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INVER GROVE HEIGHTS
PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA

TUESDAY, JANUARY 17,2012 —'7:00 p.m.
City Council Chambers - 8150 Barbara Avenue

CALL TO ORDER
APPROVAL OF PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES FOR January 3, 2012.

APPLICANT REQUESTS AND PUBLIC HEARINGS

3.01 DAKOTA COUNTY CDA — CASE NO. 10-27CS
Consider a Final Plat, Conditional Use Permit for a multiple family
development, Conditional Use Permit to exceed impervious surface in the
shoreland district, Variance from_an internal building setback, and a
Variance from minimum road width to allow a one-lot subdivision along with
a 24 unit multiple-family development. This request is for the property located
at 8200 block of College Trail, east of Blaine Avenue.

Planning Commission Action

OTHER BUSINESS

ADJOURN



PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES - CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS

Tuesday, January 3, 2012 — 7:00 p.m.
City Hall Chambers - 8150 Barbara Avenue

Chair Bartholomew called the Planning Commission meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.

Commissioners Present: Tom Bartholomew
Armando Lissarrague
Paul Hark
Dennis Wippermann
Pat Simon
Victoria Elsmore
Harold Gooch
Mike Schaeffer
Tony Scales

Commissioners Absent:

Others Present: Tom Link, Community Dev'élopvment‘ Director
Eric Carlson, Park and Recreation Director

APPROVAL OF MINUTES S R
The minutes from the December 6, 2011 meeting were approved as submitted.

CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS

Reading of Notice
No public hearing notice. o

Presentation of Request ‘ L T
Tom Link, Community Development Director, explained the request as detailed in the report. He

advised that the Planning Commission is being asked to consider whether the sale of excess golf
course property to the Inver Grove Heights Economic Development Authority (EDA) would be
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. The properties in question are left over from a 280 acre
purchase for the golf course, and are located on the northwest corner of 70" and Babcock and the
south side of 70™ Street just west of the golf course parking lot. The golf course has been
operational for 20f.y'ea\rs and has no need for the two parcels in question. At its last meeting the
EDA directed staff to.proceed with the potential sale of the excess golf course properties to the
EDA. Part of that process involves a determination by the Planning Commission as to whether the
sale is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. Mr. Link explained the history of the EDA and its
recent reaffirmation and reactivation. He explained that EDA’s have greater flexibility than cities in
regard to financial tools, property ownership, etc.

He advised that the City’s Comprehensive Plan designates both properties as Public Park/Open
Space. Staff finds the sale of the properties to the EDA would be consistent with that designation
as the sale of the properties would not affect the principle use of the golf course. The
Comprehensive Plan also addresses economic development, including a guiding principle of
developing and maintaining a well balanced tax base. It also states that the EDA should take
various steps to provide for the growth and development of the community. The sale of the two
properties to the EDA would be consistent with that principle and with those economic
development statements because at some future time the EDA could then market and sell the
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properties for development. At this time the future use has not yet been determined; however, the
Planning Commission would have to consider a Comprehensive Plan Amendment prior to an EDA
sale of the property. Staff recommends that the Planning Commission find the sale of the excess
golf course properties consistent with the Inver Grove Heights Comprehensive Plan.

Chair Bartholomew asked if the proposed use would be something other than low density
residential.

Mr. Link stated the City has not determined the future use. There has been discussion of different
types of residential, as well as possible commercial. He advised that the golf course adds value
to both parcels and regardiess of what kind of use goes in, it should geher'ate additional tax base.

Chair Bartholomew stated that jt made sense to sell the properties,t‘dfh'e EDA; however, he

anticipated opposition from the neighboring residents should something other than residential be
proposed.

Mr. Link stated the determination of future land use is a complicated issue with many variables,
including the fact that utilities would have to be provided to the properties before development
could occur. He stated that as development near 70" and Robert occurs the character of this part
of the City will change and make the properties more valuable. i

Commissioner Wippermann questioned the motivation and asked if there was a pending deal.

Mr. Link replied there was not. He advised 'fhé‘it'v\/glthjngs that preéiﬁitated this request were the
reactivation of the EDA and the possibility of retiring the golf course debt. He stated that if the EDA

buys the excess golf course properties from the City, the proceeds from that sale would go back to

the golf course which would enable them to retire the remaining debt.

Commissioner Wippermann questioned why the matter had not been reviewed by the Park and
Recreation Commission prior to coming to the Planning Commission. He stated he would like to
hear comment from that C_Qmmissio’n"as to possible potential need for the property for park and
recreational use. SR e

Eric Carlson, Parks and Recreation Director, advised that the matter would be brought before the
Park and Recreation Commission on January 11", He stated the Comprehensive Park Plan does
not indicate a need for additional park space in this general location. He stated the golf course has
not used the properties in the last 20 years and anticipates no future need for it. The sale would
help retire the debt and put the golf course in a better financial position.

Commissioner W‘ib‘p_‘ermann r,_éitérated that he would have preferred to hear the Park and
Recreation Commis‘si‘onk"_‘svpoéition on the matter and questioned why the process was not done in
an orderly sequence.

Mr. Carlson advised that two years ago an operational assessment was done on the golf course.
One of the consultant’s recommendations was that the Park and Recreation Commission not be as
involved in the operation of the golf course. The matter will be brought to the Park and Recreation
Commission for informational purposes rather than for a recommendation.

Commissioner Wippermann stated he would like to know the history of how the City acquired the
property; in particular whether any of it was donated and whether there were any understandings
as to how the property would be used.

Mr. Link stated he was not involved in the original acquisition but knew the property was acquired
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from Ed Kurth who has since passed away.

Mr. Carlson stated the acquisition took place before he worked for the City as well but it was his
understanding that all the property for the golf course was purchased from a private owner; none of
it was donated. He added that the City has a long standing practice of requiring that no deed
restrictions be placed on property they are acquiring which could potentially prevent the City from
selling the property or changing its use.

Mr. Link stated his recollection was that the City granted Mr. Kurth a life estate, to which Mr.
Carlson advised that was his understanding as well. S5

Commissioner Elsmore asked if staff could clarify the advantages ofEDA ownership.

Mr. Link explained that although the EDA is made up of the Mayor and Councilmembers, it is a
Separate organization from the City. EDA's have specific authority given to them for development
that municipal corporations (cities) do not. They have more financial tools available, and more
flexibility with ownership, development agreements, etc. T

Commissioner Gooch asked how the EDA would fund ’t‘heiacquisi:tkiqn.
Mr. Link stated they are exploring alternative funding sourééé;k"fk‘
Commissioner Lissarrague asked what the \’/_al_ue of the propertieSfWas.

Mr. Link advised that an appraisal was done;v' _deé’\’/‘éjr‘,;.at,this point the ihformation is confidential
as it would ultimately be used in negotiating with the developer. He advised that the value of the
property exceeds the remai}nin:gkgolf course deb’t._ S

Commissioner Scales kstatéﬁd he used to farm for Ed Kurth and would like to know what his
understanding was of the transaction as he felt it was unlikely that Mr. Kurth would have been

agreeable with the City éeblvlli‘nag the prperty. He statéd ‘he would prefer to know what the plan was
for the land before allowing'it to be sold to the EDA. -

Commissioner Schaeffer asked Mr. Link to explain how EDA’s were generally funded and if the
sale of the excess golf course property was to be a long-term funding mechanism for the EDA.
Mr. Link advised the primary ways EDA’s were funded was through their ability to levy taxes up to
a certain amount (the Inver Grove Heights’ City Council has never discussed that) or transferring
funds. In 2010 the City transferred $500,000 out of the Host Community Fund for economic
development purposes, and then again in 2011.

Commissioner Scaleskayétat'éfd he was concerned that there was a plan in the background and that
six months from now a developer would come forward with a plan.

