


Discussie

CommissionelFischer stated he recalls that the Commission heard a number of subdivision reg#€sts in
this area; someNyere approved, some were denied, adding the reasons for approval or dep#l was
mostly based on tRg immediate neighborhood and if the block contained lots in excesg '50-feet or
didn’t. Planner Teag\e said he agrees with that observation. Teague reported thegéwere six
subdivision requests in%he area; three were approved and three were denied.,ague explained the
reasons for denial had to & with lot size on the block, adding the subdivisig 'équests that were denied
tended to be on blocks contd®ining multiple lots in excess of 50-feet in o

Motion

Commissioner Fischer moved to rec8mmend Preliminar) approval with variances based on staff
findings and subject to staff condition%, Commissiongf Grabiel seconded the motion.

Commissioner Grabiel said it was interesting o to hear positive comments from neighbors on the
proposed subdivision and the addition of ng fv Rgmes to the neighborhood.

Commissioner Forrest said that whilg he understan®g the issue; and is not averse to subdividing the
property she has difficulty suppogfing the variances beSguse in her opinion the variance requirements
were not met. Forrest addedghe would like the Zoning @¢dinance to better address the City’s
preference in the smaller |gf neighborhoods.

Chair Staunton compfented the Commission has experience olrequests to subdivide the larger lots into
two lots in the srgéiller lot neighborhoods, noting to some on th§Commission a two lot subdivision is
better than regining the one large lot because it ensures that thé®area remains consistent and the
houses copgtructed are smaller than what could be constructed if it remained one lot.

ChaipfStaunton called the vote; Ayes, Scherer, Schroeder, Potts, Fischer, Platteter, Carr, Grabiel,
Bunton. Nay, Forrest. Motion carried 8-1.

Vil REPORTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A. Sketch Plan — 3655 Hazelton Road, Edina, MN

Planner Presentation

Planner Teague informed the Commission they are being asked to consider a sketch
plan proposal to redevelop the property at 3655 Hazelton Road. The proposal is to tear
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down the existing vacant restaurant and construct a two-story bank on the site. The
applicant would seek a Site Plan review and potentially a variance to develop the site.
Continuing, Teague reported the applicant is proposing three alternatives for the
Planning Commission to consider and provide feedback prior to an official application.
Option B would not require any variances as proposed. Options A and C would both
require building setback variances.

A traffic study would be required to determine the impacts on adjacent roadways.
Access would be obtained from the access road provided as part of the adjacent
redevelopment of the Byerly’s site.

Concluding, Teague noted that Staff has encouraged the applicant to design the site
with emphasis on pedestrian connections to Hazelton Road, the Promenade and the
new Byerly’s site development. While sidewalk connection would be provided to each;
however, connections to the north, south and east to the Promenade, would require
crossing an automobile drive-aisle or parking lot.

Appearing for the Applicant

Jeff Pflipsen
Discussion

Commissioner Platteter questioned the reason the Commission is reviewing this as a Sketch Plan since
what’s submitted as option B meets ordinance requirements. Planner Teague responded that the
applicant indicated they wanted feedback from the Commission on differing options with the
understanding that in this area the City is looking for specific things.

Commissioner Potts referred to the three options presented by the applicant and asked if all three are
two stories and if the signs presented are part of the package. Planner Teague responded that all three

are two stories, adding signage would need to comply with the sign ordinance.

Commissioner Carr questioned if the Commission has a preference for less parking along the
promenade.

Applicant Presentation

Jeff Pflipsen addressed the Commission and explained the development team talked long and hard on
how to relate to the Promenade, adding they like Option B, it works for them. Continuing, Pflipsen said
the reason the development team provided three scenarios’ was to offer the Commission and Council
different options to choose from. With regard to locating parking along the Promenade it was their
intent to provide vehicle parking so people could easily access the Promenade during non-business
hours (evenings, weekends).
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With graphics Mr. Pflipsen indicated to the Commission the three options-highlighting the patio on the
second floor that in his opinion interfaces well with the Promenade. Pflipsen also noted sustainable
materials would be used, and as previously mentioned by Planner Teague signage would meet
ordinance requirements.

Discussion

Commissioner Grabiel asked Mr. Pflipsen for clarification on the reason buildings A & C are similarly
located. Mr. Pflipsen indicated they brainstormed building placement and located the buildings on
options A & C closer to Hazelton and the access road between the subject site and Byerly’s per
discussions with City staff. Continuing, Pflipsen stated these two scenarios provides the Commission
and Council with building placement options; either (A&C) buildings located farther from the
Promenade and closer to the street (Hazelton) or option B, a building more centrally located.
Continuing, Pflipsen said one component that drives building placement is the drive through for the
bank; a counter clockwise movement is required.

Commissioner Potts referred to the site plans and asked if all the parking spots delineated are really
needed. Mr. Pflipsen said in his opinion; they aren’t needed. He added the site plan reflects ordinance
requirements for parking. Potts commented if manageable that some spaces could be removed to
provide more green space.

