








Unapproved
Minnetonka Planning Commission
Minutes

Dec. 16, 2021

Call to Order
Chair Sewall called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.
Roll Call

Commissioners Maxwell, Powers, Waterman, Banks, Hanson and Sewall were present.
Henry was absent.

Staff members present: Community Development Director Julie Wischnack, City Planner
Loren Gordon and Assistant City Planner Susan Thomas.

Approval of Agenda

Maxwell moved, second by Hanson, to approve the agenda as submitted with an
additional comment provided in the change memo dated Dec. 16, 2021.

Maxwell, Powers, Waterman, Banks, Hanson and Sewall voted yes. Henry was
absent. Motion carried.

Approval of Minutes: Dec. 2, 2021

Waterman moved, second by Banks, to approve the Dec. 2, 2021 meeting minutes
as submitted.

Maxwell, Powers, Waterman, Banks, Hanson and Sewall voted yes. Henry was
absent. Motion carried.

Report from Staff

Gordon briefed the commission on land use applications considered by the city council
at its meeting of Dec. 6, 2021:

. Adopted a resolution and an ordinance approving items for Dick’s House
of Sport at Ridgedale Center at 12437 Wayzata Blvd.
. Reviewed a concept plan for the redevelopment of the property at 14317

Excelsior Blvd.
Gordon thanked commissioners for their service to the community.
The next regular planning commission meeting is scheduled to be held on Jan. 6, 2022.

Report from Planning Commission Members
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Powers enjoyed a four-hour ride-along with a Minnetonka Police Officer. He encouraged
everyone to go on one.

Chair Sewall thanked staff for their hard work and flexibility to keep the city functioning in
2021.

7. Public Hearings: Consent Agenda
No item was removed from the consent agenda for discussion.

Waterman moved, second by Banks, to approve the item listed on the consent
agenda as recommended in the staff report as follows:

A. Resolution approving an aggregate side yard setback variance for an
addition at 16404 Temple Drive North.

Adopt the attached resolution approving a side yard setback variance for an addition at
16404 Temple Drive North.

Maxwell, Powers, Waterman, Banks, Hanson and Sewall voted yes. Henry was
absent. Motion carried and the item on the consent agenda was approved as
submitted.

Chair Sewall stated that an appeal of the planning commission's decision must be made
in writing to the planning division within ten days.

8. Public Hearings

A. Resolution denying a conditional use permit for an accessory structure in
excess of 1,000 square feet at 4127 Williston Road.

Chair Sewall introduced the proposal and called for the staff report.

Thomas reported. She recommended denial of the project based on the findings and
subject to the conditions listed in the staff report.

Maxwell confirmed with Thomas that the proposed driveway could be built without the
approval of a conditional use permit.

Waterman confirmed with Thomas that there is no “visual height” restriction. The
proposed structure would meet ordinance height requirements.

Zach Klonne, owner of 4127 Williston Road, applicant, stated that:

. He understands the duty required by staff, commissioners and
councilmembers to make a decision that is best for the city and
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neighboring community. He will gladly accept the final decision and
appreciates the time spent by everyone completing this process.

. The design changes to the structure make it more closely related to other
similar residential-detached structures that have been approved and built
in Minnetonka.

. The design changes and addition of landscaping, evergreen trees and
fencing make approval of the conditional use permit the correct decision.
. A twenty-foot reduction would cause the removal of the tall garage door

and the south-facing wall around it. It would not require moving the trailer
shown in that location, the roof above it or the north or east walls.

. The plan that would not require approval of a conditional use permit
would allow a further extension of the features nearly 40 feet to the east
beyond the proposed building edge. The south-facing wall of the
extension would remain unenclosed. The alternative structure, although
inherently larger, is not what the applicant desires. He believes the design
accommodations made to the new plan would best fit the use and have
the least amount of impact on the neighboring properties.

. The structure would not be used for commercial activity. Many opinions
and assumptions were made about his construction business at the
previous meeting.

Banks appreciated the information. He asked what the landscaping would include. Mr.
Klonne stated that he is willing to plant evergreens or install a fence along the side or
rear property lines.

In response to Waterman’s question, Mr. Klonne explained that the way he understands
the building code, the aggregate 1,000 square feet includes the enclosed portion of the
building. A roof and three sides with one side open would not constitute an enclosed
space and would not be included in the square footage total. The roof could be extended
on the east side of the building along with the rear and side walls and leave the front
open to serve as a covered storage space. Without a conditional use permit, a structure
under 1,000 square feet in size would be allowed to be located ten feet from the rear
property line. On the revised plans, the taller garage door was eliminated.

Powers asked what the applicant plans to store in the structure. Mr. Klonne answered a
few personal trailers, lawnmower, vehicle and woodworking and metalworking
equipment. The left portion of the garage would have 1,000 square feet of enclosed
space. The attached garage to the house fits only one vehicle.

Chair Sewall confirmed with Mr. Klonne that more than four trees would be removed. Mr.
Klonne pointed out an area where trees would be removed.

The public hearing was opened.

Don Sundell, 14660 Lake Street Extension, stated that:
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He would view the proposed structure from his living room window.

He would prefer to look at an enclosed garage rather than covered
equipment.

He thought there would be tractors, dump trucks and bobcats.

The proposal would not be subordinate to the principal structure. It would
look like a second principle use.

The proposal would not preserve the site in its natural state regarding tree
removal, soil removal and appearance.

The proposal would not be harmonious with neighbors.

The proposal would not be screened by topography or vegetation for six
months of the year.

The proposed structure would look like an airplane hanger.

He did not want to have to notify the city if the site would be used for a
commercial business.

Susan Sundell, 14660 Lake Street Extension, stated that:

She provided pictures of the site.

She and other neighbors oppose a 1,000-square-foot structure being
built.

She understands that she does not own the view.

She wants commissioners to prevent a 1,500-square-foot structure from
being built. It would adversely affect dozens of people.

She did not want to have to notify the city if the site would be used for a
commercial business.

She did not want to look at an open garage all winter.

She thanked commissioners for doing what they do.

Amy Sundell, daughter of Don and Susan Sundell, stated that:

The proposed building would need to be screened from the neighbors.
Trees would be cut down.

She would like the building to match the look of the house.

The proposed structure would look like a house.

She suggested the structure be turned so its doors would be viewed from
the Klonne’s house instead of her parents’ house.

Jack Peterson, 14680 Lake Street Extension, stated that:

He wants the area to remain residential instead of turning into a
commercial use.

He did not see a need for the building to be 1,500 square feet instead of
1,000 square feet.

He suggested moving the building to a location that would be more
pleasing to neighbors.
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No additional testimony was submitted and the hearing was closed.