Mr. Link stated there were no plans to proceed immediately with development and there has been
no discussion of a timeline. The City has received occasional interest in the property on 70" and
Babcock; however, in each case the City Council has said they were not interested at this time.

Commissioner Lissarrague stated it sounded as if the City was requesting to sell the property to
the EDA as it was an entity that would have the flexibility to sell the property at the best possible
time to the best buyer.

Commissioner Scales stated he was concerned about possibly transferring the debt from the City
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to the taxpayer.

Mr. Link stated there was no impact to the taxpayer except perhaps a positive one of retiring the
golf course debt. He advised that the issue before the Commission tonight was whether or not the
sale of the properties was consistent with the Comprehensive Plan; staff believes it is.

Commissioner Schaeffer recommended the request be moved forward as it appeared to be
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. He stated that at time of development it would be

brought back to the Planning Commission and the issues raised tonight could be addressed at that
time. ;

Opening of Public Hearing

There was no public testimony.

Planning Commission Discussion R

Chair Bartholomew stated that although the sale of the excess property was consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan, he would have preferred to have the Park and Recreation Commission’s
input before making a recommendation. iy : Slhe

Commissioner Hark stated he believed the request wasz;'c‘:'d'nsisteﬁf With the Comprehénsive Plan
and he was in favor of the sale, stating it would unburden the City from its debt and hopefully help
out the underperforming golf course. e

Commissioner Wippermann asked if it wou'ld :be appropriate to tabléfthg, request until the Park and
Recreation Commission had opportunity to comment as to whether the property was needed for
the golf course or other park and recreation use. e

Mr. Link stated that would be up

tonight’'s meeting is beanSe it would leave ample time to prepare minutes, etc. prior to distribution
of the next EDA packet on January 20.

to the Planning 'Qé"rhmission.kThe reason staff brought this item to

Commissioner Elsmore sta'te‘d;t_he/ipurViewpfﬁt,hvekF{la'hning Commission was to determine whether
the sale would be consistent with the Compreherisive Plan; the comments made tonight seem to
indicate that it does. ' She stated the Park and Recreation Commission has a different jurisdiction
and any comments from them would go to the EDA as well.

Commiééiéﬁg[ Lissarrague stated he sdbported the request as it provided flexibility.

Commissione“r:’S;Chaeffer asked for clarification of whether the Park and Recreation Commission
would be asked forj};a;,recommje'ndation of approval.

Mr. Carlson replied it is staffs intent to bring the matter to them for informational purposes. The
Park and Recreation Commission would have an opportunity to make comment and those
comments would be passed onto the City Council. He stated the Planning Commission’s actions
are separate from the Park and Recreation Commissions as they would make comment regarding
potential golf course or park purpose rather than Comprehensive Plan consistency.

Commissioner Schaeffer stated it was uhlikely that any comments made by the Park and
Recreation Commission would change the Planning Commission’s determination of consistency.

Planning Commission Recommendation
Motion by Commissioner Elsmore, second by Commissioner Gooch, to recommend that the sale of
the excess golf course properties to the EDA is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.
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Motion carried (6/3 — Wippermann, Bartholomew and Scales). This item goes to the Economic
Development Authority on February 6, 2012. o

Chair Bartholomew asked if the EDA meetings were public, to which Mr. Link replied in the
affirmative.

OTHER BUSINESS
Elections

Motion by Commissioner Schaeffer, second by Commissioner Wippeﬁrhann, to nominate Tom
Bartholomew to the position of Planning Commission Chair.

1

Commissioner Wippermann offered a friendly amendment tq,nyoﬁ]inate Tom Bartholomew as Chair
Paul Hark as Vice-Chair, and Pat Simon as Secretary by white ballot. o

Commissioner Schaeffer agreed to amend his motion;ﬁ_
Motion carried (9/0).

ADJOURNMENT b

Chair Bartholomew adjourned the meeting at7:4gg{pfm.
Respectfully submitted, |

Kim Fox
Recording Secretary o




PLANNING REPORT
CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS

REPORT DATE: January 11, 2012 CASE NO: 10-27CS
HEARING DATE:  January 17, 2012

APPLICANT: Dakota County CDA

PROPERTY OWNER: Inver Hills Family Housing Limited Partnership

REQUEST: Final Plat, Conditional Use Permits, and Variances for a one lot subdivision
along with a 24 unit multiple-family development.

LOCATION: 8200 Block of College Trail

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: MDR, Medium Density Residential

ZONING: R-3C, Multiple-Family Residential

Shoreland Overlay District
REVIEWING DIVISIONS:  Planning PREPARED BY:%eather Botten
Engineering 1" Associate Planner
BACKGROUND

The applicant has submitted a request to final plat Outlot B, East Campus into a one lot, 24 unit
multiple-family development. The property is 2.92 acres in size and located on the north side of
College Trail, east of Blaine Avenue. The following specific applications are being requested:

a.) A Final Plat for a one-lot subdivision to be known as East Campus Second
Addition;

b.) A Conditional Use Permit to exceed 25% impervious surface coverage in
the Shoreland Overlay District;

c.) A Conditional Use Permit to construct a multiple family development;

d.) A Variance from the minimum road width for an internal private roadway;

e.) A Variance from the minimum setback requirement between two
buildings.

EVALUATION OF THE REQUEST
The following land uses, zoning districts, and comprehensive plan designations surround the
subject property:

North Vacant; zoned P, Public/Institutional; guided Public/Institutional

East Residential; zoned R-1C; guided LDR, Low Density Residential

South Vacant; zoned PUD; guided Private Open Space
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West Apartments and Vacant property; zoned R-3C; guided MDR and
Public/Institutional

SITE PLAN REVIEW

Building Setbacks and Coverage. All four buildings meet the minimum setback requirements
from the property lines. The buildings are setback at least 30 feet from the side and rear
property lines and over 70 feet from the front. The two middle buildings (buildings 2 and 3)
that are back facing do not meet the required 60 foot separation setback. The variance is
discussed later in the report. The R-3C zoning district allows 20% building coverage. The
development is proposed at about 15% building coverage, meeting code requirements.

Impervious Coverage. Allowable impervious surface coverage in the R-3 district is 40%. The
proposed site contains 40% impervious surface, meeting the R-3 requirements. The property is
also located in a shoreland overlay district which limits a property to 25% impervious coverage.
This may be increased by conditional use provided the City has approved and implemented a
stormwater management plan for the property. The CUP is discussed later in the report.

Access and Parking. There would be one access off of College Trail. Spacing requirements
from property lines and the driveway to the east have been met. Zoning code requires a five
foot setback for drive areas. Parking and drive setbacks have been met. Multiple family
developments require 2.5 parking spaces per unit. The proposed development meets this
requirement.

Tree Preservation/Landscaping. Based on the tree protection and preservation ordinance,
tree removal falls under the allowed removal threshold and therefore no reforestation would
be required.

Landscaping requirements require a total of 24 overstory trees or the equivalent to be planted
as part of the property improvements. The applicant has provided a landscape plan which
demonstrates 52 significant trees plus numerous ornamentals and shrubs, exceeding
landscaping requirements.

Engineering. Engineering is reviewing the plans and has been working with the applicant on
stormwater and grading requirements. There are no wetlands on site. A drainage pond with
public easement is proposed along the south boundary. There is an existing water main on the
property that shall be relocated to maintain a safe distance from the southwest building. The
developer shall continue to work with the Engineering department to meet all the conditions
outlined in the City Engineers review letters and subsequent correspondence.

Fire Marshal Review. All plans shall be subject to the review and approval of the City Fire
Marshal for fire lane designation and the signage or marking of the fire lanes at time of building
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FINAL PLAT

Zoning and Comprehensive Plan Consistency. The property is zoned R-3C, multiple-family
residential and guided MDR, Medium Density Residential. The zoning and comprehensive
plan designations are consistent with the proposed plat.

Lots & Blocks.

