Comprehensive Plan; and the
proposed amendment would assist the City in meeting its established affordable
housing goal with the Met Council of providing 212 new affordable housing units
by the year 2020. This project would include 39 new affordable housing units
toward that goal. ;

2.  The proposed density of 43 units per acre is reasonable, and within the density
range suggested in the Comprehensive Plan of between [2-80 units per acre.

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

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

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

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

Edina residents.

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

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

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

Final approval is subject to the following conditions:




w

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

Site plan date stamped September 12, 2014.

Grading plan date stamped September 12, 2014.

Utility plan date stamped September 12, 2014.

Landscaping plan date stamped September 12, 2014.

Building elevations date stamped September 12, 2014

Building materials board as presented at the Planning Commission and City
Council meeting.

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

The property owner is responsible for replacing any required landscaping that dies.
The Final Lighting Plan must meet all minimum requirements per Section 36-1260
of the City Code.

Submit a copy of the Minnehaha Creek Watershed District permit. The City may
require revisions to the approved plans to meet the district’s requirements.
Sustainable design. The design and construction of the entire project must be done
with the Sustainable Initiatives as outlined in the applicant’s narrative within the
Planning Commission staff report. Attempts must be made meet an energy savings
goal of 15% over state energy code guidelines. A plan of how standards are
intended to be met must be submitted prior to issuance of a building permit.
Compliance with all of the conditions outlined in the director of engineering’s
memo dated July 15, 2014.

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

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

And recommend to the City Council adoption of the Ordinance Amendment
establishing the PUD-Zoning District.

Appearing for the Applicant

Bart Nelson




Applicant Presentation

Mr. Nelson delivered a power point presentation highlighting aspects of the building.
Nelson further noted the plans presented are the same that were approved by the
Commission and Council in the first phase.

Chair Staunton opened the public hearing.

Public Testimony

Bob Long, Larkin Hoffman addressed the Commission and reported he represents
Citizens to Preserve the RMD District and raised the following points:

) The Comprehensive Plan hasn’t been approved by the Met Council; therefore
the final rezoning and final development plan legally can’t be heard;

2) If the hearing were to proceed this evening he would object;

3) On October 8, 2014, Larkin Hoffman served the City with legal papers.

Concluding, Long asked the Commission to “table” this request until the City receives a
response from Met Council.

Jackie Prince, 7200 York Avenue, #602 indicated her support for the project.

Chair Staunton asked if anyone else would like to speak to the project; being none
Commissioner Platteter moved to close the public hearing. Commissioner Scherer
seconded the motion. All voted aye; motion carried. Public hearing closed.

Chair Staunton asked Planner Teague if the request for final rezoning and final
development plan can be heard. Teague responded he spoke with the City Attorney
and the request can be heard. Staunton further acknowledged receipt of a law suit on
behalf of Citizens to Preserve the RMD District/Larkin Hoffman.

Discussion

Commissioner Lee asked if the windows proposed for the building are vinyl double
hung. Mr. Nelson responded some windows are double hung; but not all. Operable
windows will be located in the individual living units. Lee said she would like to see
conformity with the windows. Continuing, Lee said she also has some concerns that the
exterior materials aren’t very durable. She added it’s important to her after renovation
and construction that the building looks like the renderings presented this evening.
Nelson agreed, adding he would look into Commissioner Lee’s comments.

A discussion ensued on the balancing of goals between ordinance and comprehensive
plan. The proposal as presented complies with Met Council requirements of providing
affordable housing; however, the sites RMD guide needed to be amended to allow this
use. It was further noted if this property was one block to the north there would be no




issue, no hearing; the proposed use is allowed in residential zones. Teague agreed,
adding the review this evening is to ensure that the plans presented are consistent with
the plans approved at preliminary approval.

Motion

Commissioner Platteter moved to recommend final rezoning and final
development plan approval based on staff findings and subject to staff
conditions. Commissioner Lee seconded the motion. All vote aye; motion
carried. 5-0

Commissioner Platteter moved to recommend approval of a zoning
ordinance amendment establishing the PUD District based on staff findings
to include the revised ordinance language and staff conditions.
Commiissioner Scherer seconded the motion. All voted aye; motion carried.
5-0

Commissioner Platteter asked Planner Teague to clarify for the Commission the
revision to the ordinance. Planner Teague explained that the revision would tie the
parking stall requirements for the site to an office use.