In response to Chair Sewall’'s question, Thomas explained that the setbacks from
property lines and the height of a structure are included in the review of a building
permit. Minnetonka does not require screening between single-family properties.
Minnetonka does not have aesthetic or architectural standards for residential structures.

In response to Maxwell’'s question, Thomas read the ordinance definition of an enclosed
structure which is a structure that is surrounded by a roof and walls composed of any
type of material. An unenclosed structure is a structure that is not surrounded by a roof
and walls and is composed of any type of material. Minnetonka has many structures that
consist of a roof supported by posts. They are considered unenclosed. She agreed with
Mr. Klonne that a roof on posts would be considered unenclosed.

Powers asked why the applicant preferred the proposed location for the structure. Mr.
Klonne explained that the slopes restrict the location. His current driveway has a steep
slope and his vehicle slid back onto Williston Road last winter. The proposed driveway
would provide an area for a vehicle to turn around in the rear yard with a trailer and enter
Williston Road facing forward.

Powers asked if he would consider rotating the building. Mr. Klonne answered that he
did have a drawing that initially rotated the building so the garage doors would face his
house, but a large retaining wall would have to be constructed where the building is
currently proposed to have enough flat area. The current proposal would be more cost-
effective, more visually pleasing than a large retaining wall and provide a more usable
flat area in the back yard.

Banks asked Mr. Klonne in what ways he could obstruct the view of the proposed
building. Mr. Klonne said that constructing a wood fence is a possibility. There is space
on all sides of the proposed driveway extension and the structure to plant evergreen
trees. He also pointed out there are 30 feet of wooded area on the adjacent properties
on all sides of the property line.

Thomas noted that the city could not presume that a resident would violate the zoning
ordinance when submitting a land-use application.

The public hearing was reopened.

Susan Sundell wanted to know the reason for the applicant submitting the proposal.

No additional testimony was submitted and the hearing was closed.

Maxwell saw that the modified plan was an improvement over the original proposal. She
agreed with the ordinance that the proposed structure would not be small enough to be

considered subordinate to the primary structure. As a neighbor, she would prefer to have
an enclosed space that would look clean rather than, potentially, an open space with



Unapproved Planning Commission Minutes
Dec. 16, 2021 Page 6

trailers visible. She thought it might be better to approve a conditional use permit with
conditions that would require screening and designated style rather than a large roof
with equipment under it. She agreed with staff's recommendation, but struggled because
an enclosed structure would look better. She noted that there is a utility easement
located south of the proposed driveway, so there may not be enough space for
evergreens to be planted in that spot.

Thomas explained that a property owner might be allowed to plant a tree in a drainage
and utility easement if there is no actual pipe or wires in the easement, but it would be
done at the property owner's risk since the property owner would have to remove the
tree if a pipe would need to be added. If there is a pipe already existing in an easement,
then planting or building anything in the easement would be prohibited.

Waterman agreed with Maxwell. Approving a conditional use permit would allow
conditions to require screening. He agreed with staff that the proposal is pretty far
outside of the established parameters. He did not think he could justifiably recommend
approval to the city council. The visuals are helpful to see how close it would be. He
agreed with staff's recommendation, but it is a tough decision.

Hanson was conflicted. He was leaning towards recommending approval of the
conditional use permit so a condition could be added to require screening and give the
property owner the third garage door which would improve the view of surrounding
neighbors.

Banks agreed with commissioners. He agreed with staff's recommendation to deny the
application for the reasons listed in the staff report. He would have liked to see a
landscape plan.

Powers agreed with Banks. The proposed structure location would be in the wrong
place. Over time, people adjust to seeing some new things. The structure would be too
large. He liked the applicant being concerned with the neighbors’ views. He agrees with
staff's recommendation. He understood that it would be important for the applicant to be
able to turn the trailer around. He appreciated the neighbor providing photos.

Chair Sewall noted that views are not a right. He agreed with staff's recommendation.
Waterman moved, second by Powers, to recommend that the city council adopt
the resolution denying a conditional use permit for an accessory structure in

excess of 1,000 square feet at 4127 Williston Road.

Maxwell, Powers, Waterman, Banks and Sewall voted yes. Hanson voted no.
Henry was absent. Motion carried.

This item is tentatively scheduled to be reviewed by the city council on Jan. 10, 2022.

9. Adjournment
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Banks moved, second by Maxwell, to aajourn the meeting at 7:45 p.m. Motion
carried unanimously.

By:

Lois T. Mason
Planning Secretary
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Staff Analysis
Staff finds that the applicant’s proposal meets the variance standard outlined in the city code:

. The proposal would result in a combined total of 200 square feet of point intrusions into
the required 20-foot setback.

. The applicant revised originally submitted plans to ensure compliance with the 15-feet of
separation as required by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR).

. The new home would meet the two-foot vertical separation (“freeboard”) from the 100-
year flood elevation of 898.1 feet.

Staff Recommendation

Adopt the resolution approving a floodplain setback variance for the construction of a new home
at 4230 Lindsey Lane.

Originator: Ashley Cauley, Senior Planner
Through:  Loren Gordon, AICP, City Planner
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Supporting Information

Project No. 21030.21a

Property 4230 Lindsey Lane

Applicant Sushil Rana, DaVinci Custom Homes

Surrounding All surrounding properties are single-family homes zoned R-1 and
Land Uses guided for low-density residential uses.

Planning Guide Plan designation: low-density residential

Zoning: PUD, Planned Unit Development.

Meadowwoods The development was approved with several requirements and
guidelines for the review of building permits:

. Wetland. The development approvals reduced the wetland
setbacks from 35-feet to 10-feet for buildings and 25-feet to 0-
feet for decks. The setbacks were justified because of the
enhancement and permanent preservation of the wetlands.

The new home would have a setback of 18 feet from the
wetland, and the deck would be set back 17 feet. This meets
the wetland setback requirements for the property.

. Design criteria. The following design criteria were integrated
into the development approvals:

Criteria: The homes should include building materials
consisting of wood shingles and wood frim on vertical
surfaces.

Finding: A material board was not included. However, the
elevations suggest wood shakes, board and batten, and trim.
The submission of a digital material board is included as a
condition of approval.

Criteria: The homes should not exceed two stories in height,
and the second story should be integrated into the roofline.

Finding: The second floor is integrated into the roofline and is
substantially smaller than the main level.

Criteria: the main floor should have the appearance of
extending out info the landscape through the use of porches,
porticos, extended roofs, and covered outdoor rooms.

Finding: The proposal includes decks and patios.
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Criteria: Garages should have a carriage style. Three-car
garages should be tandem.