The proposed plat consists of one lot on 2.92 acres of land and is 244 feet wide. The lot meets
the minimum lot size and width requirements for R-3C zoned lots.

Park Dedication. The applicant is proposing a tot lot and open space on the property. Park
dedication on this project would be cash in lieu of land. If approved, prior to release of the final
plat for filing with Dakota County, a cash fee of $3,950 per unit (24 x $3,950 = $94,800) would be
due to the City. The City is also requesting a 10 foot trail easement along the south property
line to be used for a future trail or sidewalk.

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT REVIEW FOR A MULTIPLE FAMILY DEVELOPMENT
This section reviews the plans against the CUP criteria in the Zoning Ordinance (Section 10-
3A).

1. The use is consistent with the goals, policies and plans of the City Comprehensive Plan,
including future land uses, utilities, streets and parks.

The use is consistent with the goals, policies, and plans of the Comprehensive
Plan. The future land use of this parcel is MDR, multiple family developments
are consistent with the uses envisioned in this district. The project is consistent
with specific strategies identified in the Housing Chapter of the
Comprehensive Plan. This project provides for affordable and workforce
housing which is a key component of satisfying the City’s affordable housing
unit standards set by the Metropolitan Council. Providing for this type of
housing product also satisfies a number of the implementation housing policies
in the Comprehensive Plan.

2. The use is consistent with the City Code, especially the Zoning Ordinance and the
intent of the specific Zoning District in which the use is located.

The applicant’s property is zoned R-3C. Multiple-family units are consistent
with the intent of the R-3C zoning district.

3. The use would not be materially injurious to existing or planned properties or
improvements in the vicinity.
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The proposed site improvements would not have a detrimental effect on public
improvements in the vicinity of the property. The applicant would provide the
requested easements from the City for future and existing improvements.

The use does not have an undue adverse impact on existing or planned City facilities
and services, including streets, utilities, parks, police and fire, and the reasonable
ability of the City to provide such services in an orderly, timely manner.

The property improvements do not appear to have any negative effects on City
facilities or services. The applicant shall grant the City a 10 foot trail easement
along the south property line for future trail construction.

The use is generally compatible with existing and future uses of surrounding
properties, including:
i. Aesthetics/exterior appearance
The proposed buildings would be constructed of rockfaced CMU, fiber
shake siding and fiber board siding, meeting code requirements.
ii. Noise
The proposed development would not generate noises that are
inconsistent with R-3 zoning.
iii. Fencing, landscaping and buffering
Landscaping exceeds the City’s requirements.

The property is appropriate for the use considering: size and shape; topography,
vegetation, and other natural and physical features; access, traffic volumes and flows;
utilities; parking; setbacks; lot coverage and other zoming requirements; emergency
access, fire lanes, hydrants, and other fire and building code requirements.

The amount of traffic would not be out of the ordinary for a multiple family
residential area. Building and parking boundary setbacks meet or exceed code
requirements.

The use does not have an undue adverse impact on the public health, safety or welfare.

This use does not appear to have any negative effects on the public health,
safety or welfare.

The use does not have an undue adverse impact on the environment, including, but not
limited to, surface water, groundwater and air quality.

This use would not have an undue adverse impact on the environment. The
applicant is working with the City Engineering Department to create a
stromwater management plan for the property.



Planning Report — Case No. 10-27CS
Page 5

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT TO EXCEED 25% IMPERVIOUS SURFACE -

The property is zoned R-3C which allows 40% impervious surface. The property is also
located in the shoreland overlay district; these regulations supersede the R-3 zoning
requirements. The site is located within the shoreland overlay of DNR lake # 19-38.
Impervious surface coverage is limited to 25% of the lot; this may be increased by conditional

use provided the City has approved and implemented a stormwater management plan
affecting the subject site.

The proposed property improvements would total about 40% impervious surface. The
applicant is working with the City to approve a stormwater management plan for the parcel.

The DNR has received the plans, at this time no comment has been received.

VARIANCES
As indicated earlier, the applicant is requesting two variances 1.) to allow a private roadway less
than 30 feet and 2.) to allow a 42’ building separation whereas 60 feet is required.

City Code Title 10, Chapter 3. Variances, states that the City Council may grant variances
when they are in harmony with the general purposes and intent of the zoning ordinance and
consistent with the comprehensive plan and establishes that there are practical difficulties in
complying with the official control. In order to grant the requested variances, City Code
identifies criteria which are to be considered practical difficulties. The applicant’s request is
reviewed below against those criteria.

1. The variance request is in harmony with the general purpose and intent of the city code and
consistent with the comprehensive plan.

The purpose of the zoning code is to protect the health, safety and general welfare of its
residents and to provide compatibility of different land uses and the most appropriate use of
land throughout the city. The variances do not appear to be in conflict with this general
purpose of the zoning code. The application is not contrary to the Comprehensive Plan as the
future land use is MDR and multiple-family is an approved land use in this district.
Additionally, the project provides for affordable and workforce housing which is a key
component of satisfying the City’s affordable housing unit standards set by the Metropolitan
Council.

2. The property owner proposes to use the property in a reasonable manner not permitted by the
zoning ordinance.

In order to meet impervious surface requirements for the R-3 district the internal road
proposed is less than 30 feet. Fire Code requires a minimum of 20 feet, which the
development meets or exceeds this requirement. Parking would not be allowed on either side
of the street. The drive area would be used in a reasonable safe manner.
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The setback regulations are in place to provide a buffer between structures and to provide
open space. In order to protect some of the existing topography on site and to minimize
impervious surface the proposed building setback between buildings two and three is 42 feet
at its closest point. This is not an area where traffic or vehicles would drive through. The
location of the structures are proposed at a reasonable setback providing over 40 feet between
the two buildings. Additionally, the applicant is providing a recreation area/tot-lot to the
west of building #2.

3. The plight of the landowner is due to circumstances unique to the property not created by the
landowner.

The property is unique with topographical constraints and in order to meet the impervious
surface requirements and reduce overall grading the project has a more compact building
placement and the internal roadways are narrow and do not allow for parking on either side.

4. The variance will not alter the essential character of the locality.

The building setbacks and street width do not have a negative impact on the character of the
locality.

5. Economic considerations alone do not constitute an undue hardship.

Economic considerations do not appear to be a basis for this request.

ALTERNATIVES
The Planning Commission has the following actions available on the following requests:

A. Approval. If the Planning Commission finds the application to be acceptable, the
following action should be taken:

e Approval of the Final Plat, Conditional Use Permit for a multiple family development,
Conditional Use Permit to exceed impervious surface in the shoreland district,
Variance from internal building setback, and a Variance from minimum road width
for a one lot subdivision along with a 24 unit multiple family development subject to the
following conditions:

1. The site shall be developed in substantial conformance with the following plans
on file with the Planning Department except as may be modified by the

conditions below.
Building Elevations dated 11/07/11
Civil Plan Set dated 11/07/11

Landscaping dated 11/07/11
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10.

The City Code Enforcement Officer, or other designee, shall be granted right of
access to the property at all reasonable times to ensure compliance with the
conditions of this permit.

A Stormwater Facility Maintenance Agreement shall be prepared by the City
Attorney and executed by both the City and the property owner to ensure long
term maintenance of the facilities.

An Improvement Agreement shall be prepared by the City Attorney and
executed by both the City and the property owner to address responsibilities
and maintenance of the different storm water systems, to obtain a letter of
credit for performance, and to obtain an engineering escrow for engineering
staff and emergency erosion control expenses.

The developer shall meet all the conditions outlined in the City Engineers review
letters and subsequent correspondence. Prior to commencement of any grading,
the final grading, drainage and erosion control, and utility plans shall be
approved by the City Engineer.

The owner shall secure a building permit for the retaining walls and meet all
conditions required by the Chief Building Official.

A 10 foot trail easement for a future trail /sidewalk shall be dedicated to the City
along the south boundary line.