D. Preliminary Rezoning & Prelimindry Development Plan. Frauenshuh;

7700 France Avenue, Edina, MN.

Planner Presentation

foot office building and a

4623 square foot single-story office buildi-(bank) in the
southeast corner of the, 4

fite. /

: to 242 people, and
would provide 6§/dedicated parking spaces in addition to th€ shared parking with the
office building A he proposed building would be made of bfick, EIFS, cedar, glass and

metal panel

it through the sketch plan process with
this request in 2012. Both the Planning Comfnission and City Council suggested that
PUD rezoning was the best way to approg£h the use on the site. Continuing, Teague
stated to accommodate the request a Prgliminary Rezoning from POD-2, Planned Office




PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT

Originator Meeting Date Agenda #
Cary Teague October 7, 2014 VI.C.
Community Development

Director

INFORMATION/BACKGROUND

Project Description

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

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

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

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

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




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

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

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

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

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

2. Zoning Ordinance Amendment establishing the PUD District.

Surrounding Land Uses

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

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

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

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

Existing Site Features

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

Planning

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




Density

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

High Density Development in Edina

Development Address Units Units Per Acre

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

Lennar 6725 York 240 52

* Senior Housing

PUD Rezoning

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




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

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

Compliance Table

City Standard ~ Proposed
(POD-1 Planned
Office District)

Front — 66" Street 35 feet 43 feet (existing)
Front — Barrie Road 35 feet 25 feet (existing)
40 feet (new)
Side — North 20 feet 50+ feet
Side — east 20 feet 25 feet
Building Height 12 stories or 2 stories
144 feet, whichever is less

Building Coverage 30% 30%
Density — Comp. Plan 12-80 units per acre 39 units

43 units per acre

Minimum Lot Size

10 acres (RMD Standard)
No minimum in the POD
District

.9 acres

Parking Stalls

1 enclosed space per unit
+ guest parking
39 units

19 spaces exposed**
(proof-of-parking for 37)

** Variance Required under POD-1 Standards

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

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




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

a. provide for the establishment of PUD (planned unit

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

include:

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
oriented design, and podium height at a street or transition
to residential neighborhoods, parks or other sensitive uses;

. ensure high quality of design and design compatible with

surrounding land uses, including both existing and planned;

. maintain or improve the efficiency of public streets and

utilities;

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

. allow for mixing of land uses within a development;

. encourage a variety of housing types including affordable

housing; and

ensure the establishment of appropriate transitions between
differing land uses.




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

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

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

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

2. Applicability/Criteria

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

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

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

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




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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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




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

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

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

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

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

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

Site Access

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

Parking

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




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

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

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

Traffic

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

Landscaping

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

Grading & Utilities

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

Signage

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

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




feet

Area identification One per 24 square 6 feet
development feet

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

or rest homes only) feet

Bike Racks

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

the parking lot. (See page A35.)

PRIMARY ISSUES/STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Primary Issue

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

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

site for the following reasons:

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

Plans.

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

Those include:

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

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

drive-through facility.

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

Minnesota Overlay and Guide to the 2011 Enterprise Green

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

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

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

The PUD ensures that the residential building proposed would be required
to be built unless an amendment to the PUD is approved by City Council.

The PUD ensures that this is the only residential use allowed on the site.
Existing uses allowed in the POD-1 district would continue to be allowed as
long as the parking requirements are met.

Staff Recommendation

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

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

Approval is based on the following findings:

Affordable housing is identified as a need in the Comprehensive Plan; and
the proposed amendment would assist the City in meeting its established
affordable housing goal with the Met Council of providing 212 new
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affordable housing units by the year 2020. This project would include 39
new affordable housing units toward that goal.

The proposed density of 43 units per acre is reasonable, and within the
density range suggested in the Comprehensive Plan of between 12-80 units
per acre.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Preliminary approval is subject to the following conditions:

1.

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

e Site plan date stamped September 12, 2014.

e Grading plan date stamped September 12, 2014.
e Utility plan date stamped September 12, 2014.
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e Landscaping plan date stamped September 12, 2014.

e Building elevations date stamped September 12, 2014

e Building materials board as presented at the Planning Commission and
City Council meeting.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The City Of Edina Ordains:

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

Sec. 36-494

(a)

(b)

(f)

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

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

Torrens Property Certificate of Title No: 361393.

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

Principal Uses:

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

amendment to this PUD-7 Ordinance.

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

Off-street parking facilities.