The 2004 amendment allowed for side load garages
(regardless of size).

Finding: The elevations suggest carriage-style garage doors.
The garage would be side-loaded with access from the
Lindsey Lane cul-de-sac.

Criteria: The homes should be 2,000 to 2,400 square feet.

Finding: The home, at 3,800 square feet, would be larger than
the criteria included in the development approvals. However,
staff finds the size reasonable, as it would not be the largest
home in the neighborhood and would have a similar floor area
ratio (FAR)? as other homes within in the development.

Year Gross
Address Lot size * building FAR
constructed *
area
o 4230 Lindsey Lane | 15,650 sf Proposed 3,785 sf 0.24
_ @©
® %', 4218 Lindsey Lane | 15,715 sf 2010 2,455 sf 0.17
c
[2]
%E 4206 Lindsey Lane | 15,685 sf 2006 4,500 sf 0.41
.|
E J, 4209 Lindsey Lane | 15,800 sf 2006 2,550 sf 0.22
£ 0
— g 4221 Lindsey Lane | 15,820 sf 2011 2,260 sf 0.20
@]
a 4233 Lindsey Lane | 16,585 sf 2019 3,135 sf 0.24
H 4245 Lindsey Lane | 23,670 sf Vacant
ammerhead
lots 4257 Lindsey Lane | 23,095 sf 2016 3,745sf | .20
4285 Lindsey Lane 9,190 sf 2007 1,400 sf 0.2
Twinhomes
4289 Lindsey Lane | 12,920 sf 2007 1,400 sf 0.14
c3 2 18310 Kylie Court 16,390 sf 2012 3,517 sf 0.28
o o =
'% '§ o 18322 Kylie Court 15,820 sf 2005 2,550 sf 0.22
o.£ 0O
wo g 18334 Kylie Court 15,800 sf 2014 3,130 sf 0.26

2 By City Code Sec. 300.02, “Floor area ratio (FAR)” is — the floor area of a building as defined by the
ordinance, divided by the area of the lot on which the building is located. Areas zoned as wetland,
floodplain, or below the ordinary high water level of a public water is excluded from the lot area for
purposes of the floor area calculation unless it can be demonstrated that there will be minimal hydrologic,
aesthetic, and ecological impacts to the relevant area as determined by the city.
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18331 Kylie Court 15,680 sf 2006 2,323 sf 0.21
18317 Kylie Court 15,720 sf 2007 2,180 sf 0.20
18305 Kylie Court 15,420 sf 2010 2,059 sf 0.18

McMansion Policy

Variance Standard

Natural Resources

Motion options

Voting Requirement

*  rounded to the nearest 5 feet

The city’s McMansion policy regulates the floor area ratio (FAR) on
properties when either the property or the home on the property would
require a variance. The policy restricts FAR on such properties/homes
to no more than the highest FAR within 400 feet of the subject
property and within 1,000 feet along the same roadway.

The highest FAR within the neighborhood is 0.41. The proposal would
have a FAR of 0.24.

A variance may be granted from the requirements of the zoning
ordinance when: (1) it is in harmony with the general purposes and
intent of the ordinance; (2) it is consistent with the comprehensive
plan; and (3) when an applicant establishes that there are practical
difficulties in complying with the ordinance. Practical difficulties mean
that the applicant proposes to use a property in a reasonable manner
not permitted by the ordinance, the plight of the landowner is due to
circumstances unique to the property not created by the landowner,
and, the variance if granted, would not alter the essential character of
the locality. (City Code §300.07)

Best management practices must be followed during the course of
site preparation and construction activities. This would include the
installation and maintenance of erosion control fencing.

The planning commission has the following motion options:

1.  Concur with staff’'s recommendation. In this case, a motion
should be made adopting the resolution approving the variance.

2. Disagree with the staff's recommendation. In this case, a motion
should be denying the request. The motion should include
findings for denial.

3.  Table the request. In this case, a motion should be made to
table the item. The motion should include a statement as to why
the request is being tabled with direction to staff, the applicant,
or both.

The planning commission action on the applicant’s request is final
subject to appeal. Approval requires the affirmative vote of five
commissioners.

































Planning Commission Resolution No. 2022-

Resolution approving a floodplain setback variance for construction of a

new home at 4230 Lindsey Lane

Be it resolved by the Planning Commission of the City of Minnetonka, Minnesota, as follows:

Section 1.

1.01

1.02

1.03

1.04

Section 2.

2.01

Section 3.

3.01

Background.

Sushil Rana has requested a variance from the city code to allow for the
construction of a new home.

The property is located at 4230 Lindsey Lane. It is legally described as:
Lot 1, Block 3, Marshes of Meadowwoods, Hennepin County, Minnesota.

City Code §300.24 requires new principal structures, attached garages, or
additions to existing structures must be set back a minimum of 20 feet upland
from the edge of the floodplain district. The applicant is proposing a setback of 15
feet.

Minnesota Statute §462.357 Subd. 6, and City Code §300.07 authorizes the
planning commission to grant variances.

Standards.

By City Code §300.07 Subd. 1, a variance may be granted from the requirements
of the zoning ordinance when: (1) the variance is in harmony with the general
purposes and intent of this ordinance; (2) when the variance is consistent with
the comprehensive plan; and (3) when the applicant establishes that there are
practical difficulties in complying with the ordinance. Practical difficulties means:
(1) The proposed use is reasonable; (2) the need for a variance is caused by
circumstances unique to the property, not created by the property owner, and not
solely based on economic considerations; and (3) the proposed use would not
alter the essential character of the surrounding area.

Findings.

The proposal meets the variance standard outlined in City Code §300.07 Subd.
1(a):
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Section 4.

4.01

1.

PURPOSE AND INTENT OF THE ZONING ORDINANCE: The intent of
the horizontal floodplain setback is to ensure appropriate separation
between the floodplain and manmade structures. The applicant’s
proposal generally meets this requirement, as only five percent of the
proposed home would encroach into the required setback. The remaining
95-percent would comply with the setback. The proposed patios and deck
would meet the required setbacks for such structures.

CONSISTENT WITH COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: The guiding principles in
the comprehensive plan provide for maintaining, preserving, and
enhancing existing single-family neighborhoods. The requested variance
would not negatively impact the existing residential character of the
neighborhood and would allow the development of a lot that has
remained vacant since it was created in 2003.

