HOPKINS PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
AGENDA
Tuesday, April 23, 2019
6:30 pm
THIS AGENDA IS SUBJECT TO CHANGE UNTIL THE START OF
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION MEETING

I.

CALL TO ORDER

II.

ADOPT AGENDA

III.

OPEN AGENDA – PUBLIC COMMENTS/CONCERNS

IV.

CONSENT AGENDA
1. Minutes of the March 26, 2019 Planning & Zoning Commission

V.

PUBLIC HEARING
1. Planning Application 2019-06-AMD Wilshire Properties, LLC Zoning Code Text Amendment

VI.

OLD BUSINESS
1. Planning Application 2018- 12-AMD 2040 Comprehensive Plan Update

VII.

NEW BUSINESS

VIII.

ANNOUNCEMENTS
1. March Planning Commission Items

IX.

ADJOURN
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PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION MINUTES
March 26, 2019
A regular meeting of the Hopkins Planning & Zoning Commission was held on March 26, 2019, at
6:30 p.m. in the Training Room at Hopkins Fire Station. Present were Commission Members James
Warden, Samuel Stiele, Elizabeth Goeman, and Gerard Balan. Commissioners Emily WallaceJackson, Kristin Hanneman and Laura Daly were absent. Also present was City Planner Jason
Lindahl.
CALL TO ORDER
Chairperson Warden called the meeting to order at 6:45 p.m.
ADOPT AGENDA
Commissioner Goeman moved, Commissioner Stiele seconded, to adopt the agenda. The motion
was approved unanimously.
OPEN AGENDA – PUBLIC COMMENTS/ CONCERNS – None.
CONSENT AGENDA
Commissioner Balan moved, Commissioner Stiele seconded, to approve the minutes of the
February 26, 2019, regular meeting. The motion was approved unanimously.
PUBLIC HEARING
1. Planning Application 2019-04-VA Harley Hopkins Variance
Mr. Lindahl gave an overview of this item stating that the applicant, Hopkins Public School District
270, requests a four-foot side yard setback variance to allow placement of an accessory building. In
January, the applicant was before the Planning & Zoning Commission with a request to amend their
existing conditional use permit to allow site and building improvements to the Harley Hopkins
Family Resource Center located at 125 Monroe Avenue South. During that review, it was
determined that the proposed location for an accessory building did not meet the 35-foot minimum
side yard setback. Though both the Planning & Zoning Commission and the City Council expressed
general support for a variance to address the issue, the City could not take action on a variance as
part of the original conditional use permit amendment application at that time since it was not
identified early enough in the process to be included in the public notice. The Institutional District
requires 35-foot front, side and rear yard setbacks for both principal and accessory structures. In this
case, the application proposes to locate a 16’ by 20’ shed with only a 31-foot east side yard setback.
Mr. Lindahl continued with additional background on the application stating that the applicant has
demonstrated a practical difficulty with meeting the City zoning standards as required by Minnesota
State Statute 462.357, Subdivision 6 and recommends approval of the request.
Chairperson Warden opened the public hearing at 6:54 p.m. Coming forward to address the
Commission was Eric Anondson of 53 Jackson Avenue South. Mr. Anondson asked how the
proposed project would affect the access to Harley Hopkins Park and stated that he would like there
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to be better access through the fence around the park and for the City to improve the amenities at
the park. Mr. Lindahl responded that the project would have no impact on either access to or
amenities at the park. Mr. Lindahl also stated that he would relay those concerns to Public Works
Director Steve Stadler and the Park Board. With no one else coming forward to speak,
Commissioner Goeman moved and Commissioner Balan seconded to close the public hearing at
7:06 p.m.
After some general discussion, Commissioner Goeman moved and Commissioner Stiele seconded
to adopt Planning & Zoning Resolution 2019-05, recommending the City Council approve a fourfoot side yard setback variance for the Harley Hopkins Family Resource Center located at 125
Monroe Avenue South. The motion was approved unanimously.

2. Planning Application 2018-05-AM RZ & CUP 601 Oakridge Road (Wilshire Properties, LLC
Group Home)
The application was withdrawn by the applicant.

OLD BUSINESS – None.
NEW BUSINESS – None.
ANNOUNCEMENTS
During the announcements, City Planner Jason Lindahl updated the Planning & Zoning
Commission on the following items:
1. Previous items before the Planning & Zoning Commission:
Planning Application 2019-02-CUP 1310 Mainstreet (St. Gabriel Church & Chesterton
Academy) was approved by the City Council at their March 5, 2019 meeting.
Planning Application 2019-03-TA Downtown Overlay District Rezoning was approved by
the City Council at their March 5, 2019 meeting. The ordinance will take effect upon
publication on March 21, 2019.
Planning Application 2018-03-TA Auto Related Uses Zoning Text Amendment was
approved by the City Council at their March 5, 2019 meeting. The ordinance will take effect
upon publication on March 21, 2019. Staff will soon begin to work with affected properties
on the implementation process for standards of the ordinance such as parking, outdoor
storage and junk vehicles.
2. 2040 Comprehensive Plan Update: The public comment period for the plan closed on March 12.
Staff will begin working with the City’s consultant on the plan to compile those comments to
present to the Planning Commission at a meeting in the coming months.
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ADJOURN
Commissioner Goeman moved, Commissioner Stiele seconded, to adjourn the meeting. The motion
was approved unanimously. The meeting was adjourned at 7:14 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

Courtney Pearsall
Administrative Assistant

April 23, 2019

Planning Application 2019-06-AMD

Zoning Code Text Amendment to Allow Licensed Residential Programs for
7 to 10 Persons as a Conditional Use in the R-1-D and R-1-E Districts
Proposed Action: Move to adopt Planning & Zoning Resolution 2019-07, recommending the
City Council deny the zoning code text amendment application from Wilshire Properties, LLC
to allow Licensed Residential Programs for 7 to 10 persons as a conditional use in the R-1-D
and R-1-E Districts.
Overview
The applicant, Bruce Lawrence of Wilshire Properties, LLC, requests a zoning code text
amendment to allow Licensed Residential Programs for 7 to 10 persons as a conditional use in
the R-1-D and R-1-E districts. While the zoning code text amendment would apply throughout
these districts, the applicant is attempting to alleviate a zoning violation for the group home he
owns at 601 Oakwood Road. That property is located in the northeastern quadrant of Highway
7 and Oakridge Road at the entrance to the Knollwood neighborhood. It is guided by the
comprehensive plan and zoned for low density single family activity. Staff recommends denial
of this request based on the findings made in this report.
Recent complaints from the surrounding neighborhood led city staff to conduct a series of site
inspections and contact the property owner regarding these issues. This process found the
subject property housed a licensed residential facility with ten (10) residents. Under state law,
this type of facility is permitted in any single family residential district provided it has no more
than six (6) residents. As a result, staff initiated a code enforcement process to bring the site
into compliance. In response, the property owner filed for the above stated application to
change the zoning standards to allow a Licensed Residential Facility Serving 7 to 10 residents as
a conditional use in the R-1-D and R-1-E districts.
Primary Issues to Consider
Background
Zoning Code Text Amendment
Supporting Documents
Planning & Zoning Resolution 2019-07
Public Comments
Neighborhood Meeting Notice
Neighborhood Meeting Summary
Zoning Violation Letter

Alternatives

Applicant’s Narrative
Zoning Map
Zoning Standards in Other Cities
4/ 6/ 12 City Council Minutes
4/ 6/ 12 Patch Article

Jason Lindahl, City Planner
Financial Impact: $ N/ A Budgeted:
Y/ N ____Source: _____________
Related Documents (CIP, ERP, etc.): _________________________________________
Notes:
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Background
The Background section includes information on the history of this application, neighborhood
meeting, applicant’s request, public comments, current zoning standards for group homes in
Hopkins and zoning standards for Licensed Residential Facilities in other communities.
History. According to the applicant’s narrative (attached), the subject property began operating
as a Licensed Residential Facility in 2011. City permit records confirm this timing. At that time
the facility was owned and operated by Grace Homes. Representatives of Grace Homes
attended the March 20, 2012 City Council meeting to announce the startup of their 8-bed
facility. There was also an article in the Hopkins Patch on April 6, 2012 highlighting the facility
attached). In May of 2017, the applicant purchased the subject property (and the neighboring
property at 414 Wilshire Walk) from Grace Homes.
In the summer of 2018, code enforcement complaints from the surrounding neighborhood led
city staff to conduct a series of site inspections and contact the property owner regarding these

issues. In January 2019, a routine fire inspection and subsequent review of Minnesota
Department of Health records found ten (10) residents living at the subject property. This is a
violation of Hopkins City Code, section 530.06(b) which limits licensed residential facilities in
single family zoning districts to 6 or fewer residents. As a result, staff began the code
enforcement process and informed the property owner they must bring the site into compliance
with the City’s zoning standards within 30 days (March 4, 2019).
In response, on February 21, 2019 the property owner filed for a comprehensive plan
amendment, rezoning and conditional use permit to allow a Licensed Residential Facility Serving
7 to 16 residents. That application required the applicant to host a neighborhood meeting (see
details below). According to applicant, after talking with the neighbors at that meeting he
decided to withdraw his original application stated above and re-file for a zoning code text
amendment to allow Licensed Residential Programs for 7 to 10 persons as a conditional use in
the R-1-D and R-1-E Districts.
Neighborhood Meeting. Hopkins neighborhood meeting policy requires applicants for
conditional use permit or rezoning applications located adjacent to or within residential zoning
district to host an informational meeting for neighbors within 350 feet of the subject property.
This requirement applied to the original rezoning and conditional use permit applications but
not to the current zoning code text amendment application. As part of his original application,
the applicant held a neighborhood meeting at the Hopkins Pavilion on Tuesday, March 19 from
6:30 to 7:30 PM. The applicant mailed an invitation for this meeting to the Knollwood
neighborhood, Planning & Zoning Commission and City Council (see attached).
Summary minutes from the neighborhood meeting are attached for your reference. According
to these minutes, seven (7) members of the neighborhood attended the meeting and one (1)
other resident contacted the applicant by phone. While the attendees acknowledged the need
for these types of facilities, they did not support the applicant’s proposal to intensify the use of
this facility in a single family neighborhood. As noted above, after talking with the neighbors at
that meeting the applicant decided to withdraw his original comprehensive plan amendment,
rezoning and conditional use permit applications and re-file for a zoning code text amendment
to allow Licensed Residential Programs for 7 to 10 persons as a conditional use in the R-1-D
and R-1-E Districts.
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Applicant’s Request. The applicant requests to amend Section 530.09, Conditional Uses
within the R Districts to include Licensed Residential Programs Serving 7 to 10 Persons in the
R-1-D and R-1-E Districts. The standards requested by the applicant are detailed below.
Licensed Residential Programs Serving 7 to 10 Persons in the R-1-D and R-1-E Districts, subject
to the following:
1. The property must be with-in 75 feet of an R-2, R-3, R-4, R-5, or R-6 district.
2. The minimum lot size is 35,000 square feet.
3. Modifications that change the exterior size of the dwelling are not allowed.
4. The dwelling living area, excluding the basement, must be at a ratio of 500 square feet per
person minimum.

5. Expansion of parking surfaces must not decrease open space ratio by more than 3%.
6. For driveways and parking areas that abut or are across the street from an existing dwelling
of the same zoning district, there shall be a landscaped buffer area per Section 542.05 Subd.
1, Item 3.
Should the City approve the applicant’s request, the next step for the applicant would be to file
for review of a conditional use permit. Conditional use permit applications are considered quasijudicial actions. In such cases, the City would act as a judge to determine if the regulations
within the Comprehensive Plan, Zoning Ordinance and Subdivision Ordinance are being
followed. Generally, if a conditional use permit application meets these requirements it should
be approved. The City has the ability to add conditions of approval that are directly related to
the conditional use permit standards. In evaluating the proposed conditional use permit
application, the City must consider and require compliance with the general conditional use
permit standards in Section 525.13, Subdivision 15 and any standards created through the text
amendment process.
Public Comments. The City has received several comments from the public on this item all of
which expressed opposition to the proposed text amendment. These comments came to the
City through both phone calls and e-mails. These comments are attached for your reference and
summarized in the table below.
Zoning Code Text Amendment Public Comment Summary
Commenter
Comment
Kim Burmeister
Opposed to proposal
Randy Engel
Opposed to proposal
DW Johnson
Opposed to proposal
Susan Kahn
Opposed to proposal
Ben Rubin
Opposed to proposal
John Sheehan
Opposed to proposal
Ann Steinfeldt
Opposed to proposal
Standards for Licensed Residential Facilities in Hopkins. Minnesota Statute 462.357,
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Subdivision 7, requires all local governments in Minnesota to allow licensed residential facilities
in residential zoning districts. This is not an option for local governments. The state
administers the license for these facilities so local governments have no direct oversight or
control over the day to day operation of these facilities. However, the City can regulate group
homes the same as it would any other single family dwelling (outdoor storage, condition of the
yard, number of vehicles, etc.).
Under state law licensed residential facilities serving 6 or fewer residents must be allowed as a
permitted use in any single family residential zoning district. Residential Facilities serving 7
through 16 residents must be allowed as permitted use in multiple family residential districts.
The state law provides cities with an option to require a conditional use permit for these uses in
multiple family districts.
To comply with these state requirements, the City of Hopkins adopted Ordinance 93-722 which
established zoning standards for Licensed Residential Facilities. Hopkins City Code Section

530.06(b) allows licensed residential programs with a capacity of 6 or fewer persons as a
permitted use in any single family district. Section 530.09(p) allows licensed residential program
with a Capacity of 7 to 16 persons as a conditional use in the R-2, R-3, R-4, R-5 and R-6
districts, subject to the following conditions:
1. Facilities shall comply with all applicable codes and regulations and shall have, current and in
effect, the appropriate State licenses.
2. On-site services and treatment at residential facilities shall be for residents of the facility
only, and shall not be for nonresidents or persons outside the facility.
3. The conditional use permit is only valid as long as a valid State license is held by the operator
of the facility where such license is required.
4. Traffic generated by the facility not to exceed the design capacity of the local street system
or cause a decrease in service levels of intersection, as defined by the Institute of Traffic
Engineers. Adequate sight distance at access points shall be available.
5. No on-street parking to be allowed. Adequate off-street parking shall be required by the
City based on the staff and resident needs of each specific facility.
6. No external building improvements undertaken which alter the original character of the
home unless approved by the City Council.
7. Additional conditions may be required by the City in order to address the specific impacts of
a proposed facility.
Standards for Licensed Residential Facilities in Other Communities. Staff researched the
standards for Licensed Residential Facilities in other communities through the City Attorney and
other metropolitan communities. According to the City Attorney, their client communities
follow the standards required by state law and they have not modified their zoning requirements
to allow exceptions similar to the applicant’s request.
City staff also reached out directly to the cities of Bloomington, Eden Prairie, Minnetonka,
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Richfield and St. Louis Park and received response from three of these communities which are
detailed below. In summary, Richfield follows state statute; however, both Minnetonka and St.
Louis Park have modified their zoning standards to allow exceptions for group homes similar to
the applicant’s request.
The zoning standards for Licensed Residential Care Facilities in Minnetonka and St. Louis Park
are attached for your reference. Minnetonka allows these uses with 6 – 12 residents as a
conditional use in its R-1 District while St. Louis Park allows these uses with up to 9 residents as
a permitted use subject to certain conditions in its R-2 district. It’s important to note, the zoning
districts in these communities have different standards than Hopkins (see table below). Of the
standards in other communities, Minnetonka’s standards for its R-1 district are most like
Hopkins’ R-1-D district.

Category
Minimum Lot
Size
Minimum Lot
Width
Front Setback
Side Setback
Rear Setback

Zoning District Comparison
Hopkins
Minnetonka
R-1-D
R-1-E
R-1
20,000 Sq. Ft.
40,000 Sq. Ft.
22,000 Sq. Ft.

St. Louis Park
R-2
7,200 Sq. ft.