Conditional Uses:

None

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




Building Setbacks

Building Setbacks

Front — 66 43 feet

Street 25 feet

Front — Barrie

Road 50 feet
25 feet

Side — North

Rear — South

Building Height 2 stories

Maximum Floor 7%

Area Ratio (FAR)

Building 30%
Coverage
Parking Stalls 19 surface

Proof-of-parking for 37

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

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

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




First Reading:
Second Reading:

Published:

ATTEST:

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

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

Bill to Edina City Clerk

CERTIFICATE OF CITY CLERK

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

day of ,2014.

WITNESS my hand and seal of said City this

City Clerk




























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

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

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

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

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

Site and Development Description

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Below are significant strategies or elements that will be included in 66 West through the Green ,
Communities program. See the attached certification for a complete list.

e 66 West is a compact development, with 43.33 units per acre.
66 West is within walking distance of many services and facilities.
The project site is adjacent to public transit stop that totaling nearly 160 stops per day.
66 West is an adaptive reuse of an existing building.
At least 50% of the planting will be native species.
The building will have a HERS (home energy rating system) index of at least 85, which is at least
15% more energy efficient than a HERS reference home and consistent with Energy Star
compliant homes.
66 West will install only Energy Star rated appliances and light fixtures.
All of the project’s interior paints, primers, and adhesives will meet low VOC standards.
66 West will install Energy Star, continuous running bathroom fans exhausted directly to the
outdoors.
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In addition, 66 West will feature the following Green Building strategies.
e 66 West will reduce the impervious paving of the existing site by 6.9%.
e The building will feature hard surface flooring in the units.
e The project'site will include a rain garden.
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ADJAGTNT COMMERCIAL BULDING
5325 DARRI ROAD
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KEY NOTES
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} Rezoning, Comprehensive Plan Amendment. Beacon Interfaith Housing. 3330
West 66 Street

Planner Presentation

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

Housing Collaborative (Beacon). The applicant proposes to remodel and expand
‘the building into 39 units of small studio apartments for young adults who have
experienced homelessness. The size of the units would ra[%ge from 322-451
square feet. Each unit would contain a full kitchen and b‘%ﬁhroom The building
would contain offices for on-site service providers and property management.
There would also be a community area for reSIdentSw»%ﬁt\ess area; a computer

lab and a laundry room. §\“‘\, \%\Q\

*“-1%&:* Ry

Continuing, Rothstein told the Comm13310@§ he Slte is 39 ZO:XE}Qe feet in size.
The existing bank is 18,179 square feet. Tf@ roposed addition \b@@d\l\)e 10,458
square feet. The building would remain two sto ies. Thex?emodel of ti‘@buﬂdmg
would retain the existing brick, and the addition wf%old\ﬁ \)nck with meﬁal panels
There would be 19 surface parkl\\alls** oof of p \%ng would total 37 total
surface stalls. No enclosed parkmg i& posed The appheants have indicated in
their narrative that 18% Of\g]ell‘ reSIdenig\ a%\ Beacoﬁ}e@tlmpa’ces that no
more than 12 stalls W@U\ld‘ e\requwed for\re3|dents {he maximum need for staff
parking is 6 stalls. Therefore\} ey beheve\t ould\ha\[e .adequate parking.

Residents are expected to utlllze;gghe Metro TTz§r131t bus se‘rwce available across

the street at Southdale ;;3\
TR le'h d ld I
Would OISIC fordable ousing, and would apply
towardS\the City and*b@t COUHCII S goal for&aﬁ”ordable housing.

i \\\\\
All of t e‘é’f’*umts‘would be%onSIdered 5 (o) da%&“‘\\
&

Rothstem"furtl;gﬂer explalneda\hat th\Gprpprehen31ve Plan defmes the site and area
as RM, Regto}jaL Medical. Tﬁ‘e\l\RM allows for senior housing on a case by case
basis, however does not allo other housing. Therefore, a Comprehensive Plan

Amendment is requ1red Rot s ein added this development proposal is subject to

a two-step review p%ge%swe first step in the process.is to obtaln the following
approvals: \1:3;

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

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

AMA




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

the second step:

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

Rothstein further noted that the property is located within an area of the City that
is designated as a “Potential Area of Change” within the 2008 Comprehensive
Plan. The Comprehensive Plan states that within the Potential Areas of Change,
“A development proposal that involves a Comprehensr\\/e\P\]an Amendment or a
rezoning will require a Small Area Plan study prior to plannrng application.
However, the authority to initiate a Small Area Plaj% 88 tsxwrrh the City Council.”
The City Council did not require a Small Area PL an durlng)fhe\Sketch Plan

Review.

