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Planning Commission Agenda
Aug. 18, 2022
6:30 p.m.
City Council Chambers — Minnetonka Community Center
Call to Order

Roll Call

. Approval of Agenda

. Approval of Minutes: Aug. 4, 2022

Report from Staff
Report from Planning Commission Members
Public Hearings: Consent Agenda

A. Amendment to the Minnetonka Corporate Center Sign Plan for King Technology at 6000
Clearwater Drive.

Recommendation: Adopt the resolution approving the request (5 votes)

° Final decision, subject to appeal
. Project Planner: Bria Raines

Public Hearings: Non-Consent Agenda Items
A. Conditional use permit for a fast food restaurant at 11301 Hwy 7.

Recommendation: Recommend the city council adopt the resolution approving the request
(4 votes)

. Recommendation to City Council (Sept. 12, 2022)
. Project Planner: Bria Raines

B. Conditional use permit, with location variance, for Advanced Oral Surgery & Periodontics at
110 Cheshire Lane.

Recommendation: Recommend the city council adopt the resolution approving the request
(4 votes)

e Recommendation to City Council (Sept. 12, 2022)
e Project Planner: Susan Thomas
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9. Other Business
A. Concept plan review for a 275-unit apartment building at 10701 Bren Road East.

Recommendation: Provide feedback; no formal action.

o To City Council (Sept. 12, 2022)
. Project Planner: Loren Gordon

10. Adjournment
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1.

2.

Notices

Please call the planning division at (952) 939-8290 to confirm meeting dates as they
are tentative and subject to change.

There following applications are tentatively schedule for the Sept. 1, 2022 agenda.

Project Description

Amavida, 10-unit condo development

Project Location

3928 and 3930 Shady Oak Road

Assigned Staff

Susan Thomas

Ward Councilmember

Brian Kirk, Ward 1

Project Description

Dunibar Court, 5-lot subdivision

Project Location

17809 Ridgewood Road

Assigned Staff

Ashley Cauley

Ward Councilmember

Kissy Coakley, Ward 4

Project Description

Cummings Homestead 2" Addition, 2-lot subdivision

Project Location

5024 Sparrow Road

Assigned Staff

Drew Ingvalson

Ward Councilmember

Bradley Schaeppi, Ward 3

Project Description

Anderson Residence, expansion permit

Project Location

11709 Shady Oak Drive

Assigned Staff

Bria Raines

Ward Councilmember

Brian Kirk, Ward 1




Unapproved
Minnetonka Planning Commission
Minutes

Aug. 4, 2022

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

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

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

Approval of Agenda

Maxwell moved, second by Waterman, to approve the agenda as submitted with
additional comments provided in a change memo dated Aug. 4, 2022.

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

Approval of Minutes: July 21, 2022

Henry moved, second by Hanson, to approve the July 21, 2022 meeting minutes
as submitted.

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

Report from Staff

Gordon briefed the commission on land use applications considered by the city council
at its meeting on Aug. 1, 2022:

o Adopted a resolution approving the final plat of Weber Three, a residential
two-lot subdivision, at 2326 Oakland Road.

o Adopted a resolution approving a conditional use permit for CREO Arts
and Dance Conservatory at 15000 and 15100 Minnetonka Industrial
Road.

o Adopted a resolution approving a conditional use permit for Brito’s
Burritos at 11044 Cedar Lake Road.

o Adopted a resolution approving a conditional use permit for First Light

Doughnuts and Café at 11014 Cedar Lake Road.
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. Upheld the planning commission’s denial of a setback variance to build a
new house at 2203 Windsor Lake Drive.

The next planning commission meeting is scheduled to be held on Aug. 18, 2022.

The annual bus tour with planning commissioners, councilmembers, and EDAC
commissioners is scheduled to be held on Aug. 25, 2022.

6. Report from Planning Commission Members
Chair Sewall appreciated all of the time and work councilmembers put into making
informed land-use decisions. He also appreciated police officers and staff attending the
Night to Unite neighborhood gatherings.