100’

100’

110’

60’

35’
10’ – 14’
40’

35’
10’ – 14’
40’

35’ – 50’
10’
40’ or 20% of
Lot Depth

5’ – 7’
25’

Zoning Code Text Amendment
Zoning Code amendments are legislative actions in that the City is creating new standards to
regulate the development of certain types of uses and/ or structures. Under the law, the City has
wide flexibility to create standards that will ensure the type of development it desires; however,
zoning regulations must be reasonable and supported by a rational basis relating to promoting the
public health, safety and welfare. Based on the findings made below, staff recommends denial of
this request.
Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan. The proposed zoning code text amendment would
be inconsistent with both the 2030 Comprehensive Plan and Draft 2040 Comprehensive Plan.
2030 Comprehensive Plan. The proposed text amendment would allow Licensed Residential
Programs for 7 to 10 persons as a conditional use in the R-1-D and R-1-E Districts. These
zoning districts are guided as LDR – Low Density Residential on the 2030 Future Land Use
Map. According to the narrative for this land use classification, it allows for single family
detached residential dwelling at 1 to 7 units per acre. Chapter 4 of the 2030 Comprehensive
Plan – Land Use and Development details the rationale behind the City’s land use plan. This
narrative supports the preservation and protection of the City’s existing residential
neighborhoods. As mentioned above, state law requires the City to allow Licensed Residential
Facilities serving six (6) or fewer residents as a permitted use in single family zoning district.
However, staff finds that permitting these uses with more than 6 residents in single family
districts is not consistent with the goals and policies of the 2030 Comprehensive Plan.
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The Land Use and Development chapter states the City regards the preservation and protection
of its existing residential neighborhoods as one of its most important priorities. The City will
work to protect land use patterns that continue to support single family homes. In order to
facilitate this residential land use patterns, Hopkins will:
Work to protect the integrity and long-term viability of its low-density residential
neighborhoods and strive to reduce the potential negative effects of nearby commercial or
industrial land through zoning, site plan reviews, and code enforcement.
Ensure that the infilling of vacant parcels and the rehabilitation of existing developed land
will be in accordance with uses specified in the Comprehensive Plan.
Ensure that incompatible land uses will be improved or removed where possible and the
land reused in conformance with the Comprehensive Plan.
Work to assure strong and well-maintained neighborhoods.
Draft 2040 Comprehensive Plan – Cultivate Hopkins. The proposed text amendment would
allow Licensed Residential Programs for 7 to 10 persons as a conditional use in the R-1-D and
R-1-E Districts. The Draft 2040 Future Land Use Map guide properties in the R-1-D District as
Suburban Neighborhood while R-1-E properties are guided as Estate Neighborhood.
Properties in the Suburban Neighborhood category are designed around a modified grid street
network with good access to the surrounding transportation network. Properties in this category
are relatively large for Hopkins, with most having ample private yards and attached garages. The
Suburban Neighborhood category plans for low density single family neighborhoods and
accessory uses such as parks and neighborhood scaled public and institutional uses.
Neighborhood scale public and institutional uses would acknowledge and allow for licensed
residential facilities serving six (6) or fewer residents as required by state law but not those
facilities with more than six (6) residents.
The Estate Neighborhood category is fully contained within the Bellgrove neighborhood along
either side of Minnetonka Boulevard. It consists of relatively secluded large lot single family
dwellings connected to city sewer and water services. Streets in this area follow a curved and
looping design that rarely connects, creating organically shaped blocks to cul-de-sacs that limit
pedestrian and bicycle mobility. Properties in this district tend to have larger footprints with
attached garages and may include large accessory buildings or amenities. Large lot single family
residential should remain the primary use in this category. Densities in this area typically range
from 1-2 units per acre on average.
The Built Environment section contains goals and policies that support denial of this
application. Built Environment Goal 4 states “ support and strengthen the city’s residential areas
with reinvestment and appropriate infill.” The supporting policy for this goal states the City
should “ preserve and enhance the community’s detached single family housing stock, especially
in the Estate Neighborhood and Suburban Neighborhood future land use categories.”
Compatibility with Present and Future Land Uses. Based on the analysis above, a zoning
code text amendment introducing Licensed Residential Programs for 7 to 10 persons as a
conditional use in the R-1-D and R-1-E Districts would be incompatible with present and future
land uses. Properties in the R-1-D and R-1-E district are currently, and intended to remain,
primarily large lot single family dwellings. The future land use plans in both the 2030
Comprehensive Plan and Draft 2040 Comprehensive Plan reinforce this land use pattern and
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would not support introducing group homes with more than six ( 6) residents, and its related
activities, into these single family residential zoning districts.

Location
North
South
East
West

Surrounding Existing and Future Land Uses Analysis
Existing
Future
Single Family Residential
Low Density Residential
Single Family Residential (Hwy. 7)
Low Density Residential
Single Family Residential
Low Density Residential
High Density Residential
High Density Residential

Conformance with New Standards. Based on the goals and policies of the 2030 Comprehensive
Plan and the Draft 2040 Comprehensive Plan, staff recommends denial of the proposed text
amendment to allow Licensed Residential Programs for 7 to 10 persons as a conditional use in the
R-1-D and R-1-E Districts. Should the City make a different finding, staff would need to further
evaluate the proposed zoning standards to assess how they conform to the applicant’s properties
and properties throughout the R-1-D and R-1-E districts. It should also be noted that this
additional review would include further assessment by the Fire Marshal whose general
recommendation would be that group homes with more than 6 residents be sprinkled.
Alternatives
1. Recommend approval zoning code text amendment application. By recommending
approval of this application, the City Council will consider a recommendation of approval.
Should the Planning & Zoning Commission consider this option, it must also identify
specific options that support this alternative.
2. Recommend denial of the zoning code text amendment application. By recommending
denial of this application, the City Council will consider a recommendation of denial.
3. Continue for further information. If the Planning Commission indicates that further
information is needed, the items should be continued.

CITY OF HOPKINS
Hennepin County, Minnesota
PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION RESOLUTION 2019- 07
A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING THE CITY COUNCIL DENY THE ZONING CODE
TEXT AMENDMENT REQUEST FROM WILSHIRE PROPERTIES, LLC TO ALLOW
LICENSED RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS FOR 7 TO 10 PERSONS AS A CONDITIONAL USE
IN THE R-1-D AND R-1-E DISTRICTS
WHEREAS, the applicant, Wilshire Properties, LLC, initiated zoning code text amendment
application to allow Licensed Residential Programs for 7 to 10 persons as a conditional use in the R-1-D
and R-1-E Districts; and
WHEREAS, the procedural history of the application is as follows:
1. That comprehensive plan, rezoning and conditional use permit applications were initiated by
the applicant on February 21, 2019.
2. That the applicant held a neighborhood meeting at the Hopkins Pavilion on March 19, 2019 in
conformance with the City of Hopkins Neighborhood Meeting Policy.
3. That the applicant withdrew the comprehensive plan, rezoning and conditional use permit
applications on March 22, 2019.
4. That a zoning code text amendment to allow Licensed Residential Programs for 7 to 10
persons as a conditional use in the R-1-D and R-1-E Districts was initiated by the applicant on
March 22, 2019.
5. That the Hopkins Planning & Zoning Commission, pursuant to published and mailed notice,
held a public hearing and reviewed such application on April 23, 2019 and all persons present
were given an opportunity to be heard.
6. That the written comments and analysis of City staff were considered; and
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Planning & Zoning Commission of the City
of Hopkins hereby recommends the City Council deny the zoning code text amendment application from
Wilshire Properties, LLC that would allow Licensed Residential Programs for 7 to 10 persons as a
conditional use in the R-1-D and R-1-E Districts based on the findings made in the Planning & Zoning
Commission staff report dated April 23, 2019; and
Adopted this 23rd day of April, 2019.

James Warden, Chair

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:[
Date:

Anne Steinfeldt

Jason Lindahl
Randy L. Engel; Siddhartha Chadda
EXTERNAL]

Zoning 601 Oak Ridge Road

Thursday, March 21, 2019 8: 29: 50 AM

Good morning Jason,
I regret that I will be unable to attend the public hearing on Tuesday March 26th but I wanted
to share my input with you as Hopkins considers rezoning this property to be a Licensed
Residential Program for 7 to 16 persons.
Grace Homes has been a good neighbor but I am not in favor of changing the current zoning.
I am concerned about increased traffic and safety at a very busy intersection.
I am concerned about increased traffic/ parking when it flows onto Wilshire Walk.
This past winter, the amount of snow made Wilshire Walk just passable for a single car
where drivers would need to take turns in order to safely pass each outer.
I am also concerned about the amount of debris that can overflow onto Oak Ridge Road.
Not often, but there have been times when personal property was discarded onto Oak
Ridge Road — not in trash bins but on the street. I probably should have reached out to
the City when those occurrences happened but I did not. I was just disappointed that a
business didn’ t dispose of oversize items in a business- required fashion. It felt
disrespectful to the integrity of the neighborhood and their consideration of neighbors.
Thank you and the Commission for consideration of my concerns. Copied on this email are
my husband, Siddhartha Chadda, and Randy Engel, President of the Knollwood Association.
Warmest regards,
Anne Steinfeldt
710 Edgemoor Drive

From:
To:
Cc:"
Subject:[
Date:

Ben Rubin

Jason Lindahl
Randy L. Engel"; brubin@deephaveninc. com
EXTERNAL]

GROUP HOME AT 601 OAK RIDGE ROAD

Saturday, March 23, 2019 8: 39: 44 AM

Hi Jason:
I understand that Grace Homes as decided not to pursue a zoning change to allow them to operate

with more than six residents at the above noted address. However, it troubles me that they have
been and may continue operating with more than six residents in violation of the zoning ordinance.

There a number of reasons this concerns me, from traffic to visitors, but none more than setting a
precedent for businesses to operate in what we thought was a residential zoned neighborhood

when we purchased our lot in 2013 and built our home. So, to be clear, we are adamantly opposed
to any change in the zoning or a waiver allowing Grace, or any other business, to operate outside the

current zoning guidelines allowing more than six residents. Please feel free to contact me if you
want to discuss further.
Sincerely,

Ben Rubin
115 Cottage Downs
Hopkins MN 55305
Tel: 612. 868. 4462
ben@benrubin. net

Notice: This e-mail and any attachments may contain information that is legally privileged and confidential. If you
are not the intended recipient, please be advised that you are legally prohibited from retaining, using, copying,
distributing, or otherwise disclosing this information in any manner. If you received this transmission in error,
please reply to the sender and destroy the material in its entirety, whether in electronic or hard copy format.

Jason Lindahl
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:[

Kim Burmeister <kimburm@gmail.com>
Wednesday, April 17, 2019 4:39 PM
Jason Lindahl
EXTERNAL] Grace Homes - zoning change

Dear Mr. Lindahl,
We have lived in Knollwood for over 25 years and strongly oppose the conditional permit to change the residential
group home located at 601 Oak Ridge Road located next to their other group home on Wilshire
Walk) from a 6 bed residence to a 7 to 10 bed facility. Our primary concern is the dramatic negative change that it will
cause our quiet and beautiful neighborhood. Our neighbors take great pride in our small community and love the less
travelled” and open landscape of the area.
The changes that have already occurred with the two residential homes with a third opening on Wilshire Walk) has
already caused hardship on local homeowners due to additional traffic and parking issues. We have narrow streets in
need of repair) and tight corners that are not built to take on more traffic.
The current owners of Grace Homes purchased the business knowing the licensing was for six beds and we see no
reason why we, a small, quiet and historic neighborhood should have to pay a price for increasing the volume of
congestion.
People specifically purchase homes in Knollwood because of the charm, stability and quiet streets. We are one of the
very few low density neighborhoods of Hopkins, and like us, the City of Hopkins would not benefit from increasing the
density in a residential area for business operations.
Looking forward, one conditional permit change opens doors for more permit changes, that again we do not support for
our neighborhood and other Hopkins neighborhoods.
In conclusion, we strongly oppose the City approving the request for a conditional permit change to increase the number
of clients allowed in a home.
We appreciate your consideration.
Kim and John Burmeister
810 Edgemoor Drive
Hopkins, MN 55305
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Jason Lindahl
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:[

Susan Kahn < susan.kahn@mac.com>
Wednesday, April 17, 2019 4:54 PM
Jason Lindahl
EXTERNAL] Grace Homes (Wilshire Properties, LLC) Request

We are writing in regard to the upcoming request by Grace Homes to amend the Hopkins City Code to allow a
licensed group home with seven to 10 beds as a conditional use in certain R-1 zoning districts … and the
potential, if this request is approved, to allow the facility located at 601 Oak Ridge Road to receive a
conditional use permit for its current location.
We are opposed to a change to the Hopkins City Code and opposed to Grace Homes receiving a conditional use
permit for its current location - to operate a group home with up to 10 beds. We have made significant
investments in our property and our neighborhood, treasure the nature and density of our residential
neighborhood - and therefore, we are not in favor of this request to expand this group home in the Knollwood
neighborhood.
We are unable to attend the Hopkins Planning and Zoning Commission meeting next week on April 23, so we
are sharing our perspective via this email and hope that it will be considered in this process.
Sincerely,
Susan and Ken Kahn
712 Valley Way
Hopkins, MN 55305
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6900 Shady Oak Road Suite 216
Eden Prairie, MN 55344
Phone: 952/525-0505 / Fax: 952/525-0506
www.MatrixHomeHealthMN. com
www.GraceHomesMN. com

March 19, 2019

Neighborhood Meeting Minutes

Agenda:
6:30: Gather and Sign- In
6:40: Welcome and Introductions
6:50: Project Description and Background
7:00: Q & A
Attendance:
7 people from the neighborhood representing 6 properties as follows:
122, 203, and 216 Wilshire Walk
302 and 417 Cottage Downs
810 Edgemoor Drive
2 people with ties to Hopkins Community Arts one of which is a business partner of the Grace
Homes owners.
1 person contacted me by phone earlier in the week as they were not able to attend the
meeting.
The meeting opened with an introductions and an overview of Matrix Home Health Care
Specialists, including when the company was founded, when and why it expanded into home
care and when and why residential care came was added. The licensing requirements for care
homes was provided including state and county requirements.
The background on how we got to this point was presented highlighting the fact that residential
care homes were fairly new to the city when Grace Homes opened in 2011 leading to the
oversight in zoning restrictions that lasted for the better part of 7 years. We talked about R-1
zoning and 6 residents being protected by the state and that there is a provision to allow more
than 6 residents that requires multiple family zoning and a conditional use permit. R-1-A zoning
which supports multiple family housing was discussed although it wasn’ t a good fit for this
situation. The possibility of a text change was also discussed as an option but again not a good
fit for this situation.

The meeting was fairly free flowing with questions and discussion all throughout. In general the
attendees agreed that there weren’ t issues with Grace Homes and acknowledged that the
pushback is primarily due to the new home going in on Wilshire Walk. Many acknowledged the
need for this type of housing and were supportive of Grace Homes.
The operations at Grace Homes was discussed including the number of bedrooms, how they
are allocated, what the staffing ratios by time of day are, and who else works at the house. A
question was asked about the number of cars that come and go on a daily basis, not so much
as an issue with Grace Homes but a potential issue with the new care home. The Elderly ( EW)
and CADI waivers were discussed as well as how shared rooms are sometimes necessary for
EW residents due to the relatively low reimbursement rate. Also discussed was the ability of
Grace Homes to accommodate more EW residents if the total number of residents was more
than 6.
The person that called in asked why a conditional use permit couldn’ t be issued rather than
rezoning the property. The answer being that the conditional use permit didn’ t pertain to R-1
properties. Thus the property needed to be rezoned in order to apply the conditional use permit.
There were several concerns expressed which were shared by all of the neighborhood
attendees. They were:
1. Any zoning change is permanent and while they were receptive of what Grace Homes
was doing, the property could be used differently in the future which may negatively
impact the neighborhood.
2. A precedent gets set if an exception is made for one property that might lead to others
wanting to do similar things. “ You did it for them, why won’ t you do it for me”.
3. There was concern about the ability to have up to 16 residents if rezoned to R-2. This
was addressed by limitations placed on the number of residents by the county as well as
the practicality of having too many residents in a limited space as shared rooms are
generally more difficult to rent than private rooms.
4. Parking and traffic flow was a concern although a stipulation of the conditional use
permit in the R-2 district is that all parking must be off-street. The traffic flow was trivial
compared to that generated on Hwy 7 and by the neighboring apartment building. Again
the real concern was not with Grace Homes but with the new care home on Wilshire
Walk.
5. A concern was expressed the opinion that property values were being affected by the
presence of the care homes citing 3 properties on Wilshire Walk that sold for less than
property value. Not all shared this concern as it’s not clear what the true connection
between property value and the care homes is.

Summary

The meeting was generally positive and had good discussion. The attendees came to better
understand the situation, how it came to be, what the limitations are, and were generally
supportive of the business recognizing the need for this type of housing. The attendees were
not supportive of a zoning change however due to precedent and future development issues.
The meeting concluded at 7:30pm as scheduled.

The following handout was provided:

6900 Shady Oak Road Suite 216
Eden Prairie, MN 55344
Phone: 952/525-0505 / Fax: 952/525-0506
www.MatrixHomeHealthMN. com
www.GraceHomesMN. com

March 19, 2019

Neighborhood Meeting Agenda
6:30: Gather and Sign- In
6:40: Welcome and Introductions
6:50: Project Description and Background
7:00: Q & A
Background:

The property at 601 Oak Ridge Road is owned by Wilshire Properties, LLC; Mr. Charles Scott
President. The property was operated as a Residential Living facility by Mr. Scott and his
spouse Bethany Buchanan, RN beginning in July of 2011. Grace Homes was announced to the
Hopkins City Council as an 8-bed senior care home at the March 20, 2012 meeting. Sometime
later a 9th resident was added with permission from Christopher Kearney, the Lead Inspector
for the City of Hopkins.
In May of 2017 Matrix Advocare Network, Inc. d/b/a Matrix Home Health Care Specialists
Matrix) purchased the business operations of Grace Homes with the intent of continuing to
operate the care home. This includes the properties at 601 Oak Ridge Road and the adjacent
property at 414 Wilshire Walk. The physical properties are still owned by Wilshire Properties,
LLC and Matrix has continued to operate the homes under the name Grace Homes.
In January of 2019, after a routine fire marshal inspection the City of Hopkins cited Matrix for
operating the facility with more than 6 residents due to the way the property was zoned. There
haven’t been any neighborhood issues to the knowledge of the former or present owners of
Grace Homes.

Project Description:

This project is a request to change the zoning of the property from R-1-D to R-2 and approve a
conditional use permit for up to 10 residents. The property in its current form meets all the
requirements for R-2 zoning. The project does not call for any physical changes to the property
or building nor does it change the way the property has been used since it opened in 2011. The
project is merely a request to allow the facility to continue to operate as it has been and meet
current zoning and use requirements.
Below is a copy of the zoning map showing the subject and surrounding properties.

601 Oak Ridge Road

Hwy 7.
Hwy 7.

