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Think Before You Click: This email originated outside our organization.

Hello-

I’m a long time resident of this community.  I initially came here as a renter roughly 10 years ago, and
have now owned three different condos/homes in the area.  This proposed project is unacceptable and
is not compatible with what drew me to the Summit Hill neighborhood. 

 

The future of our neighborhood depends on your vote to DENY the application to rezone.  Please see
attached document for more detailed objections, and make it a part of the public record.

 

THANK YOU-

Moe Kharrazi
380 Ramsey St, St Paul, MN 55102
-- 
If I sit silently, I have sinned. 
Dr. Mossadegh
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Response to the Staff Letter      June 29, 2021 


Application 21-271-810  695 Grand Rezoning 


1. The Metro Transit website for Route 63 shows at the bottom of the schedule the approximate 
frequency of this route.  The frequency is 20 minutes or more 77% of the time.  The only time it 
is shorter is during rush hours where the frequency is between 10 and 20 minutes.  Route 63 has 
a below-average utilization in a bus system that saw a 4.5% reduction in ridership and 1.4% 
reduction in total transit usage in 2018.  In addition, multiple bus stops have been eliminated on 
Grand Avenue, including the one on the SE corner of St. Albans and Grand across the street from 
this proposed development.  It requires transfers to other lines in order to connect with our 
highest capacity light rail system.  This does not constitute an example of a high frequency, high-
capacity transit corridor.  Metro Transit has 14 designated “High Frequency” routes with no 
more than 15 minutes between trips.  Route 63 is not one of them and does not meet the 
required transit standards for a project of this density so this application should be denied. 


2. The height limit design standards for both the existing T2 and the requested T3 zoning for rear 
property lines that abut residential zoned districts RL – RT2, which is the case here and as the 
staff letter indicates, is 25 feet plus step-backs equal to the additional height (see 66.331 – 
Footnote e).  This design does not follow these design guidelines and thus forcing their request 
for a CUP to exempt them from this design standard.  Economic consideration is the only driver 
for this request, which does not constitute a practical difficult required for granting this CUP.  
The response to the failure to incorporate this design standard should be to deny this 
application. 


3. The comparison to the design standards for RM2 residential districts is incomplete.  The height 
limit design standards for the RM2 residential zoned districts to the west and across the street, 
which is the case here is 50 feet, as the staff letter indicates.  Yet, the required setbacks for an 
RM2 district for new structures are 25 feet in the front and on the side Footnote (k) “For 
portions of a building over fifty (50) feet in height, the minimum side and rear yard setbacks shall 
be twenty-five (25) feet or nine (9) feet plus one-half the building height over fifty (50) feet, 
whichever is less. (see 66.320).  This design does not follow these design guidelines and thus 
again force the requests for a CUP and/or a variance to exempt them from this design standard.  
There are not any T3 zoned areas on Grand Avenue and the proposal also exceeds the standards 
established by the East Grand Avenue Overlay District (“EG”), which is the current applicable 
zoning.  Again, economic considerations are the only driver for this demand, which does not 
constitute a practical difficult required for granting this submission.  The response to the failure 
to incorporate this design standard should be to deny this application. 


4. The staff letter implies that Grand Avenue qualifies as a “major transit street” and states that 
rezoning to T3 is intended to provide for a “mix of housing styles, types and sizes to 
accommodate households of varying sizes, ages and incomes”.  The comments in #1 above 
dispel the idea that Grand Avenue with one bus that most periods runs 3 times an hour or less is 
not a major transit street.  Additionally, this proposal is for 80 market rate apartments running 
from $1,400 to over $2,600 a month rent (which far exceeds the average Summit Hill rent of 
$920/month) plus $175 a month per parking slot is only aimed at higher income level tenants 
and does nothing to promote a diverse mix of tenants.  Also, using Grand Place (the 6-story 
building referenced) as a comparable property is invalid.  Yes, Grand Place is the tallest building 
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on Grand Avenue.  It is setback 30 feet from Grand, 26 feet from the alley and 12 feet from 
properties on each side.  The shadow cast by this building falls on a surface parking lot.  Hardly 
an equitable comparison.  Based on this, the rezoning to T3 for this proposal is inappropriate 
and should be denied.   


5. The benefits, pointed to from the 2040 Comprehensive Plan (LU-27, LU-14, LU-6), claimed in this 
section could all equally be provided by a smaller structure that properly transitioned to the 
adjacent residential zones with much less negative impact on the neighborhood.  LU-1 instructs 
that the majority of the growth should be directed to areas with the “highest existing or planned 
transit capacity.”  Again, comments above in #1 dispel the idea that Grand Avenue has a high 
existing level of transit and there has been no indications of any plans to upgrade the capacity.  
As such, this proposal should be denied. 


6. This finding again tries to equate “highest existing or planned transit capacity” with transit 
accessibility.  There is a bus but, as it has been shown above, it does not meet Metro Transit’s 
standards qualify as “High Frequency”.  As such, this application should be denied. 


7. A smaller structure, with more appropriate transitions to the lower density adjacent zoning 
districts, would equally comply with the 2006 Summit Hill/District 16 Neighborhood Plan.  Refer 
to the comments in #2 and #3 above as to how this proposal violates the design standards called 
for by EG.  As such, this application should be denied. 


8.  Future plans to review the EG – East Grand Avenue Overlay District should not influence 
whether to exempt this proposal from following the current zoning standards.  Rezoning 
requests, as part of a more comprehensive review of area zoning, would make sense.  This is a 
request to spot zone out of EG for a property strictly for the benefit of the developer and 
investors.  As such, this application should be denied.  Further, this will result in similar results 
up and down the Avenue, changing the culture and creating adverse effects for the residents, 
businesses and employees because of the density. 


9. There is nothing that precludes the developers from using this property for a building that 
conforms to the existing zoning code.  Economic considerations are the only drivers for rezoning 
to enable taller structures with greater financial returns.  As such, this application should be 
denied. 


10. Since this request has now been revised to retain the current EG zoning regulations, the 
proposed zoning to T3 would be inconsistent with the surrounding uses (as noted above).  It 
would not be done as part of a comprehensive zoning effort.  It would establish a use 
classification inconsistent with the surrounding areas and create an island of non-conforming 
use.  The application should be denied. 