PRACTICAL DIFFICULTIES: There are practical difficulties in complying
with the ordinance:

a) REASONABLENESS: The requested setback is reasonable, as it
would result in minimal point intrusions into the required horizontal
setback. The proposed home would meet the minimum two-foot
vertical separation requirement.

b) UNIQUE CIRCUMSTANCE: The subject property is part of an
environmental development that focuses on extending living
space into the natural environment. The house has been
configured and orientated to reduce intrusions into the required
setback.

c) CHARACTER OF LOCALITY: Roughly 95 percent of the home
would meet the required horizontal setback from the floodplain.
The home would be reasonably sized compared to other homes
within the Meadowwoods development.

Planning Commission Action.

The planning commission approves the above-described variance based on the
findings outlined in section 3 of this resolution. Approval is subject to the
following conditions:

1.

Subject to staff approval, the site must be developed and maintained in
substantial conformance with the following plans, excepted as modified
by the conditions below:

Survey dated Oct. 11, 2021
. Floor plans and elevations dated Dec. 1, 2021

Prior to issuance of a building permit:
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a)

b)

c)

d)

f)

9)

A copy of this resolution must be recorded with Hennepin County.

The conservation easement must be amended to reflect the
house footprint, as reviewed and approved by city staff.

Submit a cash escrow in an amount to be determined by city
staff. At the time of this approval, the amount is $2,500. This
escrow must be accompanied by a document prepared by the
city attorney and signed by the builder and property owner.
Through this document, the builder and property owner will
acknowledge:

. The property will be brought into compliance within 48
hours of notification of a violation of the construction
management plan, other conditions of approval, or city
code standards; and

. If compliance is not achieved, the city will use any or all of
the escrow dollars to correct any erosion and/or grading
problems.

Submit final landscaping and tree mitigation plans. These plans
must:

. Meet minimum landscaping and mitigation requirements as
outlined in the ordinance. However, at the sole discretion
of natural resources staff, mitigation may be adjusted
based on site conditions.

. Note, only small shrubs, perennials, and grasses may be
located in public easements.

. Include information relating to species, sizes, quantities,
locations, and landscape values.

. Include pollinator-friendly species.

Submit a declaration and restrictive covenants over all mitigated
areas per the WCA.

Submit a material board showing exterior materials to consist of
wood — or durable materials with a wood-like appearance — for
review by city staff. This material board can be digital.

The required minimum low floor elevation is 900.1 feet.
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Brief Description Conditional use permit for a detached accessory dwelling unit at 2001
Hopkins Crossroads

Recommendation Recommend the city council approve the request.

Background

Accessory dwelling units (ADUs) integrated into — either by being located within or attached to —
single-family residential homes have been allowed in Minnetonka by a conditional use permit
since 1986. Prior to this, the zoning ordinance didn’t restrict development to one single-family
home per R-1 zoned property.

On Oct. 4, 2021, the city council amended the ordinance to allow detached ADUs as
conditionally-permitted uses.

Proposal

The property at 2001
Hopkins Crossroads is
currently improved with a
960 square foot house
and a detached single car
garage. The property
owners propose
converting the existing
house into a detached
ADU and constructing a
new home on the east
side of the lot. The
proposal requires a conditional use permit to allow a detached, accessory dwelling unit on the
property.

Staff Analysis

The proposal is reasonable and would meet the standards outlined in the city code for an
accessory dwelling unit. The following is intended to summarize the standards and staff's
findings. A full list of the standards and staff's findings can be found in the "Supporting
Information" section of this report:

. General Standards: The property owners are proposing to reside in the newly
constructed home on the east side of the lot. Parking for the dwellings would be within
existing and proposed driveways and garages. The ADU would continue to meet all
setback requirements.
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o Construction and design: The ordinance provides several construction and design-
related standards to ensure compatibility into existing single-family residential
neighborhoods:

Size: The ADU would be larger than the code-allowed size because of the full basement.
Despite this, the staff is comfortable with the proposal as (1) the ADU contains two
bedrooms on the main floor; (2) screening of the ADU is provided by existing and
proposed vegetation; and (3) the creation of the ADU is through the reuse of an existing
structure.

Height: The highest point of the ADU would not extend above the highest point of the
new home. The new home would sit roughly twelve feet “lower” than the ADU and would
have a height of 27 feet. The height of the existing home/ADU is roughly 15 feet.

Driveway: The property is located at the intersection of Hopkins Crossroads and
Runnymeade Lane. This presents an opportunity to allow driveway accesses on both
roadways.

Staff Recommendation

Recommend that the city council adopt the resolution approving a conditional use permit for a

detached, accessory dwelling unit at 2001 Hopkins Crossroads.

Originator: Ashley Cauley, Senior Planner
Through:  Loren Gordon, AICP, City Planner
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Supporting Information

Surrounding property and subject property

Subject North South East West
Property
Use Single- Single- Single- Single-
family family Omegon family family
residential | residential Center residential residential
home home home home
Zoning R-1 R-1 R-1 R-1 R-1
Guide plan Low Low . . Low
designation density density LOW. den§|ty LOW. den§|ty density
; 4 ; 4 residential residential . 4
residential | residential residential

CUP Standards The following intended to summarize ordinance standards and staff’s

findings:

CITY CODE STANDARD

STAFF FINDING

The proposal would meet the general conditional use permit
standards as outlined in City Code §300.16, Subd. 2:

The use is consistent with the intent of the ordinance;

N |—

of the comprehensive plan;

The use is consistent with the goals, policies, and objectives

proposed improvements; and

The use does not have an undue adverse impact on
governmental facilities, utilities, services, or existing or

4.

health, safety, and welfare.

The use does not have an undue adverse impact on public

The proposal would meet the specific conditional use permit
standards as outlined in City Code §300.16, Subd. 3(d) for
accessory apartments:

GENERAL STANDARDS

a. ADUs are allowed only on The property is zoned R-1.
properties zoned R-1, R-1A,
and R-2.

b. No more than one ADU is Only one ADU is proposed.
allowed per property.

C. The owner of the property The property owner is
must reside in the principal proposing to reside in the
dwelling unit or the ADU as a | newly constructed home on
permanent residence, not the east side of the lot.
less than 185 days per Additionally, this has been
calendar year. added as a condition of

approval.

d. ADUs may not be subdivided | Subdivision is not proposed

or otherwise separated in as part of the project, but this
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ownership from the principal
dwelling unit.

has been added as a
condition of approval.

Adequate off-street parking
must be provided for both the
principal dwelling unit and
the ADU. Such parking must
be in a garage, carport, or on
a paved area specifically
intended for that purpose but
not within a required
driveway turnaround. No
more than four vehicles may
be parked or stored
anywhere outside on the
property. This maximum
number does not include
vehicles of occasional guests
who do not reside on the
property.

Off-street parking is proposed
within an existing and
proposed driveway. A
condition of approval has
been added to limit the
number of vehicles — not
related to occasional guests —
to four venhicles.

