CitY oF LA ViISTA
MAYOR AND CiTY COUNCIL REPORT

JUNE 2, 2009 AGENDA
Subject: Type: Submitted By:
APPLICATION FOR PRELIMINARY PUD, 4 RESOLUTION ANN BIRCH
LoT 380, CIMARRON WOODS ORDINANCE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
(SW OF 96™ & HARRISON) RECEIVE/FILE DIRECTOR

SYNOPSIS

A public hearing has been scheduled and a resolution has been prepared to approve the preliminary planned unit
development (PUD-1) for approximately 26 acres located southwest of 96™ & Harrison Street.

FISCAL IMPACT
None.
RECOMMENDATION
Approval.
BACKGROUND

A public hearing has been scheduled to consider the preliminary planned unit development application by
Pedcor Investments, LLC, on approximately 26 acres platted as Lot 380, Cimarron Woods, generally located
southwest of 96" and Harrison Street.

The property is currently zoned R-3 PUD-1 with the Gateway Corridor Overlay District. The Cimarron Woods
plat, PUD plan and subdivision agreement identified this lot for multi-family development and included a site
plan showing 418 units. The proposed development to be known as “Cimarron Terrace” consists of 84 units in
Phase I and 192 units in Phase II, for a total of 276 units; the project also includes 168 garage stalls in addition
to the surface parking stalls. The previous request submitted by the developer which was heard by the Council
approximately one year ago included a total of 354 units and 24 garage stalls. Modifications have also been
made to the location of the clubhouse, swimming pool and playground.

The application has been submitted for preliminary planned unit development (PUD) review; if approved, an
application will be required for final PUD review and approval of a conditional use permit. Preliminary
building design review has been completed however final approval will occur as part of the conditional use
permit. A detailed review of the application is contained in the attached staff report.

At the Planning Commission meeting, existing drainage and flooding issues in Cimarron Woods were discussed
at length. There are a few homes and additional vacant properties that have experienced high water run-off
conditions from upstream in the past. While this proposed development on Lot 380 cannot solve the existing
problems, it should be designed in such a way that it will not add to the existing problems. This can be achieved
by not allowing peak run-off in the proposed development to exceed existing conditions (on Lot 380) for all
storm events, up to a 100-year storm.

Additional comments have been received regarding the public hearing schedule for the revised application. It is
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not uncommon for staff to suggest an alternate submittal deadline for a revised application as long as all public
notification requirements can be met. All written comments which have been received to date are attached to
the staff report.

The Planning Commission held a public hearing on May 21, 2009, and recommended approval of the
preliminary planned unit development plan contingent upon several revisions (see staff report). The request is
in general conformity with the provisions of the La Vista Comprehensive Plan, does not adversely effect the
development of neighboring areas, and meets the requirements of the La Vista Zoning Ordinance, subject to the
resolution of the items identified by staff and the City Engineer.
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RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION OF THE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF LA VISTA,
NEBRASKA, DETERMINING CONDITIONS FOR APPROVAL OF THE PRELIMINARY
PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD 1) PLAN FOR LOT 380 CIMARRON WOODS, A
SUBDIVISION LOCATED IN THE N1/2 OF SECTION 16, T14N, R12E OF THE 6™ P.M., SARPY
COUNTY, NEBRASKA.

WHEREAS, the owners of the above described piece of property have made application for
approval of a preliminary planned unit development plan for Lot 380, Cimarron

Woods; and

WHEREAS, the City Administrator and the City Engineer have reviewed the preliminary
planned unit development plan; and

WHEREAS, on May 21, 2009, the La Vista Planning Commission held a public hearing and
reviewed the preliminary planned unit development plan and recommended
approval subject to resolution of the following items identified by the city engineer
and staff:

1.

The Preliminary PUD Plan and application refers to the property as being
zoned R-1 (PUD). This needs to be revised on the Final PUD Plan to read
R-3, PUD-1 zoning.

A traffic signal shall be installed at the intersection of 99" and Harrison
Streets as part of Phase | development of Lot 380, Cimarron Woods, as per
the Cimarron Woods Subdivision Agreement. The traffic signal and all
additional improvements recommended by the updated traffic study shall be
installed before final building occupancies are allowed in Phase .

A 10-foot wide trail shall be installed in Phase Il of the development, as per
Exhibit E-1 of the Cimarron Woods Subdivision Agreement. An opening or
gate needs to be provided in the fence to access the pedestrian trail on the
Westside of the property. Preferably, the gate should be at a convenient and
accessible location to apartment buildings 7 and 14

Revisions requested by the City Engineer, in his letter dated April 30, 2008,
shall be incorporated into the Final PUD Plan and Conditional Use Permit
submittal. Additionally, peak stormwater run-off for this project shall not
exceed the existing conditions of Lot 380 for all storm events, up to a 100-
year storm.

Revisions and additional information requested by the City’s Design Review
Architect shall be incorporated into the Final PUD Plan and Conditional Use
Permit submittal.

Other revisions stated in this report shall be addressed prior to Final PUD
Plan and Conditional Use Permit submittal.

A preliminary assessment of the potential waterway / wetland issues needs
to be performed by a qualified environmental consultant prior to approval of
the Final PUD plan. All applicable Army Corps of Engineers permits shall
also be acquired by the developer prior to approval of the Final PUD plan.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Mayor and City Council of the City of La Vista,
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Nebraska, that the preliminary Planned Unit Development (PUD-1) plan for Lot 380, Cimarron
Woods, located in the N1/2 of Section 16, T14N, R12E of the 6" P.M., Sarpy County, Nebraska,
generally located southwest of 96" & Harrison Streets be, and hereby is, approved subject to the
items listed above.

PASSED AND APPROVED THIS 2ND DAY OF JUNE 2009.

CITY OF LAVISTA

Douglas Kindig, Mayor
ATTEST:

Pamela A. Buethe, CMC
City Clerk
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APPLICABLE DEFINITIONS

(from Section 2 of Zoning Ordinance)

APARTMENT shall mean a room or a suite of rooms within an apartment house or multiple family
dwelling arranged, intended or designed for a place of residence of a single family or group of individuals
living together.

PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT shall mean a development designed to provide for an unusual or
different arrangement of residential, business, or industrial uses in accordance with an approved
development plan.

BACKGROUND

History of Lot 380, Cimarron Woods:

On March 20, 2003, the original Cimarron Woods PUD was approved by the City for single family
residential and high density residential. The high density residential component specifically called for
418 apartment units on Lot 380.

On February 19, 2008, the City Council approved Ordinance No. 1055 which rezoned Lot 380 of
Cimarron Woods Subdivision from R-1 PUD-1, Single Family Residential to R-3 PUD-1, High Density
Residential.

On April 17, 2008 Planning Commission recommended approval of a revised Preliminary Planned Unit
Development Plan. The 2008 Preliminary PUD plan differed significantly from the original Preliminary
PUD Plan that was approved in 2003, which is why a new Preliminary PUD application was required.

On June 3, 2008, the City Council denied the request. Minutes from the meeting indicate comments
regarding scale, design, character and standard of quality with regards to Cimarron Woods neighborhood.
The City Council also mentioned the lack of garages and the amount of stormwater runoff. Also an
updated traffic study was requested.