The park dedication fee shall be paid to the City prior to release of the final plat.

No parking signs shall be posted along the 20 foot wide areas of the internal
roads.

All final development plans shall be subject to the review and approval of the
City Fire Marshal.

Denial. It the Planning Commission does not favor the proposed application the
above request should be recommended for denial. With a recommendation for denial,
findings or the basis for the denial should be given.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff is in support of the request as presented. The project is consistent with the Zoning Code
and with specific strategies identified in the Housing Chapter of the Comprehensive Plan. The
City may grant variances when they are in harmony with the general purposes and intent of the
zoning ordinance and consistent with the comprehensive plan and establishes that there are
practical difficulties in complying with the official control. The property is unique with
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topographical constraints and in order to meet the impervious surface requirements and reduce
overall grading the project has a more compact building placement and the internal roadways
are narrow.

Based on the information in the preceding report and the conditions listed in Alternative A, staff
is recommending approval of the request.

Attachments:  Zoning/Location Map
Narrative
Site, Grading, Landscaping Plans
Elevations
Letter from Inver Hills Community College
Recommendation from Housing Committee
Letter from Resident
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Narrative for
Inver Hills Townhome Development

The Dakota County Community Development Agency as developer for the Inver Hills Family Housing
Limited Partnership is proposing to develop Outlot B East Campus as a 24 unit workforce housing
townhome development. The site is zoned R3C Multiple Family and is vacant. The Dakota County CDA
began developing affordable family housing in 1992. Since then, 19 developments have been completed
providing 597 affordable rental townhomes for working families. These developments are located in the
cities of Apple Valley, Burnsville, Eagan, Farmington, Hastings, Inver Grove Heights, Lakeville,
Mendota Heights and Rosemount.

Each development is 99.9% owned by a private partner who provides approximately 60% of the
financing. U.S. Bancorp Community Development Corporation has been the private partner for 17 of the

CDA'’s 19 family housing partnerships. The CDA is the general partner, developer, manager and lender
for each development.

To qualify for these townhomes, applicants must have good landlord rental histories, good credit
references and clean criminal histories. Applicant’s annual gross household income may not exceed 60%
of the area median income adjusted for family size. Maximum income for a family of three is $45,360.

Currently, rents for these units range between $630-$640 for a two-bedroom and $675-$695 for a three-
bedroom. The average income of residents is $30,000. The average family size is three. The majority of
residents are working at modest paying jobs and over half are headed by a single parent.

The timing of the construction would likely begin in 2012 and be completed in 2013. It is expected that
the entire townhome development would be constructed at one time.

The proposed workforce housing development would provide much needed affordable housing in an area
with very high demand. The projected demand for affordable/subsidized rental housing in Inver Grove
Heights from 2000 — 2030 is 395 units based on a Comprehensive Housing Needs Assessment completed
by Maxfield Research 2005. The study recommended that the Dakota County CDA develop additional
family townhome developments in the city to help meet the demand.

Waiting lists for the two existing CDA family townhome developments in Inver Grove Heights (Spruce
Pointe and Lafayette Townhomes) have over 1,400 applicants.
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i . i g Subd., 3 existing as of the dote of this certification ore shown ond labeled on the plat;
\\» o\ and that all public woys ore shown and lobeled on the plat.
A\ — SITE] .
& .
. ' s .
w Lg\lf-c'?' -5 - Grant D. Jacobson, Land Surveyor
X o : Minnesoto License No. 23188
w
e
[ =1
ez - .
pe . STATE OF MINNESOTA
g N
A . COUNTY OF
L \ S The foregoing Surveyor's Certificate was acknowledged before me this doy of
el
- & . . 2012, by Grant D. Jacobson, Land Surveyor.
0 50 oo * - SEC. 36-Ti14-R20
! S 89°43'29" W’ DAKOTA COUNTY, MINNESOTA
v S 8974329 W — 83.00 . . SCALE I FEET .
W e > as— . - DRAINAGE AND UTILITY EASEMENTS ARE SHOWN THUS: i )
T NGRTH LINE OF LOT 1, BLOCK 1, EAST CAMPUS i~ — ‘l Notary Public, , County, Minnesota
§ i © DENOTES IRON FIPE MONUMENT FOURD . ; ; ' My Commission expires:
DENOTES 177 IHCH > 14 INCH IRON MOHUMEHY SET, ; :
l MABVED BV WMIMWESOTA LICENSE MO. 23182 Lo o
l THE EAST UNE OF OUTLOT B, EAST CAMPUS, 1S ASSUMED —-:- :—-—— 5 :
TO HAVE A BEARING OF H G0°20°07 E p PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS, MINNESOTA
2 ‘ P n o Approved by the Planning Commission of the City of Inver Grove Heights, ot a regular
F4 = Ll = i :
£ l meeting
£ ) l i ‘ :
B HES 1 Ao thereof, on the day of . , 2012,
™ .
< BLOCK 0 ] t l
3 T 2 ’
w 8% BEING 10 FEET IN WIDTH AND ADJOINING STREET, _
" "3 l AND BEING 5 FEET ADJOINING SIDE AND REAR LOT UNES Chair .
& - i UNLESS OTHERWISE INDICATED ON THE PLAT.
]
AT m| srAvapn
B - Il LOT 1 l . CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS, MINNESOTA
i KNOW ALL PERSONS BY THESE PRESENT: That Doketa County Community Development . y
4 BLOCK 1 ! Agency, a Minnesota public body corporate and politic, owner and proprietor of the \ge do"hefrelby ce{;hfy ;ll’;:t_ :’Z lhﬁ. : day of T » 2012, the City
- s egagie € . l following described property situated in the County of Dakota, State of Minnesoto, to ouncil of Inver Grove Heights, Minnesota, approved this plat.
5 e e — , wit: :
- 0
zZ Ll i ol
5 (lFNl.lAGE AND k= i~
= ™~ UTITY EASEMENT _9’]3 ! w Outiot B, VEAST CAMPUS, according to the recorded plat thereof, Dakota County,
ﬁ 28 — T TEesn T T T © ™~ Minnesota. Mayor
Ls < £3°4010° € I g_o -
"8 e} - oUTIOT B | < & DAKOTA COUNTY SURVEYOR
b AT T ng ) )
z G Loy l - Pursuant to Section 383D.65, Minnesota Stotutes, this plat has been approved on this
. S
N 84"4?‘(?3 E s . ‘ day of . 2012
3240 s .
[ I L 2% Hos coused the same to be surveyed ond platted as EAST CAMPUS SECOND
/-.'-—-—‘ - n Z‘A‘TSI.:EAS{MEH‘ A k ADDITION ond does hereby dedicate to the public for public use forever the
e X ' \ crrmiGE B SG T —"i easements as shown on this plat for droinage and utility purposes only, By
— e € ‘ g
) r_: . ‘ Todd 8. Tollefson, Dakota County Surveyor
o l
45 = 4
\g i > ! : DAKOTA COUNTY TREASURER--AUDITOR
\ AN w In witness whereof soid Dakota County Community Development Agency, o Minnesota .
e _ ":7‘3336"5 — "g\i 1 public body corporate and politic, has coused these presents to be signed by its | hereby certify that the taxes for the year 2010 for the lands described on this plat as
» ?: S-«\ T /(, ,_,:o‘ 3;»;v:—a;.szuzm j% ‘ proper officer this day of , 2012 EAST CAMPUS SECOND ADDITION have been paid ond that no delinquent toxes are due and
° H DRAIHAGE 7T — - - transfer entered this day of , 2012 .
a R T ARSI
pte) B \'l n s € l DAKOTA COUNTY COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY
=1z
2l | |
o, =1
= g \ l County Treasurer—Auditor
™ - \ Dakota County, Minnesota
2 B I B ~ '
& 2 Mark S. Ulfers, Executive Director
E A | X DAKOTA COUNTY RECORDER
STATE OF : Document Number
COUNTY OF .
. | hereby certify thot this instrument was filed in the office of the County Recorder for
. - record on this day of ., 2012 at o'clock . M and
The foregoing instrument was ocknowledged before me this day of . wos duly recorded in Book of on page
4 2012, by Mark S. Ulfers, Executive Director, of Dokoto County .
. Community Development Agency, a Minnesota public body corporate and public, on
beh_clf of the corpoiolion. . County Recorder, Dakota County, Minnesota
X . . : : SHEET NO.
A /,.v/" o " .
IS Notary Public, . County,