Attendance Sign- In Sheet

Zoning Map

Subject Property

Standards for Licensed Residential Facilities in Other Communities
City of Minnetonka. Section 300.16, Subdivision 3.g - Licensed Residential Care Facilities or Community
Based Residential Care Facilities:
1. 3,000 square feet of lot area for each overnight resident, based on proposed capacity;
2. 300 square feet of residential building area for each overnight resident, based on proposed capacity;
3. In R-1 and R-2 districts, for new construction including additions, a floor area ratio (FAR) that is no
more than 100% of the highest FAR of the homes within 400 feet of the lot lines and within 1,000
feet of the lot along the street where it is located, including both sides of the street. The FAR applies
to an existing structure only if it seeks to expand. The city may exclude a property that the city
determines is not visually part of the applicant' s neighborhood and may add a property that the city
determines is visually part of the applicant' s neighborhood. The city may waive or modify the floor
area requirement where:
a. The proposed use would be relatively isolated from the rest of the neighborhood by slopes,
trees, wetlands, undevelopable land, or other physical features; or
b. The applicant submits a specific building design and site plan, and the city determines that the
proposed design would not adversely impact the neighborhood character because of such
things as setbacks, building orientation, building height, or building mass. In this case, the
approval is contingent upon implementation of the specific site and building plan.
4. No external building improvements undertaken in R-1 and R-2 districts which alter the original
character of the home unless approved by the city council. In R-1 and R-2 districts, there must be no
exterior evidence of any use or activity that is not customary for typical residential use, including no
exterior storage, signs, and garbage and recycling containers;
5. Traffic generation: a detailed documentation of anticipated traffic generation must be provided. In
order to avoid unreasonable traffic impacts to a residential neighborhood, traffic limitations are
established as follows:
a. In R-1 and R-2 districts, the use is not be permitted on properties that gain access by private
roads or driveways that are used by more than one lot;
b. The use must be located on, and have access only to, a collector or arterial roadway as identified
in the comprehensive plan;
c.

The use must prepare, and abide by, a plan for handling traffic and parking on high traffic days,
such as holidays, that has been reviewed and approved by city staff.

6. No on-street parking to be allowed. Adequate off-street parking will be required by the city based
on the staff and resident needs of each specific facility. In R-1 and R-2 districts, the parking area
must be screened from the view from other R-1 and R-2 residential properties. Private driveways
must be of adequate width to accommodate effective vehicle circulation and be equipped with a
turnaround area to prevent backing maneuvers onto public streets. Driveways must be maintained
in an open manner at all times and be wide enough for emergency vehicle access. Driveway slope
must not exceed 8 percent unless the city determines that site characteristics or mitigative
measures to ensure safe vehicular circulation are present. Adequate sight distance at the access
point must be available;
7. All facilities to conform to the requirements of the Minnesota state building code, fire code, health
code, and all other applicable codes and city ordinances;
8. Landscape buffering from surrounding residential uses to be provided consistent with the
requirements contained in section 300.27 of this ordinance. A privacy fence of appropriate
residential design may be required to limit off-site impacts. Landscape screening from surrounding
residential uses may be required by the city depending on the type, location and proximity of
residential areas to a specific facility;
9. Submission of detailed program information including goals, policies, activity schedule, staffing
patterns and targeted capacity which may result in the imposition of reasonable conditions to limit
the off-site impacts;
10. Submission of a formal site and building plan review if a new building is being constructed, an
existing building is being modified, or the city otherwise determines that there is a need for such
review; and
11. Additional conditions may be required by the city in order to address the specific impacts of a
proposed facility.
City of St. Louis Park. Sec. 36-163(C) - Uses permitted with conditions. A structure or land in an R-1
district may be used for one or more of the following uses if its use complies with the conditions stated
in section 36-162 and those specified for the use in this subsection.
1. Group home/ nonstatutory. The conditions are as follows:
a. At least 800 square feet of lot area shall be provided for each person housed on the site.
b. At least 12% of the lot area shall be developed as designed outdoor recreation area.
c. The residence structure shall be occupied by not more than six persons under treatment.
d. The residence structure shall provide one bedroom for each two persons accommodated in
group living quarters.

e. The residence structure shall provide one bathroom for each four persons accommodated in
group living quarters.
f.

The use shall not be located within 1,500 feet of any other group homes.
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Grace Homes specializes in creating a warm atmosphere for those with memory illnesses.
By James Warden | Apr 6, 2012 2:30 pm ET | Updated Apr 6, 2012 5:55 pm ET

Walk into 601 Oak Ridge Road home, and you’ re immediately struck by the warmth of
hard woods. A spacious kitchen, luxurious living room and beautiful backyard with
deck all add to the ambience. Then there’s a dog named Daisy, a cat named Angel and
two birds, Sunny and Sky, who add a spark of life to the elegance.
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This isn’ t the home of a wealthy suburban family, though. The house is an 8-bed
residential care facility specializing in memory care— specifically illnesses such as
Alzheimer’ s and dementia.
Subscribe

Grace Homes, as the business is named, is a three-year-old company that started in
Hopkins on July 1. A crew of certified nursing assistants— overseen by wife and
husband owners Bethany Buchanan and Charles Scott—care for residents in the secure
but homelike setting.
I really feel strongly that this is the best model of care for the elderly. It’s small. It’s
personal. It’s intimate,” Buchanan said.

Buchanan is a registered nurse who spent eight years in hospital settings and four years
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in long-term care. That background gives her the ability to care for patients with severe
health issues beyond the memory-related illnesses that are the business’ specialty.
But as the home’s atmosphere suggests, the focus is on quality of life—not just treating
illnesses. The food residents eat is mostly local and organic. They exercise every day,
including with a physical fitness specialist who comes in three times a week. They get
massages once a month. They listen to old, familiar songs while singing and playing
hand instruments.
There’s also aromatherapy and, during the winter, light box therapy to keep residents’
vitamin D levels up and boost their mood. Buchanan and Scott pride themselves on
rarely using psychotropic drugs with patients. They didn’ t have any residents on that
type of medication when Patch visited a week ago.
The team spends as much time engaging the residents as providing for them. The
residents feed the pets and water the plants because caring for living beings stimulates
memory care patients. They also participate in other light chores, such as getting the
mail, that keeps them active—vital because memory care patients can sit for 10 hours at
a time if not encouraged.
They want to feel purposeful, and they need to move,” Buchanan said.
For Grace Homes, the warm atmosphere, the healthy living and the activities all
contribute to one goal: Making residents feel at home.

Want to learn more about Grace Homes? The home will host an open house from 1 p.m.
to 4 p.m. May 20 at the facility, located at 601 Oak Ridge Road. The open house is just
one way the business is connecting with the community. It has joined it local
neighborhood association and will continue taking its residents on outings to local
places, such as Dairy Queen and the Farmers’ Market. “ We’ ve just had a terrific
welcome from Hopkins,” Buchanan said.
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MEMO
To:

Planning & Zoning Commission

From:

Jason Lindahl, City Planner

Date:

April 23, 2019

Subject:

Cultivate Hopkins Comprehensive Plan Comment

Proposed Action
Review comments on the 2040 Comprehensive Plan Update – Cultivate Hopkins and provide
feedback. Staff will use this feedback to help draft the final version of the plan tentatively scheduled
for a public hearing before the Planning & Zoning Commission on May 28.
Overview
Attached please find all comments the City received on the Draft 2040 Comprehensive Plan Update
Cultivate Hopkins along with a memo from Haila Maze, Senior Planner with Bolton & Menk
summarizing this information. During the meeting, staff will review this information and take
comments from the Planning & Zoning Commissions.
The attached Comment Tracker table includes comments from the open house and Planning &
Zoning Commission public hearing on August 28 through the end of the required 6 month review
period on March 12th. The table organizes comments by the four plan elements (Built, Social,
Natural and Economic) and includes both incomplete and advisory comments from the
Metropolitan Council and adjacent and effected communities. It also includes comments from the
public including Larry Hiscock (member of the comprehensive plan advisory committee), the Great
Plains Institute (an energy efficiency and environmental advocacy group), the Center for Economic
Inclusion (a group dedicated to advancing inclusive growth to achieve regional prosperity) and three
anonymous residents who submitted comments through the City’s website.
While the comments may appear vast, many are technical and have already been addressed by staff.
During the meeting, staff will focus on those items that could merit additional discussion including
revised growth projections from the Metropolitan Council, sustainability comments from the Great
Plains Institute, equity comments from the Center for Economic Inclusion, gentrification and
housing comments from Larry Hiscock and the comments submitted online.
Attachments
Summary Memo from Haila Maze, Senior Planner with Bolton & Menk
City of Hopkins Comprehensive Plan Comment Tracker

MEMO
To:

Honorable Mayor and City Council
Planning & Zoning Commission

From:

Jason Lindahl, City Planner and Haila Maze, Senior Urban Planner

Date:

April 23, 2019

Subject:

Cultivate Hopkins Comprehensive Plan Comments

Background and Process to Date
In the fall of 2018, the City of Hopkins completed its draft comprehensive plan update and released it for
the required six-month interjurisdictional review. The plan was reviewed at the August 28, 2018
Planning & Zoning Commission, along with an open house and public hearing. It was subsequently
approved at the September 4, 2018 City Council meeting. This memo summarizes the responses
received during the comment period and from the Metropolitan Council’ s informal review, including
potential changes to the draft plan. It also describes next steps for plan review and approval.
As required, the plan was circulated to adjacent jurisdictions for review and comment, from September
12, 2018 to March 12, 2019. The jurisdictions included:
City of Edina
City of Minnetonka
City of St. Louis Park
Hennepin County
Hopkins School District #270
Edina School District #273
St. Louis Park School District # 283
Minnehaha Creek Watershed District
Nine Mile Creek Watershed District
Three Rivers Park District
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources ( MN DNR)
Minnesota Department of Transportation ( MnDOT)
Consistent with the City’ s “ Take it to them” public engagement strategy and the American Planning
Association’ s Sustaining Place “ Authentic Participation” process, the City took the extra step to put the
draft plan online and solicit public comments through social media. While the City only received 3
comments from this source, each of them offers a unique perspective the City might not have otherwise
heard. These comments are noted in the attached Comment Tracker as from Peg Keenan, ICA Food
Shelf Director, Nathan Miller, Resident and Anonymous Online Comment.
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By the conclusion of the comment period, the City had received comments from the following
respondents. The additional stakeholders listed reflect the City of Hopkins’ commitment to higher
standards in priority areas, particularly related to equity, the environment, and housing affordability.
While this memo is focused on elements that need to be updated in the plan, the comments included
recognition that the city has already made significant progress on these issues.
Minnehaha Creek Watershed District
Nine Mile Creek Watershed District
Three Rivers Park District
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources ( MN DNR)
Minnesota Department of Transportation ( MnDOT)
Great Plains Institute
Center for Economic Inclusion
Larry Hiscock, Comprehensive Plan Steering Committee member and housing advocate
For the purposes of the review, it is not required that comments be received from all jurisdictions. While
the City did not receive any written comments from adjacent cities or the county, Hopkins staff have
met with the staff of St. Louis Park and Minnetonka to discuss shared issues and areas for collaboration.
Ongoing coordination between cities and other stakeholders ensures that there is a regular opportunity
to address and manage any concerns that arise.
During the six-month review, the plan was also submitted to the Metropolitan Council for informal
review. This optional step provides an opportunity for feedback regarding consistency with
Metropolitan Council standards in advance of the formal review. After the Metropolitan Council staff
provided comments, City of Hopkins staff sat down with them to talk through potential responses.

Summary of Comments Received
The comments received during the comment period and from the Metropolitan Council’ s informal
review are included in the attached table. This also includes comments from the Planning Commission
and public hearing in August 2018, in the interest of completeness, although some have already been
addressed in the current draft. A summary of the comments by plan element is provided below.
The table distinguishes between Incomplete Comments and Advisory Comments. Incomplete Comments
are identified by the Metropolitan Council as incomplete or inconsistent with regional policy, and must
be addressed for the plan to be approved. Additionally, there are advisory comments that may still be
important, but are not necessary to meet regional policy standards.
Introduction and Forecasts
o Need more details as to intentional inclusivity of engagement process
o Ensure table of contents is numbered
o Update population and employment forecasts to reflect fact that growth has exceeded
expectations in recent years
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Built Environment
Land Use
o Add more detail to housing density guidance around transit station areas to reflect
minimum density requirements of 50 units/ acre, per Metropolitan Council guidance
o Various clarifications regarding wording and calculations related to density
requirements
Transportation
o Add more information on roadway lanes
o Identify local issues related to freight traffic
o Update transit facility information with data on current facilities, existing bus service,
and planned improvements
Housing
o Strengthen language and guidance for how affordable housing tools will be used in the
community
o Clarify approaches in housing implementation plan regarding specific tools
o Consider additional housing strategies such as accessory dwelling units, inclusionary
housing policy, and tenant protection policies
o Ensure policies reflect high percentage of renters in Hopkins
o Clarify language regarding encroachment into single family areas

Social Environment
Quality of Life
o Address artist housing in context of broader affordability and equity needs
Sense of Community
o Disaggregate data by race where possible to show disparities, and identify needs and
opportunities
o Add more tools and approaches for addressing racial equity
Natural Environment
Sustainability and Natural Resources
o Update solar access section with performance standards if possible
o Add policies to support native plantings and landscaping
o Add policies that take planning for wildlife into consideration with development and
transportation projects
o Include additional natural resource information in the plan
o Add resilience policies related to electric vehicles, emergency response, and stormwater
management; lessen focus on wind power as its not applicable in Hopkins
o Consider targets for carbon reduction and other renewable energy targets
Surface Water Management
o Extensive comments from both watersheds related to compliance, documentation, and
proper procedures – most of which can be fulfilled directly
o Request for citywide stormwater modeling may be accomplished over time, but does
not seem necessary at present
3

Water Supply
o Review of water supply plan is occurring on a parallel path; revised version will be
incorporated here, reflecting MN DNR and Metropolitan Council input
Wastewater
o Include documentation of existing system and its characteristics
o Need copies of intercommunity service agreement
o Additional detail as to approach to managing inflow and infiltration
Parks and Trails
o Minor comments related to 17th Avenue study status and length of existing trails
Economic Environment
Economic Competitiveness
o Focus on encouraging business start-ups by people of color, as well as targeting
education and other strategies to these populations to support equity
o Include reference to growing tax base and using resources efficiently
Downtown
o Emphasize the uniqueness of downtown as a key differentiator, including central social
district concept
Implementation
o Strengthen language in implementation steps around race equity, including tracking
disparities and other tools
o Strengthen policy language and toolkit for affordable housing and tenant rights
o Zoning and parking related priorities should be short term

Recommendation and Next Steps
At this time, it is requested that the Planning and Zoning Commission review the comments and draft
responses, and determine if there should be any changes to how comments are addressed.
When Planning and Zoning Commission and City Council reviews are complete ( including a public
hearing), the plan will be approved by resolution for submittal to the Metropolitan Council for formal
review. Once the plan is submitted, the Metropolitan Council will have 15 business days to do a
completeness review. If any issues are found, they will be brought to the attention of the city via a
letter. The City then will have an opportunity to work with the Metropolitan Council to resolve any
remaining items before final approval by both bodies.
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City of Hopkins Comprehensive Plan Comment Tracker (Comments as of 3/ 12/ 19)
Comments from six-month interjurisdictional review, Metropolitan Council preliminary review, and 8/ 28/ 18 public hearing

Introduction
Advisory Comments
Number Comment
1.
Page 6 describes the public engagement tools and strategies that informed the
comprehensive plan. The Center supports the City for designing a process intended to
engage all segments of the community. In particular the “Take It To Them” meetings were
focused on reaching people who are usually underrepresented in public engagement
processes. The Center encourages the City to go beyond the descriptions of the strategies
and their intent by reporting -- in the plan’s narrative» how effective these efforts were at
engaging all segments of the community. Appendix A2 notes that only 10% of respondents
to the Cultivate Hopkins survey were POC, while 27% of respondents to the Race & Equity
survey were non-white. In both cases, the participation falls short of the City’s 40% share of
People of Color. Also, what is the significance of the demographics of the survey samples
and the other engagement activities? How might it have affected the themes identified in
the plan?
The Center applauds the plan’ s assertion ( on page 9) that the City’ s diversity “ isn’ t just a
change in composition — it’s driving growth.” This statement is followed by a discussion of
demographics, recognizing that population growth in Hopkins is driven by People of Color.
The Center urges the City to expand this discussion of growth beyond population to
economic growth: including everyone in the economy is the path to prosperity for all.
2.
Molly Van Avery is a friend/ neighbor of mine – I love the poetry wagon!
3.

Include numbers in table of contents

From
Center for
Economic
Inclusion

Proposed Response
Add more insights from
community
engagement process to
narrative. Identify
current shortcomings
and clarify that the city
has a commitment to
ongoing progress in this
area.

Great Plains
Institute
8/ 28/ 18
Planning
Commission
public input

Comment
acknowledged
Numbers have been
added
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4.

Let’ s keep calling out that this is the land of indigenous people. The phrasing at the top of
the plan can be read as if the treaties establishing US settlement were fair. In telling the
history we have got to call out the war on native Americans and the conquest of America.