On May 21, 2009 Planning Commission held a public hearing regarding the new application. Their
recommendation follows at the end of this report. As long as all public notification requirements in State
Statute can be satisfied and City Council and City Staff have adequate time to review documents after
Planning Commission’s hearing, it is not uncommon for a revised application to have a public hearing set
for the first City Council meeting of the month. In this particular case, City Council had a public hearing
for a similar application in the past year. Therefore, the City Council’s public hearing for Cimarron
Terrace was announced as June 2, 2009 at the May 21" Planning Commission meeting.

Description of Proposed Development:
On April 9, 2009, the City of La Vista received a new application for the development of Cimarron
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Terrace Apartments. The developer proposes to subdivide Lot 380 into two parcels to be built out in two
phases for apartment buildings and a clubhouse with swimming pool. The current proposal includes 276
apartment units and 168 garages. The last application, which was denied, called for 354 apartment units
and 24 garages. Therefore, the new proposal has significantly fewer apartment units and substantially
more garages included.

Existing Conditions of Site:
The site is currently undeveloped with moderate to steep slopes. An open drainage channel carries
stormwater from north to south. The drainage area contains an abundance of mature deciduous trees.

Surrounding Area and Adjacent Neighborhoods Land Uses and Zoning:

North — City of Omaha, Applewood Golf Course;

East — Cornerstone Baptist Church, TA Transitional Agriculture; and Southwind 2, R-1 Single Family;
South — Cimarron Woods, R-1 Single Family; and

West — Cimarron Woods, R-1 Single Family

Applicable Regulations:

Section 5.08 of the Zoning Ordinance, R-3 High Density Residential District

Section 5.15 of the Zoning Ordinance, PUD-1 Planned Unit Development District
Section 5.17.06 of the Zoning Ordinance, Gateway Corridor District Secondary Overlay

Applicable Plans:

The Comprehensive Plan and Future Land Use Map

Cimarron Woods Subdivision Plat and Subdivision Agreement
Cimarron Woods Park and Trail Plan

REVIEW COMMENTS FROM CITY STAFF AND OUTSIDE AGENCIES

Black Hills Energy, Denise Montgomery
No comments received

City Engineer, John Kottmann:
1. The required number of parking stalls for this development is 540, which is equivalent to one

parking space per bedroom. The clubhouse would require an additional 20 parking spaces. The
proposal shows 591 parking spaces provided; therefore, the minimum number of parking stalls
has been satisfied.

2. Heights need to be shown for all buildings, including detached garages, so that compliance with
height restrictions can be determined.

3. Carports will not be compliant with design review regulations; therefore, this label should be
removed from all plans.

4. The Preliminary PUD plan needs to show proposed utility and access easements. The access
easement would assure ingress/egress in case Lot 2 is bought by a different owner in the future.

5. A break or gate needs to be provided in the fence to access the pedestrian trail on the Westside of
the property. Preferably, the gate should be at a convenient and accessible location to the



apartment buildings 7 and 14.

A preliminary drainage study is currently under review, including the Post Construction Water
Quality Exhibit. These were submitted May 12",

A traffic signal will need to be installed at 99" and Harrison Street, as per the original subdivision
agreement for Cimarron Woods Subdivision.

A preliminary assessment of the potential waterway / wetland issues needs to be performed by a
qualified environmental consultant. The study submitted on May 12™ is from 1999, which is
outdated and will need to be replaced. All applicable Army Corps of Engineers permits will also
be required. At the May 21, 2009 Planning Commission meeting, existing drainage and flooding
issues in Cimarron Woods were discussed at length. There are a few homes and additional vacant
properties that have experienced high water run-off conditions from upstream in the past. While
this proposed development on Lot 380 cannot solve the existing problems, it needs to be designed
in such a way that would not add to the existing problems. This can be achieved by not allowing
peak run-off in the proposed development to exceed existing conditions (on Lot 380) for all storm
events, up to a 100-year storm.

Chief Building Official, Jeff Sinnett
No comments received

Design Review Architect, Kevin Schluckebier

1.

Brick shall be the primary building material. Masonry needs to be used more on the back of the
apartment complex buildings, specifically add masonry at center areas to 3™ Floor level at Sheets
A202 and A203, similar to A201.

The acorn light fixtures used on site need to be downward shining only. The manufacturer of
these fixtures assures these fixtures can be made “dark sky compliant,” which would satisfy the
requirements in the Gateway Corridor District.

Elevation drawings of the clubhouse need to be reviewed for compliance. These were not
submitted with the original design review application; however, these drawings were submitted
May 12" and are now under review.

Elevation drawings of the detached garages need to be reviewed for compliance. These were not
submitted with the original design review application; however, these drawings were submitted
May 12" and are now under review.

Provided examples of how apartment complexes step with grade need to be reviewed for
compliance. These were submitted on May 22™ and are now under review.

Fire Chief, Rich Uhl

The median at the entrance needs to be brought back to the edge of the right-of-way line, so that no
portion of the median is within the right-of-way. Also the turn radii at the main entrance to Cimarron
Terrace need to be widened some to allow for a fire truck to enter the premises more easily.

Metropolitan Utility District, Jeff Loll
MUD has requested the developer install a line valve into the main line just north of Josephine Ave. along
99" Street. This installation would double the reliability in service.

Omaha Public Power District, Steve Sauer
No comments received




Police Chief, Bob Lausten
No comments received

Public Works Director, Joe Soucie
No comments received

Public School District
No concerns; Portal Elementary and La Vista Junior High would accommodate any children that would

reside in this new development. The Papillion-La Vista School District is currently planning for new
schools in the district to account for rising populations in Sarpy County.

Qwest, Aaron Krebs
No comments received

PUBLIC COMMENTS

Several phone calls have been received by the Planning Staff regarding this application from concerned
neighbors. Primarily, comments have focused on traffic concerns and the quality of the proposed
development.

PLANNING STAFF ANALYSIS

Land Use:

The current application reduces the number of proposed apartment units and significantly increases the
number of garages, which attempts to address major issues raised by residents of Cimarron Woods and
Southwind subdivisions in the previous application to City Council.

Phase 1 has been designed to function as a stand-alone development, as requested by staff. This phase
will have full access and parking to meet the needs of the development. In addition, the clubhouse; pool;
playground area; and perimeter landscaping along Harrison, 96™ Street, and 99™ Street are required to be
developed as part of Phase One.

Transportation:
Access has been determined to be adequate for emergency access purposes into both Phase One and
Phase Two of the development. The loop road is completely within Phase One and can therefore provide

safe access prior to the completion of Phase 2.

Access from 99" Street is proposed from two separate points. Both accesses are right-in/ right-out turn
movements only. The main access point is located on the perimeter of the roundabout, which allows for
further directional movement. In June 2008, E&A Consulting Group prepared a traffic analysis at the



intersection of 99" and Harrison and on April 7, 2009 provided an update to determine expected Level of
Service (LOS) and adequacy of auxiliary turning lanes based on full build out of Lot 380.

