DEEPHAVEN SPECIAL CITY COUNCIL MEETING

WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 6, 2012

MINUTES

1. CALL MEETING TO ORDER:  Mayor Paul Skrede called the meeting to order at 5:00 p.m.

PRESENT:
Mayor Paul Skrede, Councilmembers Josh Hackney, Keith Kask, Darel Gustafson, and John Wheaton 

STAFF:
Zoning Coordinator Gus Karpas and City Administrator Dana Young

2. UNFINISHED BUSINESS
A. Review St. Therese Senior Housing Project
Father Doug Danduran expressed his gratitude over the growth in the relationship with the City and stated that St. Therese Church remains committed to finding a home for their senior citizens.

Bob Sykora, former City Councilmember and longtime parishioner at St. Therese, stated that he has been a resident of Deephaven and a member of St. Therese Church for over 40 years.  He stated that a lot of our friends have had to leave town in order to find accommodations at senior housing facilities.  He encouraged the City Council to review the need for senior housing.  He stated that the location of senior housing at St. Therese would work very well since it is an unobtrusive location and the building would be located well off of Minnetonka Blvd.  He stated that this project would really enhance the community and it would allow older residents to move opening up housing for younger families.  He noted that St. Therese would like to begin construction on the senior housing project this summer.

St. Therese Administrator Ed Smith stated that they would like to address the questions that were raised at the last Council meeting and to provide an overview of the entire project.  He presented the master plan on the senior housing facility, which has been designated as Phase I, and the proposed senior townhomes, which has been designated as Phase II.

Matt Alexander, with Krauss Anderson, stated that St. Therese has hired him as a consulting developer on this project.  He stated that St. Therese intends to enter into a joint venture agreement with Ebenezer Management Services to own and operate the facilities.  He stated that they would like to obtain additional feedback from the Council on this project and intend to submit the necessary applications to appear before the Planning Commission at their March meeting in order to begin construction this summer.  He stated that he would like to focus on the Planned Unit Development concept, which allows flexibility for the City, and provided a calculation showing the overall square footage of the facility was comparable in potential size to the number of regular residential housing units expected on a development allowing six units per acre.  He stated that the Phase II portion of the project, located on Lot 3, was not clearly defined at this point other than as 28 potential townhomes.  He stated that the final determination of Phase II would depend on future market conditions and the success of Phase I.

Councilmember Wheaton asked if Phase II was dependent on the success of Phase I.  He noted that Phase II would require its own PUD.

Ed Smith stated that their current Pro Forma is only based on the senior housing facility.

Councilmember Wheaton stated that their application would only be for Phase I.

Ed Smith stated that they are not really sure at this point what Phase II might entail.

Councilmember Kask stated that he would like to have Phase II clearly presented.  He stated that he felt that the development should be looked at as an entire plan, which would require more clarify on the proposed development of Lot 3.  He stated that he felt it would be difficult to imagine approving the senior housing facility in Lot 2 without reasonably understanding what is proposed for Lot 3.

Matt Alexander stated that this was a very good question.  He stated that a specific PUD will be needed for the senior housing facility in Lot 2 and a whole set of different approvals would be needed to deal with any development occurring in Lot 3.

Councilmember Kask stated that the Council came up with an estimate of six units per acre in the original PUD, which would equate to approximately 90 units with a 15 acre development.

Matt Alexander stated that is why we are trying to establish a better definition of what would be considered a unit.

Councilmember Kask asked if city water is available to this site.  He stated that he would like the developer to deliver a statement from Minnetonka verifying that they will provide water service to the St. Therese development without any limitations to the City of Deephaven.  He added that the statement should cover both the development of Phase I and Phase II.  He stated that in regards to the Park Dedication Fee, he might envision some use for a land dedication, or the possible combination of land and fee, in the event a future Council saw the need for a site for a water tower.

Matt Alexander noted that the highest elevation would be in Phase II and St. Therese would prefer a cash option for the Phase I development.