7. Public Hearings: Consent Agenda: None

8. Public Hearings

A. Variance to the tree protection ordinance for the construction of a new
house at 15325 Lake Street Extension.

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

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

The person who designed the house on behalf of the applicant stated that:

° He tried numerous times to try to find a way to avoid needing a variance.

. The proposal would maintain good site drains along the perimeter so
water would not travel onto surrounding properties. The perimeter grading
would impact the trees, but it is the best thing to do.

° Additional healthy trees would be planted and create screening to give
everyone privacy.

The public hearing was opened.

Caren Abdelaal, 15421 Lake Street Extension, stated that:

° Trees help prevent climate change, absorb sound, absorb CO2 and
reduce energy use for air conditioners by 25 percent.

. Trees are Minnetonka’s pride and joy.

o She likes new neighbors.

° She suggested the property share a driveway with the neighbor on the

east to save trees.
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. There is currently an electrical pole located in the area of the proposed
driveway.
. She would like an arborist and staff person to oversee the removal of the
trees to make sure only those authorized to be removed would be
removed.

Tim Nguyen introduced himself and his wife, Janice Park, 15325 Lake Street Extension,
as applicants. Mr. Nguyen stated that:

o They purchased the lot in March of 2021. The city passed the new tree
protection ordinance that November.

° He understands the importance of tree preservation. He drives an electric
vehicle.

. The proposal would plant new trees along the perimeter to create privacy
between them and the neighbors.

° He and his wife met with most of the neighbors, who are great people.

° They are excited to build their dream home and be part of the
neighborhood.

No additional testimony was submitted, and the hearing was closed.

In response to Chair Sewall’s request, Thomas explained that natural resources staff
determine which trees may be removed. Before a building permit is issued, natural
resources staff make sure tree protection and silt fencing are installed. The city holds a
natural resources escrow to fund completion or fix repairs if a project would not meet the
conditions of approval. There is a significant fee associated with the removal of a tree
that was not authorized to be removed. That fine has to be paid before a certificate of
occupancy can be issued.

Thomas explained that the new tree protection ordinance identifies a significant tree as
any tree over four inches in diameter regardless of its species. Prior to the change made
fall of 2021, there were no tree protection regulations for single-family residential lots. It
is by far the strictest tree protection ordinance in the metro area.

Waterman stated that:

o He appreciated the presentations.

o He supports the tree protection ordinance. He supports this application for
the reasons listed in the staff report.

) This specific parcel was carved up in a specific way to allow a house to

be built. The property is meant to have a house. It is not meant to be
vacant. A house could not be built on the lot without a variance to the tree
protection ordinance.

o He appreciates the applicant’s plan to plant new trees.

o The project looks great.
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° He supports the staff's recommendation.

Powers stated that:

. The property owners in 1997 did not envision the tree protection
ordinance adopted in 2021. The proposal is a win for the tree protection
ordinance. It shows that the property owners are being even more
respectful of the importance of trees than they already are.

. The lot was designed to accommodate a single-family house. That is
reasonable.
. He likes the proposal and agrees with the staff's recommendation.

Hanson stated that:

. He supports the proposal.
He appreciates the property owner explaining the process.

. He suggested staff provide an update on how the tree protection
ordinance is working during the city tour.

° He looks forward to supporting the proposal.

Maxwell stated that:

. She appreciated the presentation and comments from the neighbors.
. She agreed with the commissioners.
° She loves the idea of a shared driveway but understands it can be a

hassle, especially with changes in property ownership. The topography
would prevent a shared driveway from being a good solution in this
situation.

. She appreciates that there would be no place to locate the house that
would make a significant difference in the number of trees that would be
removed. The lot is designed to support a single-family house.

° She supports the proposal and wishes the applicant luck.

