?PPYPEQ

STREAMLINED

/i

DEVELOPMENT

e

APPROVALS STUDY
IIIII

City Council ltem #5.1
07/15/2024



PRESENTATION AGENDA

1
2) Project Goals — Why Streamline?

) Background
)

3) Presentation of Sub-Projects
)
)

4) Next Steps
5) Questions and Decision Points

,iﬂl.oommﬂwm

CASE #PL2024-36




CASE #PL2024-36

BACKGROUND

« 2024 Planning Commission Work Plan Project
* National and Local Context
« Streamlining development supported by:
» Bloomington Forward 2040 Comprehensive Plan
» Bloomington. Tomorrow. Together (BTT) Strategic Plan
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PROJECT GOALS - WHY STREAMLINE?

* Encourage more economic activity and housing production
* Lower barriers and costs for development approval by:

1) Reducingtime

2) Reducingfinancial cost

3) Increasing procedural simplicity

4) Increasing certainty/confidence in approval
* Streamlining supports equity

* Integrity and effectiveness of internal review must be
maintained
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11 SUB-PROJECTS

Grant authority to approve all or some
Planning Commission Conditional Use Permits (CUPs) and Interim
6 Approval of all Use Permits (IUPs) that currently must be
DRC Review Grant stafT the autherity to require DRC review CUPs/TUPs ?pm?d_h}f 'hiﬁ':;-o"r;':ﬂ i “"‘I:' Planning
1 for applications that invelve a change i use VARSI AR ARl

Requirements

' —

(building permit) when appropralie.

I full administrative site plan review is not Rt RE Plirning

mppﬂﬁgd_ gﬁpand the allowances for G Cirant the I"Ianning Commission the Eulhﬂril:,'
3 LExpand Staff level administrative approval of F5BIs for Code- : iﬁ;‘:zx:' A o lo act on variances, subjeel o appeal.
Approval Authority compliant projects by increasing the project
size and/or number of dwelling units that may
ke approved at the staff level. ' —
Remove FSRP M Code-compliant, exempl aceessory dwelling
4 Requirement for ADUs units (ADUs) and rwo-fanuly dwellings from F
and Two-Family the FSBP requirement (admin zoning
Dwellings approval), similar to single-family dwellings. - . H—
. eate a formal process ich & person can
Desig,':?a.te ks it "“!"'““"?’ Risionabil request a waiver to City r:rphﬁunsrh?x?d upon
5 Conditional Uses Review cond{tlmal = _penmlted Wi m‘k D.[ e I i, a reasomnahle accommodation under the
conflicts or nuisance characteristics is lower, Accommadation Process rnisenaath Dhealbtse At oA P
thereby removing CUP requirement. Housing Amendments Act.

] g THI:.-"..M..I'I‘-IED
BLOOMINGTON More Depth [ Less Depth i
bl izl A PEROVALS smnv



CASE #PL2024-36

SITE PLAN REVIEW - PROJECTS #2 AND #3

* Required for most development applications, Code-
compliant or not (Final Site and Building Plans)

* Most applications require a public hearing and meetings
with Planning Commission and/or City Council

* Keeps public informed and engaged but imposes costs

Planning Planning
Level of Review City Council
Manager Commission

Average Review Time! 2-3 weeks 5-6 weeks 7-9 weeks

Application Fee $130 $420 $660

Table Note: 1) Reviewtime does not include building permit review and issuance
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SITE PLAN REVIEW - PROJECTS #2 AND #3

* Option #2 (Project # 3 - Planning Commission Recommendation):
Expand Planning Manager/Staff Approval Authority for the FSBPs of
maore project types

* Project types could be expanded to include the following:
oNew buildings with a gross area of 10,000 SF (currently 1,000 SF)

oBuilding expansions up to 25% of existing floor area not to exceed
20,000 SF {currently 5% and may not exceed 10k SF)

oResidential projects that add up to 5 new units as part of a Minor
Revision to existing FSBP (currently projects proposing any
additional number of units must have a public hearing and approval
bv Planning Commission)
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SITE PLAN REVIEW - PROJECTS #2 AND #3

lig Yardscapes Warehouse Schreiderman’s

405 West 86th Street Furniture Addition
e 6,000 square feet 2740 American Blyd W
. : - N = 4,076 square feet
1400 West 94th Street il 4

2435 E Old Shakopee

d-story, 182-room hotel
98,452 30, ft,

14,000 square feet
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CONDITIONAL USES REVIEW - PROJECT #5