My Commission expires: . :

4
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GAR. - ‘ \
Fras080 LEGEND
R - WATER MAIN LINE
a's SANITARY SEWER LINE
BITUMINOUS ~ SURFACE 12°ST STORM SEWER UINE
F.P. FLAG POLE
G.L. GROUND UIGHT -
. © LP. LIGHT POLE
— 1/2"% = HYD. * . FIRE HYDRANT . .
4 e c.8. CATCH BASIN . . SCALE IN FEET
W.V. WATER VALVE . . ]
% ) — NSTALL SLTFRMCE M.H. MANHOLE ? T '410 T aro LZO
L C.0. CLEAN QUT s 2‘0 t 6‘0 t |
© ot P.B. PIPE BOLLARD : .
< DRI IS XEMR TRANSFORMER :
= ao PARKING STALL COUNT )
W ol A1° O - DENOTES IRON MONUMENT
f 19" PRIVATE I .- Y & - EXISTING SPOT ELEVATION BEARINGS ARE ASSUMED DATUM
T T——23% . = g AL -
R 18" PUBLIC w g e CONIFEROUS TREE
. s 3
STANDARD CURB & GUTTER o e
N ™ w = DECIDUQUS TREE .
0T TO SCALE ul Q NOTES
L.
ul 3 SAR. 1) UTIITES SHOWN ARE APPROXIMATE LOCATION, CALL GOPHER STATE ONE CALL AT 811
= ] it B i ) i . . FOR ALL UTILITY, GAS LINE, AND ELECTRICAL LINE LOCATIONS PRIOR TO EXCAVATION.
u " . 3 < B Jow=937.0
o1 9 Treg - " hee . 7 BOW=932.0 2) BENCHMARK ~ TOP NUT HYDRANT WEST OF SITE
W S rommsrso O - e’ 30 w0~ X\ } : ELEVATION = 926.50
3 _zz_ BOW=927.6 £ : o~ TCa929.18 0 }
- - S . 3) NO WETLANDS EXIST ON SITE.
s B ] ‘ - o4 o ; = \ . .
w ] ’ ) 3 3 Al v N Tou=920.5 4)  PROPERTY IS LOCATED IN ZONE X OF THE FLOOD PLAIN.
BENCHMARK-TOP NUT T 926-- o A ] : ; - 5) USE *CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS UTILITY AND STREET CONSTRUCTION STANDARD
- HYDRANT=926.90——\ . L - SPECIFICATIONS. . .
_n”.ki}i n‘} \ .
N Jﬁf#ﬁfwj;] L 6) REPAIR STREETS PER CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS AT ALL
1 PROPOSED UTILITY CROSSINGS AND PROPOSED ENTRANCES.
S
%Y TOWm30.0 7) SEE LANDSCAPE PLAN FOR ALL SEEDING/SODDING NOTES. SOD SHALL BE PLACED A
s BOW=925.0 MINIMUM OF 3' BEHIND ALL CURBED AREAS, UNLESS STATED OTHERWSE ON THE
LANDSCAPE PLAN.

8) RE~VEGETATE SITE WITHIN 48 HOURS OF FINAL GRADING.
9

=

REPAIR OR REPLACE SILT FENCE ON THE PROPERTY LINE AROUND THE ENTIRE SITE PRIOR
TO CONSTRUCTION. INSTALL ADDITIONAL SILT FENCE AT PONDING AREA.

10) PROVIDE INLET PROTECTION AT ALL AREA CATCH BASINS AND FLARED ENDS. USE
. TEMPORARY SILT CURTAIN AT PERIMETER OF THE STRUCTURE.

TOW=921.0 : oo 11) CONSTRUCT ROCK CONSTRUCTION ENTRANCE AT PROPOSED ENTRANCE.
1cagie 30 EOW=3I5.0

wv-mno . 12} G.F. SHOWN OI:I PROPOSED BUILDINGS REPRESENTS GARAGE FLOOR ELEVATION. FF
: REPRESENTS MAIN FLOOR ELEVATIONS. .

13} CONSTRUCT PEDESTRIAN RAMPS AT ALL INTERSECTIONS OF WALKS AND ROADWAYS.
14) GARAGE FLOORS SLOPED 3" FROM HOUSE FLOOR TO OVERHEAD DOOR.
15) DRAIN TILE UNDERNEATH PLAYGROUNDS WiLL BE LOOPED.

16) PONDING AREA TO BE SEEDED WITH A MNDOT SEED MIX 328.
s AV DN X ot E0GE OF PWIE TREES B 17) INSTALL VALLEY GUTTER AT THE NORTH SIDE OF BUILDING 1 AND 3.
T0W=916.0 - el h " towsso7o
BOW=GT0G j : 1 . -~ BOW=505.0 18) 'COORDINATE ALL ACTUAL BUILDING SERVICE ENTRY LOCATIONS WITH THE GENERAL
1 ) v : BUILDING PLANS AND GC.

L | 3 SUBCUT REQUIRED
.CHNICAL REPORT FOR SOIL
IENTS,

19) PROVIDE STREET NAME IDENTIFICATION SIGNS AT ALL INTERSECTIONS.
SEAREGTION REGUADN

Tow=913.0 o 20) CONSTRUCT CONCRETE WASHOUT AREA PER CITY PLATE DETAIL.
1.5" BITUMINOUS WEARING COURSE. "
 Nn/DOT SPEC 2350/2360 UWWE 350 358 . . . 21) TOTAL AREA OF IMPERVIOUS COVERAGE = 50,926 SQ. FT.
o SPhe 23uaresn L 350 308 TAL ST FDNCE SITE IMPERVIOUS PERCENT = 50,926/127,315 = 40.00%
6.0" ACGREGATE BASE, CLASS 5 Mn/DOT SPEC 3138 -
100% CRUSHED, (PHASEZ)
PLACE ON PREPARED SUBGRADE, Mn/DOT SPEC 2112
SITE PAVEMENT SECTION uotioues
PRIVATE ROAD/DRIVEWAY CROSS SECTION i
REVISIONS PROJ. NO: 210053.21 I hereby certify thot this plon, specification, or report wos prepared by me PREPARED FOR: . ., . SHEET NO. .
d direct ision ond thot | duly licenséd Professional : . )
DRAWN: 6Dy ‘E’:ig‘i‘:e:rr cnt f;:z si"fé'ﬁ‘i?.a‘l? the laws of ':haugmf:noslemn;:s?\?" . \JACOBSON Dokota County. CDA C — 2
. akota County, .
CHECKED: 0. EN GlNEERS ’ & SU RVEYORS Attn:  Lori Zierden GRADING AND INVER GROVE HEIGHTS
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N
SPADE
EDGE, TYP.

1 PLANTING PLAN

Scale: 1" = 40'-0"

NOTES:

GENERAL LANDSCAPE NOTES:

SITE SURVEY AND BOUNDARY INFORMATION PROVIDED BY:
JACOBSON ENGINEERS & SURVEYORS

21029 HERON WAY

LAKEVILLE, MN 55044

PHONE: 852-469-4328 .