Some of the dumpster locations and parking areas may need further review to ensure good traffic
maneuverability and access to buildings. For example, the parking area to the South of building 8 and to
the East of the garages appears inconvenient and unneeded. Also, the parking area to the North of
building 9 and to the West of the garages could also be eliminated.

The City Planner suggests the addition of bicycle parking racks at the clubhouse / pool and playground, as
well as in front of apartment buildings.

Landscaping:
Substantial landscaping of the property provides a significant visual buffering effect from the arterial
roadways and adjoining neighborhoods. Interior landscaping around parking areas and buildings provides

more visual interest and shading.

Some of the existing mature trees and vegetation will be conserved within the development. The
developer proposes a narrow road cutting through the existing groves of trees at two locations on the
property. Fill material for building sites and parking lots will likely cause many trees to be removed.

Stormwater Drainage:
The developer needs to designate which stormwater detention areas are to be constructed for Phase I and

dedicate needed easements that would be associated with those detention areas.

Installation of the proposed stormwater detention areas will likely cause existing trees to be removed. The
use of landscaped drainage swales, permeable pavement, rain gardens or other Low Impact Development
Best Management Practices could reduce the size or the need for detention ponds. More existing trees
could be kept if the stormwater detention areas were not proposed in the treed areas. Stormwater runoff
would infiltrate the ground sooner, thus the detention areas would not need to be as large. Another option
is to change the box culvert design to hold water in the open space area during a heavy rain event.

Process:

An application for a Conditional Use Permit and Final PUD Plan approval will be required pending
approval of the Preliminary PUD Plan. As noted previously, the applicant intends on subdividing the
parcel along the phased development line. This subdivision may be handled as an Administrative Plat.

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

Approval of the Preliminary Planned Unit Development (PUD) Plan with the following conditions:

1. The Preliminary PUD Plan and application refers to the property as being zoned R-1 (PUD). This
needs to be revised on the Final PUD Plan to read R-3, PUD-1 zoning.

2. A traffic signal shall be installed at the intersection of 99™ and Harrison Streets as part of Phase I
development of Lot 380, Cimarron Woods, as per the Cimarron Woods Subdivision Agreement.



The traffic signal and all additional improvements recommended by the updated traffic study shall
be installed before final building occupancies are allowed in Phase 1.

3. A 10-foot wide trail shall be installed in Phase II of the development, as per Exhibit E-1 of the
Cimarron Woods Subdivision Agreement. An opening or gate needs to be provided in the fence to
access the pedestrian trail on the Westside of the property. Preferably, the gate should be at a
convenient and accessible location to apartment buildings 7 and 14

4. Revisions requested by the City Engineer, in his letter dated April 30, 2009, shall be incorporated
into the Final PUD Plan and Conditional Use Permit submittal.

5. Revisions and additional information requested by the City’s Design Review Architect shall be
incorporated into the Final PUD Plan and Conditional Use Permit submittal.

6. Other revisions stated in this report shall be addressed prior to Final PUD Plan and Conditional
Use Permit submittal.

7. A preliminary assessment of the potential waterway / wetland issues needs to be performed by a
qualified environmental consultant prior to approval of the Final PUD plan. All applicable Army
Corps of Engineers permits shall also be acquired by the developer prior to approval of the Final
PUD plan.

Additional Staff Recommendation:
Add to Condition #4 an additional sentence: Peak stormwater run-off for Cimarron Terrace
Apartments shall not exceed existing conditions (of Lot 380) for all storm events, up to a 100-year storm.

Attachments:
1. Documented Public Comments
a. Emailed comments from Jonathan Ripp dated May 12, 2009
b. Letter from Eileen Williamson dated May 8, 2009
¢. Summary of Comments from adjacent neighbors submitted by Jennifer Taylor at
the May 21, 2009 Planning Commission hearing
d. Letter from Gregory Scaglione dated May 21, 2009
e. Emailed comments from Eileen Williamson dated May 22, 2009
2. Preliminary Planned Unit Development Plan, revised May 8, 2009
3. Preliminary Planned Unit Development Landscape Plan, revised May 8, 2009
4. Building Elevation Plans
a. A201 — A203 Apartment Buildings
b. G101 Detached Garages
c. CA201 Clubhouse
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Eileen Williamson
10133 Edna Circle
La Vista, NE 68128
402-650-4673
402-943-1340
ewilliamson@texastechalumni.org
May 8, 2009

La Vista Mayor, Douglas Kindig

La Vista City Council Members

La Vista Planning Commission Members
City of La Vista

8116 Park View Boulevard

La Vista, NE 68128

Dear Mayor Kindig, City Council Members and Planning Commission Members:

I have been a resident of Cimarron Woods since October 2005, and I am writing to express my
thanks for the City Council’s decision last year to decline the planning application for the
apartment development at the corner of 96" Street and Harrison Street. I believe the concerns
regarding requiring an attached garage per apartment unit, the proposed three-story apartment
height and traffic flow into the apartments and into the Cimarron Woods neighborhood were
legitimate areas for concern.

My neighbors and I understand that this land was allocated for the purpose of multi-family
dwellings, but do not believe the design as it was presented then or as it has been presented now
reflects the city’s intentions when the Cimarron Woods Development was planned and when the
Residential Agreements were signed.

I am one of hundreds of citizens who drive down Harrison Street and 96™ Street as part of my
daily commute. The work you have done to create and enforce the Gateway Corridor
requirements to establish La Vista’s reputation as a premiere Nebraska community truly shows.
You can see it in the attention given to building design, lighting, walkways, landscape planning
and respecting the environment through ensuring open spaces, protecting established trees and the
contoured landscapes.

To avoid confusion with the Cimarron Woods West Homeowners Association, its tax status and
its existing structure, I am leading a committee of concerned neighbors from the neighborhoods
that would be impacted by building a high concentration of apartments on that site. While most of
our participants come from Cimarron Woods West, we have contacted residents of Cimarron
Woods Villas, Cimarron Woods East, South Winds, Val Vista and Val Verde neighborhoods.

I can serve as a single point of contact to help channel concerns raised by our neighbors regarding
the planned development to help avoid confusion or multiple contacts with neighbors and allow
you to operate in an efficient manner.




City of La Vista
May 8, 2009
Page 2

I also would like to remind you that as mentioned last year, the 300 foot area for notifying people
of the development plan and upcoming open forums will reach few, if any, of the affected
neighbors.

My committee would like to be involved throughout the planning process for developing this land
and to ensure communication between the City, developer and neighbors is open, easy and free-
flowing.

I have obtained copies of all documents submitted with this application from April 9 up through
April 15 as well as all planning documents, meeting minutes and agendas available through the
City of La Vista Web Site. Please provide me copies of any Planning Commission minutes or
documents, City Council minutes or documents not available on the City of La Vista Web Site or
Correspondence regarding planning, zoning and development on the land referred to in our
Residential Agreement as Cimarron Woods Lot 380.

Attached is a copy of the letter our neighbors sent following last year’s vote.