* Conditional Use Permits (CUPs) — Purpose, value, and costs

* Strengths/Value: 1) Greater Discretion, 2) Public Notice and
Public Hearing Process, and 3) Correction of Violation

* Weaknesses/Casts: 1) Uncertainty of Approval, 2) Time, and
3) Financial Cost

: Development Typical Approval Timelines ‘
Aaplication Tyer Application Fee | (includes building permil review)

Permitted Use : |
4 Vi r
(Building Permit Review Only) 2 GRS

Conditional Use (CUP) - .
Approved by Planning Commission $220 8-10 Weeks

Conditional Use (CUP) N
Approved by Citv Council $880 10-12 Weeks
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CONDITIONAL USES REVIEW - PROJECT #5

* 112 uses designhated as conditional (“C”) in Zoning Code

* Evaluation based on 1) Use Standards, 2) Potential for
Nuisance, and 3) Use Complexity — See Exhibit 2

@.,” % AL f_%

Use (G mli:ejﬁ:d:::rﬂ“ = Appii;:l‘t:::cignlng Potential for Nuisance Staff Recommendation wiNotes
Conditional Use iy i (Green = No, Yellow = | (Green = Make Permitted on Some
4 Other Regulations, (where use designated Maybe, Red = Yes) Level, Red = No Change)
_ Red = Noj “C" Conditional) s, e
1 | Groupings of two-family dwellings Yas - 21.302.04 ! R-Tand R-0 JESSIARIRAIAAIAIAY mllmiidmﬂil m
2 Multipie-family dwelling in single lamily Yes - 21302 08 A1 M I
Zones in exrslence pror o January 26, 2015 ; i penmitad
Slate reviewed (hcensed, registered, gic. | e 7 R-4, RM-12. RM-24, RM- : il |
3 residential care facity senang 7 or more ‘I'H Zim and 50, and RM-100, T1, and MWhm
persons ; FD-2 and CA in C-4 SHRA o Sccmnary _
alate icensad reskdaental care faciity I i)
4 serving 7 of More Dersons in 51.'1:';“} fam |1'_ Yas ‘-ﬁ"ﬁ 'ﬂ- i R-1, R-1A, and RS-
zonas in existance pnor o January 26, 2005 | ot
5 | City licensed congregate living facility Yes - 21.302.24 and R4, RM-12. RM-24. RM- mwhm
: SErVing 5 or more persons 21.302.08 50. RM-100, Tl and FD-2 districts only
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CONDITIONAL USES REVIEW - PROJECT #5

+ Staff recommended designating 57 of 112 uses as permitted on
some level as noted in Exhibit 2

* Alluses are numbered for reference (if there are questions)

* Planning Commission affirmed Staff Recommendation except for
removing 12 uses from the permitted list, undecided on 3 uses

* Revised Exhibit 2 reflects Planning Commission recommendation

* Option #1: Affirm Planning Commission recommendation
(designate 45 of 112 uses as permitted on some level)

« Option #2: Revise PC recommendation
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OTHER SUB-PROIJECTS (#6, #7, #8, #9, and #10)
EXPAND PLANNING COMMISSON AUTHORITY

* The following actions could be completed by Planning Commission,
subject to appeal to City Council:

oProject #6 — All Conditional and Interim Use Permits (22
conditional uses and 2 interim uses require CC approval)

oProject #7 — Final Development Plans with no flexibility requested
oProject #8 — Variances

o Project #9 - Tent Extensions

oProject #10 — Certificates of Appropriateness

oPlanning Commission supported these procedural changes
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PROJECT #11 - REASONABLE ACCOMODATION

* Create farmal process to grant waivers to Zoning regulations

* Based on Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and Fair
Housing Amendments Act (1988)

* Limited to persons with disabilities seeking fair and equal
access to public services and housing

* Past requests been resolved through Variance process

* Planning Commission recommends approval
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NEXT STEPS

* Ordinance drafting and legal review

* Planning Commission public hearing
(late August or September 2024)

* City Council public hearing
(late September or October 2024)
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DISCUSSION AND KEY DECISION POINTS

* Key Question #1 - PC Recommendations

oDo you concur with the Planning Commission recommendations
on all sub-projects?

oDao you want to revise the direction of any sub-project?

* Key Question #2 - Conditional Uses Review Request

oPlanning Commission remained undecided on and requested
Council guidance on three conditional uses: cemetery (#25),
restaurant with outdoor or rooftop seating or both (#55), and city
licensed congregate living facility serving 5 or more persons (#5)
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