Henry stated that:
. He supports the tree ordinance and preservation of the tree cover. He

was glad tree number 52 on the tree inventory would be preserved since
it is probably over 100 years old.

o He agrees with the staff's recommendation.
o He understands that the property is a single family home lot.
. He thanked the applicants for caring about the tree canopy, driving an

electric vehicle, and being willing to plant new trees.

Chair Sewall stated that:
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. The lot was created in 1997. The request is reasonable and practical.
. The staff did a fantastic job of considering every way to preserve as many
trees as possible.
. The city manages a tree sale every year to promote diversity in quality
tree species at a great price.
. He supports the staff's recommendation.

Hanson moved, second by Waterman, to adopt the resolution approving a
variance from the removal thresholds of the tree protection ordinance for the
construction of a new house at 15325 Lake Street Extension.

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

B. Variance to the side yard setback for a garage addition at 14722 Oakways
Court.

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

Raines reported. She recommended denial of the application based on the findings
listed in the staff report.

Chair Sewall confirmed with Thomas that Minnetonka’s policy for a reasonable standard
two-car garage is 24 feet by 24 feet.

Tyler Briggs, 14722 Oakways Court, applicant, provided photos of the yard. He stated
that:

Two adults and four children live in the house. They have many vehicles.
He provided a photo of where the garage addition would be located.

He provided photos of stuff outside that he would like to store inside.

He has two storage units that house two vehicles.

There is a slope that limits where a garage addition could be built.

The houses in the neighborhood have a three-stall garage.

The property has a concrete slab located in a drainage easement.

The site has a 20-foot by 30-foot garage. The 20-foot side is four feet
short of 24 feet and makes it difficult to get the doors open. More width
would make it easier to open the garage doors.

Nick Olson, Olson Construction, on behalf of the applicant, stated that:

o He thought the previous item reviewed by the planning commission at this
meeting set a precedent that allowed a variance to the tree protection
ordinance.

) This proposal may cause the removal of one tree.



Unapproved Planning Commission Minutes

Aug. 4, 2022

Page 6

The proposal would have proper drainage and gutters.

The proposal would conform with the look of the house. The house
across the street does not match the neighborhood.

A three-vehicle garage is reasonable and should be the standard.

Sarah Briggs, 14722 Oakways Court, applicant, stated that:

She loves the trees and privacy.

The proposal would cause the trimming of tree limbs that need to be
trimmed.

The proposal would make the property more beautiful and fit in better with
the neighborhood.

There is a lot of sentimental value attached to motorcycles and vehicles.
She wants the vehicles to start in frigidly cold weather.

She wants to put her vehicle in a garage to prevent her tabs from being
stolen.

Her neighbors support the proposal.

She appreciated the commissioners’ consideration.

Waterman confirmed with Mr. Olson that the slope would prevent the garage from
extending deeper than its current 52 feet.

The public hearing was opened. No testimony was submitted, and the hearing was

closed.

Maxwell asked if the city has a standard three-car garage size. Raines answered in the
negative. She explained that the standard single-car garage size is 13 feet by 20 feet.

Waterman stated that:

He appreciated the presentations.

He likes three-car garages, which add value to properties and quality of
life if it can be done within the setbacks.

He was wrestling with deciding if the layout of the house creates a
practical difficulty. He measured his single-stall garage and found that it
has a nine-foot door with less than a foot and a half on each side, and it
functions fine.

He found it hard to find a reason to disagree with the staff's
recommendation to deny the application. He was inclined to agree with
the staff's recommendation.

Powers stated that:

He was inclined to disagree with staff but had not made a final
determination.
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He did not care how many vehicles the applicant had.

The current owner of the property may not live there as long as the
property exists. His decision must be based on future homeowners of the
property as well.

There is a practical difficulty in living with a two-car garage. Vehicles are
larger now. He was inclined to support the proposal to allow a reasonable
third-car garage.

No neighbors expressed opposition to the proposal.

Hanson stated that:

The garage being three feet one way or the other would not impact the
character of the neighborhood.