Nathan
Miller,
online
comment
portal

Comment
acknowledged

From
Met Council

Proposed Response
Forecasts adjusted
throughout plan to be
consistent with
recommended values

Forecasts
Advisory Comments
Number Comment
1.
Council staff find that recent population and employment growth have significantly
exceeded what was expected in the current decade. Council staff recommends making the
following immediate adjustment to the population and employment forecasts, as follows:

BUILT ENVIRONMENT

Land Use
Incomplete Comments
Number Comment
1.
On pages 32 and 81-20, the Plan states that the 2040 Transportation Policy Plan
TPP) recommends higher minimum residential densities of 50 units/ acre in transit
station areas. This is incorrect. It is not a recommendation, but rather a minimum
requirement related to the regional transportation system for cities with the
community designation of Urban Center. The areas identified in the Plan for
redevelopment within the City’ s three station areas are guided with ranges of 20—

From
Met Council

Proposed Response
Modify text to describe that
sites adjacent to station
platform areas are guided for
higher densities ( 50-120
units/ acre) as opposed to the
periphery ( 25-50 u/ a)
2

100 units/ acre for the Downtown Hopkins station area (Downtown Center guiding
land use) and a range of 20—60 units/ acre in the Shady Oak Road and Blake Road
station areas (Activity Center guiding land use).
On pages 32 and 81-20, the Plan suggests that the density range is lower and
broader than otherwise would be because of its application city-wide. The Plan also
states that there is an “ expectation that densities like these are achievable and
encouraged on redevelopment parcels in the station area, and that the City will
work to support this.” However, figures in the Plan that identify redevelopment
areas and guiding land use (Figures 81.7, 81.8, 81.9, and B1 .11) indicate that most
of these areas fall within the 1/ 2 mile station area. Our records show that most
recent development in Hopkins’ station areas meet the minimum 50 units/ acre; and
in some cases, recent projects likely exceed the maximum density of 100 units/ acre,
such as the Gallery Flats project at 135 units/ acre.
On pages 32 and 81-20, the Plan states that it will “work to support” higher density
development. While the City has clearly demonstrated this, such a statement is not
sufficient to ensure that sites near the region’ s transit system are preserved by the
comprehensive plan for projects at densities that are consistent with the regional
investment, market context, and the minimum density required by the TPP.
Staff offer some suggestions for rectifying these inconsistencies. Please keep in
mind that the minimum density is an average of the minimum density of planned
land uses for areas guided for development and redevelopment. The City could
guide some locations at higher minimum densities ( e.g., 75 units/ acre) and some
with lower (e.g., 40 units/ acre). Aside from creating a new land use category, the
Plan could differentiate among minimum densities based on location (eg, within 1/ 4
mile of the station or along certain corridors).
Advisory Comments
Number Comment
1.
On page B1-36, and in Table B1.13, the Plan describes zoning that is inconsistent
with the policies related to densities that are proposed in the Plan. The zoning
indicates that less dense development ( as low as 10 units/ acre in the Downtown
Center, Activity Center, and Neighborhood Center) is possible under these

From
Met Council

Proposed Response
Clarify that zoning will be
updated to match future land
use guidance after plan
completion
3

2.

3.

4.

5.

regulations, but that higher densities “ could be approved” through the City’ s
planned unit development and conditional use permit processes. This contradicts
the policy intent of the guiding land use, creates an inconsistency between the
comprehensive plan and official controls, and appears to contradict the
Recommendations section on page F1-5, which relates to implementation of zoning
changes.
Based on recent housing market analysis for the three transit station areas, the Plan
suggests ( Page B1-4) that a forecast increase may be warranted through a
comprehensive plan amendment. We encourage the City to propose a forecast
adjustment now as part of the formal Plan submittal, and to consult staff before
doing so. The 2014 Marquette Advisor’ s study that the Plan cites suggests a marketdriven capacity of 2,424 units for the three station areas combined. This is much
higher than the forecasted growth, which can be accommodated by the Plan at
minimum guided densities ( notwithstanding the inconsistency of guiding densities
being lower than minimum requirements of the TPP).
On page B1-40, the Plan states that the aspiration for density in station areas is
closer to 75-100 units per acre.” This statement conforms to and supports land use
policy in the TPP, but it does not align with the guiding densities in two of the
station areas ( Activity Center 20—60du/ acre.)
On page B1-40, Table B1.17 identifies incorrect time ranges. Presumably, the
timeframes should be 2015- 2020, 2021— 2030, and 2031- 2040. Please clarify and
note related comments under Housing.
On page 28, include reference to the fact that the land use approach is different
than in other communities, and add percentages of land use acreages.

6.

On page 31, du/ ac should be spelled out “ dwelling units per acre”

7.

On page 36, clarify policy on preserving and enhancing existing housing units to
make it clear it is not intended to imply direct subsidy

Met Council

Incorporate forecast
adjustment in the plan as
recommended

Met Council

Modify text to clarify that areas
closer to station will be guided
for higher densities

Met Council

Make corrections to time
ranges where appropriate

8/ 28/ 18
Planning
Commission
public input
8/ 28/ 18
Planning
Commission
public input
8/ 28/ 18
Planning
Commission
public input

Make changes as suggested

Make change as suggested

Make change as suggested
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8.

I work for Cargill at Excelsior Crossings and live in The Moline. Graduated college in
2015 with a Business & Technology degree. I’m from Wichita, Kansas originally.
High-level thoughts: I love increasing density and diversity. I wish my home town
planned like this. This makes me want to invest in Hopkins.

Nathan
Miller, online
comment
portal

Comment acknowledged

Incomplete Comments
Number Comment
1.
Identify the future number of lanes for principal and A—minor arterial roadways.

From
Met Council

2.

Map current heavy commercial traffic volumes on principal and A-minor arterials.

Met Council

Identify any local roadway issues or problem areas for goods movement, such as
weight— restricted roads or bridges, bridges with insufficient height or width
clearances, locations with unprotected road crossings of active rail lines, or
intersections with inadequate turning radii.
Advisory Comments

Met Council

Proposed Response
Provide information as
requested
Volumes are already shown on
Figure B2-11
Provide information as
requested

General rule: Kill the golf courses! Kill the parking lots! Love seeings this as a
transformational plan in terms of zoning Side note: I want to see rooftop patios and
incredible green spaces. For inspiration of making the arts community work with
small businesses: See Douglas Design District in Wichita How do we attract a
Spyhouse coffee location to Hopkins? I think that we have to consider many of the
ways this plan could fail. How do we prevent implementation of the plan under
delivering? How do we protect from Developers taking advantage of Hopkins? How
do we ensure ethics and accountability?

Transportation

3.

5

Number
1.

2.
3.

4.
5.

6.

7.

8.
9.

Comment
Page 197, paragraph 3, consider the following replacement language
The station area includes the platform, passenger drop-off, and a large surface
park-and-ride facility with parking options north and south of the station platform
with up to1070 stalls. In coordination with the Shady Oak Station Area
Development Strategy, the parking lot north of the station has been designed to
accommodate future development and a potential future parking structure.
Page 201 of pdf, paragraph 1, make the following correction:
Figure 81.8 shows the location of the Blake Road Downtown Hopkins LRT station.”
Page 204, make the following correction:
The station area, located along the south side of the Cedar Lake LRT Regional Trail,
includes the platform, bus stop, an 89-stall park- and-ride lot...
Page 234 / Appendix 82, Blake Road Station, make the following correction:
The SWLRT project includes an 89-stall park and ride lot.
Page 234 / Appendix 82, Shady Oak Station, consider the following language:
A large surface park- and-ride facility with parking options north and south of the
station platform with up to 1,070 stalls is planned for opening clay. In coordination
with the Shady Oak Station Area Development Strategy, the parking lot north of the
station has been designed to accommodate future development and a potential
future parking structure. A Wayfinding will guide users to the variety of uses in the
station area.
Page 266, the Bus Route 12 paragraph, add the following:
Bus Route 12 is a regular local route operated by Metro Transit. It travels between
Minnetonka, Hopkins, St. Louis Park, and Minneapolis. In Hopkins, it travels mainly
along Excelsior Boulevard, Mainstreet, and 11th Avenue south of Mainstreet. This
route runs on weekdays primarily during peak hours.
Page 266 the Bus Route 612 paragraph make the following changes.
This route runs on weekdays off-peak and, primarily during peak hours, with more
limited hours on weekends and holidays
Page 266, the Bus Route 615 paragraph make the following change:
Bus Route 615 is a regular local route operated by Metro Transit.
Page 266, add a paragraph for Bus Route 667 as follows:
Bus Route 667 is an express bus route operated by Metro Transit. The route runs
east/ west connecting Minnetonka, Hopkins, St. Louis Park, and Minneapolis. ln

From
Met Council

Proposed Response
Update language as suggested

Met Council

Make correction

Met Council

Make correction

Met Council

Make correction

Met Council

Add language; need to clarify
Wayfinding” suggestion

Met Council

Update language as suggested

Met Council

Update language as suggested

Met Council

Update language as suggested

Met Council

Update language as suggested
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10.

11.

12.
13.

14.

Hopkins, it travels on CSAH 7. This route runs eastbound in morning peak hours and
westbound in afternoon peak hours on weekdays.
Page 266, the Bus Route 670 paragraph, make the following changes:
Bus Route 670 is an express bus route operated by Metro Transit. The route runs
east/ west connecting Excelsior, Minnetonka, Hopkins, St Louis Park, and
Minneapolis. ln Hopkins, it travels primarily on CSAH 7, Excelsior Boulevard and
Mainstreet.
Page 266, add a paragraph for Bus Route 671 as follows:
Bus Route 671 is an express bus route. The route runs east/ west connecting Orono,
Excelsior, Minnetonka, Hopkins and Minneapolis. ln Hopkins, it travels on
Minnetonka Boulevard. This route runs eastbound in morning peak hours and
westbound in afternoon peak hours on weekdays.
Page 266 under Transit Facilities
The park- ride at 10201 Excelsior Boulevard is a 52 vehicle lot, not 300.
On page 45, add transit policy language that supports the development of a bus
circulator between LRT stations and Downtown; also clarify the definition of
demand responsive transit and include examples
I love the shift to complete communities and getting rid of the automobile. How do
we move Hopkins towards being a dutch- style car-free community?
https:// www. forbes. com/ sites/ carltonreid/ 2019/ 02/ 21/ wealth- guru- plans- dutchstyle- car-free-bicycle- friendly- city-near- boulder- colorado/# 54488e9ed91d
Could we get sponsorship and support from organizations exploring new urban
design in America? Are there streets where we would entirely remove automobiles
and just turn in to walkways enabling entirely new development and use? Trees,
green spaces, pop-up shops, parkways.

Met Council

Update language as suggested

Met Council

Update language as suggested

Met Council

Make correction

8/ 28/ 18
Planning
Commission
public input
Online
comment
portal

Make changes as suggested

Comment acknowledged

Happy to see ridesharing design called out. More bike lanes! Make sure the
shopping and attractions are bike friendly - pull people in to Hopkins on their bikes.
Trailheads concept - how can we make the whole town of Hopkins a trailhead. Bike
shops, gear outfitters, art, coffee, beer, healthy food. Hopkins is here to encourage
you to bike from your downtown apartment to lake Wayzata. Or from your
suburban home into the city. As we look at transit - could we make it simpler and
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ask: How could this plan help to encourage more people o ride the bus? For buses where do people who live in Hopkins work?

Housing
Incomplete Comments
Number Comment
1.
As described in under the Land Use comments above, there are inconsistencies
between the minimum densities described in zoning (Table 81.13) and other
elements of the Plan, which describe a higher minimum density.
2.
in Table B1.17, decades overlap by using rounded years (e.g., 2020-2030 and 20302040). Please differentiate the decades as 2021-2030 and 2031-2040.
3.
The City’s allocation of affordable housing need is forecasted for the 2021-2030
decade. The Plan needs to identify how many high density units are possible in that
exact time range.
3.
On page B3-20, Table B3.9 includes numerical recommendations for new rental
housing by affordability for each LRT station area (from the “ SWLRT Housing
Study”). The preceding text states that the LRT station areas can “ accommodate a
significant amount of affordable units...” While this possibility exists, the Council
does not consider a “ recommendation” by station area to meet the need. The
Council evaluates the accommodation of affordable housing need by the amount of
land the Plan guides for development or redevelopment at minimum densities.
Council staff recommend a modified version of Table B1.17 that includes the 20212030 decade.
4.
The Housing Implementation Plan on pages 20-22 of Appendix B3 does not include
circumstances and sequence in which tools would be used. The narrative that
precedes the table refers to a range of approaches by which the City can meet the
goals. However the Plan needs to include a description of what roles the City can
play (eg, apply, promote, refer, administer, fund) and under what circumstances the
City would consider doing so (eg, near transit, serving large families, etc). An
example is shown in the Local Planning Handbook -

From
Met Council

Met Council
Met Council

Proposed Response
Clarify that existing zoning will
be modified as part of plan
implementation
Make change to date ranges as
requested
Add clarifying language
regarding unit counts

Met Council

These are just results from a
study, not a response to the
affordable housing allocation.
Adding language to clarify this.

Met Council

Add more detail regarding
roles, circumstances, and
sequences for housing
implementation
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5.

6.

7.

On page 16 of Appendix B3, the Plan states on “a case-by-case basis, Hopkins will
consider financial participation in housing redevelopment projects when projects
provide demonstrable public benefits consistent with this Comprehensive Plan and
City redevelopment policies.” The purpose of the implementation plan is to lay out
what types of projects the City would prioritize when considering those tools so
that community members and developers know what projects to explore in the
City.
Housing tools that are mentioned, but are not paired with a description of
circumstance and situation of use include:
Tax Abatement ( include circumstances of use and AMl)
Tax increment financing ( include circumstances of use and AMI)
Opportunities for partnership with Hennepin County to use HOME or CDBG
funds (include circumstances of use and AMI)
Livable Community Act programs ( include circumstances of use and AMI)
Site Assembly, including partnership with Land Bank Twin Cities ( include
when site assembly might be used, AMl of developments that site assembly
is preferred to support, and when partnership with Land Bank Twin Cities
would be considered)
Date/ sequence of zoning and subdivision ordinance adoption ( e.g., 2020 or
within 2 years after comprehensive plan adoption)
Preservation strategies, like community land trusts, low-interest rehab
programs, and tools that preserve private unsubsidized housing ( 4d)
include circumstances of use and AMI)
Implementation Plan
Table 83.11 successfully links tools to needs, but does not consistently link to
household AMI/ levels of affordability or mention all widely accepted tools, which
are required to be considered consistent. These include:
Tax abatement
TIF
First-time homebuyer programs
Livable Community Act programs
Site Assembly
Community land trusts
Low-interest rehab programs

Met Council

Add language regarding what
criteria the city uses to
determine appropriate
financial participation in
redevelopment projects

Met Council

Add more detail regarding
circumstances and situation of
use for each tool

Met Council

Add detail on applicable levels
of affordability in relation to
housing tools
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8.

To be consistent, all widely used tools must be acknowledged. Some widely used
tools to address housing needs aren’ t included:
Support for or application of various funding sources within Minnesota
Housing’ s Consolidated RFP
Partnership with Hennepin County to use Affordable Housing Incentive
Fund (AHIF)
Housing Bond Issuance
https:// metrocouncil. org/ Handbook/ Fi/ es/ Resources/ FactSheet/ HOUSING/ Municipal- Bond- Issuance. aspx
Partnership, possibly with Land Bank Twin Cities for site assembly and
vacant and abandoned property control through First Look.
https:// metrocouncil. org/ Handbook/ Files/ Resources/ FactSheet/ HOUSING/ Site- Assembly. aspx
Participation in housing- related organizations, partnerships, and initiatives
https:// metrocouncil/. org/ Handbook/ Files/ Resources/ FactSheet/ HOUSING/ Collaborating- on-Housing- Strategies. aspx
Encourage or advocate for the creation of a community land trust to
increase affordable homeownership option
Preservation tools, including monitoring expiration of LIHTC properties, and
preserving public housing.
A local Fair Housing policy (more info provided below)
All widely used tools are included in Housing Tools
https:// metrocouncil. org/ Handbook/ Files/ Resources/ FactSheet/ HOUSING/ Recognized- Tools- and-Resources. aspx
9.
All housing tools described should be linked clearly and consistently to stated
housing needs. An example is shown in the Local Planning Handbook
https:// metrocouncil/ org/ Handbook/ Files/ Resources/ Fact-Sheet/ HOUSING/ LinkingTools-to-Needs. aspx
Advisory Comments
Number Comment
1.
This Plan would be stronger if there was a clearer connection between data and
policies. Staff appreciates a Plan where the main body is very readable and
supplemented by data in the appendices. However, there are very few connections
between the appendix and the policies in the body of the Plan. For instance, how

Met Council

Add details on all widely used
housing tools

Met Council

Add detail linking housing tools
to stated housing needs

From
Met Council

Proposed Response
Add references between main
plan and appendices
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2.

3.

4.

does the information about housing and transportation costs inform Hopkins’
policy? Staff suggests referring to the housing implementation appendix in
the housing chapter.
With respect to a Fair Housing policy, local housing policies do not mean that cities
should or can manage or administer Fair Housing complaints. A local fair housing
policy rather ensures the City is aware of fair housing requirements with regard to
housing decisions and provides sufficient resources to educate and refer residents
who feel their fair housing rights have been violated. This can be as simple as having
links to resources on the City’s website. The Metropolitan Council will require a
local Fair Housing policy as a requirement to draw upon Livable Communities Act
LCA) awards beginning in 2019. To learn more, and review a template local fair
housing policy, please refer to the following resources:
Creating a Local Fair Housing Policy webinar
https:// www.youtube. com/ watch?v=38JY4pNGnZ8& feature=youtu.be
Best Practices
https:// metrocouncil. org/ Handbook/ PlanIt/ Files/ Webinar- Fair- HousingHandout2. aspx
Policy Template ( Click on Handout 1 under the implementing A Local Fair Housing
Policy at the bottom of the screen)
https:// metrocouncil. org/ Handbook/ Training/ Webinars. aspx
Council staff encourages the City to consider an Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU)
policy or allow them as a permitted use. This is a unique way to diversify housing
choices within existing single- family neighborhoods.
Council staff encourages the City to consider a formal Inclusionary Housing policy,
which have recently been adopted in Brooklyn Park, Golden Valley, and Richfield.