Planner Rothstein stated staff believes thezproposed Comprehensrf

\
BRSS!
\:‘\\Q‘

is reasonable for the site for the following reasg%e \\‘*\g i
\\ﬁt‘\% ‘\\é&%@\&\} \&“:}f
1. Affordable housing is rdentrfled\as aneed rn\’(he\Comprehensrve Plan; and the

proposed amendment would*a_ srstt e City ln\\ﬁ”\?\\e*\etrng its established affordable

housing goal with the Met Coungil of\prOVrdlng 21\2:{5ew affordable housing units by
the year 2020. ThIS prOJect Wouldflnclude\@f.g new affordable housing units toward
that goal. That weuld“ ake up 100% of theito Al

 wouldimak heto t Lu\r\nts lﬁ‘ithe project.
2. The proposed densrty of: 43 units per acre\S‘ reasonable and within the density
- range suggesteéd\n the Cemprehensr“gPIan of between 12-80 units per acre.

3. The RM District alloV\ys senr@r housmg Gurrently The proposed affordable housing
prOJe%rXV\(@uld\rnclude\linrt%fhat\ere smallig _;\srze generally similar to senior
ho{ Sit ‘““i‘and&the\r\es,ldents W|th|ngihe\pr\ppesed project typically do not drive, similar
tgvsenror housrng\The pr@ osed affordable housing project would generate less
tra i&than the exrstrpg bankif@cmty

4. The' p\r\\eje\ct would utlllZe sustalnabrllty principles. Most notable elements include:
compllance with Mrnnesota Overlay and Guide to the 2011 Enterprise Green
CommunltleS\Crrterla utrllzrng the existing building rather than a tear down;
committing te\a\@% ene‘r\gy savings; locating the building to make use of Metro
Transit; rmpervrous\s rtace would be reduced by 6.9%; enhanced landscaping;
making use of spegia &‘e‘onstructron material; installing a rain garden for storm water

management; and pe

pedestrran oriented design.
5. Project would meet the following additional Comprehenswe Plan goals and

objectives:

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

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

fie




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

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

Rothstein explained the housing proposed by Beacon would not have a direct
connection to the RM, Regional Medical District. The structure would be located several
blocks from the hospital. There would not be a direct tie in to any medical use in the

area. %‘;a-k\\

The Regional Medical Zoning District contemplates a ~acre minimum lot size. It is
intended for larger medical type uses along with s ®r h@usmg which benefits from

being in close rOXImlt to medical uses. \
g p y \x\\\\ \
t&i\

Planner Rothstein concluded that staff rec\%&mmends that the Clty\CounCII approve the
request for a Comprehensive Plan Amendriient to allow affordablea @usmg in the RMD

District subject to the following findings: x S
j g finding N %%} \\s‘

1. Affordable housing is ldentlf\ed‘a;a\s aneed i \&e@omprehenswe Plan and the
proposed amendment would %%‘SIS’[\\([\Q% City in me%@g its established affordable
housing goal with the Met Coung %of‘prca\@mg 212\5]\ew affordable housing units by
the year 2020. This prOJect woul lnclucfez?;g\new affordable housing units (100%
of the projects ugfs&)ﬁi%i‘ward that 3‘8\ l %\&&x g&,\\\%

2. The proposed&‘dé%ﬁy ofi‘é\S units per\\acreus reasenable and within the density
range sugges ex\\lxn the CSmprehenswe Plan of beﬁ\iﬁeen 12-80 units per acre.

3. The RM District aI o S se or housmg\u rently The proposed affordable housing
prOJect\\\vy\@uld lnclud \&Q\ts ha\\are smallxlh\SIze generally similar to senior
hoygmg, anefhgres;dents WIthln\fﬁekpropé%ed project typically do not drive, similar
toss \‘\‘nlor hous%iék . \\ %?;%

4. Thé‘%prmeet would® utLhze susfalnablhty principles. Most notable elements include:
com\ﬁ nce with er?ﬁe\:\f,ota O\%‘fé\rlay and Guide to the 2011 Enterprise Green
Commur\\es Criteria; \\}tlllglng th&emstmg building rather than a tear down;
committin to a 15% energy savings; locating the building to make use of Metro
Transit; lmperv(@us surfa%‘e would be reduced by 6.9%; enhanced landscaping;
making use of sg\ g\lal C%\\structlon material; installing a rain garden for storm water
management; andi edestrlan oriented design.