The neighbors probably prefer a third-stall garage.

It does not matter that the applicant has a lot of vehicles.

He leaned toward approving the proposal.

Maxwell stated that:

She thought adding a third stall to the garage for the property was an
excellent idea, and adding extra depth was a creative solution to get more
space without being visible from the street.

She noted that a 1,000-square-foot-detached garage could be added in
the backyard without a variance and may require the removal of trees.
She would rather have the proposal than a detached-storage structure
that may cause tree removal.

She had difficulty identifying a unique circumstance. She was not sure if
the orientation of the house on the lot would be enough.

Twelve feet in width for three stalls would equal 36 feet in width for a
three-car garage. That might be unique to this circumstance.

Henry stated that:

He was torn because he could see the benefit of the third stall and the
security of vehicles being located inside. As a homeowner, he felt for the
applicants.

He leaned toward the proposal, not having a practical difficulty enough to
allow 15 feet instead of 12 feet of width.

Powers stated that:

He felt that the increase in the size of vehicles that has occurred over
time had caused a practical difficulty. He felt 15 feet would be justified.
No one in the neighborhood opposes the proposal.

At least half of the houses in the neighborhood have three-car garages.
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. He supports the approval of the application.

Chair Sewall stated that:

. He agrees that the applicants need the third stall. A 12-foot-wide-third
stall would not need a variance. He felt that would be reasonable.
o He did not see a practical difficulty at this time to justify a variance.

Waterman moved, second by Maxwell, to adopt the resolution denying the side
yard setback variance for a garage addition at 14722 Oakways Court.

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

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

C. Items concerning the construction of a new house at 2507 Bantas Point
Lane.

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

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

In response to Hanson’s question, Thomas explained the floodplain indemnification
process.

In response to Henry's question, Thomas explained that the engineering staff is
comfortable with the proposal since it provides an evacuation route above the floodplain
and does not block potential floodwaters on Bantas Point Lane from reaching the lake.

Ed Noonan, 2492 Bantas Point Road, stated that:

. He thanked Thomas, Gordon, and the engineering staff for spending
hours with him to find a solution.

The current structure was caving in.

The parking area allowed a turnaround area for snow plows.

The garage would be 21.5 feet by 24 feet.

The bedrooms would be made as accessible as possible.

He thought this would be a great solution for the property.

The proposal would allow the property to accommodate water flow better
than it does now.
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In response to Henry’s question, Thomas explained that there is an easement on
another property that allows snow storage and room for a plow to turn around.

Mr. Noonan stated that there is no on-street parking allowed on the street. He
appreciates being able to have a large driveway to provide parking for the residence.

The public hearing was opened.

Peter Strot, 2415 Bantas Point Road, stated that the applicants have already improved
the area immensely. He would expect the applicant to improve this property. He
supports the proposal.

Kathy Nelson, 2504 Bantas Point Lane, stated that:

She appreciates the commissioners being so thoughtful and respectful at
this meeting.

She also appreciated that Thomas and Gordon were very helpful and
respectful. They answered her questions and were fast at getting back to
her.

She appreciates what the applicant has done. She appreciates the effort
to decrease the flooding situation.

She understands how floor area ratio (FAR) is calculated since the
McMansion policy was approved just before she built her house in 2008.
She was held to a .52 FAR. She has a single garage. She had to remove
a room above the garage to comply with the .52 FAR. She had a hardship
to comply with the .52 FAR.

In 2016, another applicant was required to comply with .52 FAR.

She questioned the justification to allow .58 FAR now. She requested that
all residents in the area be treated equally. She would like to add a home
office.

There was an incident on another property where the house was torn
down without a permit, and the lake was not protected.

She trusted that the lake would be protected during the completion of the
proposal.

She appreciated commissioners listening to her comments.

Ted Ewing, 2506 Bantas Point Lane, stated that:

The property has been a nuisance in the past.

He appreciated the applicants improving the flooding issues.