The ADU and property on
which it is located are subject
to all other provisions of this
ordinance relating to single-
family dwellings, including all
provisions of the shoreland,
wetland, floodplain, and
nuisance ordinances. To the
extent of any inconsistency
among ordinance provisions,
the most restrictive
provisions apply.

The ADU would comply with
setback requirements for
general structures. The site
contains no natural features
requiring a setback, such as
wetland or floodplain.

CONSTRUCTION AND DESIGN STANDARDS

On properties zoned R-1 or
R-1A, an ADU may be
attached to or detached from
a principal structure. On
properties zoned R-2, ADUs
must be attached to the
principal structure. An
attached ADU includes an
ADU that is contained within
an existing principal
structure.

The existing house would be
converted into a detached,
accessory dwelling unit.

b.1.

Must be no larger than 1,000
square feet in total area or
35 percent of the floor area
of the principal dwelling,
whichever is less. The city
council may approve a larger
area where the additional

The ADU would be larger
than 1,000 square feet
because of the basement.
However, the following is
proposed:
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size would not result in
undue adverse impacts to
the neighboring properties.
In evaluating whether this
standard is met, the city may
consider things such as the
size of the property; the
location of the ADU relative
to homes on adjacent
properties; whether the ADU
would be reasonably
screened from adjacent
properties by existing or
proposed vegetation,
elevation changes, or linear
distance; whether a similarly-
sized, non-ADU structure
could be constructed in the
location proposed without a
conditional use permit or
variance; or any other
characteristic the city
considers important or
unique. In no case may a
detached ADU be 200
square feet or less in total
size.

1. Existing vegetation
screening.

2. The property is a corner
lot. The ADU driveway
access would be to
Hopkins Crossroads. The
new home driveway would
be to Runnymeade Lane.

3. The ADU would "align" with
the front of other homes
along with Hopkins
Crossroads. The new
home would "align" with
the home to the north and
east.

b.2.

Must be served by municipal
water, municipal sanitary
sewer, and gas and electric
utilities via service lines
shared with the principal
dwelling unit. Unless
otherwise approved by staff,
water service to the ADU
must be connected after the
existing meter in the principal
structure.

This has been added as a
condition of approval.

b.3.

Must comply or be brought
into compliance with all
applicable building, housing,
electrical, plumbing,
mechanical, and related city
codes.

This has been added as a
condition of approval.

b.4.

May not be served by an
additional curb cut unless
approved by the city
engineer in compliance with
the driveway ordinance.

A second curb cut would be
created on Runnymeade
Lane for the driveway to the
new home. This would
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comply with the city's
driveway ordinance.

b.5

Must be registered with the
Minnetonka police and fire
departments prior to
occupancy.

This has been added as a
condition of approval.

ATTACHED

ADUs

Must be designed to maintain
the single-family appearance
of the principal dwelling from

off-site views.

May be created through the
conversion of living space or
attached garage space.
However, the garage space
may be converted only if: (1)
space is available on the
property for construction of a
24-foot by 24-foot garage
without variance; and (2) the
applicant submits a detailed
plan demonstrating adequate
vehicular parking exists on
the site.

Maximum height and
minimum required setbacks
are outlined for principal
structures in the associated
zoning district.

The ADU is detached.

DETACHED

ADUs

Must be designed to maintain
the residential character of
the lot on which it will be
located.

The existing home would be
converted into the ADU. A
new home would be
constructed on the east side
of the lot.

May be created through the
conversion of detached
garage space only if either:
(1) the principal structure
includes an attached garage
with minimum dimensions of
24 feet by 24 feet; or (2)
space is available on the
property for construction of
an attached or detached 24-
foot by 24-foot garage
without variance, and the
applicant submits a detailed

The ADU would not be
created by the conversion of
garage space.
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plan that demonstrates
adequate vehicular parking
exists on the site.

The highest point of the ADU
may not extend above the
highest point of the roof of
the principal dwelling unit.
The city council may approve
a taller ADU if it finds the
additional height would not
adversely impact neighboring
properties. In evaluating
whether this standard is met,
the city may consider things
such as the size of the
property; the location of the
ADU relative to homes on
adjacent properties; whether
the ADU would be
reasonably screened from
adjacent properties by
existing vegetation, elevation
changes, or linear distance;
whether a similarly-sized,
non-ADU structure could be
constructed in the location
proposed without a
conditional use permit or
variance; or any other
characteristic the city
considers important or
unique.

The text on the plans for the
new home plans is somewhat
difficult to read. However,
staff was able to decipher and
infer enough to determine
that the highest point of the
ADU would not extend above
the highest point of the new
home.

The newer home would sit
roughly twelve feet "lower"
than the ADU and would have
a height of 27 feet. Based on
the submitted photo, the
building height of the ADU is
likely around 15 feet.

Nonetheless, more
information on the ADU would
be required at the time of a
building permit for the new
home to confirm.

LOCATION REQUIREMENTS

Behind the rear building line
of the principal dwelling unit.
In the case of a corner or
double frontage lots, the
ADU is subject to front yard
setbacks established for
principal structures.

The property is a corner lot.
The ADU would continue to
maintain established
setbacks.

b)

To preserve existing, natural
site features to the extent
practicable.

The proposal consists of
converting an existing home
into an ADU. The tree
protection ordinance would
apply to the construction of a
new home at the time of a
building permit.
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Pyramid of Discretion

This proposal: \

Voting Requirement

Motion Options

5. Must be set back from side The ADU would meet the
and rear property lines a required setbacks.
distance equal to the code-
defined height of the ADU,
but not less than 15 feet, and
set back from all-natural
features as required by
ordinance.

OTHER REQUIREMENTS

6. May contain a maximum of The existing home contains

two bedrooms. two bedrooms. Nonetheless,
this has been added as a
condition of approval.

7. Must be constructed on a The ADU is located on a

permanent foundation with
no wheels.

permanent foundation.

(

The planning commission will make a recommendation to the city
council. A recommendation for approval requires an affirmative vote of
a simple majority.

The planning commission has three options:

1.

Concur with the staff recommendation. In this case, a motion
should be made recommending the city council adopt the
resolution approving the request.

Disagree with staff's recommendation. In this case, a motion
should be made recommending the city council deny the
request. This motion must include a statement as to why

denial is recommended.

Table the requests. In this case, a motion should be made to
table the item. The motion should include a statement as to
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why the request is being tabled with direction to staff, the
applicant, or both.