Sincerely,

=

Aleen Williams§ W




City of La Vista Planning Commission
ADDRESS

To Whom It May Concern:

We are writing to express our concerns about the development in the north east
corner of Cimarron Woods subdivision, Lot 380. As you may be aware, a number of our
neighbors attended the City Council’s meeting on June 3, during which we shared some
of our concerns with the development to the City Council. Our concerns primarily relate
to preserving the character and integrity of our neighborhood, maintaining the safety of
our neighbors, and ensuring that the entire neighborhood remains aesthetically appealing.

Character and Integrity of our Neighborhood. As you know, each of the homes in
Cimarron Woods was built to meet stringent size and aesthetic requirements. Each home
is required to have the street facing side at least 50 percent brick and construction height
cannot be taller than 2 ¥, stories. The 3-story apartment complex structures proposed by
PedCor are a significant departure from the covenant-specified characteristics of the
neighborhood. Each house in Cimarron Woods is constructed with a 3-car garage and the
villas are constructed with a 2-car garage under the covenant’s mandate. Again, the very
limited parking proposed by PedCor - 24 covered parking spots for 180 units - is far
from the requirements placed on the homes in the neighborhood.

Safety of our Neighborhood. We are also very concerned about the increased traffic flow
and its impact on the safety of our neighborhood. As proposed, there will be two
entrances/exits from Lot 380. Both onto 99" Street, less than 50 yards apart, which the
developer believes will filter traffic onto Harrison Street. However, it does not appear
that a traffic light will be put in at the intersection of 99™ and Harrison for some time.
The absence of a light would create increased congestion at this intersection and would
likely lead to a significant increase in traffic heading west on Josephine and potentially
the wrong way onto 99™ street to reach Josephine to use the 102™ Street exit. The light
needs to be installed prior to any construction to limit congestion and support increased
construction traffic. Additionally, there are no impediments to drivers speeding west on
Josephine and believe traffic calming measures such as round-abouts or speed bumps
need to be completed with construction.

We are also concerned about the design of the PedCor property from an aesthetic
standpoint. These concerns range from the lack of landscaping to be placed around the
facilities to the parking lot design. . We have had very little time to study PedCor’s
landscape plan, but given the property’s size, we expect there will be many trees and
shrubs in proportion to the landscape requirements within the covenant.

The site plans also indicate parking will consist of long unbroken lines of spaces.
We would like to visit with the Planning Commission about requiring these long stretches
of concrete be separated into smaller lots for the betterment of the entire neighborhood.



Finally, we would appreciate the Planning Commission providing an expanded
notice reach for any development plans for Lot 380 or other properties adjoining the
Cimarron Woods developments. The 300-foot notice requirement does not reach into our
neighborhood. A meeting notice published only two weeks prior to the meeting date
creates a hardship that does not allow time for adequate plan review. Given the
significant impact any development may have on our neighborhood, we would appreciate
the opportunity to review plans submitted for any projects proposed for Lot 380 or other
properties adjoining the Cimarron Woods developments soon after the submittal deadline
to allow adequate time for the neighborhood to meet and discuss any proposed project.

To that end, we ask you to place the following Cimarron Woods neighbors on a
list of those to be notified if a project is submitted for development of Lot 380 or other
properties adjoining the Cimarron Woods developments. This list may also be provided
to any developer who wishes to schedule a meeting with the neighbors to discuss a
proposed project. These individuals listed below will serve as a point of contact to
distribute information via email to the larger group of concerned residents of Cimarron
Woods who attended the public hearing at the La Vista City Council on June 3.

1)

2)

3)

4)

This is simply a summary of our concerns for any development in Lot 380 or
other properties adjoining the Cimarron Woods developments and we would appreciate
the opportunity to fully participate in any future public hearings involving development
in our neighborhood. If you have any questions of comments, please feel free to contact

or

Cimarron Woods Neighbors




Cimarron Terrace Apartments

City of La Vista Planning Commission
May 21, 2009

Subdivision of Lot 380, Cimarron Woods into two (2) lots for phased development of

apartment buildings as a Planned Unit Development (PUD)

Summary of Comments

The adjacent neighbors do not oppose apartments on this site, nor do they oppose
any particular tenant mix, which may include low-income housing.

The adjacent neighbors respectfully request the development be required to
adhere to all existing R-3 and Gateway Corridor zoning regulations, including,
but not limited to, maximum impervious coverage percentages and resulting
drainage/flooding issues, setback and building design requirements.

Drainage.

Pursuant to the Staff Report, Phase I is to function as a stand-alone development.
Phase I has 48.72% impervious coverage, exceeding the 40% maximum allowed.
The entire plan, both Phases I and II, has 41.5% impervious coverage.

The Preliminary Drainage Study calculates drainage based on 38% impervious
coverage area and is based on complete development of the entire site.

The plan submitted, per the staff report, does not indicate which, if any, of the
detention ponds will be installed as part of Phase L.

What is the drainage impact of Phase I only?

The downstream neighbors currently experience flooding of the creek. Developing Phase
[ in the manner proposed will substantially increase the impervious coverage of the site,
which can only increase the amount of water pushed downstream, possibly increasing or
exacerbating the existing flooding problems at the site.

What is the status of tree removal and the resulting impact on drainage?

The Preliminary Drainage Study indicates that the “center of the lot is heavily
wooded and will remain, for the most part, undisturbed by the apartment
development”.

The Staff Report indicates that “some of the existing mature trees and vegetation
will be conserved”, but that “fill material for building sites and parking lots will
likely cause many trees to be removed”.

The Staff Report also concludes that installation of the proposed stormwater
detention areas will likely cause existing trees to be removed.




Although the landscaping plan outlines the “existing tree line”, the proposed detention
ponds directly abut or overlap this line, supporting the staff report’s conclusions that
many of the existing tree cover will be lost as a result of this development.

Appearance.

The Gateway Corridor District requires the following Criteria for Appearance (among
others):

»  The height and scale of each building shall be compatible with its site and existing
buildings.

* Monotony of design in single or multiple building projects shall be avoided. (This
is stated twice within the regulations). Variation of detail, form, and sitting, shall
be used to provide visual interest.

»  Where natural or existing topographic patterns contribute to beauty and utility
of a development, they shall be preserved and developed.

» The primary building material of all portions of the structures shall be negotiated
with the City, however, sample materials shall include...brick (clay), stucco,
wood, glass, split faced masonry units, and stone...

Furthermore, there is over 40 feet of elevation drop from the east side of the property to
the southwest corner. It is unclear from the information submitted, how the proposed
buildings would step with grade.

Setbacks: The setbacks stated on the site plan are 25’ for Front, Street Side and Rear
yards, and 5° for Side yard. R-3 Multi-family dwellings minimum yard setbacks are 30
for Front, Street Side and Rear yards, and 10’ for Side yard.

Wetland / Waterways:

Existing maps indicate areas of designated wetland may exist on the site. If the existing
report is from 1999, it should be updated, as substantial changes have occurred regarding
wetlands and waterways since that time.



Based on a preliminary review of the information received by the adjacent neighbors, the
following suggestions are made with regard to the proposed development, as submitted:

Suggestions:

If Phase 1 is to function as a stand alone development, the development plan
should be redesigned such that Phase I has impervious coverage area of less than
40%.

A drainage study should be done on Phase I only, to determine its separate and
individual impact.