He requested that there be good communication if the applicant would
need to drive on his property.

He planned to be respectful to neighbors if he rebuilds in the future.

No additional testimony was submitted, and the hearing was closed.
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Thomas explained that staff looked at live, current data from the city tax assessor
database and found that the current FAR for the area equals .58. The FAR for the
neighborhood changes as assessors are able to gain more accurate information on the
size of houses. There is a house in the neighborhood that has a FAR of .58. Other
property owners in the neighborhood could request additions with a FAR up to .58 and
meet the McMansion policy. Staff is able to calculate the current FAR for any address at
any time.

Gordon explained that an addition to a house that meets all ordinance requirements is
not required to meet the McMansion policy, which could then increase the allowed FAR
for a neighborhood.

Henry felt this would be a good use of the property. The proposal would have an
acceptable FAR. The neighbors support the proposal. The variance is reasonable. He
supports the staff's recommendation.

Powers agreed that a new house should be built on the site. It is a unique area. He
supports the proposal.

Maxwell supports the proposal. She appreciates the drainage improvements, keeping
the roof lower to respect the neighbors' view of the lake, and she trusts the city
engineers in regard to the hydrology and floodplain measurements. She supports the
staff's recommendation.

Waterman supports it as well. He appreciates the applicant working with staff to get to
this point. He trusts the city engineers and looks forward to the proposal’s completion.

Chair Sewall commended the applicant and staff for all of the work put into the proposal.
He loves being able to improve the environmental aspect of a site while allowing the
construction of a new house. He supports the staff's recommendation.

Powers moved, second by Henry, to recommend that the city council adopt the
resolution approving a floodplain alteration permit and setback and impervious
surface variances for the construction of a new house at 2507 Bantas Point Road.

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

9. Adjournment
Hanson moved, second by Waterman, to adjourn the meeting at 8:33 p.m. Motion

carried unanimously.

By:
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Lois T. Mason
Planning Secretary
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Brief Description Amendment to the Minnetonka Corporate Center Sign Plan for King
Technology at 6000 Clearwater Drive

Recommendation Adopt the resolution approving the request.

Background

The Minnetonka Corporate Center development was approved in 1984. The approval included a
sign plan that governs all freestanding and wall signs within the business park. For each
building within the business park, the sign plan outlines the allowed number, location, and size
of the signs.

Under the approved sign plan, the building at 6000 Clearwater Drive is allowed two wall signs.
The signs must be located on the west and south fagade of the building and may have a
maximum text height of 2.25 feet and a maximum logo height of 5 feet. In 2017, Associated
Bank was granted a sign plan amendment increasing the number and height of signs. (See
chart below.)

Proposal
King Technology is proposing a sign plan that will increase the maximum letter height from 2.25

feet to 58 inches (4.8 feet) for the west facade sign. This proposal requires an amendment to
the Minnetonka Corporate Center sign plan.

Number of . . . . .
Signs Sign Location | Sign Area Sign Height
City Code 1 NA 4 foot
2017 Approved Sign | , West fagade 64.5 SF 5-foot logo
Plan South facade 64 SF 2.25-foot letters
5-foot logo
West facade 64.5 SF 58-inch letters*
Proposed
2 (4.8 foot)
Amendment 5-foot logo
South facade 64 SF 5 25 foot letters

* proposed change from 2017 approved sign plan

Staff Analysis

Staff finds that the proposed signs and requested amendment are reasonable:

1. Number and Size. The number and size of the proposed signs are reasonable given the

size of the office building. The existing four-story building is over 116,000 square feet in
size. Based on original building plans, the west and south fagades of the building total
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over 14,000 square feet in surface area. At 64.5 square feet each, the proposed signs
would occupy just 0.9 percent of these fagcades.

2. Height. The proposed signs are appropriately sized relative to the height of the office
building. The existing four-story building is 50 feet in height. The proposed five-foot logo
would represent just 10 percent of this total height.