Neighborhood The city sent notices to 36 area property owners and received
Comments several comments. Those comments are attached.
Deadline for March 21, 2022

Decision
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Dear Members of the Planning Commission and City Council,

We write regarding our plan for our property at 2001 Hopkins Crossroad. We are looking to build
a new home for our growing family and are seeking approval for a conditional use permit to keep
the existing small structure as a detached, accessory dwelling unit. We intend to use the ADU as
separate living quarters for our aging parents. Our intent is to coordinate the primary residence
with the ADU and the surrounding neighborhood. As you will see on the attached survey, the area
of the existing structure is 964 square feet. It is important to note that neither the new construction
nor the ADU would interfere with any of the neighbors in any way, as all neighboring homes are
a significant distance away due to the shape of the surrounding lots (as you will see in the attached
diagram). We believe the structures on our property will only add to the aesthetics of the
neighborhood.

We thank you in advance for your time and consideration. Please do not hesitate to reach out with

any questions or concerns.

Very truly yours,

Jonathan and Rachel Leonard



ﬂn“cﬂl‘r l)m“ PROPERTY ADDRESS: 2001 HOPKINS CROSSROAD, MINNETONKA

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

Lot 28, Block 2, KNOLL RIDGE, Hennepin County, Minnesota.

survey is subject to revision upon receipt of a title
insurance commitment or attorneys title opinion.
— SUBJECT TO CITY OF MINNETONKA APPROVAL FOR PROPOSED
IMPROVEMENTS. CONCEPT ONLY.
I hereby certify that this plan, survey or report was prepared by
me or under my direct supervision and that { am o duly Licensed
Land Surveyor under the laws of the State of Minnesota.

Moge

JOZHUA P. SCHNEIDER

Dater__ 10-15—21 Reg. No. 44655

Revised: 10—20-21 (placement)

ohw-

GW—DENOTES GUY WIRE

DENOTES OVERHEAD WIRE

x1011.2 DENOTES EXISTING ELEVATION

DENOTES GRAVEL

:| DENOTES CONCRETE

s

DENOTES EXISTING TREE & DBH

DENOTES UTILITY POLE

DENOTES PROPOSED ELEVATION.
.~ DENOTES DIRECTION OF DRAINAGE

FOR: TIB HOMES
|
- A
\) 1 { ! 1 ] I 3 t ! I I i 1 1 1 1 ] I 1 [} t t 1 t—
b ) approx. sew. inv.=2920.8~— ~
- 133,
RUNNYMEADE LANE &
N8903510?NW APPLEG=3STEMS—HALFDEAD
847.5 9418 A + .
948.8 |2 = = < 7 o 29%-07 % g icas 320 Yola $338
Existing house to : e
_CHERRY( SPRUCES 3 B ;
be converted to %é%%% %%”E e
ADU SPRUCET0 spRUCES }M%PLE@—ZSTNSG g NeW home to be :
¢t N
- A Y6, seruces  5— | Sy
€ A S S |constructed g
O N RG] 98 S SPRUCETD, ; P
gm1.2 sssfg = . ¥
v W2y 3¢ sams ?
O @ 3 s FE x931.0 :
3 of 9D i ix934.3
Q :
& H
Z Eg Aass&u
N °F 311
% 2l ay [T
9524 5] ., — 9528 ]
BE-GRAV o X * : Y- < x x 933.5 9318
’ | ? s Lo SSOBEHEE g 294.07 W
i x © ? } 3 &
gspg % peoszel T XERS X954.9 % % % ‘,':O) :9"‘7 %a"’ d’? | y
e x942.9 x943,1 x8328 ( IV FEET )
l l - “ 1 inch = 301t
NOTES ! 4
— BEARING'S SHOWN ARE ON ASSUMED DATUM LEGEND EXISTING AREA CALCULATIONS
— ELEVATIONS BASED ON CITY OF MINNETONKA BM’s (NGVD29) E’ gg:ggg g&i h;%fggh/‘gg? FOUND TO;’;L L%T =/sf28'429 gy DROP GARAGE 2.0° DOWN
- i ith e fit M MONUMENT FOU Existing Hse/Stoops = £1,024 Sq. Ft.
Tois survey wos prepared without the benefit of S  DENOTES SANITARY SEVER MANHOLE Eveti Gorege o 504 g Ft CARAGE FLOOF = s
may exist in addition to those shown hereon. This O DENOTES CATCH BASN Existing Concrete = 325 Sq. Ft. TOP OF FOUNDATION = 939.9
DENQTES EXISTING CONTOUR Existing Shed (tbr) = %123 Sq. Ft LOWEST FLOOR = 931.9
80" LOOKOUT = 936.6 NORTH

Total Hardcover = +1,816sf or +6.4%

PROPOSED AREA CALCULATIONS

TOTAL LOT = 28,429 sq. ft. JOB #21301
Existing Improvements = +1,693 Sq. Ft. | A VEY‘
Proposed Hse/Porches = 2,672 Sq. Ft. AcggErving TNWE C'SlﬁgsHMe‘h'o N
Proposed Drwy/Sdwk = 1820 Sq. Ft. area and beyond -

Hardcover = +5,185sf or £18.2%2

P

763-238-6278 jsacrelandsurveyagmail.com
10 g2 I g 5 g6 417 18 )38 j20

7 B

2 43 14 15 15



acauley
Polygon

acauley
Polygon

acauley
Callout
Existing house to be converted to ADU

acauley
Polygon

acauley
Callout
New home to be constructed 


SRR




2001 Hopkins Crossroad Floorplan
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Neighborhood feedback



To Whom It May Concern -

We live in the Runnymeade neighborhood and are aware of the proposed project at 2001
Hopkins Crossroad, Minnetonka, MN 55305, including the application for the existing structure
to be used as an Accessory Dwelling Unit. We believe this project will have a positive impact on
our neighborhood and are very supportive of the project.

Sincerely,

Karen & Tim Wilcox
2089 Cape Cod Place
Minnetonka, MN 55305

January 10, 2022

To Whom it May Concern:

We write regarding the proposal for 2001 Hopkins Crossroad. We are in support of this project,
including the application for the existing structure to be used as an Accessory Dwelling Unit. We
feel the improvements will only have a positive impact on our neighborhood and contribute to
property values. We also understand the proposed ADU will meet one of the City’s stated goals
of providing more diverse and affordable housing within Minnetonka, which is very important to
us.

Very truly yours,

Ajibola Ayanwale and Caryl Hamblin
11105 Oak Knoll Terrace S
Minnetonka, Minnesota 55305

January 10, 2022

To whom it may concern:

We’re aware of the proposed project at 2001 Hopkins Crossroad and are in support of it,
including keeping the existing structure to be used as an Accessory Dwelling Unit. We think it
will add value to the neighborhood and properties and will be a positive addition overall.