Met Council

Clarify City’ s intention and
policy direction on fair housing

Met Council

Include language that says the
city will evaluate the potential
to incorporate ADUs
Include language that the city
will evaluate the potential to
adopt a formal inclusionary
zoning policy
Add language regarding city’s
ongoing work on developing
tenant protection policies
Make any updates needed with
current data as appropriate

Met Council

5.

Council staff encourages the City to consider tenant protection policies to support
efforts to preserve naturally occurring affordable housing.

Met Council

6.

All of the existing housing data (including the map of ownership units above and
below the price affordable to households earning 80% AMI) sourced from the
Metropolitan Council have been updated with 2016 data. Consider reviewing the

Met Council
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7.
8.

9.

10.

11.

updated Existing Housing Assessment on Hopkins’ community page in the Local
Planning Handbook and updating any relevant data.
htfps:// metrocouncil. org/ Handbook/ FiIes/ Existing- Housing- Assessment/ 02394417
Hopkins ExistingHsg. aspx
On page 4 of Appendix B3, text refers to “the table above,” but there is no table
above that text.
On page 19 of Appendix B3, because the Plan defines household income at AMI
with descriptions on page 19, these terms can be used in the Implementation Plan
to be consistent,
On page 19 of Appendix BS, text refers to the allocation of affordable housing need
as a goal. The allocation is a forecast of actual households expected to come to the
region at various income levels. Cities must plan for that allocation per the
Metropolitan Land Planning Act, but are not responsible for creating those units.
Since the Council negotiates affordable housing goals with cities that participate in
Livable Communities Act programs, we prefer that the allocation of need not be
referred to as a goal, which can confuse the different purposes of the two
measures.
Council staff recommend generalizing the columns in Table 83.11 (implementation
Opportunity, Policy and Fiscal) into a single “ Tools” category. Since the table needs
more detail as to how and when the City might use these tools, further
differentiating the type of tool is not necessarily helpful and can make the
information seem more complicated than it needs to be.
The City of Hopkins 2040 Comprehensive provides a solid framework to guide the
community for years come. The community is strong, diverse and ripe for
investment because of the local economy, sound decisions made by local leaders
and the approved METRO Green Line Extension. At the same time, Hopkins
experiences many of the same racial and economic disparities as the rest of the
region. The disparities in our region are not by accident. They are the result of
deliberate actions by policy-makers, private citizens and business leaders. Two
examples are the use of racial housing covenants and redlining used to preserve
and build white wealth while denying opportunity and disinvesting in communities
of color.

Met Council

Make correction

Met Council

Make suggested language
change

Met Council

Make suggested language
changes

Met Council

Make suggested formatting
changes

Larry Hiscock

Comment acknowledged. More
detailed response to
subsequent comments.
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It is vital that the City of Hopkin’ s 2040 Comprehensive Plan incorporates stronger
language related to racial equity, and include explicit actions and indicators to
ensure Hopkins is an inclusive community in the future.
Bold Action Required
City of Hopkins is at 100% risk of gentrifying according to a 2019 study published by
the Center for Urban and Regional ( CURA) at the University of Minnesota. In the
study all three census tracks were considered vulnerable in 2000. Since 2000, the
census track for downtown Hopkins has already begun the process of gentrification.
The other two vulnerable census tracks are at greater risk of gentrification “ given
the demonstrated impact of transit investment on gentrification, the rate of
conversion of vulnerable neighborhoods into gentrified neighborhoods may
accelerate in the future (Goets and Damiano, 2019).”

12.

13.

14.

15.

It is vital that the stronger policy language be included in the Comprehensive Plan
to provide latitude for the City Council and City Staff to approve ordinances,
policies, and development agreements that will preserve existing naturally
occurring affordable housing units, require long-term affordable housing units in
new construction, protect the rights of renters and mitigate the harm to people
renting caused by displacement.
On page 55, clarify that enforcing housing and yard maintenance is not intended to
represent a change in practice that is more proactive than the current system; also
clarify what it means to protect single family neighborhoods from “ encroachment”
ensure that new description references specifically development
There is an intersection between affordability in Hopkins and keeping older
buildings up to date. Renovated properties may increase in value/ rent, making
them less affordable. Plan should acknowledge the challenge in balancing these
priorities.
The plan addresses both ownership and rental housing. From experience with the
community, it seems that renters are typically here because they are committed to
this community and want to stay here. Some have rented in the area for many
years.
The region has entrenched racial and economic disparities, which reflect past
actions by cities – which in turn have a responsibility to address them

8/ 28/ 18
Planning
Commission
public input
8/ 28/ 18
Planning
Commission
public input
8/ 28/ 18
Planning
Commission
public input
8/ 28/ 18
Planning

Make clarifications and provide
descriptions as suggested

Ensure that the plan reflects
the need to balance priorities

Comment acknowledged

Ensure plan reflects a range of
housing tools to benefit renters
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16.

17.

The comprehensive plan generally reflects values around equity and disparities,
though it may need stronger language in terms of policies and more clarification as
to roles and responsibilities. Policies should reflect that 66% of housing is currently
rental, so rental-related policies benefit the majority of the community. Need more
clarification in terms of new public sources for preserving existing housing stock and
policies for new housing such as inclusionary zoning and right of first refusal. (note:
individual indicated afterwards that more specific comments to this effect will be
forwarded to the City during the comment period – these comments are included
here as well)
Thanks for this opportunity. As a member of the Blake Road Corridor Collaborative
and the director of a local non-profit (ICA Food Shelf) I am pleased with the overall
Comprehensive Plan. This is hard work and I commend all the community members,
city council and city staff on the work that went into this. Thank you. As housing is
part of this plan (Section 4), and especially as it relates to Hopkins large number of
naturally occurring affordable housing units, the fact that the SWLRT will be coming
through is a huge factor in the housing of Hopkins. In section 4 there is mention of
Continue to explore public policy that provides protection against tenant
displacement.". It really sounds like a "plan to plan" which typically is something to
steer clear of in strategic planning ( or in this case Comprehensive Planning). There is
no mention of tracking this or a goal knowing if this has been done. How will you
know how many people have been displaced but found other housing in Hopkins?
How will you know if people had to move to other communities? How will you
know if those displaced are our low-income residents? What indicator will be used a policy was created or not? Or a policy was created and this is the number/% of
residents displaced. A starting point might be to change " Continue to explore public
policy that provides protection against tenant displacement." to "Create a public
policy that provides protection against tenant displacement." and then a
corresponding indicator that tracks displacement. Not easy, but in my opinion the
item has no depth without some actionable item.
Thank you for the work on this plan. Here are a few thoughts: The narrative section
of the update to the plan notes the potential for displacement and gentrification to
occur in the city, and the importance of steps to prevent this. For example, in
Section 4 Housing, a policy listed under Goal 2 (on page 53) is to "Continue to

Commission
public input

Peg Keenan,
online
comment
portal

At this time, the City is
considering a tenant protection
policy. The specific policy will
help determine the appropriate
indicators to track.

Anonymous
Online
comment
portal

At this time, the City is
considering a tenant protection
policy. The specific policy will
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18.

explore public policy that provides protection against tenant displacement." Could
this be carried through and reflected in the implementation section of the plan as
well? To this end, add an action step reflecting the desire to protect against
displacement and gentrification, and create a way to track whether (and to what
extent) displacement is occurring in the city in order to have a corresponding
indicator.
How we will we make the townhome south of Excelsior boulevard into a complete
neighborhood that meets the aesthetic standards laid out in the plan? Should there
be more in this plan that encourages development of additional units on single
family lots? See the Minneapolis Plan - building and renting back house and
additional units is an affordable wealth building strategy and enables senior living
and affordable housing options.

help determine the appropriate
indicators to track.

Nathan
Miller, online
comment
portal

Comment acknowledged

From
8/ 28/ 18
Planning
Commission
public input

Proposed Response
Update policy to include focus
on encouraging diversity in
artist housing, with a goal of
affordable options for all

8/ 28/ 18
Planning
Commission
public input
Nathan
Miller, online
comment
portal

Acknowledge the need for food
security and assistance in
narrative.

SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT
Quality of Life
Advisory Comments
Number Comment
1.
On page 69, do not specifically call out affordable housing for artists; artist housing
is not consistent with racial equity goals due to typical tenant mix; if it is included
emphasize the need for diverse residents; in general, focus should be on affordable
housing for everyone; counterpoint: artists bring vibrancy and unique perspectives
that add value to the community and so should still encourage artists to live here
2.
55% of ICA Food Shelf participants come from Hopkins. ICA also serves multiple
communities between Hopkins and Shorewood. This means that around 17.8% of
Hopkins residents at least occasionally use the food shelf – though not all are
regulars.
3.
As we discuss Equity and Incusion: Can we promote new means of ownership?
Community financed and owned projects? How do we enable the diverse citizens
we bring in to invest in and become wealthy in Hopkins? I want more co-op
community owned apartments. I want more co-op employee owned businesses.
This plan will make developers rich. How could it grow the stable wealth of our
diverse citizens?

Comment acknowledged
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How could we learn how to organize civic life from new residents? Lets learn from
citizens who were born or educated elsewhere how they would provide city
services, lay out the physical environment, or ensure accountability. We need to
build a new Hopkins community of everyone who has found their way to living here.
We need to define new ways to celebrate together, mourn together, and progress
towards a shared vision of the future. What holidays do we need to add to the
public calendar to celebrate with our whole community? How could mainstream
Hopkins reflect all of these? Could the city of Hopkins be a pioneer in community
policing? Radically change the role of police in the community. Hold the police
accountable to community boards. Educate police officers as social workers and
treat community health issues as health issues that we can help heal. Do we need to
pay our police officers more and then hold them to higher standards and expect
more education, community engagement, and working together to make a stronger
community?

Sense of Community
Advisory Comments
Number Comment
1.
The Center applauds the City for incorporating racial equity and economic inclusion
into several of the plan’s foundational statements, including:
1. “Race and Equity” was identified through the planning process as one of the eight
focus areas ( priorities for policy and plan implementation): “ Proactively identify and
address racial disparities in the community and promote equity for everyone.”
2. The Cultivate Hopkins vision statement includes “ equity” as one of the three
guiding principles ( together with sustainability and resilience).
3. The Economic Competitiveness section provides “ direction for a healthy, robust
and equitable economy,” including a goal to “promote economic equity in Hopkins,
to benefit residents regardless of identity or background.”
4. The Sense of Community section provides “ direction for community connections,
equity and inclusiveness, and culture and identity,” including a goal to “proactively

From
Center for
Economic
Inclusion

Proposed Response
Comment acknowledged
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2.

3.

support the development and maintenance of an equitable and inclusive
community.”
Equity and accessibility are also addressed in a goal within “ Parks and Trails.”
Additionally, a theme of openness to change pervades the plan, which can support
the achievement of racial equity goals.
The Center supports the data disaggregation by race in many of the plan’ s
appendices. Examples include: poverty, unemployment, labor force participation,
household income, health insurance and homeownership. Similarly, the Race and
Equity Survey data are disaggregated by race, illuminating differences in the lived
experience among whites and People of Color. The Center encourages this type of
data analysis because it enables the City to identify where racial disparities exist, a
necessary step towards closing them. Opportunities exist to disaggregate other data
in the plan by race; one example is housing cost burden. Also, by disaggregating the
Cultivate Hopkins Survey data and Online Issues Mapping by race, the City could
identify any specific needs and opportunities expressed by People of Color. The City
might also consider including data on vehicle- free households in the plan and
disaggregating it by race. The plan’s appendices include spatial analyses such as a
dot map showing the residences of People of Color, and a map of the City’ s Area of
Concentrated Poverty. Also included is a map that shows job access ( low-wage jobs
and low-wage workers in 2010) and a map of regional transit accessibility. The
Center supports these spatial analyses by race and income and encourages the City
to replicate this approach on a local basis. For example, the City could map People
of Color and the ACP in relation to community assets, investments and challenges.
This would enable the City to identify opportunities to advance equity and evaluate
past efforts.
The plan contains several policies and action steps to promote racial equity and
economic inclusion, most notably within the Sense of Community, Economic
Competitiveness and Implementation sections. The Center supports these policies
and strategies and offers suggestions to strengthen them in the “ Additional
Comments” section below. In general, the Center encourages more specificity in
language, leveraging existing resources for more efficient implementation, and an
asset— based approach to economic inclusion.

Center for
Economic
Inclusion

Disaggregation of data was
done where possible. In some
cases, the data sets were too
small to make meaningful
distinctions by race and
geography, or data were not
complete enough.
Added implementation step
regarding spatial analysis
recommendation and other
analysis.

Center for
Economic
Inclusion

Comment acknowledged
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4.

5.

Several parts of the plan state the City’ s intent to evaluate the impact of policies
and strategies on People of Color in Hopkins. For example, Goal 2 under Sense of
Community contains a policy about using a racial equity toolkit, and the
Implementation section includes an action step to “assess equity impact of specific
City policies and regulations.” The Center supports these evaluation plans and
encourages the City to feature them more prominently in the plan. One way to do
this would be to add an additional section in the “Implementation Tools” section
under the “ Public Program and Tools” with the subtitle “ Racial Equity Evaluation.”
This section could describe in detail how a racial equity tool will be applied to
decisions and investments within the City. By doing so, the City would demonstrate
that racial equity evaluation is a high priority and that it will apply across everything
the City does, not only in the predictable areas such as workforce diversity.
Racial equity evaluation works best when a diverse set of stakeholders provide
input into criteria and goals. These processes can provide learning opportunities for
community members, staff members and others. Therefore, the Center encourages
the City to commit resources to form strong, collaborative partnerships with the
community and regional partners to ensure the most effective evaluation of its
investments.
Goal 2 under “ Sense of Community” outlines four policies intended to “proactively
support the development and maintenance of an equitable and inclusive
community.”
The first policy under this goal is “ celebrate, respect, and represent the diverse
social and cultural backgrounds of the community and its members and seek to
address any disparities in outcomes.” Recognizing that this policy contains a
multiplicity of related but distinct actions, the Center suggests that the City break
this policy into two: one policy focused on process ( celebrate, respect and
represent) and the other focused on outcomes ( address disparities in outcomes).
Also, the Center suggests that the outcomes- focused policy should refer to the
racial disparities that the plan has already uncovered and describe how it will
address them. For example, a revised outcomes- based policy could read: “ close
racial disparities in outcomes [ link to appendix] through dedicated resources,
partnership, ongoing evaluation and continuous improvement.”
The second policy under this goal is “ explore the development of a race and equity
toolkit to evaluate public and private projects.” Rather than developing a new

Center for
Economic
Inclusion

Added implementation step
regarding investigating
potential to use a racial equity
toolkit.

Center for
Economic
Inclusion

Clarify and strengthen language
of policies as recommended.
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6.

7.

toolkit, the Center encourages the City to move more quickly by leveraging one or
more of the many existing high-quality tools, such as GARE’ s Racial Equity Toolkit
and the Equitable Development Principles and Scorecard. Also, the Center
encourages the City to apply the tool to ongoing programs and investments as well
as discrete projects. Finally, these tools are most effective when used by a group
with diverse perspectives, that includes staff, residents and other partners. A
revised policy might read: “ systematically and collaboratively apply a racial equity
tool to public and private investments at multiple decision points, transparently
report the results, and make adjustments accordingly."
Second, in the Quality of Life Goal # 6, it uses the phrase " residents as empowered
partners". I love that phrase!!! While this was used while talking about
crime/ safety, it would be great to use that phrase in other community engagement
areas that occur in the Sense of Community Goal 1 area. And of course ensuring
residents are empowered partners is not an easy thing to do, I think you can see it
done in the Blake Road Corridor Collaborative work. It can be done. It has been
done in Hopkins. But even in this feedback form, have you made this easy for all
residents to respond to? You may have and congratulations if you have been able to
ensure a diverse group could respond. Like senior residents without computers or
technology expertise, or those whose primary language is not English, but have
lived in this community for years or decades and are part of the amazing quilted
fabric that makes Hopkins what it is. I did not see where if this form was able to be
online in the other major languages used by Hopkins residents. Was the plan
translated into different languages. So even now you may not be getting the
feedback from the plan you need. With adding " residents as empowered partners"
to this part of the plan, it means not only gathering the ideas and empowering of
some of the community, but all segments of the community. Then, not only getting
ideas, but using them! It is so easy for those in positions of power to say, " oh, but
that won't work because..." How do those of us in power move outside our boxes
and utilize the collective wisdom of all our residents? Then not only using ideas
from different parts of the community, but having an indicator in this area - ex.
outcomes, processes, programs, plans, projects, etc. that reflect the needs and
interests of all residents. Thank you for this opportunity to respond.
In the implementation section of the plan, Quality of Life Goal # 6 describes
collaborating with "residents as empowered partners" to prevent and reduce crime

Peg Keenan,
online
comment
portal

The plan documents a range of
community engagement
opportunities that were
provided throughout the
planning process in addition to
the online comment portal.

Anonymous
Online

Add reference to residents as
empowered partners to Sense
19

and increase perceptions of safety (page 122). I would suggest adding this
description of collaborating with "residents as empowered partners" to other areas
of the implementation section as well - particularly the areas that discuss
community engagement. One example would be Sense of Community Goal 1 expand the idea of "everyone participating" as currently stated in this goal to
include collaborating with "residents as empowered partners." In turn, in addition
to "level of involvement in community events and programs", add a potential
indicator to include " outcomes, processes, programs, plans, projects, etc. that
reflect the needs and interests of all residents."

comment
portal

of Community Goal 1, and
amend potential indicators as
noted.

From
Met Council

Proposed Response
Acknowledge comment and
clarify plans to develop more
specific metrics already
addressed in implementation
plan.