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

objectives:

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

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

ASD




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

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

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

[.  Affordable housing is identified as a need in the Comprehensive Plan; and the proposed
amendment would assist the City in meeting its estabhshzz\a?affordable housing goal with
the Met Council of providing 212 new affordable housmg units by the year 2020. This
project would include 39 new affordable housmg un\k\s‘z’c &\{ard that goal.

2. The proposed density of 43 units per acre is reasgnable and\‘\fth\n the density range
suggested in the Comprehensive Plan of bg t“\(‘?é, 12-80 uni s\\er acre. The proposed

to a 5% energy savings; locatx
surface would be reduced by 6.n s{k
construction material; installing a* x;im gardemfor stor
pedestrian oriented desxgn \*il\ \\
3.  Project would meStthat
\*::‘x

.&?,fol\@wmg addftlonal
3\«& N

a)

x‘*\gf’d‘o‘hon of lifé

n ntegx:atéd {mix of buxldmg type, heights and footprlnts within

a
5 «.
wblocks, ratheraf:hg\n smgle\buﬂdmgs or building groups.
orporate prmcxples of sustamablhty and energy conservation into all aspects of
des‘ignl constructLon renovation and long-term operation of new and existing

NS
deve]opment 5&‘;‘3

SN
\‘1\\&‘ @\):: ;\i‘:\‘\\%

Preliminary approval is al‘so:\;hect to the following conditions:

I.  The Final Development Plan must be generally consistent with approved Preliminary

Development Plans dated June 20, 2014.
2. Sustainable design. The design and construction of the entire project must be done with

the Sustainable Initiatives as outlined in the applicant’s narrative within the Planning

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

fire marshal.

AST




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

5.  The Final Landscape Plan must meet all minimum landscaping requirements per Chapter
36 of the Zoning Ordinance. '

6.  The Final Lighting Plan must meet all minimum landscaping requirements per Chapter 36

of the Zoning Ordinance.

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

8.  Final Rezoning is subject to review and approval of the Metropolitan Council on the

Comprehensive Plan Amendment. AR
Appearing for the Applicant p \%gg\\;‘a*
"
Lee Blons, Beacon Interfaith Housing Collaborative&\\}% K}%\%\
. . , kS
Applicant Presentation “i%'\ “x\‘:

TRV s a\
Ms. Blons addressed the Commission giving a bri“éf;‘i‘;hjstory ofiBeacon Interfath\

Q %Blons said this

. . . . . . T s . SER
is their first'in Edina and Beacon is cgllaboratin withs =dinds€8mmunity Luthéran,
s their firs aborating Wit E(IIA N

Church. Continuing, Blons reporté‘ﬁ%é?é’t;g:ge 39 studiosapartment unit project would serve
suburban homeless young adults. Bf%‘%:fé‘éi&;g@ believe*’the{\cication of 66 West is terrific.
She pointed out it is located directly o@bﬁ%liﬁé}and is wit \ff;g%‘\,xalking distance of retail and
medical. Blons introduced.Carol Lansin§§§§FaegF§%3Bensoﬁi§ﬁq Bart Nelson of Urban

=

Works. \%\\&;&\ %{L\*{ ) @ﬁ% \
By s\,“ B T :\ r s % *::\ ‘

éﬁi@;using isn’t a vague term it’s a recognized
W

S

Ms. Lansing reported t&:‘%\g& ter‘ﬁﬁ‘\%affordabl
term. x
ey : 4‘:“\ 3 i‘\'\%}&
. .Y .
Mr. Nelsonywith“thefaidof grapﬁ‘l'@s gave abrigfidesckiption of the units, parking stall count and
AN I NI SN SERER . \
the Prc\)\g‘\ﬁgf Parking agreégment. Q}l\qlg\gn also réported access to the site would be off Barrie
Road. Continuing, Nelso"ﬁ{?@d that'pe wthe request of the Commission the fence was removed

";\fﬁ\\ P 0 \\ . . .
to create amore welcomin ‘sﬁse. Nelsorisaid a rain garden would be incorporated and the

vegetation pl %%d would be a{f_%z%qst 50% Mative plantings. Concluding, Nelson said the exterior
5
of the building williRaye a conté“na‘%orary look.

f
%

o

%

Continuing, Ms. Blons é‘\&@\@ggﬁhe concept for the project adding their intent is to build
relationships between ten: rg}ﬁnd the neighborhood. The units are independent living

with an on-site property manager. She further explained that multiple support services
are provided, nutrition, independent living skills, etc., adding their intent is for all
residents to have support. Blons reported there will be three full time staff to include
overnight staffing. Blons thanked the Commission for their support.