Commissioner Scherer said her concern is with what’s up against the Promenade. She added she
prefers less parking and would like to see additional green space and landscaping added along the
Promenade,

Commissioner Schroeder said in his opinion in viewing Option C he would prefer to see the parking
oriented west and the building positioned closer to the street and Promenade to the east. He pointed
out if built as depicted the building would be hidden by the Byerly’s building (from Hazelton), reiterating
moving it north and east would allow the building to be seen. Schroeder also noted that this
reorientation allows left and right turns. Schroeder said he agrees with previous Commissioner
comments that the “space” nearest the Promenade shouldn’t be for parking. Schroeder also said he
finds the building interesting and to the proper scale. Concluding, Schroeder said he supports less
parking and more landscaping. Mr. Pflipsen stated Option C is the least preferred because it creates a
“head on” traffic flow which reduces parking spaces closer to the building and creates difficulty for night
deposits. Continuing, Pflipsen said moving the building up and farther east on the site would also
eliminate more parking stalls. Concluding, Pflipsen said it can be done; reiterating it’s not a banks
preference.

Commissioner Platteter stated he agrees with comments from Commissioner Schroeder, adding some
variation of Option C may better suit the site and area. Platteter also observed if the building is oriented
closer to Hazelton the building would have more exposure, as previously mentioned by Commissioner
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Schroeder. Continuing, Platteter said close attention should also be paid to the south access, adding he
viewed Byerly’s customers using this area to go back to their homes/ apartments. Platteter also stated

he doesn’t want to see signage oriented toward the Promenade. He further stated enough can’t be said
about the importance of landscaping. Concluding, Platteter commented he is disappointed this wasn’t

part of the Byerly’s redevelopment.

Mr. Pflipsen In response to the discussion explained that the rationale for offering options A & C was at
the suggestion of City Staff, reiterating B works for them. Pflipsen explained that staff shared with
them the importance of the Promenade and pedestrian flow, etc.

Commissioner Fischer said that he believes the use of the site for a bank is fine for a bank development;
however, he believes the City missed an opportunity to have this parcel folded into the redevelopment
of the Byerly’s site. He added the plans presented appear out of context, adding it may be helpful if
their presentation to the Council places this site more in context with the area. Continuing, Fischer
noted the greater Southdale area is being redeveloped as a system for pedestrian movement and in his
opinion the site plans presented indicate a bank with parking lot, adding a sidewalk crossing a parking
lot wasn’t his vision. Fischer stated he favors a Proof of Parking Agreement or variance approval to
allow less parking, adding the City shouldn’t force parking where it’s not needed. Concluding, Fischer
stated parking should be located to the west of the building so the site appears welcoming from the
Promenade. Also make the pedestrian connection without crossing parking.

Commissioner Carr stated she agrees with Commissioner Fischer’s suggestion that when the Sketch Plan
Review goes before Council that they place the site in context with the immediate area. She said it
would be beneficial to view sketches that included different views and streetscapes and how the
properties interface with each other,

Commissioner Grabiel stated he echoes Commissioner Fischer’s comments, adding he is disappointed at
the missed opportunities that have occurred in this area, including the one before the Commission this
evening.

Commissioner Carr stated she is satisfied with the layout presented in Option B with revisions, adding in
her opinion this doesn’t have to be a disappointment if redeveloped with the suggestions from staff, the
Commission and further suggestions from the City Council. Carr said if some parking spaces were
eliminated and the site was well screened from the Promenade to include a connection to the
Promenade this use may work well. Carr said she agrees with the suggestion of lining up the proposed
building with the Byerly’s building to establish continuity. Concluding, Carr said she is a member of the
Living Streets Committee and asked the applicant to also consider adding bike racks.

Commissioner Forrest stated shifting the building to the northeast could work along with increased

landscaping. Continuing, Forrest said with more thought Option B could be rearranged and depicted
more in context with the surrounding area, adding she believes it could also work. Forrest said this
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shouldn’t become a missed opportunity, adding any revisions should keep in mind the goal of continuity
and walkability in the area.

Commissioner Kilberg stated if revisions are made to the site plan in his opinion the sidewalk should
continue to be located along the south property line, parking spaces should be reduced and additional
landscaping should be planted in place of parking spaces. Continuing, Kilberg said he likes the design of
the 2™ floor and questioned if the applicant ever considered adding another use with the bank to
maximize the use of the property.

Commissioner Platteter asked Mr. Pflipsen how many parking stalls are on site and if there was an “end”
number they would be comfortable with. Mr. Pflipsen responded that originally the site was designed
with a larger building and more parking {48); however, since the original plan the square footage of the
building was reduced to 8,400 square feet and the parking stalls were reduced to accommodate the new
square footage which now provides 42 spaces. Pflipsen stated in his opinion they would be comfortable
with 33 spaces. Pflipsen said if they proceed with a variation of Option B they could eliminate the
parking stalls on the south. Commissioner Grabiel agreed those spaces could be eliminated however,
he pointed out those aren’t the stalls the Commission was concerned with. The Commission is
concerned with parking along the Promenade. Mr. Pflipsen agreed, adding he was only suggesting
removal of those spaces to create more green space.

Chair Staunton thanked the applicant for his presentation and added from the discussion this evening
the Commission feels if the project proceeds that any revisions should include the relocation of the
building toward Hazelton Road, elimination of parking stalls, an increase in landscaping and develop a
way to better address the site’s presence and connection to the Promenade.

B. WORKPLAN

Chair Staunton complemented Planner Teague on his final draft of the 2014 Work Plan.

Staunton asked the Commission to note the Zoning Ordinance topics that the work plan includes for
further discussion:

s Sign Plan
¢ Should apartment building size for senior buildings be regulated to a specific size;
s Lighting

¢ Noise regulation

Staunton said that these four items would be handled through City staff. Staff would research these
topics and bring their findings back to the Commission for review.
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