DNR

Add reference to encouraging
use of native plants in public
and private development

NATURAL ENVIRONMENT
Sustainability and Natural Resources
Advisory Comments
Number Comment
1.
Overall, the resilience and solar access protection and development components
are quite impressive. Staff recommend including policies that quantitatively link
solar energy protection and development with greenhouse gas emissions. The
following policies from the City of Farmington’ s draft 2040 plan may be helpful:
Policy 4.1: Follow the state energy goal guidelines of reducing greenhouse
gas emissions to 20% of the City’s 2015 baseline levels by the year 2050.
Policy 4.2: Establish interim goals every 5 to 10 years.
2.
Land Use. We encourage you to discuss the importance of enhancing access to
nature for your city’s residents. As the city intensifies development, the quality of
public and private green spaces becomes especially important. We recommend
including policies that encourage private and public developments to be planted
with native flowers, grasses, shrubs and tree species. Species such as monarchs rely
on these plants, and it does not take many plants to attract butterflies, other
beneficial pollinators as well as migrating and resident birds. Adding more native
plants into landscaping, not only enhances the health and diversity of pollinators
and wildlife populations, these plants can also help filter and store storm water, a
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policy that is consistent with other goals in your plan. For more information consult
DNR’ s pollinator page.

3.

Plant lists and suggestions for native plants can be incorporated into:
Landscape guidelines to improve the aesthetics in for commercial and
industrial areas
Street tree planting plans
City gateway features
Along ponds and waterways.
Small nature play areas in children’ s parks
Along the edges of ballfield complexes.
o Riparian areas
Development / Transportation Policies to Protect wildlife. Consider adding policies
that take wildlife into consideration as transportation and redevelopment projects
occur on private as well as public lands. To enhance the health and diversity of
wildlife populations, encourage developers of lands to retain natural areas or
restore them with native species after construction. One larger area is better than
several small “ islands” or patches; and connectivity of habitat is important. Animals
such as frogs and turtles need to travel between wetlands and uplands throughout
their life cycle. Consult DNR’ s Best Practices for protection of species and Roadways
and Turtles Flyer for self-mitigating measures to incorporate into design and
construction plans. Examples of more specific measures include:
Preventing entrapment and death of small animals especially reptiles and
amphibians, by specifying biodegradable erosion control netting (‘ bionetting’ or ‘natural netting’ types (category 3N or 4N)), and specifically not
allow plastic mesh netting. (p. 25)
Providing wider culverts or other passageways under paths, driveways and
roads while still considering impacts to the floodplain.
Including a passage bench under bridge water crossings. ( p. 17) because
typical bridge riprap can be a barrier to animal movement along
streambanks.
Use curb and storm water inlet designs that don’ t inadvertently direct small
mammals and reptiles into the storm sewer. (p. 24). Installing
surmountable curbs” ( Type D or S curbs) allows animals ( e.g., turtles) to

DNR

Add policy regarding
considering wildlife in
transportation and
development projects.
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4.

5.

6.

7.
8.
9.

climb over and exit roadways. Traditional curbs/ gutters tend to trap animals
on the roadway. Another option is to install/ create curb breaks every, say,
100 feet (especially important near wetlands).
Using smart salting practices to reduce impacts to downstream aquatic
species.
Fencing could be installed near wetlands to help keep turtles off the road
fences that have a j -hook at each end are more effective than those that
don’ t).
Open Spaces and Natural Resources. A map of the city’ s natural resources would
help illustrate the concept that cities with significant urban development also
contain natural resources – some of which may not be as visible. Such a map could
include and label Minnehaha and Nine Mile Creeks, watershed boundaries,
remaining wetlands and could also show tree canopy density using a data source
such as the National Land Cover Database. The DNR’ s data layer Pollution Sensitivity
of Near-Surface Materials on the MN Geospatial Commons would show the areas in
Hopkins with high sensitivity ( a large band in the middle of the city).
Personal Autonomous Vehicles have the potential to increase emissions, where
shared vehicles would result in few emissions. I think it is important to connect this
back to climate and ensure the city (and other cities) doesn’ t enable unintended
consequences w/ AVs.
EVs & EV infrastructure are not mentioned until much later and only very
briefly – they would fit in here; I don’t see any implementation strategies
related either
Consider adding resilience policies to Emergency Response: micro- grid, back- up
power to critical infrastructure, etc. This could fit better under hazard management
and mitigation
Add stormwater management, vegetation to Greener Development – addressed
nicely in stormwater management.
Strong building section
Wind is probably not a good resource w/ in Hopkins, might be careful about
including it here

DNR

Many of these features are
mapped in the Natural
Environment element,
particularly the local water
management plan. Add map of
Pollution Sensitivity of NearSurface Materials.

Great Plains
Institute

Add implementation strategy
regarding encouraging use of
EVs in the city.

Great Plains
Institute

Add policy to emergency
response section regarding
resilience.
Add reference to stormwater
management as indicated
Comment acknowledged

Great Plains
Institute
Great Plains
Institute
Great Plains
Institute

Ensure that language is
appropriate for community
context.
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10.

In addition to renewable energy targets – consider carbon emissions reduction
targets

Great Plains
Institute

11.

On page 74, need to define how “ environmentally sensitive” areas are determined

12.

Can we commit to having an organic recycling option in place? Language on that
goal is pretty loose.

8/ 28/ 18
Planning
Commission
public input
Nathan
Miller, online
comment
portal

Clarify that the city will follow
the state energy guide to work
towards reducing emissions.
Add descriptions regarding
these determinations, some of
which is in appendices
At this time, the city is still
exploring options as to how
this could be provided

Surface Water Management
Incomplete Comments
Number Comment
1.
The Plan needs to include drainage areas, volumes, rates, and paths of stormwater
runoff. This information is required for a local water resources management plan
and can be incorporated by reference if available from another source, but the
source needs to be clearly stated.
2.
The stormwater runoff from the City drains to Minnehaha Creek and Nine Mile
Creek, which are impaired for chloride, dissolved oxygen, and fish and aquatic
intervertebrate bioassessments. The Plan should discuss how the City‘s surface
runoff affects those impaired waters and what the City' s role is or will be in fulfilling
current and future TMDL allocations, including related implementation projects and
funding sources needed to address these impairments.
3.
Finally, the Plan referred to a few figures, but all figures numbered as “ WRX. X” are
not found either in the Water Resources Management Plan or in the City' s
Comprehensive Plan. Please update or indicate where those figures can be found,
4.
Regulatory Authority. There are references in the SWMP to application of NMCWD
regulatory criteria, but the SWMP also appears to rely on implementation of
unspecified city ordinances to protect water resources and mitigate flood risk. The

From
Met Council

Proposed Response
Added information in Section
5.3 and on Figure SW- 10

Met Council

Section 7.2, Policy 2.8 has been
added to address this comment

Met Council

The plan figure numbers have
been updated

Nine Mile
Creek
Watershed

Added language to Section 3.4
Permitting, that includes a
statement that the City defers
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draft SWMP includes a reference to updating city ordinances “ to stay compliant
with the NPDES and MS4 permits, ” but otherwise, the draft SWMP observes that
the city, watershed districts, state agencies, Hennepin County and the US. Corps of
Engineers “ hav[ e] some level of administration responsibility. ” At the same time,
under the heading “ Permitting,” the draft SWMP incorrectly summarizes the
existing relationship between NMCWD and the city with regard to exercise of
regulatory authority, stating that NMCWD serves to advise the city as to regulation.
NMCWD recognizes the SWMP’ s clear affirmation, in the Goal 4: Wetlands section,
that NMCWD will continue to serve as the Wetland Conservation Act Local
Government Unit for that portion of the city within NMCWD' s jurisdiction.) Other
than with regard to the exercise of WCA jurisdiction, the SWMP does not include a
clear statement of the city's intent with regard to exercise of regulatory jurisdiction
to protect water resources and mitigate flood risk, as required to ensure
consistency with section 6.2 of the NMCWD Plan. Further, if the city intends to
exercise sole regulatory authority itself, the draft SWMP lacks the detailed, specific
updates to the city’s ordinances that would be necessary for NMCWD to find that
the city will protect water resources and prevent flooding to the same degree that
the NMCWD rules do. At a minimum. the SWMP must be revised to include a clear
statement of the city’s intent with regard to the exercise of regulatory jurisdiction
to protect water resources from degradation and mitigate flood risk. (See
Minnesota Rules 8410.0160, subpart 3(4), and the NMCWD Plan, subsection 6.2.1.)
In making revisions to clarify its intent, the city needs to consider subsection 6.2.1
of the NMCWD Plan, which provides a very specific framework to ensure
implementation of a cohesive and protective regulatory program, as well as
specifics on local-water—plan elements needed for NMCWD approval, if the city
intends to exercise sole regulatory authority. The SWMP must not only commit to
submitting ordinances for a determination by NMCWD that they are at least as
protective as NMCWD rules, but also that they will be amended within six months
of notice of amendment of the NMCWD rules. The SWMP would also have to note
that the plan and ordinances would have to provide that variances from standards
adopted to achieve consistency with watershed organization rules will be provided
to NMCWD for review (when applicable to land within NMCWD’ s jurisdiction).
Minnesota Statutes section 103B.211, subdivision 1(a)(3)(ii).) Alternatively, if the
city intends to re-authorize NMCWD to continue to exercise regulatory authority,

its permitting authority over to
NMCWD. Also, a sentence was
added to this section that
states “ MCWD and NMCWD
will continue to exercise
regulatory authority in
accordance with Minnesota
Statue 103B.211, Subd. 1 (a) (3)
ii).”
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5.

6.

7.

8.

the SWMP should specify how the city will direct potentially regulated parties to
NMCWD to proceed through the permitting process. It is not for NMCWD to direct
the city as to what its decision on this point should be. But the SWMP must be clear
and complete on this point. NMCWD recommends that the city revise the SWMP to
state that NMCWD will continue to exercise regulatory authority in accordance with
Minnesota Statutes section 103B.211, subd. 1(a)(3)(ii). Hopkins always has the
option to amend the plan later and provide for exercise of sole regulatory
jurisdiction by the city if it later determines that such an approach is best.
The draft SWMP includes no information on the Nine Mile Creek Bank
Stabilization and Habitat Enhancement Project and the cooperative agreement
between the city and NMCWD that provided the legal framework for its
completion. The amended and restated agreement was fully executed by the
parties on December 7, 2011. Most important, section 3.2.7 of the agreement
makes Hopkins responsible for the ongoing ordinary maintenance of the project;
this commitment should be reflected in this section and must be shown in Table
WR- 6 with designation of a funding source for the work.
The water-quality goal for the SWMP is stated, “ Achieve water quality standards in
lakes, creeks, and wetlands consistent with their intended use and established
classification,” which appears to be a reference to state-set goals. But the SWMP
should address how the city will work to achieve NMCWD standards for lakes,
wetlands and the creek with the Nine Mile Creek watershed in the city.
Goal 5: Groundwater. The Goal 5 section on groundwater management policies
could be greatly improved by the specification of specific groundwater- conservation
steps the city will take in implementing its new plan. (NMCWD Plan subsection
7.1.1.) This section also includes discussion of the city’s continued implementation
of its wellhead protection plan, though the most recent update is not included as an
appendix to the plan as it should be. Also, in accordance with the relevant
requirement in subsection 7.1.1 of the NMCWD Plan, the city needs to commit to
providing NMCWD with any future updates of its wellhead protection plan.
As noted above with regard to water resource management- related agreements.
Hopkins' commitment to and funding for maintenance of the Nine Mile Creek Bank
Stabilization and Habitat Enhancement Project must be shown in Table WR-6.

Nine Mile
Creek
Watershed

This agreement has expired
and is no longer valid and is
therefore no included in the
plan. However, the table has
been updated to plan for
ongoing channel maintenance.

Nine Mile
Creek
Watershed

Section 7.2, Policy 2.8 has been
added to address this
comment.

Nine Mile
Creek
Watershed

The WHPP is included in the
Appendix. Section 7.5, Policy
5.6 has been added to address
this comment.

Nine Mile
Creek
Watershed

This agreement has expired
and is no longer valid and is
therefore no included in the
plan. However, the table has
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9.

Table WR-6 must be revised to include prioritization of the city’s implementation
work, as required by Minnesota Rules 8410.0106. subpart 2E.

10.

2. Identify MCWD data systems in the local plan and describe their application to
LGU activity in order for the District to ensure that the LGU is aware of these
systems and that they are being used for common intended purposes. Partially
meets requirements. The Summary ( Page 2) indicates the City will utilize MCWD’ s
updated Plan and notes the City will continue to work to ensure that its goals,
policies and development standards are consistent with MCWD’ s Plan and rules.
Functional assessment of wetlands ( FAW) is not mentioned in the Plan nor is the
District’ s H& H study, although several water resources studies carried out as
feasibility reports are listed in Table WR1. 2.
4. Maps of current land use and land use at the LGU planning horizon. Partially
meets requirements. Figure SW— OS provides a land cover map and Figure SW-O8
provides existing land use. A future land use map is not provided in the Water
Resources Management Plan. A future land use plan is included in the
Comprehensive Plan. Please include or reference in the Water Resources Plan.
5. Maps of drainage areas under current and future planned land use with paths,
rates and volumes of stormwater runoff. Partially meets requirements. Figure SW01 depict HHPLS subwatersheds and City “ drainage districts,” but does not indicate
subwatershed flow direction. On page 7 the Plan notes that the City has been
delineated into 60 subwatersheds, but none are depicted on a figure. Figure SW—
OZ depicts drainage districts and storm sewers with sewer flow direction. The
District’ s HHPLS study, which encompasses about a third of the City, is not
referenced. Some small areas have been modeled. Please provide stormwater rate
and volume information. Please provide a map of major watershed boundaries and
written description of their geographical and physical characteristics
6. A stormwater conveyance map meeting standards of the current MS4 general
permit and indicating an outfall or a connection at the LGU boundary. Partially
meets requirements. Figure 5W-02 depicts storm sewers with flow direction. M54
permit requires stormwater flow direction in the pipes, outfalls with unique ID
numbers and geographic coordinates, structural stormwater BMPs and receiving

11.

12.

13.

Nine Mile
Creek
Watershed
Minnehaha
Creek
Watershed

been updated to plan for
ongoing channel maintenance.
Prioritization has been added
to Table 9.4: Proposed
Implementation Program.
FAW and H & H study have
been included in Table 5.3

Minnehaha
Creek
Watershed

The future land use map has
been referenced on Pg. 7,
Section 3.1.

Minnehaha
Creek
Watershed

Subwatershed flow direction is
shown on Figure SW-01. The
City’s subwatersheds are
shown on Figure SW-08. The
HHPLS study is referenced in
Table 5.3. Rate and volume
information has been included
in Section 5.3 and Figure SW10.

Minnehaha
Creek
Watershed

NPDES Inventory Map, Figure
SW-08 has been added.
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14.

15.

waters. These details are not included in Figure 5W—02. City' s M54 Permit
indicates the storm sewer system map and inventory are in compliance with M54
requirements — figure from M54 permit should be included in the Water Resources
Plan or at a minimum be referenced; Figure 5W-02 could also be updated.
7. An inventory of public and private stormwater management facilities including
the location, facility type and party responsible for maintenance ( e.g., landowner,
homeowner’ s association, LGU, other third party). Partially meets requirements.
Table WR1.6 on Page 22 indicates a storm sewer maintenance program and storm
sewer pond maintenance & cleanout as being funded by a stormwater utility fund
these are assumed to be for public facilities. Policy 1.3 on Page 12 notes that
the City will maintain and inspect stormwater management facilities to assure they
function as designed. Page 20 indicates the stormwater utility fund is used for
expenses associated with maintaining and improving the stormwater system.
However, private stormwater facilities are not mentioned, and an actual inventory
of public and private stormwater facilities is not presented.
8. A listing and summary of existing or potential water resource— related problems
wholly or partly within LGU corporate limits. A problem assessment consistent with
Minnesota Rules 8410.0045, subpart 7, is to be completed for each. This includes
but is not limited to:
Areas of present or potential future local flooding.
Landlocked areas.
Regional storage needs.
Partially meets requirements. An Assessment of Problems that addresses water
resource- related problems begins on Page 17. Water quantity and water quality
issues are the first two problems listed. Per MN Rules 8410.0045 subpart 7,
problems are identified, and funding levels addressed in Table WR1.6 (Page22), but
prioritization of problems to be addressed is not addressed. A specific flooding area
is described on Page 9, and flood control is the stated purpose of the Stormwater
Management Goal (Page11). Page7 states that there are several landlocked areas in
the City that need to be addressed. Storage needs are touched on in the floodplain
management policies ( Page16) and with the Stormwater Management Goal on an
on-site basis (Page11).

Minnehaha
Creek
Watershed

Section 7.1.1., Policy 1.3 has
been added regarding private
pond management. A pond
inventory table has been
included in Figure SW-08.