CONFIRM ALL QUANTITIES, SHAPES AND LOCATIONS OF BEDS, AND
ADJUST AS REQUIRED TO CONFORM TO THE SITE CONDITIONS.
CONFIRM ANY ADJUSTMENTS WITH THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT.
LOCATE ALL UTILITIES. NOTIFY THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT OF ANY
CONFLICTS WITH PLANT INSTALLATION,

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR ALL MULCHES AND
PLANTING SOIL QUANTITIES TO COMPLETE THE WORK SHOWN ON
THE PLAN. VERIFY ALL QUANTITIES SHOWN ON THE PLANT
SCHEDULE.

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL REMOVE FROM THE SITE ALL SOD/TURF
WHICH HAS BEEN REMOVED FOR NEW PLANT BEDS. LONG-TERM
STORAGE OF MATERIALS OR SUPPLIES ON-SITE WILL NOT BE
ALLOWED. ANY PLANT STOCK NOT PLANTED ON DAY OF DELIVERY
SHALL BE HEELED IN AND WATERED UNTIL INSTALLATION. PLANTS .
NOT MAINTAINED IN THIS MANNER WALL BE REJECTED.

THE PLAN TAKES PRECEDENCE OVER THE PLANT SCHEDULE IF
DISCREPANCIES EXIST. ADVISE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT OF ANY
DISCREPANCIES,

PROTECTIONS

7.

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL AVOID DAMAGING EXISTING TREES. DO
NOT STORE OR DRIVE HEAVY MATERIALS OVER TREE ROOTS. DO
NOT DAMAGE TREE BARK OR BRANCHES.

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL KEEP PAVEMENTS, FIXTURES AND
BUILDINGS CLEAN AND UNSTAINED. ANY DAMAGE TO EXISTING
FACILITIES SHALL BE REPAIRED AT THE CONTRACTOR'S EXPENSE.
THE PROJECT SITE SHALL BE KEPT CLEAR OF CONSTRUCTION
WASTES AND DEBRIS.

PROVIDE SILT FENCE IF NECESSARY TO PROTECT STREET FROM
EROSION.

. ALL DISTURBED AREAS NOT OTHERWISE INDICATED (INCLUDING

AREAS IN ROW BETWEEN PROPERTY LINE AND CURB) TO RECEIVE
50D, SOD TO BE TP! CERTIFIED TURFGRASS SOD QUALITY; 80%
KENTUCKY BLUE GRASS, 20% PERENNIAL RYE; WITH STRONG
FIBROUS ROOT SYSTEM, FREE OF STONES, BURNED OR BARE
SPOTS; CONTAINING NO MORE THAN 5 WEEDS PER 1000 SQ FT.
MINIMUM AGE OF 18 MONTHS, WITH ROOT DEVELOPMENT THAT WiLL
SUPPORT [TS OWN WEIGHT WITHOUT TEARING WHEN SUSPENDED
VERTICALLY BY HOLDING THE UPPER TWO CORNERS.

PLANT MATERIAL

",

13

NO SUBSTITUTIONS OF PLANT MATERIAL SHALL BE ACCEPTED
UNLESS APPROVED IN WRITING BY THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT.
THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT RESERVES THE RIGHT TO REJECT ANY
PLANTS WHICH ARE DEEMED UNSATISFACTORY.

. ALL PLANTING STOCK SHALL CONFORM TO THE "AMERICAN

STANDARD FOR NURSERY STOCK", ANSI-Z6D. LATEST EDITION, OF
THE AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF NURSERYMEN, INC.

ALL PLANTS SHALL BE GUARANTEED FOR TWO COMPLETE GROWING
SEASONS (APRIL 1-NOVEMBER 1 OF FOLLOWING YEAR). THE
GUARANTEE SHALL COVER THE FULL COST OF REPLACEMENT
INCLUDING LABOR AND PLANTS.

OTHER MATERIAL

14.

ALL SHRUB AND PERENNIAL PLANTING AREAS TO HAVE A SPADED

15,

EDGE.

ALL SHRUB AND PERENNIAL PLANTING AREAS TO RECEIVE MULCH.
PROVIDE SHREDDED HARDWOOD MULCH, CLEAN AND FREE OF
NOXIOUS WEEDS OR OTHER DELETERIOUS MATERIAL, DELIVER
MULCH ON DAY OF INSTALLATION. USE 2" DEPTH FOR
PERENNIALIGROUND COVER BEDS, UNLESS OTHERWISE DIRECTED.
FOR TREES WITHIN §OD AREAS, PROVIDE €' DIAMETER CIRCLE OF
MULCH. APPLY PELLET WEED PREVENTER UNDER MULCH BEDS IN
SHRUB AREAS.

SOILS AND GROUND

16.

SOIL CORRECTION FOR TREES, SHRUBS AND TURF: DISC SOIL TOA

FULL 5* DEPTH IN ALL AREAS TO BE PLANTED TO LOOSEN
COMPACTED SOILS IDENTIFY AND PROTECT ROOTS OF EXISTING
TREES.

MAINTENANCE AND CARE

17.

MAINTENANCE SHALL BEGIN IMMEDIATELY AFTER EACH PORTION OF
THE WORK IS IN PLACE. PLANT MATERIAL SHALL BE PROTECTED
AND MAINTAINED UNTIL THE INSTALLATION OF PLANTINGS 1S
COMPLETE, INSPECTION HAS BEEN MADE AND PLANTING iS
ACCEPTED EXCLUSIVE OF THE GUARANTEE,

. MAINTENANCE SHALL INCLUDE WATERING, WEEDING, MULCHING,

REMOVAL OF DEAD MATERIAL PRIOR TO GROWING SEASON,
RE-SETTING PLANTS AND PROPER GRADE, AND KEEPING PLANTS IN
A PLUMB POSITION. AFTER ACCEPTANCE, THE OWNER SHALL
ASSUME MAINTENANCE RESPONSIBILITIES. HOWEVER, THE
CONTRACTOR SHALL CONTINUE TO BE RESPONSIBLE FOR KEEPING
THE TREES PLUMB THROUGHOUT THE GUARANTEE PERIOD.

. WATERING: MAINTAIN A WATERING SCHEDULE WHICH WILL
. THOROUGHLY WATER ALL PLANTS ONCE A WEEK. IN EXTREMELY

HOT, DRY WEATHER, WATER MORE OFTEN AS REQUIRED 8Y
INDICATIONS OF HEAT STRESS SUCH AS WILTING LEAVES. CHECK
MOISTURE UNDER MULCH PRIOR TO WATERING TO DETERMINE
NEED. CONTRACTOR SHALL MAKE THE NECESSARY ARRANGEMENTS
FOR WATER.

LEGEND:

PRAIRIE MOON DETENTION BASIN SEED MiX

PLAYGROUND SURFACE

PROPOSED DECIDUOUS TREE

@ PROPOSED CONIFEROUS TREE

eo  PROPOSED SHRUBS
©  PROPOSED PERENNIALS

VARIES

20" MIN.