Discussion

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

SN




years. Forrest asked how the project is funded. Blons responded that this type of project
works backward. Approval is first; funding next. Continuing, Blons said a project like 66 West
has diversified funding including private contributions. Forrest questioned age requirements.
Blons responded the majority of the tenants are between [8 -21 years. Forrest further asked
where the tenants come from. Blons explained that the majority of the tenants come through
referrals. Forrest asked the turnover rate. Blons responded that 7-10 residents move infout
throughout the year. Forrest questioned if the tenant mix will be male, female or both. Blons
responded that hadn’t been decided yet; however their other buildings service both young men

and women.

N
Commissioner Platteter asked if the tenants are; rea%lred to sign axl ase. Ms. Blons responded
in the affirmative, adding the residents are exp@gted to comply with' aLl\ iequirements in the
lease. - She said if a tenant doesn’t comply wnth*the reqmrements their lease would be
terminated, adding staff would guide them to othe@hous:ng iffa approprlate @ommnssnoner
Platteter questioned security/safety. . I‘QS Blons explﬁlned tﬁ éntrances are sech red entrances
with security cameras. Platteter aske «about the daytlméihours Blons said durmg the day staff
is present and access is secured ws:tors'acaQ\ . buzzed ln{‘\\\&&
\\Q{\'\ * x\é\\;wq}i \:\ ‘\z‘\‘\&
Commissioner Platteter sald\\!}n\wewmg thexlandscapmg\plan he vy\g‘uld like to see additional
landscaping added to the s 1. Nelsoﬁ\\gefponq‘whq\x\\(ould be\wﬂlmg to look at that. He

added their goal is to’ o

ave as manygexnstmg ’crees‘ ) ‘osmble\\\\

& \«
" N
}l N R
A discussion ensued withg o\mmlg%%ng\ts dlscussmg the makeup of the proposed housing. It
was acknovgleg\ggd:x»gg\?t wha i\'ﬂ;\\““‘ ed |\s\\§d|fferent from a “regular” apartment building.

TR < R

It's a remde‘ﬁ*&é‘*\‘m Ah:isupport {s\eri ices thaf‘mclude evé‘i‘ythmg from nutrition to transition
ISt n\ers suggested that\’chefserwces provided at the proposed residence

ith ~hg Comp Plan RM guided area.

Sheila Rzepecki, 6617 Normandale Road, addressed the Commission.

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

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

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

Marilyn Peters, 6429 Barrie Road, addressed the Commission.

Bill Davis, 6616 Cornelia Drive, addressed the Commission.

Ms. Wood, 6525 Drew Avenue, addressed the Commission.
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Thomas Stone, Nicollet Square, #404, addressed the Commission.
M| Bauer, 7609 Gleason Road, Addressed the Commission.

Pacy Erck, 6315 Colony Way, addressed the Commission.

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

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

Robert Hobbins, 4708 Upper Terrace, addressed the Commission

Carol Truesdell, 9 Woodland Road, addressed the Commission.

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

Jenette Augustson, 5000 Arden Avenue, addressed the Comm\[SSIon

Floyd Grabiel, 4817 Wilford Way, addressed the Commlssmna*?‘;:“%s

Betsy Cruz, 8109 Dupont Ave,, addressed the CommlSSl ‘%ﬁ’?&
Jon Good, 6816 Brittany Road, addressed the Commlss\'§§
Lisa Netzer, 6024 Timber Trail, addressed the Commlssnon
Linda Schmitz, 6483 Barrie Road, addressed theXCommISSIon
Nate Schmeltzer, 132 West 62" Street, addregsé’d ‘the Commission.X
Maura Schnonbach, 6221 Balder Lane, addressed\the Commission.
Marcia Kermeen, 232 Morgan Avenue, addressed{t:ﬁe Commiss:on

RCe
Jennifer Rolfes, 7675 Woodview Caugt, addressed mnss:on AN
Lisa Thompson, 5500 Benton Avenﬁ%é\?f\i\a\ddressed thS\G\"g\ hission. X&

Rose Minor, 6519 Barrie Road, Step by Stgfa”kMontessor\addressed the Commission.