3. Comparability of sign plan. The proposed sign plan would revise the text height from 27
inches to 58 inches. The logo height would remain a maximum of 5 feet in height, and
the sign area, a maximum of 64.5 square feet. The proposed plan will utilize the same
0.9 percent of the building fagade, with only the length and width dimensions changing.

4, Visibility. The increased letter height on the west fagade is reasonable based on the
distance from and rate of speed on 1-494. The increased height is not proposed, nor
would it be necessary, on the south fagade.

Staff Recommendation

Adopt the attached resolution approving an amendment to the Minnetonka Corporate Center
sign plan for King Technology at 6000 Clearwater Drive.

Originator: Bria Raines, Planner
Through:  Loren Gordon, AICP, City Planner
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Supporting Information

Surrounding North: Office building, zoned PUD

Land Uses South: Hotel and daycare, zoned PUD
East: Office building, zoned PUD
West: 1-494

Planning Guide Plan designation: Mixed-Use

Zoning: PUD, Planned Unit Development

Other Signs In recent years, the planning commission has approved other
amendments to the Minnetonka Corporate Center sign plan.

Address Building Height | Elevation Logo height | Text height | Sign area
12800 3 stories North 5 feet 30 inches 40 sf
Whitewater Dr East 5 feet 36 inches 40.5 sf
Whitewater Dr South 4 feet 36 inches 40 sf

Southwest 7 to 12 feet 175 sf
6030 5 stories Southeast 7 to 12 feet 175 sf
Clearwater Dr
Northwest 4 to 7 feet 65 sf
6000 4 stories West 5 feet 58 inches* 64.5 sf
Clearwater Dr
(Proposed) South 5 feet 27 inches 64 sf
* proposed change from 2017 approved sign plan
Sign Plan Review Within the P.U.D./P.1.D zoning districts, a sign plan with
Standards differing requirements may be approved by the city. Factors that will

be used in determining if an individual P.U.D/P.1.D sign play will be
considered include the following:

1) The development includes a high rise (greater than a three-story)
structure;

2) The development includes multiple structures and/or substantial
site area;

3) The development includes mixed uses;
4) A sign plan is uniquely adapted to address the visibility needs of a
development while remaining consistent with the intent of this

section to direct high-quality signage; and

5) The sign plan includes permanent sigh covenants which can be
enforced by the city.
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Motion options 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
amendment.

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.

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

Appeals Any person aggrieved by the planning commission's decision about
the requested variances may appeal such a decision to the city
council. A written appeal must be submitted to the planning staff
within ten days of the date of the decision.

Neighborhood The city sent notices to 45 area property owners and received
Comments no comments.
Deadline for Nov. 22, 2022

Decision
























Planning Commission Resolution No. 2017-04

Resolution amending the Minnetonka Corporate Center sign plan as it pertains to

the building at 6000 Clearwater Drive

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

Background.

The subject property is located at 6000 Clearwater Drive, within the
Minnetonka Corporate Center. The property is legally described as: Lot 7,
Block 2, Minnetonka Corporate Center.

Signs within the Minnetonka Corporate Center are governed by a sign
plan that was approved by the city council on August 6, 1984.

Leroy Signs Inc., on behalf of Associated Bank, is proposing to install two
wall signs on the existing, 4-story office building at 6000 Clearwater Drive.
The signs, located on the west and south fagades of the building, would
have a maximum letter height of 2.25 feet and a maximum logo height of 5
feet.

The proposed signs require an amendment to the approved sign plan as it
pertains to the 6000 Clearwater Drive.

Number of Sign Sign
Signs Height Location
Sign Plan Allowance 1 3 feet West facade
5 foot logo West fagade
Proposed 2 2.25 foot letters | South facade
FINDINGS.

The proposed signs and requested amendment are reasonable for three
reasons:
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Section 3.