Mayor Skrede stated that perhaps separate PUD’s would be needed for Lot 2 and Lot 3.  He stated that the City would have to tailor a special PUD for the senior facility but may be able to use the existing PUD for Lot 3.  He stated that only the legal description on the existing PUD might be needed to accommodate Lot 3.

Councilmember Kask stated that he would be a little uncomfortable without knowing the proposed use of Lot 3.  He stated that this development could have more impact on surrounding properties and he would like to be able to provide an adequate explanation on the type of development proposed for Lot 2 and Lot 3.  He added that this project would be difficult to sell without knowing the proposed development of Lot 3.

Councilmember Wheaton agreed that more clarity is needed on the development of Lot 3.  He stated that Phase II of this project is his biggest concern.

Mayor Skrede stated that if the Council likes the buffer offered by the townhome concept that is what we could require.  He stated that the Council could define Phase II as 3 units per acre in order to require the construction of townhomes.

Councilmember Hackney stated that the Council could revert the zoning designation of Phase II to an R-3 Residential District.  He noted that the developers could come back to the Council at a later date when Phase II is better defined.  He added that he was also concerned regarding this implications this project would have on the City’s Comprehensive Plan.

Zoning Coordinator Karpas noted that the Comprehensive Plan references a PUD at St. Therese but doesn’t provide any other specific details and wouldn’t require an amendment to accommodate this project.  He stated that the developer would need to replat the three lots – Lot 1 as the St. Therese Church and school property, Lot 2 as the senior housing facility, and Lot 3 as a transitional PUD.  He stated that the City would have to create a new PUD for the senior housing facility, a transitional PUD for Lot 3, and amend the Zoning Code to accommodate senior housing.  He stated that a summer construction would seem like a stretch and suggested that construction in August would seem more likely.

Matt Alexander noted that their initial application could include all the required information to streamline the process.  He stated that this is a typical process he has used in other communities.

Mayor Skrede reiterated that Lot 2 would be established as a new PUD and the Council could revert the remaining property to R-3 Residential District.

Councilmember Gustafson restated the need to have Lot 3 better defined.  He stated that we would be asking the residents to take a risk without providing better clarity on the use of Lot 3.

Councilmember Hackney stated that there would be no real risk to the residents if it were rezoned back to an R-3 Residential District as any future development would have to adhere to the 20,000 S.F. lot requirements of an R-3 Residential District.

Mayor Skrede stated that the master plan proposed 78 units in the senior housing facility and 28 townhome units for a total of 106 units.  He stated that when the Council envisioned this PUD years ago, the Council never defined a “unit”.  He stated that perhaps the overall number of units should be closer to 100 units, which appear to be more than adequate for this site, and establish Lot 3 at two units per acre.  He stated that the neighbors could then understand the whole concept.

Councilmember Kask stated that the original PUD also envisioned a Breconwood-type design but noted that the senior housing facility should not create anywhere near the same amount of traffic.

Councilmember Gustafson asked about the frequency of ambulance calls expected at the senior facility.

A representative from Ebenezer stated that she would estimate 3-4 ambulance calls per month and explained that with the nurses and medical protocols that Ebenezer would have in place would substantially reduce the number of calls at this facility.

Mayor Skrede stated that he would like to have a discussion of amending the PUD to allow 7 units per acre vs. the current requirement of 6 units per acre.  He stated that language could be drafted that adequately controls the development of Lot 3 in terms of both density and use.     

Councilmember Kask stated that this should be an integrated plan that shouldn’t lead to any uncertainty regarding the development of Lot 3.  He stated that the developer should consider the entire 14 acre site at a maximum density of 7 units per acre.  He stated that this would certainly make the development easier to explain to residents.  

Mayor Skrede recommended that the developer work with Zoning Coordinator Karpas and Councilmember Hackney if they need any additional information.

Ed Smith thanked the Council for their input and stated that they will move forward with their application.      