Minnehaha
Creek
Watershed

The Proposed Implementation
Program, Table 9.4 has been
prioritized.
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

10. Inventory of real property owned by the LGU, including discussion of (i) water
resource issues and opportunities associated with its properties, and (ii) potential
opportunities to coordinate with the District or other partners. Partially meets
requirements. Water resource issues are presented beginning Page 17 — the
Assessment of Problems. However, an inventory of real property (municipal
buildings, lots, etc.) owned by the City is not provided and the water resource issues
within the context of City properties are not addressed. Coordination with MCWD is
included in several portions of the Plan.
11. Incorporates the inventory and description of practices from its SWPPP
regarding facilities that it owns or operates and municipal operations that may
contribute pollutants to groundwater or surface waters. Does not meet
requirements. City’ s M54 Permit states that the City will complete a facilities
inventory within 12 months of permit extension. An inventory is not provided in the
Plan.
12. Include map and inventory of stormwater management facilities, including
responsible party and maintenance condition and schedule. See # 7 above.
13. A description of the LGU’ s approach to maintenance of stormwater
management practices constructed in conjunction with private development.
Partially meets requirements. Policy 1.3 on Page 12 states the City shall maintain
and periodically inspect stormwater management facilities and structures. Page 20
states the stormwater utility fund is used for expenses associated with maintaining
the City’s stormwater system, and Table WR1.6 addresses maintenance. However,
the Plan does not describe how the City approaches maintenance of stormwater
management practices in conjunction with private development.
14. Information related to the issue of deferred maintenance of public and private
stormwater management practices, to inform a cooperative approach to addressing
the issue (optional). Not addressed. Land Use Planning and Development
Regulation
15. Identify those areas within or adjacent to the LGU that the LGU has designated
in its CLUP for potential development or redevelopment within the CLUP planning
horizon. This includes planned rezoning, land assembly, and infrastructure
extension or expansion. Partially meets requirements. Summary on Page 2 and
Future Land Use paragraph on Page 4 both indicate that the City is fully developed

Minnehaha
Creek
Watershed

Section 8.8 - NPDES MS4
Permit was added, along with a
copy of the City’s SWPPP in the
appendix.

Minnehaha
Creek
Watershed

Figure SW- 08: NPDES Inventory
and Figure SW- 09: City Owned
Property were added.

Minnehaha
Creek
Watershed
Minnehaha
Creek
Watershed

Figure SW- 08: NPDES Inventory
and a copy of the SWPPP were
added.
Section 7.1, Policy 1.3 was
added to address private
stormwater facilities.

Minnehaha
Creek
Watershed

Comment acknowledged

Minnehaha
Creek
Watershed

Redevelopment opportunities
have been called out in Section
3.1 Future Land Use.
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22.

and land use changes will be a result of redevelopment. City’s emphasis on
permitting ( Page 5), design criteria (Page 10), stormwater management ( Page 11),
and wetlands ( Page 14) as they pertain to development and redevelopment are
clear. However, the Plan discusses development and redevelopment in general
terms and does not discuss the areas in which these activities are anticipated. The
City’ s Comp Plan indicates that redevelopment plans “ focus on several key
opportunity areas in the city, namely the Green Line Extension station areas,
including adjacent areas in Downtown Hopkins and the Blake Road Corridor.” These
too could be called out in this Plan and indicate that those are stormwater
management opportunities.
17. Describe the procedures by which the LGU plans, programs and implements
each of the following:
Transportation infrastructure
Sewer and water infrastructure
Park and recreation land acquisition and management
Conservation land acquisition and management
The description should include the date of the most recent approved capital
implementation or land acquisition and management program, the frequency of
program updating, the internal procedures to develop and approve the
implementation program and to implement specific actions, and how programming
and implementation is coordinated with other LGU activities.
Partially meets requirements. A Transportation Plan is included as Chapter 8 of the
City’ s Comprehensive Plan, and park and recreation planning are outlined in
Chapter 7 of the same document — Plan should reference these chapters/ plans
specifically. The example of 13th Ave N (Page 9) provides a glimpse into how sewer
and water infrastructure are planned and implemented; Page 10 addresses how
future storm sewer collection systems are evaluated and designed. Conservation
land acquisition is not addressed and no existing conservation lands are mentioned
with the City being fully developed, acquisition would not be expected. The date
of the most recently— approved implementation plan is not provided, and no
hyperlink is provided. Table WR1.6 suggests that the City’s stormwater utility fund
has provided and will continue to provide the majority of funding for
implementation.

Minnehaha
Creek
Watershed

Section 9.3, addressing the
City’ s Capital Improvement
Program has been added.
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23.

24.

25.

18. Provide links to small area/ redevelopment plans, capital implementation
programs, and land acquisition and management plans listed pursuant to item 17.
Partially meets requirements. Whereas redevelopment is addressed in several areas
of the plan, links for capital implementation programs and land
acquisition/ management plans are not provided.
19. Evaluation of LGU’ s official controls with respect to the integration of water
resource and conservation protection.
Explain regulatory tools that create incentives to consolidate development
footprint to protect resources ( e.g., conservation development, clustering,
density credit, transfer of development rights) –
Dedication or development fees applied to support acquisition or
consolidation of public park, recreation or conservation land, particularly as
directed toward acquiring or protecting priority water resource areasSetbacks and/ or other vegetated buffer requirements with respect to
wetland or other surface waters, reconciled with other terms of its
development code that restrict development footprint
Tree preservation policy
Partially meets requirements. Page 5 states the City reviews, approves and permits
stormwater management plans on projects that meet the City’s ordinance
requirements and that watershed permits are required for projects that meet
district requirements. Policy 2.1 on Page12 states developments must meet City
erosion control ordinance and Policy 3.2 on Page 13 refers to the same erosion
control ordinance. Goal 6 on Page 15 refers to the City’s ordinance as it pertains to
floodplain management. A summary/ table of all the City’ s official controls would be
helpful. Policy 4.4 on Page 15 refers to the City’ s Engineering Design Guidelines,
which provide standards for protective vegetative buffers around wetlands.
However, details on regulatory tools that create incentives to consolidate
development footprints to protect resources, dedication of fees for park or
conservation land, and tree preservation are not covered in the Plan.
20. Identify other regulatory mandates concerning water resources under which the
LGU operates, including LGU' s role, responsibility, and compliance status. lnclude
Procedures for enforcement. Specifically addressing the following:
NPDES MS4 stormwater program

Minnehaha
Creek
Watershed

A hyperlink to the City’ s current
CIP has been added in Section
9.3.

Minnehaha
Creek
Watershed

Table 9.1 -Ordinances and
Official Controls has been
added that show City
ordinances that deal with
wetlands and tree retention.
Being that the City is fully
developed, they do not have
incentives to consolidate
development footprints or park
dedication fees.

Minnehaha
Creek
Watershed

Information about
nondegradation was added in
Section 8.2.
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26.

TMDL program impaired waters referend and TMDL framework
incorporated
State and Federal anti-degradation requirements
Safe drinking water act/ wellhead protection program
NFIP, State floodplain management law
State Shoreland Management Law
WCA
Partially meets requirements. Water resource management related agreements and
agencies with administrative responsibility in the City are presented on Page2
Page2 lists the M54 permit as one with which the City must comply.
Pages 19& 20 provide information on TMDLs and impaired waters within the
City; Page 20 underscores the City’s willingness to work with MPCA and
MCWD in the TMDL process.
State and Federal anti-degradation requirements are not referenced in the
Plan.
Page15 refers to the City’s Wellhead Protection Plan and outlines the
purpose, goal and policies.
Pages 4&5 outline the City’s floodplain ordinance and indicate MCWD’ s role
in regulation as well.
Page4 indicates the City does not have a shoreland ordinance; the Summary
on Page 2 suggests this is because the City has no lakes.
Policy 4.1 on Page 14 indicates the MCWD shall administer wetland
protection and mitigation in accordance with WCA— no changes to that
structure proposed.
22. Describe how regulatory activities are coordinated with the District.
How are potential permit applicants made aware of District permitting
requirements
Provide department( s) and positional contact information for regulatory
coordination and how this coordination will be initiated by LGU
Partially meets requirements. Page 5 states that MCWD serves in an advisory role
on development/ redevelopment and holds permitting authority— District staff
review development proposals and make recommendations— MCWD permits are
required for projects that meet the district’ s rule criteria. Department and

Minnehaha
Creek
Watershed

Information was added in
Section 3.4 about the
permitting process and Table
3.1 was added listing City
Contact Information.
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27.

positional contact information is not provided, and notation on how coordination
will be initiated is not stated.
24. Sets forth a coordination plan that connects the LGU and District in ways that
efficiently provide for timely coordination.
Annual meeting to review SWMP implementation
Transmittal of M54 report
Describes how the District can receive notice of and consult with the LGU
on its land use planning, infrastructure, park and recreation, and CIP efforts
Describes when and how LGU will provide notice on small area plans and
other focused development or redevelopment actions
Regulatory coordination — describe how LGU will share information and
coordinate on the following:
o Pre— application and permit reviews
o Construction site inspection and compliance
o WCA where LGU is WCA authority
o Implementation of District Rules where LGU is rule authority for any
of MCWD rules
Discussion of coordination opportunities now, on the horizon and/ or
requested in the future
Does not meet requirements MCWD Water Resources Plan, Appendix A, Paragraph
5 details an outline for the required, stand-alone, coordination plan. MCWD staff
are available to assist the City in creating this framework.
Goals and Policies of the Plan start on Page 11; Assessment of Problems starts on
Page 17; both sections outline several opportunities for coordination.
An annual meeting with the District is not proposed.
Goal 7 (Page 16) discusses holding at least one public meeting per year
to address the SWPPP annual report, but transmittal of the M54 report
to MCWD is not discussed.
Coordination efforts with MCWD regarding potential projects are set
forth in several areas throughout the Plan. However, the Plan does not
provide details on how the District will receive notice regarding
planning, infrastructure, park and rec, and ClP efforts.

Minnehaha
Creek
Watershed

Policies 7.5, 7.6, 7.7 and 7.8
have been added to address
these comments.

32

The Plan does not specifically address when and how notice will be
provided on small area plans and other development/ redevelopment
actions.
As stated in previous bullet, the Plan either states or suggests that coordination for
the listed elements will occur, but it does not cover how that coordination will look
28.
25. For each element in 24 above, describe when and how the communication will
occur and indicate the department and position for proposed communication plan.
Does not meet requirements. While coordination with MCWD is referenced
throughout the Plan, it does not cover when and how communication will occur
regarding points in #24 above. The Plan does not provide the department or
position responsible for the communication plan.
29.
28. P. 18, Impaired Waters section
The description “ Minnehaha Creek, from Porter Creek to the Minnesota River” is
incorrect. Minnehaha Creek flows from Grey’ s Bay to the Mississippi River.
30.
29. In a number of locations text referring to figures in the Water Resources Plan do
not match numbering on the figures themselves. There are also figures ( such as
SW— 03) that are not described or called out in the Plan.
31.
30. 1. The Plan needs to include drainage areas, volumes, rates, and paths of
stormwater runoff. This information is required for a local water resources
management plan and can be incorporated by reference if available from
another source but needs to be clearly stated
2. The stormwater runoff from the City drains to Minnehaha Creek and Nine
Mile Creek which are impaired for chloride, dissolved oxygen, and fish and
aquatic invertebrate bioassessments. The Plan should discuss how the City’s
surface runoff affects those impaired waters and what the City’s role is or
will be in fulfilling current and future TMDL allocations, including related
implementation projects and funding sources needed to address these
impairments.
3. Finally, the Plan referred to a few figures, but all figures numbered as
WRx.x” are not found either in the Water Resources Management Plan or
in the City’ s Comprehensive Plan. Please update or indicate where those
figures can be found. November 8, 2018
Advisory Comments
Number Comment

Minnehaha
Creek
Watershed

Language was added to Section
3.4 Permitting. Policy 7.8 was
added.

Minnehaha
Creek
Watershed
Minnehaha
Creek
Watershed
Met Council

This was corrected in Section
8.2., Impaired Waters.

From

The figures have been
renumbered and referenced
accordingly in the text.
1. Subwatershed flow direction
is shown on Figure SW-01.
The City’s subwatersheds
are shown on Figure SW-08.
The HHPLS study is
referenced in Table 5.3.
Rate and volume
information has been
included in Section 5.3 and
Figure SW-10.
2. Addressed in Section 7.2,
Policy 2.8
3. The figures have been
renumbered and referenced
accordingly in the text.
Proposed Response
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1.

2.

3.

if available at the time the City formally submits its Plan for review, we request the
City provide the final LWMP in an Appendix with a summary in the body of the Plan,
incorporating any recommended revisions from the Council and two Watershed
Districts’ reviews of the draft LWMP. if available at the time the Plan is formally
submitted, we also request that the City provide the dates that the two Watershed
Districts approved the final LWMP, and the date the City adopted the final LWMP.
Compliance with state rule. The SWMP briefly touches on the basic requirements of
Minnesota Rules 8410.016, but needs to be expanded in several areas; this memo
describes both required and suggested additions, revisions and clarifications to will
be needed for the SWMP to comply with the state rule and achieve consistency
with the NMCWD Plan. The SWMP is short on details, and addresses several
requirements in a very minimalistic manner, and would be improved by the
addition of detail on several points noted below. Performance standards and, areas
and elevations for stormwater storage adequate to meet them are needed.
Indeed, the SWMP lacks performance standards throughout.) Drainage areas and
volume, rates and paths of stormwater have not been defined; the SWMP notes2
that the city has been delineated into roughly 60 subwatersheds, but no map or
figure showing these areas or description of their features is provided. Water
quality protection methods adequate to meet performance standards are not
identified. NMCWD finds that while the SWMP’ s goal and policy statement are
generally consistent with the NMCWD Plan (with certain specific changes noted
below), the city should consider referencing and/ or incorporating policies and goals
from relevant watershed district plans, including the NMCWD Plan, to bolster the
scope and comprehensiveness of the city's goals and policies. Further, the city can
significantly improve the comprehensiveness and implementation effectiveness of
the SWMP by clarifying its deference to the exercise of regulatory authority by
NMCWD for the portion of the city within the Nine Mile Creek watershed, as
discussed in more detail below.

Met Council

Comment acknowledged

Nine Mile
Creek
Watershed

Comment acknowledged

Mechanical, typographical specifics. A table of contents and section numbering
would make the SWMP more readily navigated and would facilitate future
reference by city staff and partners in water- resources protection and floodmitigation efforts. In light of the lack of such reference points in the draft

Nine Mile
Creek
Watershed

A Table of Contents and section
numbering has been added.
References have been updated.
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4.

5.

6.

SWMP, NMCWD supplements the significant issues identified in this memo with
comments and suggested ( Roman text) or required (underlined) revisions as notes
in the attached Adobe Acrobat file.0 Also, the SWMP as presented in draft form has
confusing and seemingly disconnected references and cross-references to tables
and figures ( e.g., there is a reference on page 16 to “Table 1.0," but it appears that
instead, perhaps, the reference should be to Table WR— 4; there are references to
Figure SW— 01 in a few places in the draft plan but no such figure is readily found).0
The SWMP notes that because the city is effectively completely developed, “ future
land[—] use changes will be a result of redevelopment activities,” which strikes
NMCWD as a sound statement of an important background fact. From here,
though, the SWMP often incongruously refers to how “ development” will affect
stormwater and flood-flow management. The SWMP should generally address
water resource issues in redevelopment, consistent with the characterization of
future land-use early in the SWMP.
Baseline data update needed. The City should consider updating its hydrologic
hydraulic modeling.

Land-Use Planning Coordination. Section 1.4 of the NMCWD Plan discusses
NMCWD’ s interests in coordinating closely with not only city water—resource and
public works staffs, but with individuals and departments focused on planning and
economic development as well. The stated goal and continued intention is to
ensure integration of water-resource management and protection into city
redevelopment initiatives. The draft SWMP does not address this opportunity, but
NMCWD encourages Hopkins to consider at least a general commitment in the
SWMP that would reflect projects such as the effort to coordinate integration of
stormwater- management features into the construction of and redevelopment
along the Southwest Light Rail corridor.
NMCWD’ s flood-management elevations along the creek should be referenced.

Nine Mile
Creek
Watershed

Nine Mile
Creek
Watershed

Nine Mile
Creek
Watershed

Rate and volume information
has been included in Section
5.3 and Figure SW-10.
Updating the model has been
added as an implementation
item.
Added language in Section 3.1
Future Land Use

The flood panel hyperlink is
included in Section 3.3.
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7.

Modeling & Studies. A brief description of stormwater issues in the 13th Avenue
area is presented. Other problem areas within the Hopkins, if any, should be
identified and described here as well.

Nine Mile
Creek
Watershed

8.

Rain Gages. The draft SWMP states that Hopkins has a precipitation gage located at
the city public works facility. It should be noted that this gage is operated and
maintained by NMCWD.
Goal 2: Water Quality. Policy 2.7 states Hopkins’ intent to adopt policies to
minimize chloride contamination through attention to road- maintenance practices.
The SWMP notes that Nine Mile Creek is impaired for chloride and that a Total
Maximum Daily Load study has been approved for chloride reduction/ management.
No further discussion is provided for the implementation of chloride reduction in
Hopkins. The language in the draft SWMP should be expanded to state awareness
of NMCWD’ s chloride— management education and training efforts, as well as the
chloride- reduction requirement added to NMCWD’ s rules in 2018.
Goal 4: Wetlands. The SWMP mentions that a protective buffer strip must be
retained arounds wetlands. But no specific buffer— width requirements or
standards are identified and no reference to the standards establish in NMCWD
Rule 3.0: Wetland Management.
Goal 6: Floodplain Management. As required to harmonize the SWMP with the
NMCWD Plan ( subsection 7.1.1), the city must commit to coordinating with
NMCWD to develop floodplain information and set consistent flood elevations, as
well as maintaining critical loo-year flood-storage volumes. The SWMP states that
city ordinance will regulate development adjacent to the floodplain districts, but
should reference regulation of land-uses allowed by the city to ensure no
encroachment in or into the floodplain, to ensure no loss of floodplain storage, and
to ensure no structures are built without adequate freeboard. ( The policy
statements do address these requirements.) This section of the draft SWMP does
not reference or discuss NMCWD’ s floodplain- protection rule or the role of
NMCWD in regulating to mitigate flood risk.
1. An executive summary stating highlights of the local water plan. Meets
requirements. Plan is organized according to MR 8410 and includes the general
requirements.