Denise, Prior Lake addressed the Comrmss:on \%\\

\
Sandy Perzinski, 6519 Bargj (e Road Step b(y%Step Mo\E’essorl, addie sed the Commission.
2007 West 61" Street At st the C m% ssiong \ © |
eetaddresy o K\\i% S

Elizabeth Briden, 652 Barrle Roadxaddressed th“\Comm ssno

David Coolaird, 7IOO\Metro Bou&rd addr\sed “the Commnssnon

Bob Long, Larkin Hoffma\\x%%:jdrefe%d t%e;Com st"1\§510n
5100 DaneQS“lEnve, addressgd the&G ‘lSSlonrr\
Father TERIRY WoIphi 820 SRR icds Lan&dd\s\;‘éd the Commission.
Adam‘Esﬂ"em St. Stephens Churct‘\}%&addressed\thebCommISSIon
Rhonda @lson, 5109 Beardi‘%%fnuesé‘\adressed the Commission.

R
Janet Sulhvan 6832 Gleason‘Rgad, ad ressed the Commission.
Mark Swiggum \addressed the’ C:I\\‘\ommnssn?)*{r\fb

Mark Chamberlln\70Q4 Bristol Blvd addressed the Commission.-

Geoff Workinger, 5‘224 Kellogga\\\A\venue addressed the Commission.

-y’"zﬁ/
@

Chair Staunton asked lf any iQne else would like to speak, being none Staunton thanked
everyone for their lnput and asked for a motion to close the public hearing.

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

Discussion

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

A5




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

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

and rezoning to PUD to allow housing other than senior.  d.

A brief discussion ensued on the recently approved rezonlng\ffor 6500 France allowing

senior housing. It was pointed out that aspects of that”gz"o]ect\age strictly tied to medical
(assisted living; aftercare; hospice) and that comude\s With the Reglonal Medical guide. The
Commission acknowledged the current request, ls\gdlfﬁcult becaus\\‘w\hlle the City encourages

“affordable housing” there isn’t a specific zomng‘\gunde for that and t\o t\{\es{he “affordable” use to
W

medial may be dlfﬁcult x\»:\\ W
\\{ \“::‘7:‘1\:\‘\
\\ Q) ‘33\\' 5 ‘t&
Chair Staunton acknowledged this is; a\thrlvmg medlcfal‘\are \5h‘owever, the proposed housing
does include support services and lg‘a ~cared” env1ronmeh Staunton said in his opinion

this use “feels different” from marke’cxrate housmg It's a\ze{mronment that helps its
N

/

SRR

residents on different levels. Comm|SS|oner Pli’cteter agreed%\addmg this is just the other end
of the spectrum. The elderlyjneed support~ servnces\aﬁd so do 3chese young adults.
‘gx‘é \& x\\:%\\\\@§ \\\\
\\\ S5 ey

x}é« \ﬁ\
Commissioner Forreijc\sald the request is creati

:?in'teres’tmg\tensmn She pomted out on one

hand the City has a mai‘?da(c\e to pro‘ |de affordab\\?housmg opportunities; however, the means
to provide it are hmlted‘&\\Forrest also Eomted o“u\t tthe site isn’t zoned RMD it's only
guided RT\'QQEQGQ%?\T\P Pl‘ﬁ‘%@@ ;jd"““@gl\gwded aﬁ'e :Ewo different things. Continuing, Forrest
said ther \n thel Ay to craft tlanguage t\l"n;{gy\vould allow this use in the Regional
Medlcalﬁslmllar toa senlo\N\ho Sl \ln RM g‘b‘l‘d d areas. Concluding, Forrest also pointed
out if the‘@lty stays str1ctly§to how ah area is guided there are a number of uses in the area
” A %\L

“guided Reglonal Medical that\gon t mee;c\the definition.
Commissioner C*arrs\sald she can\txsupport the proposal as presented. She stated it's not
consistent with the Reglonal Medlcal District Comp Plan guide classification, adding the

neighbors in her OPII'IIO \have\ralsed valid points, addmg this could be considered spot zoning.

.l

f«‘a:,

‘{

Chair Staunton said the Commlssmn could eliminate the word affordable and say housing
located in an area guided as Regional Medical must include support services. Commissioner
Forrest said she agrees, adding her concern is with the word ‘affordable” adding it's a

language thing.

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

goal of affordable housing.

kSR~




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

Chair Staunton pointed out if the sticking point is amending the Comprehensive Plan the
Commission should note without an amendment to the Comp Plan the project as proposed
can’t move forward.