3.01

Number and Size. The number and size of the proposed signs are
reasonable given the size of the office building. The existing, 4-
story building is over 116,000 square feet size. Based on original
building plans, the west and south fagades of the building total over
14,000 square feet in surface area. At 64.5 square feet each, the
proposed signs would occupy just 0.9 percent of these facades.

Height. The proposed signs are appropriately sized relative to the
height of the office building. The existing, 4-story building is 50 feet
in height. The proposed 5-foot logo would represent just 10 percent
of this total height.

Location. The proposed locations on the west and south fagades
would provide some level of visibility from the 1-494 and County
Road 62.

Planning Commission Action.

The Minnetonka Corporate Center sign plan as it pertains to 6000
Clearwater Drive is amended as described in section 1.04 of this
resolution. The amendment is subject to the following conditions:

1.

2.

Sign permits are required for the wall signs.

Any changes to the sign plans may require an amendment to this
approval.

The signs must be installed prior to December 31, 2017, unless the
planning commission grants a time extension.

































Planning Commission Resolution No. 2022-

Resolution approving an amendment to the Minnetonka Corporate Center sign plan for
King Technology at 6000 Clearwater Drive

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

Background.

The subject property is located at 6000 Clearwater Drive, within the Minnetonka
Corporate Center. The property is legally described as: Lot 7, Block 2,
Minnetonka Corporate Center.

Torrens Certificate No. 1505673

Signs within the Minnetonka Corporate Center were governed by a sign plan that
was approved by the city council on Aug. 6, 1984. The Minnetonka Corporate
Center is currently governed by a sign plan approved by the city council on Jan.

19, 2017.

King Technology is proposing to install one wall sign on the existing, 4-story
office building at 6000 Clearwater Drive. The signs, located on the west and
south fagades of the building, would have a maximum letter height of 2.25 feet
and a maximum logo height of 5 feet.

The proposed signs require an amendment to the approved sign plan as it
pertains to the 6000 Clearwater Drive.

Number of . . . . .
Signs Sign Location | Sign Area Sign Height
City Code 1 NA 4 foot
2017 Approved 5 West fagade 64.5 SF 5 foot logo
Sign Plan South facade 64 SF | 2.25 foot letters
5 foot logo
Proposed ) Westfagade | 64.5SF | 554 p letters*
Amendment 5 foot logo
South facade 64 SF

2.25 foot letters

* proposed change from 2017 approved sign plan
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Section 2. General Standards.

2.01 By City Code §325.06 Subd. 4, the city may consider and approve sign plans
with differing standards for properties located within the PUD district. Factors
used in determining if an individual sign plan will be considered include the

following:

1. The development includes a high rise (greater than three stories)
structure;

2. The development includes multiple structures and/or substantial site area;

3. The development includes mixed uses;

4, A sign plan is uniquely adapted to address the visibility needs of a

development while remaining consistent with the intent of this section to
direct high-quality signage; and

5. The sign plan includes permanent sign covenants which can be enforced
by the city.

Section 3. FINDINGS.

3.01 The proposed signs and requested amendment are reasonable for three
reasons:

1. Number and Size. The number and size of the proposed signs are
reasonable given the size of the office building. The existing 4-story
building is over 116,000 square feet in size. Based on original building
plans, the west and south fagades of the building total over 14,000 square
feet in surface area. At 64.5 square feet each, the proposed signs would
occupy just 0.9 percent of these fagades.

2. Height. The proposed signs are appropriately sized relative to the height
of the office building. The existing 4-story building is 50 feet in height. The
proposed 5-foot logo would represent just 10 percent of this total height.

3. Comparability of sign plan. The proposed sign plan would revise the text
height from 27 inches to 58 inches. The logo height would remain a
maximum of 5 feet in height, and the sign area, a maximum of 64.5
square feet. The proposed plan will utilize the same 0.9 percent of the
building fagade, with only the length and width dimensions changing.