Thanks,

Betsy and Bobby Paulus
2205 Vernon Drive S




LETTER IN SUPPORT OF PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS AT 2001 HOPKINS
CROSSROAD, MINNETONKA, MINNESOTA

We are aware of the proposed project at 2001 Hopkins Crossroad, Minnetonka, MN 55305,
including the application for the existing structure to be used as an Accessory Dwelling Unit. We
would like to express our support for this project. We believe the improvements to the land will
only have a positive impact on our neighborhood and add to the overall aesthetics. We also
understand the proposed ADU will meet one of the City’s stated goals of providing more diverse
and affordable housing within Minnetonka.

Danielle and Sean Smith
2204 Vernon Drive South
Minnetonka, MN 55305




January 11, 2022
Dear City of Minnetonka Planning Committee,

Our names are Bob and Jeanne Alm, home owners of 2024 Vernon Dr. S. We are writing in
support of the proposed improvement project at 2001 Hopkins Crossroads, Minnetonka 55305.
We understand that this proposed projectincludes using the existing structure as an accessory
dwelling unit that will meet the City’s goals of diverse and affordable housing. We have lived in
our house since 1979. As longtime residents we too have made many improvements to our
home and property that have allowed us to stay in the neighborhood, raise our family here and
improve the overall aesthetics of this neighborhood. This has included receiving our own
variance for a remodel project years ago that helped reach these goals and therefore fully
support this improvement projectas well. If you have any questions please feel free to contact
us.

Thank you,
Bob and Jeanne Alm

January 11, 2022
Dear City of Minnetonka Planning Committee,

My name is Kate Alm, home owner of 1904 Vernon Dr. S. | am aware of the proposed projectat
2001 Hopkins Crossroads, Minnetonka 55305 and are in full support of the proposed
improvement. | understand that this proposed project includes using the existing structure as an
accessory dwelling unit that will meet the City’s goals of diverse and affordable housing which |
fully support. As a resident of the corner house on Runnymede and Vernon this project directly
affects the aesthetic view from my house and feel this adds value to the area and my
neighborhood. If you have any questions please feel free to contact me.

Thank you,
Katherine Aim
kateealm@gmail.com

January 11, 2022

Dear City of Minnetonka Planning Committee,

My name is Sarah Knight, home owner of 2025 Vernon Dr. S. We are aware of the proposed
project at 2001 Hopkins Crossroads, Minnetonka 55305 and are in full support of the proposed
improvement at 2001 Hopkins Crossroads. My husband and | understand that this proposed
project includes using the existing structure as an accessory dwelling unit. My husband and |
have owned our house since 2005 and prior to that [grewup in my parents home at 2024
Vernon Dr. S to which they still live. We have watched changes over the years to this



neighborhood and fully support this improvement projectthat adds value and overall aesthetics
to this neighborhood. We also understand that accessory dwelling unit helps the City of
Minnetonka reach its goal of providing more diverse and affordable housing options. We feel

very strongly that this goal needs to be met for our everchanging community. If you have any
questions please feel free to contact us.

Thank you,
Sarah and Trevor Knight



Resolution No. 2022-

Resolution approving a conditional use permit for a detached accessory
dwelling unit at 2001 Hopkins Crossroads

Be it resolved by the City Council of the City of Minnetonka, Minnesota, as follows:
Section 1. Background.

1.01 The property owners, Jonathan and Rachel Leonard have requested a
conditional use permit for a detached, accessory dwelling unit.

1.02 The property is located at 2001 Hopkins Crossroads. It is legally described as:
Lot 26, Block 2, KNOLL RIDGE, Hennepin County, Minnesota

Torrens Certificate No. 1528707

1.03 The proposal is to convert the existing home, originally constructed in 1952, into
an accessory dwelling unit and construct a new home on the east side of the
property.

1.04 On Jan. 20, 2022, the planning commission held a hearing on the proposal. The

applicant was provided the opportunity to present information to the commission.
The commission considered all of the comments received and the staff report,
which are incorporated by reference into this resolution. The commission
recommended that the city council approve the permit.

Section 2. Standards.
2.01 City Code §300.16 Subd. 2 outlines the general standards that must be met for
granting a conditional use permit. These standards are incorporated into this

resolution by reference.

2.02 City Code §300.16 Subd. 3(d) outlines the following specific standards that must
be met for granting a conditional use permit for such facilities:

1) General Standards:

a. ADUs are allowed only on properties zoned R-1, R-1A, and R-2.
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2)

No more than one ADU is allowed per property.

The owner of the property must reside in the principal dwelling unit
or the ADU as a permanent residence, not less than 185 days per
calendar year.

ADUs may not be subdivided or otherwise separated in ownership
from the principal dwelling unit.

Adequate off-street parking must be provided for both the principal
dwelling unit and the ADU. Such parking must be in a garage,
carport, or on a paved area specifically intended for that purpose
but not within a required driveway turnaround. No more than four
vehicles may be parked or stored anywhere outside on the
property. This maximum number does not include vehicles of
occasional guests who do not reside on the property.

The ADU and property on which it is located are subject to all
other provisions of this ordinance relating to single-family
dwellings, including all provisions of the shoreland, wetland,
floodplain, and nuisance ordinances. To the extent of any
inconsistency among ordinance provisions, the most restrictive
provisions apply.

Construction and Design Standards:

a.

On properties zoned R-1 or R-1A, an ADU may be attached to or
detached from a principal structure. On properties zoned R-2,
ADUs must be attached to the principal structure. An attached
ADU includes an ADU that is contained within an existing principal
structure.

Any ADU, whether attached or detached:

1. Must be no larger than 1,000 square feet in total area or 35
percent of the floor area of the principal dwelling,
whichever is less. The city council may approve a larger
area where the additional size would not result in undue
adverse impacts to the neighboring properties. In
evaluating whether this standard is met, the city may
consider things such as the size of the property; the
location of the ADU relative to homes on adjacent
properties; whether the ADU would be reasonably
screened from adjacent properties by existing or proposed
vegetation, elevation changes, or linear distance; whether
a similarly-sized, non-ADU structure could be constructed
in the location proposed without a conditional use permit or
variance; or any other characteristic the city considers
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important or unique. In no case may a detached ADU be
200 square feet or less in total size.

Must be served by municipal water, municipal sanitary
sewer, and gas and electric utilities via service lines shared
with the principal dwelling unit. Unless otherwise approved
by staff, water service to the ADU must be connected after
the existing meter in the principal structure.

Must comply or be brought into compliance with all
applicable building, housing, electrical, plumbing,
mechanical, and related city codes.

May not be served by an additional curb cut unless
approved by the city engineer in compliance with the
driveway ordinance.