Motions
S
Commiissioner Platteter moved to recommend amﬁen\dmg the Comprehensive
Guide Plan based on staff findings and subject to staff\&condltlons Commenting
further, Platteter stated he doesn’t like the use of the wolzd “Bifordable” suggesting that it be
« SR R
changed to “housing with support services”. Motion.failéd for ack\of second.
- A R

Commissioner Carr moved to recommind§“d(enlal of the request for an amendment
to the Comprehensive Guide Plan to allow;affordable housing” ;%‘”itge Regional
Medical District. Commissioner Forrest se}:q%ded tg§ smotion. Ayé\sk, Forrest, Lee
Carr. Nays; Platteter, Staunton\\‘Motlon to deny \zgrled 3-2 vote g‘;@

&%‘%&\% \‘:&\\\“%‘
. A discussion ensued with some Commg\suoneg%expressmg sithe opinion that while they support
the project their issue is with the word\%\affordable as wrltten\n the proposed guide plan

R TR

amendment. Commissio e{sz said they ake; struggllngf’c’o find an*appropnate way to approve an

amendment to the Comipiel e%%lve Plan; however, areie\éa loss in’ cia‘rlfylng their intent.

\:ﬂ 2
&Y Ny Ly N

Commissioner Forrest\asked Att&fn\ey Knutsoy n%a motion could be made that was more
general in terms Forrest %?a|d it'sg dlfﬁcult to hav\:‘%be exact language “on the spot”. Attorney
Knutson resp ided,the Corg“\ml Lp‘n\ls‘sadwsory, S ing they can recommend anything to the
Councnl f ﬁfh?ﬁ‘consnderaﬁdﬁx\ n&«fis %
Commissjoner Forrest"f’“noved t\c\i recommend amending the Comprehensive Guide
PlaanegFBﬁa Medical b))}lnforpd\i'aflng guidelines/goals/requirements that would
allow this type\of project ln\t]bge Reglonal Medical. Commissioner Lee seconded the

motion. Ayes,‘*Forrest Leez\latteter Staunton. Nay; Carr. Motion carried 4-1.
‘ﬁ-

£

Commissioner Platteter “{"bved to recommend preliminary rezoning from POD-I,
Planned Office Distri ?: ‘\to PUD Planned Unit Development. Commissioner Lee
‘seconded the motion. Ayes, Platteter, Forrest, Lee, Staunton. Nay; Carr. Motion

carried 4-1.

ey
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Jackie Hoogenakker

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

Subject: : Beacon

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

6421 Colony Way 2B

Edina 55435




Jackie Hoogenakker

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

To: Jackie Hoogenakker

Subject: Beacon Interfaith Housing Collaborative

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

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

you.

Kathleen Pierson




Jackie Hoogenalkker

From: bktibaldo@aol.com

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

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

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

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

Again: | do NOT support this initiative.

Thank you

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




Jackie Hoogenakker

From: Cassell_40@comcast.net

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

Subject: Beacon Interfaith

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

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

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

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

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

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

Thank you.

M.K. Cassell
Barrie Road

55435




Public Hearing Notices

EDINA PLANNING COMMISSION
Wednesday, October 8 2014
7:00 PM

Location: City Hall Council Chambers -
4801 West 50" Street

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

Location City Half Council Cliambers
4801 West 50" Street

CASE FILE:
.TO:

APPLICANT:
PROPERTY ADDRESS:
'LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

REQUEST:

PROPJECT DESCRIPTION:

HOW TO PARTICIPATE:

FURTHER INFORMATION:

DATE OF NOTICE:

9717 L appoet 465 proge o

2014.008 : , NN

Property Owners Within 1000-Feet

AP
Beacon Interfaith housing Collaborative W
Cozz aPrrf
3330 West 66" Street, Edina, MN ng '

Lot 2, Block 3, Southdale Acres

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

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

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

building into 39-units of smal] studio apartments for youngd aduits who
have experienced homelessness.

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

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

City of EdIna Planning Department
4801 West 50th Street

Edina, MN 55424

(952) 826-0369

September 26, 2014
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Jackie Hoogenakker

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

To whom it may concern:

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

Beacon interfaith housing/W. 66th St

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

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

Thanks,
Georgia Kaiser




Jackie Hoogenakker

From: Ruth <ruth@ruthlordan.com>

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

Subject: 2014.008 Beacon Initiative

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