B.
Review Vine Hill Bridge Design Plan Options
City Engineer David Martini and Bridge Consulting Engineer Joe Litman were present to present Vine Hill Bridge design plan options.
Preliminary Design Options Developed

David Martini stated that discussions have been held with the Public Works Committee on the following preliminary design options:

· Urban vs. rural section

· 2 lane vs. 3 lane 

· Timing of LRIP grant award

· Sightline improvements

· Railing design

· Lighting

2 Lane vs. 3 Lane Design

Designs on a two lane bridge roadway vs. a three lane bridge roadway were reviewed.  The Council generally supported the three lane roadway design subject to further evaluation if the LRIP grant is unsuccessful.

Urban Section

Discussion was held on whether to construct an urban vs. rural section.  The Council generally supported continuing the use of the existing curb & gutter.

Railing Options 
Railing designs were presented for Council review.  The Council selected the wavy railing design subject to the option of reviewing additional railing designs.
Sightline Considerations

The Council reviewed a PowerPoint that illustrated the sightline impact on a vehicle viewing northbound traffic while parked at the stop sign at Minnetonka Blvd.  David Martini stated that the railing design and the installation of a patio area on the NW corner of the bridge should help to improve the sightlines at this intersection.

Cost Considerations

The following cost considerations were presented:

Abutment to abutment 
-
100% Bridge Bond

Approaches


-
100% City

Railing upgrades

-
100% City

Sidewalk on Bridge

-
100% Bridge Bond

Sidewalk off Bridge

-
100% City

Lighting 


-
100% City

Utility work


-
100% City

LRIP Funding Application

David Martini stated that a Local Road Improvement Project Grant Application was submitted on February 3rd to fund the costs of the approach work.  He stated that the grant provides funding up to a maximum of $750,000 and bridge costs would not be eligible.  He stated that Hennepin County would be the project sponsor and the results of the grant application would be available this spring.
He stated that system and safety improvements are needed in order to score well on the grant.  He stated that the three lane design and sightline improvements should benefit the overall application.  He stated that there aren’t any other funding sources for the city’s local share of the project and the City might be unwilling to fund the additional costs of the approach work due to the addition of the third lane without the LRIP grant.

Next Steps

David Martini stated that the next steps in this process are as follows:

· Preparation of preliminary bridge design to the State
· State Aid District & Bridge Engineer need to approve three lane design

· Once the preliminary plan is approved, status of three lane design will be evaluated.

Councilmember Kask stated that the bridge represents a key entranceway to Lake Minnetonka for users of the regional trail and wondered if any embellishments have been added to the bridge for the trail users.

David Martini stated that no embellishments have been added but the Hennepin County Regional Railroad Authority could be contacted to see if they had any interested in funding any embellishments to the bridge.

Councilmember Hackney asked if we would even be talking about a third lane if the LRIP grant weren’t available.

David Martini stated that he would still have recommended the third lane as a benefit to the overall traffic flow and due to the fact that this will be a 50-year structure.  He added that the approach work without the third lane has been estimated at $100,000 and adding the third lane will increase the approach work by another $100,000.

C.
Review Vine Hill / Hwy 7 Intersection Improvements
Mayor Skrede stated that there is still the possibility of working with the City of Shorewood on improvements to this intersection.  He stated that this project is not included in Shorewood’s Capital Improvement Plan at this time.  He stated that we had originally hoped that the signal lighting improvements could be included in the MNDOT grant but the cost of the lighting is separate.
David Martini stated that he had met with representatives with Shorewood and Minnetonka several weeks ago to discuss this project and was informed that Minnetonka was not interested and their city limits do not abut the intersection.  He stated that Shorewood seemed only moderately interested in the project as well.  He stated that he intended to firm up their understanding with MNDOT regarding the potential grant funding and revisit the issue with Shorewood to see if they have any interest in pursuing the project jointly. 

3. ADJOURNMENT
Motion to adjourn by Councilmember Wheaton, seconded by Councilmember Kask.  Motion carried 5-0.  The meeting adjourned at 7:12 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Dana H. Young, City Administrator