Must be registered with the Minnetonka police and fire
departments prior to occupancy.

Attached ADUs:

1.

Must be designed to maintain the single-family appearance
of the principal dwelling from off-site views.

May be created through the conversion of living space or
attached garage space. However, the garage space may
be converted only if: (1) space is available on the property
for construction of a 24-foot by 24-foot garage without
variance; and (2) the applicant submits a detailed plan
demonstrating adequate vehicular parking exists on the
site.

Maximum height and minimum required setbacks are
outlined for principal structures in the associated zoning
district.

Detached ADUs:

1.

Must be designed to maintain the residential character of
the lot on which it will be located.

May be created through the conversion of detached
garage space only if either: (1) the principal structure
includes an attached garage with minimum dimensions of
24 feet by 24 feet; or (2) space is available on the property
for construction of an attached or detached 24-foot by 24-
foot garage without variance, and the applicant submits a
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Section 3.

3.01

3.02

Findings.

detailed plan that demonstrates adequate vehicular
parking exists on the site.

The highest point of the ADU may not extend above the
highest point of the roof of the principal dwelling unit. The
city council may approve a taller ADU if it finds the
additional height would not result in undue adverse
impacts to neighboring properties. In evaluating whether
this standard is met, the city may consider things such as
the size of the property; the location of the ADU relative to
homes on adjacent properties; whether the ADU would be
reasonably screened from adjacent properties by existing
vegetation, elevation changes, or linear distance; whether
a similarly-sized, non-ADU structure could be constructed
in the location proposed without a conditional use permit or
variance; or any other characteristic the city considers
important or unique.

Must be located:

a) Behind the rear building line of the principal
dwelling unit. In the case of corner or double
frontage lots, the ADU is subject to front yard
setbacks established for principal structures.

b) To preserve existing, natural site features to the
extent practicable.

Must be set back from side and rear property lines a
distance equal to the code-defined height of the ADU, but
not less than 15 feet, and set back from all-natural features
as required by ordinance.

May contain a maximum of two bedrooms.

Must be constructed on a permanent foundation with no
wheels.

The proposal meets the general conditional use permit standards outlined in City
Code §300.16 Subd.2.

The proposal meets the specific conditional use permit standards outlined in City
Code 300.16 Subd.3(d).

3) General Standards:

a.

The property is zoned R-1.
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4)

Only one ADU is proposed.

The property owners are proposing to reside in the newly
constructed home on the east side of the lot. Additionally, as a
condition of this resolution, future subdivision of this property is
restricted.

Off-street parking is proposed within the existing and a proposed
driveway. A condition of approval has been added to limit the
amount of vehicles — not related to occasional guests — to four
vehicles.

The ADU would comply with setback requirements for general
structures. No property contains no natural features requiring a
setback, such as wetland or floodplain areas.

The ADU and property on which it is located are subject to all
other provisions of this ordinance relating to single-family
dwellings, including all provisions of the shoreland, wetland,
floodplain, and nuisance ordinances. To the extent of any
inconsistency among ordinance provisions, the most restrictive
provisions apply.

Construction and Design Standards:

a.

The existing house would be converted into a detached,
accessory dwelling unit.

Any ADU, whether attached or detached:

1. The ADU would be larger than 1,000 square feet in size
but would be screened by existing vegetation, be located
on a corner lot, and "aligns" with structures within the
existing neighborhood.

2. As a condition of this resolution, the ADU must be served
by municipal water, municipal sanitary sewer, and gas and
electric utilities via service lines shared with the principal
dwelling unit. Unless otherwise approved by staff, water
service to the ADU must be connected after the existing
meter in the principal structure.

3. As a condition of this resolution, the ADU must comply or
be brought into compliance with all applicable building,
housing, electrical, plumbing, mechanical, and related city
codes.
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Section 4.

4.01

A second curb cut would be created on Runnymeade Lane
for the driveway to the new home. This would be in
compliance with the city’s driveway ordinance.

As a condition of this resolution, the ADU must be
registered with the Minnetonka police and fire departments
prior to occupancy.

C. The ADU is detached.

d. Detached ADUs:

1.

7.

City Council Action.

The existing home would be converted into an ADU. A new
home would be constructed on the east side of the lot.

The ADU would not be created by the conversion of
garage space.

The highest point of the ADU would not extend beyond the
highest point of the newly constructed home. The new
home would sit roughly twelve feet “lower” than the ADU
and would have a height of 27 feet. The building height of
the ADU would be 15 feet.

Must be located:

a) The property is a corner lot. The ADU would
continue to maintain established setbacks.

b) The proposal consists of converting an existing
home into an ADU. The tree protection ordinance
would apply to the construction of the new home at
the time of a building permit.

The ADU would meet the required setbacks.

The existing home contains two bedrooms. Nonetheless,
this has been added as a condition of approval.

The ADU is located on a permanent foundation.

The above-described conditional use permit is approved, subject to the following

conditions:

1. This resolution must be recorded with Hennepin County.

2. A building permit is required.
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3. The owner of the property must reside in the principal dwelling unit or the
ADU as a permanent residence, not less than 185 days per calendar
year.

4, The ADU may not be subdivided or otherwise separated in ownership

from the principal dwelling unit.

5. No more than four vehicles may be parked or stored anywhere outside on
the property. This maximum does not include vehicles of occasional
guests who do not reside on the property.

6. The ADU must be served by municipal water, municipal sanitary sewer,
and gas and electric utilities via service lines shared with the principal
dwelling unit. Unless otherwise approved by staff, water service to the
ADU must be connected after the existing meter in the principal structure.

7. The principal structure and the ADU must comply or be brought into
compliance with all applicable building, housing, electrical, plumbing,
mechanical, and related city codes.

8. The ADU must be registered with the Minnetonka police and fire
departments prior to occupancy.

9. The highest point of the ADU cannot extend beyond the highest point of
the roof of the principal dwelling unit.

10. The ADU cannot contain more than two bedrooms.

11. The city council may reasonably add or revise conditions to address any
future unforeseen problems.

12. Any change to the approved use that results in a significant increase in a
significant change in character would require a revised conditional use
permit.

Adopted by the City Council of the City of Minnetonka, Minnesota, on Feb. 7, 2022.

Brad Wiersum, Mayor

Attest:

Becky Koosman, City Clerk
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Action on this resolution:

Motion for adoption:
Seconded by:
Voted in favor of:
Voted against:
Abstained:

Absent:

Resolution adopted.

| hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of a resolution adopted by the City
Council of the City of Minnetonka, Minnesota, at a meeting held on Feb. 7, 2022.

Becky Koosman, City Clerk
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