Nine Mile
Creek
Watershed
Nine Mile
Creek
Watershed

9.

10.

11.

12.

Comment acknowledged. The
13th Ave summary is provided
in Table 5.3, because it was the
only study with results not fully
implemented.
Section 6.2 has been updated
to recognize this comment.
Section 7.2, Policy 2.9 has been
added to address this
comment.

Nine Mile
Creek
Watershed

Policy 4.4 has been updated in
Section 7.4.

Nine Mile
Creek
Watershed

Comment acknowledged

Minnehaha
Creek
Watershed

Comment acknowledged
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

3. A summary of water resource management— related agreements, including joint
powers agreements, into which the LGU has entered with watershed management
organizations, adjoining LGUs, private parties or others. Meets requirements. Page
2 lists the agencies that have some level of administrative responsibility in the City,
including MCWD.
9. A statement of the process to amend the local plan, consistent with Minnesota
Statutes §1038.23S. Meets requirements. The amendment process is covered in a
section that begins on Page 4. This paragraph should clearly set forth the types of
amendments that would be considered minor and would not require WMO review
and approval, and those that would adhere to the statutory amendment process.
16. List and describe completed or programmed small area plans and similar
planning activities to assess the LGU’ s role with respect to defined— area
redevelopment. Meets requirements. No small area plans are listed. However, the
Design Criteria section that starts on Page 9 notes the rate control requirements for
redevelopment. Page 10 states that redevelopment must include facilities to
provide water quality treatment and runoff control. Page 5 notes that MCWD will
serve in an advisory role and permitting authority for redevelopment.
21. Identify District assistance or coordination that would benefit any of these
programs.
Meets requirements. Coordination with MCWD is stated and implied throughout
the Plan.
23. Contains an implementation program, consistent with MN Rules 8410. 0160.
Meets requirements. Table WR 1.6 on Page 22 provides an implementation plan
with estimated costs and funding sources. Please include priorities.
26. Identify any District rules for which the LGU wishes to assume sole regulatory
authority, and provide the supplementary information required under Section 3.6.4
of the WMP.
Meets requirements. Policy 4.1 on Page 14 indicates the MCWD shall administer
wetland protection and mitigation in accordance with WCA— no changes to that
structure proposed— no changes to that structure or to any MCWD authority
proposed.
27. State whether the LGU intends to assume the role of "local government unit"
responsible to implement the Minnesota Wetlands Conservation Act (WCA) or
whether it chooses for the District to assume that role.

Minnehaha
Creek
Watershed

Comment acknowledged

Minnehaha
Creek
Watershed

Comment acknowledged

Minnehaha
Creek
Watershed

Comment acknowledged

Minnehaha
Creek
Watershed

Comment acknowledged

Minnehaha
Creek
Watershed
Minnehaha
Creek
Watershed

Comment acknowledged

Minnehaha
Creek
Watershed

Comment acknowledged

Comment acknowledged
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Meets requirements. Policy 4.1 on Page 14 indicates the MCWD shall administer
wetland protection and mitigation as LGU in accordance with WCA— no changes to
that structure proposed.

Water Supply
Incomplete Comments
Number Comment
1.
The Council has not yet reviewed the City’ s Water Supply Plan that was submitted
to the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources ( DNR) on March 19., 2018. if
changes are made to the water supply plan resulting from the DNR' s review of the
plan or from changes as a result of revisions to the full comprehensive plan, such as
changes to forecasts, the City will need to provide the Council and DNR with the
updated information when it submits its final Plan.

2.

In the meantime, Council staff recommend that the City develop and include
cooperative agreements for emergency water supply service.
Please also note that Appendix WR2.’ Water Supply, Treatment, and Distribution
uses outdated forecasts that are inconsistent with the forecasts used in the rest of
the Plan. Forecasts must be used consistently across plan elements.

From
Met Council

Proposed Response
Comments from the MnDNR
have yet to be received. The
water supply plan has been
revised and will be resubmitted
based on revised population
forecasts provided by the Met
Council.

Met Council

The water supply plan has been
revised and will be resubmitted
based on revised population
forecasts provided by the Met
Council.

From
Met Council

Proposed Response
The table has been revised as
requested. Text has been
added to detail the
methodology for splitting these

Wastewater
Incomplete Comments
Number Comment
1.
Table that details adopted community sewered forecasts in 10-year increments to
2040 for households and employment.
This should be broken down by the four (4) discharge points to the
Metropolitan Disposal System:
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2.

3.

o M123
o M122
o Westerly to Minnetonka
o Northernly to Minnetonka
An electronic map or maps (GIS shape files or equivalent) showing the following
information
regarding the existing sanitary sewer system.
Lift stations.
Existing connections points to the metropolitan disposal system.
Future connection points for new growth if needed.
Local sewer service districts by connection point.
lntercommunity connections.
Copy of lntercommunity service agreements entered into with an adjoining
community, including a map of areas covered by the agreement.

sewer forecasts in lieu of
completing a system wide
sanitary sewer model.
Met Council

Figure has been modified to
illustrate this information.

Met Council

Reference to any
intercommunity service
agreements has been added.
Table WR3. 4 lists the data for
the City’ s only trunk sanitary
sewer.
2040 growth forecasts have
been assigned by Metropolitan
Council interceptor / lift
station.
City Ordinance 705.09 is
included and discussed in the
Infiltration and Inflow section.
For added clarity, a hyperlink to
City ordinance 705.09 has now
been added.
An estimate of costs of I&I
based on the sanitary sewer
rate is included on page 8 of
Appendix WR3: Sanitary Sewer.

4.

Table or tables that provide the following local system information:
Capacity and design flows for existing trunk sewers
Assignment of 2040 growth forecasts by Metropolitan interceptor.

Met Council

5.

Describe the sources, extent, and significance of existing inflow and infiltration in
both the municipal and private sewer systems.
Include a copy of the local ordinance or resolution requiring the
disconnection of existing foundation drains, sump pumps, and roof leaders
from the sanitary sewer system.

Met Council

6.

Describe the sources, extent, and significance of existing inflow and infiltration in
both the municipal and private sewer systems.
Include a breakdown of residential housing stock age within the community
into pre- and post-1970 era, and what percentage of pre-1970 era private
services have been evaluated for I/ I susceptibility and repair.

Met Council
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Include a cost summary for remediating the Hi sources identified in the
community. If previous I/ I mitigation work has occurred in the community,
include a summary of flow reductions and investments completed. it costs
for mitigating I/I have not been analyzed, include the anticipated
wastewater service rates or other costs attributed to inflow and infiltration.
7.

Describe the implementation plan for preventing and eliminating excessive inflow
and infiltration from entering both the municipal and private sewer systems.
Include the strategy for implementing projects, activities, or programs
planned to mitigate excessive I/I from entering the municipal and private
sewer systems.
Include a list of priorities for I/ I mitigation projects based on flow reduction,
budget, schedule, or other criteria.
Include a schedule and the related financial mechanisms planned or needed
to implement the I/ I mitigation strategy.
Advisory Comments
Number Comment
1.
Please review the www.metrocouncil. org/ iandi website for current I/ I policies and
additional information.

Met Council

A breakdown of housing stock
age pre/ post 1970 has been
added. A narrative regarding
inspection of sewer service
pipes during reconstruction
projects has been expanded.
Narratives on this subject have
been expanded to respond
more specifically to these
comments.

From
Met Council

Proposed Response
Comment acknowledged

From
Three Rivers
Park District

Proposed Response
Update with current study
status

Three Rivers
Park District

Update mileage as indicated

Parks and Trails
Advisory Comments
Number Comment
1.
Appendix B2, Page 21 - 17th Avenue Bicycle Facility Study: The City may wish to
update their text regarding the 17th Avenue Bicycle Facility Study to reflect its
status, as it currently reads that the study was anticipated to be complete by Fall
2018. In addition, please continue to keep the Park District engaged as the study
evolves.
2.
Appendix D2, page 12 – Text modification requested: The mileage for the following
is confirmed as:
Cedar Lake LRT Regional Trail: 3.8 miles
North Cedar Lake Regional Trail: 4.4. miles
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Lake Minnetonka LRT Regional Trail: 15.8 miles

ECONOMIC ENVIRONMENT
Economic Competitiveness
Advisory Comments
Number Comment
1.
The Economic Competitiveness section provides “ direction for a healthy, robust,
and equitable economy.” Racial equity and economic inclusion are weaved
throughout the goals and policies. Rightly, the discussion highlights the racial
disparities in the economy and strategies to close those gaps. The Center
encourages the City to also include language about the economic opportunities of
racial equity throughout this section. If racial disparities in workforce, business
ownership, income and other areas were closed, the overall economy in Hopkins
and the region) would be noticeably more prosperous. By focusing on the positive
economic opportunity of equity, the community can better value its diversity and
be optimistic about the future. For resources on the benefits of inclusive growth,
see the Center' s website.
Goal 2 in this section is: “ Support a healthy, diverse mix of businesses in Hopkins.”
The Center supports the policies under this goal and suggests the addition of a goal
to promote the development of business start-ups by People of Color. Minority
owned businesses grew at 3.5 times the rate of all Minnesota companies in2014;
therefore, a targeted approach to support the development of minority- owned
businesses is a smart public investment.
Goal 3 in this section is: “ support the development of a well prepared, diverse
workforce.” The Center supports the policies under this goal and suggests the City
provide more specificity. For example, one of the six policies is “ Educate about what
jobs are available at the city.” Educate whom? The Center encourages the City to
focus its workforce outreach efforts on communities that are currently underrepresented in government staff roles. By creating a more diverse city workforce,
Hopkins can advance several goals at the same time.

From
Center for
Economic
Inclusion

Proposed Response
Add policy related to
encouraging business
ownership by disadvantaged
groups, including people of
color, through partnerships.
Revise policy statement
regarding educating about jobs
in the city to reflect that
underrepresented groups will
be encouraged.
Clarify language regarding
ability to live and work nearby.
Add reference to potential
tools such as Community
Wealth Building.
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2.

3.

Goal 4 in this section is: “ promote economic equity in Hopkins, to benefit residents
regardless of identity or background.” The Center suggests the addition of a policy
to “explore the application of Community Wealth Building to build a more equitable
economy.” This framework, which includes strategies such as business conversions
to worker ownership, is a proven driver of racial equity.
On page 94 and others, since the city does not directly benefit from adding jobs,
need more emphasis in this section on tax base, including specific goals around
creating sufficient value to sustain public infrastructure and system. In addition to
growing the tax base, should also emphasize using limited resources and
infrastructure more efficiently; also ensure this is reflected as possible benchmark
value in the implementation element.
The Economic environment is missing economic inequality - the rich are getting
richer How do we ensure we are not shifting wealth out of Hopkins? How do we
turn this plan in to a call for action from every different persona of citizen of
Hopkins?

8/ 28/ 18
Planning
Commission
public input

Add policy language around tax
base and resource allocation,
as suggested

Nathan
Miller, online
comment
portal

Comment acknowledged

From
8/ 28/ 18
Planning

Proposed Response
Make revisions and add detail
as suggested

Identifying tech infrastructure investment as something the city can control to help
with economic development is important. 5G is coming. In three or so years there
will be opportunities to enable high-speed broadband wireless across the whole
city. That’ s the investment to make. We don’t want VC-backed startups in Hopkins.
We want bootstrapped growth companies. Yes to coworkings spaces. Great equity
points. Overall this plan is incredible and excited me. I think we need to move
quickly to create the community.
The only challenges I have to this already holistic and aspirational plan is how can
this be more comprehensive, inclusive, and aspirational?

Downtown
Advisory Comments
Number Comment
1.
On page 100, move “ remaining unique” to the top of the list; this is very important
and a key differentiator for Hopkins; central social district is also very important.
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Should indicate that the unique downtown is an important marketing tool for
Hopkins – and it keeps getting nicer.

Commission
public input

IMPLEMENTATION
Implementation
Advisory Comments
Number Comment
1.
The Center supports the plan’ s implementation section, which identifies action
steps, timelines and potential indicators for every plan goal. The following are
suggestions for strengthening this section in regard to racial equity:
Page 123 suggests “ social and economic disparities” as potential indicators.
The Center encourages the City to identify specific racial disparity indicators
that might be used from the data included in plan (e.g. poverty,
unemployment, labor force participation, household income, health
insurance and homeownership).
Page 123 also states “ Pursue next steps on Hopkins Race and Equity
Initiative, including implementing GARE recommendations.” This is the first
time that GARE in mentioned in the plan; the Center suggests including the
GARE recommendations in an appendix as a reference.
2.
Page Goal Alternative Language
113
H #1 Indicator Language:
Number of preserved unites of Naturally Occurring Affordable Housing
Units (NOAH) – A specific goal % or numeric goals could be developed
based on current availability of affordable housing.
Increase the number of units of affordable housing that are either
permanently affordable or long-term housing

From
Center for
Economic
Inclusion

Proposed Response
Add more information on
potential indicators.
Add explanation of GARE, and
revise language regarding who
this and other tools will be
used.

Larry Hiscock

Goal H #2
Add action step: Explore
opportunities to preserve
NOAH properties and
communicate this goal to
existing NOAH owners.
Recognizing that some NOAH
properties will lose their
affordable status due to
gentrification, attempt to
increase the number of
affordable housing units that
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have legally- binding
affordability requirements.

3.

113
H #1, 2 Actions:
Utilize innovative mechanism to fund or encourage affordable housing. This could
include tax abatement, establishing a scatter site Tax Increment Finance District or
other value capture method to fund acquisition or create an incentive for landlords
to sell their rental property to a preservation buyer.

Larry Hiscock

4.

121

Larry Hiscock

5.

110
T#3
Actions: The market is already being impacted by the METRO Green
Line Extension. The $2 billion infrastructure improvement is creating private value

QL# 3 Actions:
Partner directly with culturally based organization ( including funding) to
build ties with immigrant and refugee communities in Hopkins.
Hire community cultural liaisons to engage community members.

Larry Hiscock

The City of Hopkins has limited
resources to establish a funding
stream for acquisition or
preservation of affordable
housing while still maintaining
a reasonable tax rate for all
properties. The City will pursue
new funding sources for
affordable housing
development and preservation
through grants, partnerships
and creative solutions as
identified in H#2.
Aligns better with QL#2.
Add action step:
Look for opportunities to
partner with culturally- based
organizations to build ties with
immigrant communities in
Hopkins.
Continue the work of building
relationships with all residents
of the community but
especially with those who are
new to the community or have
not found a meaningful way to
make their voices heard.
The City of Hopkins has a
responsibility to all property
owners (and renters) to keep
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for property owners. The increased value should be captured to ensure a broader
public benefit beyond property owners and infrastructure.
Utilize a value capture tool to redirect revenue to develop a grant/ loan pool
to fund equitable development projects.

6.

106
LU#1 Actions:
All development agreements should include clear benefits for the community:
affordable housing, local hiring, space for small/ disadvantaged business, etc.

Larry Hiscock

7.

106

Larry Hiscock

8.

9.

LU# 1,2 Indicators:
Number/ Percentage of preserved NOAH units
Development agreements requiring new long-term/ permanent affordable
126
EC# 4 Actions: It is very positive that the City of Hopkins will be
proactively applying an equity lens to its procurement and hiring practices. The City
of Hopkins is also home to and borders by large corporate entities. The City of
Hopkins should proactively engage and partner with corporations in the area to
make the same changes.
The City of Hopkins will convene and engage local businesses in an effort to
advance racial and economic equity.
The Hopkins City Council can take immediate action to encourage the production of
new affordable housing and protect our neighbors who are renting and vulnerable
to being displaced. The Council should act to approve the following:
1.
Inclusionary Zoning Policy
2.
Just Cause Eviction Requirement
3.
Advanced Notice of Sale Requirement
4.
Section 8 Protection Ordinance

Larry Hiscock

Larry Hiscock

our tax rate reasonable and
affordable. In order to do this,
the City must grow its tax base.
The City will use value capture
tools when it is deemed
necessary to achieve City goals,
on a case by case basis.
Each development project has
their own set of community
benefits and every project is
reviewed through that lens.
The City of Hopkins ability to
require certain community
benefits varies greatly
depending on the City’s role
and level of financial and/ or
land use approvals.
The comments are better
aligned with the Housing Policy
section page 113, H#2
The City of Hopkins has no
oversight in the hiring practices
of private businesses and
cannot claim to have proven
methods in place around
equitable hiring and
procurement.
1. The current draft of the
Comp Plan identifies
pursuing inclusionary
zoning standards under
Housing Policy H#2 action
steps.
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Please see the attached fact sheets (on Section 8 protection ordinance, inclusionary
housing ordinance, extending just cause requirement, and advanced notice
ordinance). Other communities have adopted these policies. It is time for Hopkins
to do the same.

10.

On page 106, move parking requirements study to short term; any zoning related
items should be in the short term too

11.

On page 113, move affordable housing implementation steps into the short term
timeframe, rather than medium term – these are high priorities

8/ 28/ 18
Planning
Commission
public input
8/ 28/ 18
Planning
Commission
public input

2. State Statute allows for nofault nonrenewal of leases
with only 30 days of
written notice. Cities are
prohibited from adopting
regulations that give up
this right.
3. The proposed Tenant
Protection Ordinance
accomplishes many of the
same goals as an Advanced
Notice of Sale
Requirement.
4. The ability of cities to
prohibit the denial of
prospective tenants on the
sole basis that they use the
Section 8 program to pay
rent is currently being
challenged in the courts.
The City of Hopkins will
monitor the results of the
court action and look for
ways to encourage the
acceptance of the Section 8
voucher program.
Make changes as suggested

Make changes as suggested
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