The development plan should be redesigned to adhere to R-3 setbacks
requirements, at a minimum.

Plans should be redesigned and resubmitted for Design review, as noted in the
Staff Report.

The developer should be encouraged to employ Low Impact Development Best
Management Practices to reduce the size or need for detention ponds and any
trees lost.

The developer should undertake a tree mitigation plan, to account for any trees
lost as a result of the development.



KOLEYJESSENE COM

KOLEY JESSEN P.C., LLD.
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

ONE PACIFIC PLACE, SUITE 800
1125 SOUTH 103RD STREET
OMAHA, NE 68124

PHONE. 402.390.9500

KOLEYMRJESSEN FAX, 402.390.9005

May 21, 2009

La Vista City Council

La Vista City Hall

8116 Park View Boulevard
La Vista, NE 68128

Re:  City’s Staff Report
“Our File No. 11564-0000

Dear Council Members, Mayor, and Administrator:

As you know, Pedcor Investments, A Limited Liability Company (“Pedcor”) and Torco
Development, Inc. (“Torco”) submitted a previous Preliminary Planned Unit Development
(“PUD”) Plan, which the City Council denied. We contend that the denial was improper.

Although reserving all rights and claims related to the previous Preliminary PUD Plan, Pedcor
and Torco have submitted the present application to the City. Pedcor and Torco are pleased that
the City Staff is recommending the present application. However, there are statements in the
City Staff’s Report (“Report™) which apparently set forth the City’s view of the denial of the
previous Preliminary PUD Plan. Ny

Pedcor and Torco respectfully disagree with the statements in the Report relating to the rationale
for the City Council’s June 3, 2008, denial of the Preliminary PUD Plan. Pedcor and Torco
expressly reject any notion that such statements occurred, or if they did occur, represented a
reasonable basis for the City’s denial,

Pedcor and Torco seek to clarify some of the misstatements ~ found in the fourth paragraph
under the Background heading of the Report. The Report states that “an updated fraffic study
was requested,” despite the existence of an updated traffic study at the time of the June 3, 2008,
hearing. Further, the Report states that the City Council commented on the “scale, design,
character and standard of quality” of the proposed development but fails to include that the City
Council had no specific objection and no specified standards in place.to measure these gualities.

GREGORY C. SCAGLIONE

DIRECT, 402.343 .3721
GREG.SCAGLIONE@KOLEYJESSEN.COM
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Hopefully, the present application will be approved, thus, mooting the disputé related to the
previous Preliminary PUD Plan. Thank you.

Very truly yours,

GCS/em

cc: Scott Butler, Pedcor Investments, A Limited Liability Company.
Jerry Torczon, Torco Development, Inc.
Larry Jobeun, Fullenkamp, Doyle & Jobeun
Jerry Friedrichsen, Fitzgerald, Schorr, Barmettler & Brennan, P.C., L.L.O.
Brian J. Koenig













City OF LA VISTA
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
MAY 21, 2009

Nielsen. Also in attendance was Marcus Baker, City Planner, John Kottmann
Birch, Community Development Director.

from the floor. Comments should be limited to five minute
provide and organize the meeting.

1. Call to Order
The meeting was called to order by Chairman Krzywicki at 7:00 p.m.
report were made available to the p

Hewitt motioned to _approve the minute
Krzywicki, Ma Hewitt, Andsager,
Abstain: Cir

1 17 2009. Alexander seconded the motion. Ayes:
molisch, Gahan'and alternate, Nielsen. Nays: None.

eryone had a chance to read the letter from Ann Birch about the open meeting,
a public hearing and if anyone had any item to discuss before going further.

i. Staff Report: The applicant requests outdoor storage of materials to be used
in the prod tion of finished goods and for storage of flnlshed product prepared for shlpplng

anning Staff finds that the application can satisfy the standards set forth in Sec 6.05 of the Zoning
Ordinance and therefore recommends approval of the Waldinger Corporation’s Conditional Use
“Permit with the following conditions:

1. A security fence shall be constructed around the graveled surface to reduce the chance of
gravel dust going airborne due to vehicles driving or parking on the graveled area.

2. Visual screening of the outdoor storage area shall meet the requirements of Sec 7.17.04 of
the Zoning Ordinance. :

3. All landscaping requirements in Sec 7.17.03 shall be satisfied.
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Malmquist asked the size of the storage area. A square footage was not disclosed by
but has shown on the plan.

ii. Public Hearing: Malmquist motioned to open public heari
Circo seconded. Ayes: Krzywicki, Malmquist, Hewitt, Andsager, Kramolis
Circo, Gahan and alternate, Nielsen. Nays: None. Public hearing opened

also a concrete curb (6”-8" high) at the edge of their paving which
They do question the need for fencing and feel it would be m
willing to include a fence if security dictates.

Gahan inquired if going onto the gravel area requires a:!
area of raw material, for a couple of weeks until t :

Circo asked if there would be any semi (truck) traffic. Wilcox said 't will not be semi truck traffic.

There is no intent for any vehicle traffic.

Circo asked if there were any t around the property. Wilcox atall. The planis

to provide a natural-scape.

Krzywicki asked if the product is manufactured or altm_ 'shipment, or awaiting manufacture. Wilcox
said both raw and manufactured prod

Malmquist asked about the one curb cut.
traffic in and out.

Circo asked if

{ was a question as to whether staff was requiring a fence to be constructed.
rBaker said staff'

looking for some way that would deter cars from driving over the gravel and

a security fence would not stop the dust issue. Baker said the fence was suggested to
vehicle traffic from crossing the area or parking on the gravel.

g );wicki pointed out that the documents suggested that a gravel surface provided the benefit of the
‘water to infiltrate the ground instead of running off into streams, creeks, efc..

Hewitt suggested that conditional use item #1 be altered to read, “a barrier and/or landscape
screening shall be constructed around the gravel surface to reduce the chance of gravel/dust going
airborne due to unnecessary driving” may address the concerns.
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fii. Recommendation: Hewitt motioned to recommend approv
Conditional Use Permit with conditions # 2 and 3 as is and set forth in the
recommendation with the exception of item #1 to read: “a barrier and/or landscape sc
constructed around the gravel surface to reduce the chance of gravel dust goi
unnecessary driving or parking on the gravel area.”  Malmquist seconde
Malmquist, Hewitt, Andsager, Kramolisch, Alexander, Horihan, Circo, and Ga

Tentatively scheduled for City Council agenda of June 16, 2009.

B. Public Hearing for Cimarron Terrace Preliminary
and Preliminary Plat located at Lot 380, Cimarron Woods Subdiv
Township 14N, Range 12W, City of La Vista, Sarpy County, N

development of apartmen
yroperty is owned by Torco

regarding this application from

Several phone calls have been received by the Planning
concerns and the quality of the

concerned neighbors. Primarily, comments have focused on tr:
proposed development. ‘

Planning staff recommends appr
the following conditions:

1. The Preliminary PU
2. A traffic signal shall be installed 3

development of Lot 380, Cimarro
Agreemenﬂtu The traffic signal an

ltlonal improvements recommended by the updated
al building occupancies are allowed in Phase I.

ase |l of the development, as per Exhibit E-1 of the
ening or gate needs to be provided in the

side of the property. Preferably, the gate
cation to apartment buildings 7 and 14,

er, in his letter dated April 30, 2009, shall be

F d Conditional Use Permit submittal.

dditional informa requested by the City’s Design Review Architect shall be
nto the Final PUD Plan and Conditional Use Permit submittal.

stated in this report shall be addressed prior to Final PUD Plan and conditional

‘Kottmann said there would be left turn arrows, left turn phases and signals eastbound and westbound
on Harrison with left turn phases.