5

CONIFEROUS PLANTING

POLYETHYLENE (40 MIL,
1172 WIDE STRAP)
(TYPICAL)

MULCH (4" DEEP)

TOPSOIL

FLAGGING (ONE PER WIRE)

REFER TO SPECIFICATION

e i o
PLANT SCHEDULE:
lcoDE | aTY | COMMON NAMEALATIN NAME SIZE
AM_| 16 | Autumn Blaze Maple 2.5"B8 16" POLYPROPYLENE OR
Acer x freemani *Jeffersred’ POLYETHYLENE (40 MIL,
SO 1 7| Bwamp White Oak 25°88 112 WIDE STRAP)
Quercys bicolor.
LE 13__| Letieleaf Linden 25" 88 (TYPICAL)
. ifia cordata
SC 10 Spring Snow Crebapple BB
T s Senng Snow 5 DOUBLE STRAND 14 GA
Juniperes virainians WIRE, 2 SPACED EQUALLY
BS__|_ 16| Black Hills Spruce 688 AT OPPOSITE SIDES
Picea glau nsata
LN 26 Little Devil Ninebark #5 cont
Physocarpus opulifolius "Donna May”
8H 20 Dwarf Bush Honeysuckle #5 cont.
B R e B MULCH (4 DEEP)
Diervifia lonicera
BV |10 Blue Muftin Viburnum #5 cont REFER TO SPECIFICATION
Vibumum dentatum ‘Christon’
AS 57 | Anthony Waterer Spirea #1 cont, TOPSOIL, PER SPECIFICATION
_Spiraea x burnalda ‘Anthony Waterer, NOTES
B0 138 | Bele D #1 cont IT IS THE CONTRACTORS OPTIONTO
15 Ho?——-—-—E,a e D T STAKE TREES; HOWEVER, THE
HORR, 2 Doy “Biq Daddy. CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR
HB__| 132 | Hosta Hadspen Blue' #1 cont m’g{?‘sﬂgﬁ_r Tssgss‘g A PLU‘E‘EB ;’;?;fg:)o”
K. Hadspen Blue 2. SCARIFY BOTTOM AND SIDES OF HOLE
TOTAL LARGE DECIBUOUS TREES: 26 3. DORGT SLANT TOO DEEP: EXPOSE TOP OF
JOTAL ORNAMENTAL TREES: 10 sapb ROOT FLARE AND PULL MULCH AWAY
TOTAL CONIFEROUS TREES: 26 RO TR
TOTAL DECIDUOUS SHRUBS: 139 TOPSOIL
TOTAL PERENNIALS: 159
(CITY REQUIRES: 1 OVERSTORY TREE PER D.U. OR 24 TREES) 5819;8&%0;%3% RSE'-;ABg\P;QDE
INORGANIC CONTAINERS
SUBGRADE
4 NTS
60" STEEL STAKE
. DOUBLE STRAND 14 GA.
WIRE, 30" @ 120"
INTERVALS (TYPICAL) 16" POLYPROPYLENE OR

NOTES
CONIFER TO HAVE SHREDDED
HARDWOOD MULCH UNLESS
NOTED OTHERWISE. NO MULCH TO
BE IN CONTACT WITH TRUNK.

2. SCARIFY BOTTOM AND SIDES OF
HOLE PRIOR TO PLANTING,

TOPSOIL, PER SPECIFICATION | 3 TWO ALTERNATE METHODS OF

TREE STAKING ARE ILLUSTRATED.
4. IT 1S THE CONTRACTORS OPTION
TO STAKE TREES; HOWEVER, THE
CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE
FOR MAINTAINING TREES IN A
PLUMB POSITION THROUGROUT

- AT‘;xVé’L%D STAKE THE GUARANTEE PERIOD.
5. DO NOT PLANT TOO DEEP:
oo EXPOSE TOP OF ROOT FLARE AND
PULL MULCH AWAY FROM TRUNK,
ROOTBALL TO SIT ON SUSGRADE
CUT ALL ROPES AND REMOVE
INORGANIC CONTAINERS
SUBGRADE

NTS

e

NOTES
HAND LOOSEN ROOTS OF
CONTAINERIZED MATERIAL
{TYPICAL).

2. SCARIFY BOTTOM AND SIDES OF

- HOLE PRIOR TO PLANTING.

SHRUBS TO SIT ON SUBGRADE.
APPLY PELLET WEED
PREVENTER PRIOR TO
MULCHING.

SHRUB PLANTING

MULCH {2 DEEP)
REFER TO SPECIFICATION

- TOPSOIL

GROUND COVER
REFER TO SPECIFICATION

APPROVED SUBGRADE

SUT ORGANIC CONTAINER,

TOPSOIL. PER SPECIFICATION

OR REMOVE INORGANIC CONT.

NTS

PERFORMANCE
DRIVEN DESIGN.

LHBcorp.com

2‘503!\1“& N, Sta 450 Minneapolis, MN 55401 | 5 3332028

INVER HILLS
FAMLLY HOUSING

1228 TOWN CENTRE DRIVE
EAGAN, MN 55123

THIS SQUARE APPEARS 112°x 1/2° ON
FULL STZE SHEETS.

10312011
N DATE

CITY SUBMITTAL
ISSUEDFOR

COPYRIGHT 2011 BY LHB, INC. ALL RIGHTS RESERVED,

PROJECT NAME:"

INVER HILLS
TOWNHOMES

COLLEGE TRAIL
INVER GROVE HEIGHTS -

DRAWING TILE:

PLANTING PLAN

FUE: A00049 1200 P2
DRAWNEY: LAM

CHECKEDBY:  JPA

PROLNO: 100048

L2.0

DRAWING NO:




L T BANNG

Building 1 - Rear Elevation
6= 180

I~
(25

E LBA W

C NG F A D Q . Q

i

« Building 1 - Side1 Elev

/18t 107

ationt ‘ ' ' {’ 4\ l?gilg%gg_jﬂ; Side?2 Elevation
NS ‘

EXTERIOR E} EVATION KEY

A ASPEALT SHNGLE ROOF
E2ERCEMENT BCARD SID2G {FCB) - & EXPOSURE
FRERCE

DO ORI K ED TSRO W

QONSPOUT
5

LGH

PANTED STEEL 0COR

1X6 CEQAR BOARD - PARFED
CHIMNEY )

LOUVER

i )
PREFINISHED OVERHEAD GARAGE SOOR
FCBCOLUMNS WITH CEDAR BASE, PTD
FOCKFAED QW

250 Third Avenue North
Suite 450
Minneapalis, MN 55401

TEL 612/338-2028
FAX 612/338-2088

hitp:7Avwwr. LHBcorp.com
HNNEAPCUS o DULUTH

DAKOTA COUNTY
CDA

1228 TOWN CENTRE DRIVE
EAGAN, MN 55123

THIS SQUARE APPEARSHZ x1.r“[‘%ON FULL SIZE SHEETS
i

No Date Revision

11072001 CITY SUBMITAL

INVER HILLS
TOWNHOMES

COLLEGE TRAIL

DRAWING TITLE:
Building 1 Elevations

FILE:
CRAWNBY:




250 Third Avenue North
Suite 450 .
EXTERIOR ELEVATION KEY . Minneapolis, MN 55401
ASPHALT SHNGLE RGOS
FBERCEMERT BOM

5iF0E) - 6 EXPOSURE TEL 612/338-2028
FBERCEMENT BARD SEING IFC) - 4 EXPOSIRE FAX 612/338-2088
’CB:‘&%L‘. &1’{3 SOFFT

.7 hitp:/Avww. LHBcorp.com B
GHTTER AKD BOWNSPOUT

"
LIGHT FIXTURE HNNEAPOUS B DULLTH

PANTED STEEL DCOR ;
{X3CEDAR 8CARD - PANTED [ R ] :
CHINEY ) i
LOWER

SRCK .
PREFNISHED OYERKEAD GARAGE POOR
FU3 COLUMNS WiTHOEDAR BASE. PTD
BOKFACED CMY

A

FOPORESRC S RATMMOMP»

DAKOTA COUNTY
CDA

1228 TOWN CENTRE DRIVE
EAGAN, MN 55123

: J 8 a0

THS SQUARE APPEARS|127x1Z 0N FULL SZE SHEETS
i

No Date Revision

16072011 CITY SUBMITTAL
L

COPYRIGHT 2010 BY LHB, INC. ALL RIGHTS RESERVED
PROJECTTIILE:

INVER HILLS
TOWNHOMES

COLLEGE TRAIL

7"\ Building 2 Side2 Elevation
; 4/;‘"1:3‘::1'0’

- . - . . DRAWING TME: )
(2))Byllding 2 Rear Elevation.. : : e - Building 2 Elevations .

N




. ' 8 250 Third Avenue North
I . .

