Attachment to Application for Appeal
Lexington-Hamline Community Council and University UNITED

Target Corporation - SuperTarget
FILES:

06 018065 (site plan review) and

06 046997 (variance)

SITE PLAN — GROUNDS FOR APPEAL

FINDINGS FOR SITE PLAN APPLICATION: Section 62.108(c) of the Zoning Code says that in
“order to approve the site plan, the planning commission shall consider and find that the site plan is
consistent with” the findings listed below.

1. The city's adopted comprehensive plan and development or project plans for sub-areas of
the city.

The Comprehensive Plan calls for development along University Avenue that is dense and
pedestrian friendly. The Land Use Chapter of the Comprehensive Plan says that “Future
redevelopment planning and efforts to redesign University Avenue itself should find ways to
make the auto-oriented regional shopping work for pedestrians.” (Section 6.3.3)

Lex-Ham CC and UNITED argue that the site plan is NOT consistent with this finding.
While the site plan shows outlots on University with buildings that are up to the street,
according to the Planning Commissions recommendation, these outlots are not being
considered at this time. Additionally, Target has offered no guarantees as to how these
outlots will be developed. Therefore we believe that the “potential” of these outlots should
not be considered to have any bearing on the site use application.

The remainder of the site plan is for a 186,059 sq. ft., single-story structure with 640 parking
spaces between the front door and a major transit route. Lex-Ham CC and UNITED argue
that this type a low-density, auto-oriented development is directly contrary to the
Comprehensive Plan and the Lex-Ham Tomorrow Plan and their calls for “development
along University Avenue that is dense and pedestrian friendly”.

2. Applicable ordinances of the City of Saint Paul.
No comment at this time.

3. Preservation of unique geologic, geographic or historically significant characteristics of the
city and environmentally sensitive areas.

No comment at this time.

4. Protection of adjacent and neighboring properties through reasonable provision for such
matters as surface water drainage, sound and sight buffers, preservation of views, light and
air, and those aspects of design which may have substantial effects on neighboring land
uses.

Lex-Ham CC and UNITED argue that without knowing what type of development will occur
on the outlots to the north, it is not possible to determine if adequate buffers for sound and
sight, preservation of light and air quality, or traffic circulation (including pedestrian and
bicycle traffic) have been provided.



10.

11.

The arrangement of buildings, uses and facilities of the proposed development in order to
assure abutting property and/or its occupants will not be unreasonably affected

Again, Lex-Ham CC and UNITED argue that without knowing how the northern outlots will
be developed, it is false to determine that the abutting properties and/or its occupants will
not be unreasonable affected.

Creation of energy-conserving design through landscaping and location, orientation and
elevation of structures.

Lex-Ham CC and UNITED argue that the site plan is NOT consistent with this finding.
Again, according to the Planning Commissions recommendation, the outlots are not being
considered at this time and Target has not provided any assurances as to what will be
developed there so to claim that the entire site plan satisfies the creation of energy
conserving design based on the potential for dense development on the outlots is
inadequate.

A 186,059 sq. ft., single-story structure with 640 surface parking spaces does not support
energy conservation and rather promotes further energy consumption through inefficient
land use and an auto-oriented design that discourages pedestrian access.

Safety and convenience of both vehicular and pedestrian traffic both within the site and in
relation to access streets, including traffic circulation features, the locations and design of
entrances and exits and parking areas within the site.

Lex-Ham CC and UNITED argue that the site plan is NOT consistent with this finding.
Additional information regarding traffic impacts that was requested by Public Works had not
been submitted by Target at the time of site plan review. We feel that this site plan
application should not be approved until this information is made available to the
community.

The satisfactory availability and capacity of storm and sanitary sewers, including solutions
to any drainage problems in the area of the development.

No additional comments.

Sufficient landscaping, fences, walls and parking necessary to meet the above
objectives.

Given that the Comprehensive Plan calls for development along University Avenue that is
dense and pedestrian friendly, Lex-Ham and UNITED argue that the landscaping and
parking detailed in this site plan DO NOT meet the objective of providing dense and
pedestrian friendly development.

Site accessibility in accordance with the provisions of the Americans with Disabilities Act
(ADA), including parking spaces, passenger loading zones and accessible routes.

No comment at this time.

Provision for erosion and sediment control as specified in the “"Ramsey Erosion Sediment
and Control Handbook."

No comment at this time.



RECOMMENDATION:
Based on the findings above, Lex-Ham CC and UNITED recommend disapproval of the site plan

for a new SuperTarget store at 1300 University Avenue West. Additionally, we recommend that
the City Council and Mayor institute a development moratorium that restricts future development in
the corridor that does not meet or exceed TOD guidelines.



VARIANCE - GROUNDS FOR APPEAL

VARIANCE REQUESTED: A variance of the off street parking requirements is required to
construct a new Super Target. The new store requires 820 off-street parking spaces and 640
spaces would be provided for a variance of 180 parking spaces.

RECOMMENDATION:

Lex-Ham CC and UNITED believe that the site plan application should be denied based on the
reasons listed above. By extension, the variance application should be denied because issues
raised in the application will no longer be applicable.

Respectfully submitted,

Jessica Treat
Executive Director
Lexington-Hamline Community Council

Brian McMahon
Executive Director
University UNITED