Gahan asked if it were possible to enter the main entrance and go all the way through the complex
and come back around and leave, Baker affirmed that would be correct.

ii. Public Hearing: Circo motioned to open public hearing. Hewitt seconded.
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Ayes: Krzywicki, Malmquist, Hewitt, Andsager, Kramolisch, Alexander, Horihan, Circo, G
alternate, Nielsen. Nays: None. Nays: None. Public hearing opened at 7:35 p.m.

Larry Jobeun, appeared on behalf of the applicant, Pedcor Investments LLC, acc
Smith and Mark Westergard of E & A Consuiting Group.

Jobeun gave a slide presentation on the Pedcor Investment LLC, explaining:thz
fringe developer with projects in Indiana, Tennessee, and Nebraska.

The project under consideration tonight is currently zoned R-
Overlay District. This declares that the land use has alrea
residential site. The zoning code allows for 19.36 units per acr

In 2008, Pedcor applied to construct 354 multi-family uni
approximately 13.6 units per acre.. The proposal f
fourteen bundmgs in three phases with a total of

There is an abundance of green space and landscaping an" e existing treed areas will be
etention ponds storm water

will run approximately from the rog
steel consistent with that appro '

saying the proposal is a well designed, attractive project that preserves a
of green space, is low density, heavily landscaped, and is consistent with the
jously subdivided. The conditions of staff are acceptable and feel that all
riately addressed in the final PUD. :

e of the BMPA in the post construction water quality exhibit, areas A
¢ tage She wondered which detention basins would be built, she doesn't

id it has to yet be determined which of the BMPs (Best Management Practices) would
entire site will probably be graded at one time, so all three of the BMPs, if required,
nstructed. The drainage would be immediately constructed in Phase One of the project
eet the criteria of the City.

in asked if that takes into account the new crossing in between Phase One and Two.
Westergard said that does take into account both of the culvert crossings. Phase one is a 24 inch
culvert and Phase Two has been downsized to limit the discharge from a 6” x 68” box to a 36 inch
culvert.

Horihan asked on the overall site if there was 30% open space. Birch responded that some of the
PUD ordinances require 25% open space. This amount can be established by the PUD.
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Nielsen asked why vinyl siding was chosen for the project. Jobeun explained this was in
with the architectural review by the city and it is a long lasting building material.

Kramolisch asked about the maintenance landscape. Jobeun said Pedcor Inve £
continue to maintain the property.

Krzywicki stated there is a lot of water that flows through the property, dow h of the
entire development that pools info a marsh area and asked what would i
ponds if there is no water running through. Jobeun said these are normally d

ome of the
tention pond

south , and 24 in on the north.

Krzywicki asked how these detention ponds ensure that
homes. Jobeun said the complex would ensure that the his
by this development.

pent-on the drainage on this

City Engineer, Kottmann added that a great deal of time
Cimarron Woods originaily had

project. All studies have been consistent. The drainage systen
been designed in anticipation of apartments being constructed on this property. With regard to the
apartment site, which is approximately 8% of the total drainage area down to a particular group of
homes, a request has been made t there is no increase in peak run-off fro 2 through 100 year
storm events which is in exces T i ]

‘Cimarron Woods to present their
een addressed tonight.

'nts is not opposed to apartments and understand this
Iso, the neighbors do not oppose a tenant mix. They

e oals set{f 'h in the code of the gateway corridor provisions intend to
y of character between the neighborhood and the proposed development and to

elines so that the proposed development fits in with the entire neighborhood.
to make sure when you drive into the entrance on 99™ Street that what you
t reflects the same character, nature, design and feel that the Cimarron

Taylor stated the maximum pervious coverage ratio is actually 48.72% for Phase One,
The maximum pervious coverage rate allowed in R-3 is 40%; therefore, the coverage
ase One development exceeds impervious coverage by nearly 10%. The site as a
41.5% because Phase Two is less than the maximum coverage.

¢Birch pointed out that the City has maximum building coverage, but not maximum impervious
‘coverage. Building coverage is listed as 40% which includes buildings, not pavement. Therefore,
proposed impervious coverage is acceptable.

Taylor continued to say that this is a concern of the neighbors that there is so much building and
pavement coverage on Phase One. She felt in speaking with Mr. Westergard that the issue of
detention ponds and drainage issues on Phase One has been addressed, although she feels it is not
clear as to which ones will be included in Phase One.
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The neighbors, Taylor says, are concerned with tree removal. Pedcor acknowledges th
to keep all of the trees in the center and part of the drainage plan. indi
some of the trees and vegetation would be conserved but that fill material for

disconnect between the staff's view and Pedcor on how the trees will be ¢
trees are lost are there plans to replace those?

scale of each building shall be compatible wuth its site and exis ng buildings; that monotony design in

a smgle or muItlpIe bundmg pro;ect shall be avorded ,Y;;that natural and topographic patterns
tructures be brick, clay, stucco;

dings to reflect something

and wetland study needs to be
uestions open as to how this is
going, how this development will actually be affected by any sort of A i
any wetland or waterway study.

Taylor closes with a few suggest

She feels that. the proposed

additional design plans i
it that there seems to be a lot of

development may, or may not, meet

ictures of flooding that occurred in his yard in the
have not been addressed and adding apartments
~ He feels the culvert beneath the railroad

resident, passe
flooding issues

n regarding timeliness of information to be under consideration on this proposed
ing and the neighborhood should be given the respect of time to review these
has flooding which comes out of the creek bed through a 60 inch

ked the developer about tornado safety and was surprised that there is no requirement
of La Vista for tornado shelters to be included in the development of an apartment

rgued that within the Gateway Corridor requirements is a setback requirement of 30 feet
0ad, but it should be harmonious with neighboring development. Immediately across 99"
villas which are 75 feet back from the street because there is a planned outlot. So, driving
arrison Street there is 75 feet, at 99" Street you have 30 feet at the proposed development,
-there is no harmony. Regarding buffers and landscaping, the 10 foot trail which extends up to the
round-a-bout is nice, but requirement E-1 in the subdivision agreement requires that a minimum of 3
feet is necessary between the sidewalk and the avenue, but the proposed trail abuts someone’s
property line along with a see through fence. People living in lots 301-309 in the villas decide they
want one of two fences, you could have a house, a backyard, a white or black fence, a 10 foot
sidewalk and another fence. There is no room for landscaping. She asks that a Planning
Commission vote be delayed until the neighborhood can review newer submittals to the proposed
development.
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have been reviewed by the city staff, engineer, and architect and were found to b
therefore the favorable recommendation report to the commission.

anythmg themselves without coming back to the Planning Commissj
review. There is no intention to cut down any trees, and he is
requirements with the city.