Suite 450 :

EXTERIOR ELEVATION KEY . . .
Minneapolis, MN 55401
ASFHALT SHEGLE ROOF ;
;rgggaaar 20ARD SIDXG {#C8) - 8 EXPOSURE TEL &1 2/338—2029
ER CEMENT SHAXE SIDING
FIEEA CEMSNT 20480 SIENG {708} - 4° EXPOSURE
FC3 FASTIA AND SOFFT FAX 612/338-2088
uera Thu B0k .
i N BOARD 5 3
WHDOWS hlp:/Awww.LHBcorp.com
?g;ﬂn':‘ﬁ AND DOWRSPOUT
LIGHT FIXTURE A
ANTED STEEL 5008 MINNEAPCUS & DULUTH

1X8CEQAR BOARD - PANTED
Ay o s
LOWER
BREK
PREFINISHED OVERHEAD GARRGE BUCR
FACOLLUNS WITH CEDAR BASE, PTD
ROCKFACED CM

WO R R e e L I T O

i

; .'l\._ Building 3 - Front Elevation
3 /’ 1R = 10" N

DAKOTA COUNTY
CDA

1228 TOWN CENTRE DRIVE
EAGAN, MN 55123

© THIS SOUARE APPEARSIIZ X 1ZON FULL SZE SHEETS

No  Date Revision .

11072011 CITY SUBMITTAL

R e S
;,~2~\ B . .

i g T ) .
N

D BGFH AL

COPYRIGHT 2010 BY LHB, C. ALL RIGHTS RESERVED
e ]

INVER HILLS
TOWNHOMES

COLLEGE TRAIL

e e -

A S -

CRAWING TITLE:

Building 3 Elevations

FILE:
DRAWN BY:
CHECKED BY:

ST

uilding 3 Side1 Elevation

B - 10"

Building 3 Side2 Elevation _ ‘ /3

NAVAL S




‘ 250 Third Avenue North
EXTERIOR ELEVATION KEY ‘ Suite 450

ASTHALT SHRE FO0F Minneapolis, MN 55401
gfg (ég?;‘!gln'f 284:2 SIDING {£CB; - 8 EXPOSURE B

R e A O . 4 EXP020 TEL 612/338-2029
FIZERCEMENT S0ARD SIDNG {FCB) - 4 EXPOSURE
RESTAMOSORT FAX 612/338-2088
1XE FEB TRIM ROARD
1XBFCB TRIS E0ARD

éﬁx}ﬂs . http:/Avww. LHBcorp.com
MINNEAPCLIS o DULUTH

HOROERITRETEONMOO®

CUENT:

DAKOTA COUNTY
CDA

1228 TOWN CENTRE DRIVE-
EAGAN, MN 55123

THIS SQUARE APPEARS[W 120N FULL SZE SHEETS
L

No Date Revision

11-07-201 CITY SUBMITTAL

\ Building 4 - Bear Elevation
/‘ 18" w 10" .

004 BD F R

TOWNHOMES

COLLEGE TRAIL

SV SRR 15

\

ATP AN 1

DRAWING TITLE:

Building 4 Elevations

FItE:
ilding 4 - Side Elevations : -DRAWN BY:
CHECKEDBY:




InverATills

Community College

Mr. Allan Hunting

City Planner

City of Inver Grove Height
8150 Barbara Ave

inver Grove Heights, MN 55113

Dear Mr. Hunting,

I am writing this letter of support for the CDA’s efforts to develop affordable housing on the property
located between Simley High School and the Granite Bluffs apartments. The property is better known as

Outlot B East Campus.

As President of Inver Hills Community College, | applaud the proposed improvements to the property.
Our college serves a middle class population and affordable housing in the area is a constant concern
for staff, faculty and students. As neighbors to .the property, we see this proposed developmentas a
responsible step to serving the needs of the community. Well planned development is a quality we

appreciate.

1 appreciate the informed steps the CDA has taken to keep IHCC involved in the development process. It

is all part of the college and the area it surrounds being good neighbors.

Sincerely,

e

. % lj 'F“—"?"

Tim Wyhes

ident
Presiden W

Inver Hills is a member of the Minnesota State Colleges and Universities system, and is an affirmative action/equal opportunity educator and employer.



RECOMMENDATION TO
CITY OF INVER GROVE HEIGHTS

TO: Planning Commission
FROM: Housing Committee
DATE: January 10, 2012

SUBJECT: DAKOTA COUNTY CDA — CASE NO. 10-27CS

The Housing Committee discussed the application by the Dakota County CDA at their meeting
on Tuesday, January 10, 2012. The Housing Committee supports the application and
recommends approval of the request based on the following:

e The project addresses the need for affordable housing in the city.

o Helps meet affordability goals established by the Met Council and identified in the City’s
2030 Comprehensive Plan.

Provides for transitional housing.

Provides for work force housing for those in occupations such as; police, teachers, etc.
Provides for young family housing opportunities.

The project would be well maintained since it is a county project. The CDA has a proven
track record for properly maintained and well managed projects.

e Bus transit is nearby to this project.



To: Planning Deparment
Thomas Bartholomew, Chair
Patricia Simon
Anthony Scales
Mike Schaeffer
Harold Gooch
Paul Hark
Dennis Wippermann
Victoria Elsmore
Armando Lissarrague
This letter is in response to Dakota County CDA -Case No. 10-27CS
which is the proposed construction of a 24 unit apartment building along College Trail.

We have many serious concerns that we want to point out to the Planning Department.

1) Our main concern is the proximity of this building to our property and the negative effect this will have on our
property values. :

Our Property valuation has consistently dropped over the last 4 years by more than 20%.
But our taxes have dropped by less than 3% and less than $100 over that same span of time.
This apartment project will have devastating consequences to ourselves and our neighbors.
It will only cause our market values to decline even further.
Arbor Pointe residents invest in their community by paying monthly association dues
to ensure that their neighborhood is maintained.
There are rules and restrictions to follow and that is the reason our neighborhood
continues to be an attractive and desirable place to live.
Arbor Pointe already includes a large number of multi-family homes. Take for instance Monument Ridge Apartments.
It is a well maintained building with vacancies available now.
Meanwhile, Granite Bluff Apartments just north of the proposed location is not a well maintained building.
They allow camping trailers to park in their lots and are a source of public disturbances and issues.
In the past 15 years we have had to deal with loud cars and motorcycles coming and going all hours of the night.
Parties with large groups of people drinking and shooting fireworks.
On one occasion the fireworks landed on our neighbors deck.

This new proposed building would only add to the burden of trying to keep a peaceful neighborhood



2) Another concern is what effect the construction of the building would have on the existing drainage ponds.
These drainage ponds were part of the highway 52/55 project.

As more land is eaten up by development there will be less area to absorb runoff from storms and melting.
One of our neighbors to the north has a pond that is very close to the proposed construction.

There needs to be a buffer between residences to avoid flooding and provide privacy and safety.

3) Road concerns are an issue and the traffic volume for College Trail.
College Trail has no shoulders or sidewalks and is too narrow to handie an increase in traffic.
Itis a patchwork of asphalt and would be a dangerous hazard to drivers and pedestrians

with yet another driveway entrance that close to Brewster Avenue, Bower Path and Blaine Avenue.

In conclusion, Inver Grove Heights has a variety of apartment buildings that appeal to all income levels

and most have year round vacancies.

Both Granite Bluff Aparments and these other buildings have vacancies to meet the present

and future demands of any renters.

This proposed building would be too close to the present roadways and neighbors causing safety and other concerns
Arbor Pointe residents pay a premium for their properties and the community is an asset to Inver Grove Heights.
Arbor Pointe was planned and built to keep each type of housing in its own area and maintain privacy and value.
This aparment building would be right on top of single family homes and would damage that design and planning
This proposed 24 unit apartment building is not needed and will not be required

to honor the Arbor Point neighborhood restrictions and rules.

We respectfully ask that the planning commission reject this request and help us maintain our property values.
Thank you for taking the time to read this letter,

Orin and Melinda Beitlich

8451 Brewster Avenue