He asks that the preliminary PUD be forwarded to City Co
the city and staff towards a first class project.

Westergard said the preliminary submittal made

Westergard says the outline of the trees is the drip line. The inte
that except for the two street crossings that they have
basins are outside of the drip line

her as well.

w::niéfn

hat thé primary concern is drainage.  Although Mr.
e in drainage problems there are substantial
e neighbors might be concerned about so much
d drain. She appreciates what Pedcor has done, but
02 units on a piece of ground while adhering to the
all the other zoning requirements it would be very difficult
n this particular piece of ground. This is a unique parcel that has substantial
cation, setbacks, trees and the creek bed that would make that number difficult.

. there will be no
n see how it is

s study, specifically about wetland mitigation if needed. Westergard
ry indications show that there was little or no chan%e They do not
of an acre to do

motioned to close the public hearing. Circo seconded. Ayes: Krzywicki, Malmquist,
dsager, Kramolisch, Alexander, Horihan, Circo, and Gahan. Nays: None. Public hearing

‘Baker clarified that the deadlines are set for Planning Commission applications. As long as a
complete application has been received by the deadline, then the city can move forward with the
review process. However, revisions and corrections are requested by Staff and new material can be
presented to staff and to the commission up until the meeting night itself. If the Planning
Commission ever feels like they do not have enough information to make a recommendation, they
can choose to continue the public hearing to give staff more time if needed.
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Hewitt asked Kottmann about the first entrance and how you cannot get to it from Harri
because of the median and what kind of traffic study would be needed. Koftmann ans (
proximity of it to Harrison Street is too close for that to function during peak hours.

jii. Recommendation: Malmquist moved to recommend to
of the Prellmlnary Planned Un|t Development with the condltlons stated in th ’

nned Unit Development
'ture Land ,Use Map, and Re-

proposes to subdivide Lots=
elderly/retirement housing, an assist
Development (PUD). The lots are
Agriculture.

nent units with 55 garages and 48 assisted-living units
e proposed that would total 20,500 square feet of flex
d for building pads.

The proposal ine

ts will be needed to allow for sharing of accesses and a development
ed to provide for shared maintenance of the accesses and any other

require 103 parking stalls and the plan shows 109 stalls The final PUD pIan will need to
ress ADA parking stalls. The proposed senior independent living apartments are
proposed to be two-thirds 2 bedroom and one-third 1 bedroom units. The parking regulators
ould require one stall for each bedroom. For a total of 112 units this would require 187
stalls. However, the applicant has indicated that since these are senior apartments, the
second bedroom is most ofter used for hobbies, storage, or occasional guests. Therefore,
they indicate the required parking is 118 stalls rather than 187. They are proposing 157
spaces between garage and open parking stalls. | find this to be satisfactory based on the
apartments being used for senior housing. The assisted living facility is proposed to have 48
units. The parking regulators would require 1 stall per unit plus space per employee on the
largest shift. The plan for Lot 4 proposes 76 stalls and indicates that 52 are required implying
a staff of 4 persons. There appears to be a generous amount of parking and some of the
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long continuous rows of parking should receive some landscaped islands to i
appearance and reduce impervious coverage which appears unnecessary.

Several phone calls have been received by the Planning Staff regarding thi
concerned neighbors. No written letters have been received. Concerns app
when neighbors understood the development proposal was for elderly and ret

Approval of the Comprehensive Plan Amendment to change the Future Lan
for proposed Lots 4 & 5 in Harrison Heights Subdivision from “Public”
and for proposed Lots 1-3 in Harrison Heights Subdivision from “Pu

Approval of Rezoning proposed Lots 4 & 5 in Harrison Helghts) :
Agriculture to R-3 PUD-1, High Density Residential and rezoning proposed Lots 1 3 of Harrison
Heights Subdivision from TA, Transitional Agriculture to PUD-1, General Commercial.

Approval of the Preliminary PUD Plan / Preliminary ts Subdivision with the

following conditions:

Board of Adjustment to allow for
yired prior to Planning

1. A variance needs to be granted to Section 5.15.04.13
residential access onto an arterial street. This variance i
Commission’s review of the Final PUD Plan and Final Plat. =

2. City Staff will need to review. e phasmg of this development d
period. The applicant shall phased development plan
Conditional Use Permit

3. The draft text of the
retirement housing ard assist

4. Revisions requested by the C
incorporated into the Final PUD P} na nal Use Permit submittal.

Other revisions stated in this re [

| PUD review
€ Final PUD and

ts on Lot 4 and 5 propose to start construction in late fall of 2009 with completion in late
y 2011. Lot 1 would have a commercial building constructed initially and buildings 2 and
ot would be constructed only after tenants were found.

ewitt asked if the commercial buildings are to support the independent living apartments. Sykes
'said they were intended to be general commercial for the area, so they are looking for more of a
service oriented tenant, potentially office space. This type of housing will attract a certain type of
commercial tenant.

Krzywicki asked if they had locked at the shopping center across the street and saw the vacancies
there and wonder what is the viability of having tenants there. Sykes stated, the developer feels
confident that tenants can be found for this space.
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Krzywicki wondered about the one building setting so far back on the lot. Sykes said there’
potential interest about that being a daycare which has considerable green space requifer

income. [t was suggested those apartments may be income restricted, but not
Krzywicki what the general market in the area for both age restricte
apartments Sykes did not have that information available The developers

living in La Vista, or Sarpy County.

Jim Saunders, local resident, questioned the assisted |IVI
letters they had received. He points out that on page
supports the use of lots 13 and 14 for elderly housing:
about restricted income living, that the city suppor’cs
people didn’t know it was going to be income restricted
assisted living. His question was does the city still support
not assisted living.  Saunders felt this would be affordable, res
income housing. He moved into the area because it was a singl
to it, not high density, not senior living, or anything.  They were t
ground and no one woulid ever buﬂd anythlng there. Now they find
on it.

ing, but no where does it séy
ed living. He felt allot of
 and they thought it was
that the city knows it is
d hvmg housing, but it is still low
mily area with a farm field next
re was a réservoir under the

Baker explained that he hir

Krzywicki said they
Hewitt said the

tonight on this.

use he is close to the commercial area and they
ould like to see something more substantial as a buffer
gs. Anothe oncern was the entrance from Emiline. He felf it would be
could be moved closer to Harrison Street, but realizes that may be a traffic
isted living goes, his concern would be the garages. They seem awfully close to
into that hill. Also, the dumpster would be located there and would not be very
ike the fact that the apartments are three story and vinyl sided. He
mething nicer in that area. He was concerned about traffic as well.

ed the applicant about the exterior of the finish. = Sykes said the rendering reflects what
urrently building in Omaha.

aunders, local resident, who was also looking forward to an assisted living facility in the area
at she could ‘move across the street in a few years’. Her question is to the density of low
income housing in that neighborhood. She assumes that all of the low mcome/subSIdlzed within the
City of La Vista is going to be located in that 2 or 3 block square at 74" and Harrison. Since the
developer is from Idaho we then have an absentee landlord as well.

Krzywicki asked about the age and income restrictions and how the age restriction would be enforced
after a unit has been rented. Sykes said that site will have an on-site manager. The program is a tax
credit and the tax credit is sold to fund the project and the project is audited a couple of times a year




Page 11 of 12

to make sure all the tenants meet the reqmrements of age and income. Sykes also added that this

typically the peaks that you have in other apartment living is offset.

Terrie Saunders returned to state that there is a considerable difference betwe
assisted living in terms of the facility and the type of the tenants. She was
about the residents of the low-income facility as they are about their childrer

Baker said the city tries to avoid discussions as to what income is liv
but there is a difference between assisted living and multi-family ¢

Vic Pelster, the developer for the property, takes the bulk of 4

MARCUS, SHARON D. STOPPED HERE DOING THESE MINUTES ON 5/28/2006

ime discussion, Horihan
moved to contlnue the

Malmquist motioned to close the public he Horihan seconded. Afte
moved o open hearing agai
hearing.  Kramolisch se .
Alexander, Horihan Circo, Gahan an

closed at . p.m:

] Section 2.02.155, Section 2.02.156, and Section

Staff Report: Home occupations have become increasingly popular as
and more people to work from computers and mobile devices in remote

. Also, the lists of uses defining specific home occupations have been replaced with
rmance standards or categories. According to the Home Based Business Council, over
ial home occupations have been identified. It is not possible to list them all in the code.
, instead of regulating based on the type of business, the City could instead regulate based
ssary parking, number of employees, and other mitigating factors.

within 200
generic |

‘Staff recommends approval of the proposed revisions with any added changes, if applicable.

ii. Public Hearing: Public hearing was continued from May 21, 2009 Planning
Commission.

i
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Hewitt, Andsager, Kramolisch, Alexander, Horihan, Circo, Gahan and alternate, Nielse
None. Public hearingclosedat - - pm:

iii. Recommendation: Circo moved to recamn
revisions with any added changes. Horihan seconded. /
Andsager, Kramolisch, Alexander, Horihan, Circo, Gahan an

. : icki, Malmquist, Hewitt,
ernate, Nielsen. Nays: None.

5. Comments from the Floor
None.
6. Comments from the Planning Commission

by Marv Carcich.

Mike Circo was nominated and elected for the position of Vice Chairper:

7. Adjournment
Gahan motioned to adjourn: Circo:seconded.”
Kramolisch, Alexander, Horihan, Circo, Gahan anc
carried. Nays: None. Meeting was adjourned at 1

es: Krzywicki, Maimduist, Hewitt, Andsager,
ternate, Nielsen. Nays: None.  Motioned

Recorder

Approval Date

I\Community Development\MBaker\plancormm\minutes\2009 PC MIN\minutes 5 21 09.doc
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# Plant Variety as per Section 5.17.06.02 Gateway Corridor District Overday District.
PHASE Il - INTERIOR
PLANT SCHEDULE
SYM[{QTY| BOTANICAL NAME COMMON NAME SIZE | TYPE
* A 13 Celtis occi “Prairie Pride’ Prairie Prids Hackberry 3 B&8
*] B | 15 Thiax ‘Genlever’ Glenleven Littleleaf Lindent 3 | B&B
* C 17 Quercus bicolor Swamp White Oak 3 B&B
4] 2 Gleditsia i "Skyfine' Skyline 3 | BB
*| E 17 Amelanchier atborea Downy Serviceberry {clurrp form); 37 B&B
*i F 2 Malus ‘Prairie Fi' Prairig Fire Crabapple 3 | B&B
*| G 30 Pseudotsuga menzeisi Bouglas Fir &' B&B
%[ H 24 Picea abies Norway Spruce ] 888
| 287 _|Spiraea bumalda ‘Anthony Waterer| Anthony Waterer Spirea 2Ga | Cont
ki J 313 [ Juriperus hork ‘Plumosa’ Andorma Junipes 2Ga | Cont
K 326 Juniperys x media '0ld Gold' Oid Gold Juniper 2G4 | Cont
[ ) Acer gonda “Amur Magle 3 | B&8
M 2 Malus 'Red Jews! Red Jewel Crabapple 3 B&B
% Plant Variety a5 per Section 5.17.06.02 Gateway Carridor District Overlay Distict
EXTERIOR
PLANT SCHEDULE
SYM[QTY| BOTANICAL NAME COMMON NAME SIZE | TYPE
*[ A 2 Celfis occidstalis Prairie Prids’ Prairis Prida Hackberry 4 B&B
*| 8B 10 Tdiiax ‘Glendeven’ Glenleven Littieleaf Linden 4 B&B
*| C 5 Quercus bicolor Swarrp White Oak 4 | Bag
D bl Gleditsia tn ‘Skyfine' Skyline | 4 8&B
*| E 21 atborea Downy Serviceberry (curp fom) | 47 B&3
k| F 16 Malus 'Prairie Fire' Prairie Fire Crabapple 4 BaB
*| G 9 F merzeisi Douglas Fir 6 848
%[ H | 10 Pioea abies Norway Spuce 5 | BéB
¥ Plant Vasiety as per Section 5.17.06.02 Gateway Corridor District Overtay Distict
NQTE: EXTERIOR TO BE PLANTED AT THE SAME TIME AS PHASE(
N S
< TOP OF AOOT BALL SHALL BE SUGHTL
BIRAUM 4 IRCHES OF SHREDDED WOOD HGHER THAN THE SURROUNDNG
MULCH MAINTAIN THE MULCH TOBE A
WEED FREE FOR AMINMM OF 2YEARS.
WATER THOROUGHLY T0 ELAKNATE
AIR POCKETS, SETTLEG AD TO SORC REMOVE CONTAMER FROM

ONE PART DECOMPOSED ORGNICVATERALS,

ROCTBAL.

SHRUB & PERENNIAL PLANTING DETAIL

HOT TO SCALE

E&A CONSULTING GROUP, INC.

(e:a)

ENGINEERING ® PLANNING # FIELD SERVICES

CIMARRON WOODS REPLAT ONE

LAVISTA, NEBRASKA

PRELIMINARY PLANNED UNIT
DEVELOPMENT LANDSCAPE PLAN
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(@ PACIfIC UGHTING & STANDARDS CO, —— ] /¢ 16.05 Ac.

2831 1.e8 Fioras Blot. Lynwond, CABS28? Te 16.503.934¢ Fax, 1LE01S4T1

CAH-150-5-MT-3-PT-BK- RAF-518-D8-BCM-5 BK

OF WS
Housing:  Corrosion resistant, cast A356 aluminum alloy, '
188" min, wail thickness ballast housing,
e oot i MAS ASSOCIATES, LLC
y Bux (]

Baflast: High power factor - multi-tap
The ballast is remavable as a unit for easy
malntenance.

tamp: 150W high pressure sodium

Architects and Planners
5200 Eost 64TH Street, Suite A
Indianapolis, Indiena 46220

mrksmith@comcast.net

Poles 5"Fluted extruded aluminum.
Base Cover: Tivo piece cast aluminum,

Finish:  Polyester powder fuse coating Is standard Phone 317 726 1060 Fax 317 726 1061
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