4. Visibility. The increased letter height on the west fagade is reasonable
based on the distance from and rate of speed on 1-494. The increased
height is not proposed, nor would it be necessary, on the south fagade.
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MINNETONKA PLANNING COMMISSION
Aug. 18, 2022

Brief Description Conditional use permit, with parking variance, for a fast food
restaurant at 11301 Highway 7

Recommended Action Recommend the city council adopt the resolution approving the proposal.

Proposal

The applicant is requesting a conditional use permit for Nautical Bowls, a fast food restaurant,
within the Country Village shopping center at 11301 Highway 7. The subject property is 9.7
acres in size and zoned B-2, Limited Business District. The proposed tenant space is
approximately 1,498 square feet and is located in the northeast corner of the shopping center.
The restaurant would include an indoor seating area, service counter, mechanical room, back-
of-house area, and one ADA-accessible restroom.

Proposal Requirements

A conditional use permit is required for any fast food restaurant with or without drive-up facilities
in the B-2 District. Per city ordinance, a fast food restaurant is defined as "a restaurant whose
business is the sale of rapidly prepared or pre-prepared food or drink directly to customers
without table service and which may include drive-up order and delivery systems."

The proposed restaurant also requires a variance to the conditional use permit standards for the
number of required parking spaces. For more information, see the “Supporting Information”
section of this report.

Staff Analysis

A land-use proposal is comprised of many details. These details are reviewed by members of
the city’s economic development, engineering, fire, legal, natural resources, planning, and
public works departments and divisions. The details are then aggregated into a few primary

guestions or issues. The analysis and recommendations outlined in the following sections of this
report are based on the collaborative efforts of this larger staff review team.

. Is the proposed use generally appropriate?

Yes. The site has other restaurant tenants and would not alter the character of the site
and the surrounding neighborhood.

. Is the requested conditional use permit appropriate?
Yes. The conditional use permit for restaurant use is appropriate. The proposed restaurant
would meet all of the standards outlined in the city code for restaurants within the B-2

zoning district.

. Is the parking variance reasonable?
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Yes. The city code parking requirement at shopping centers can change as tenants
change; the requirement is not static. The parking variance is required based on a
calculation of the present tenants. The current uses requiring the highest parking are the
fitness center, grocery store, and attached restaurant. ITE standards and a proof-of-
parking plan suggest that the site could accommodate the shopping center's typical
amount of business with the reduced number of parking stalls.

For more discussion, see the “Supporting Information” section of the report.
Staff Recommendation

Recommend the city council adopt the resolution approving a conditional use permit, with
variance, for Nautical Bowls at 11301 Highway 7.

Originator: Bria Raines, Planner
Through: Loren Gordon, AICP, City Planner
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Supporting Information

Subject Property The subject property is located in the B-2 — Limited Business — zoning
district and has a commercial land use designation in the 2040
Comprehensive Guide Plan.

Surrounding Property North: Zoned R-1 Low-Density and R-2 Medium-Density Residential
South: City of Hopkins — commercial property
East: City of Hopkins — commercial and residential property
West: Zoned R-1 Low-Density Residential

Proposed Building The proposed tenant space is 1,498 square feet in size. It would not
include an outdoor ordering/dining area. Rather, customers would
order, pick up food via an indoor service counter, and sit in the guest
seating area.

The applicant has not proposed any alterations to the store facade.
The exterior will remain consistent with the rest of the shopping
center.

Parking In 1991, the city council approved a parking variance from the then
required 602 stalls to 558 stalls to accommodate a sit-down
restaurant. However, the site no longer has 558 stalls available, and
this variance is no longer valid.

In 2007, the Country Village Shopping Center parking was
recalculated for a conditional use permit for Linder's Greenhouses. At
that time, available parking on site was 465 stalls. According to the
associated staff report: “Given the use and size of the building, City
Code requires 483 parking spaces on site. Therefore, the site
currently does not meet the parking requirement by 18 spaces.
However, the approved site plan for the subject property contains
proof-of-parking in excess of 483 spaces. Consequently, the site
could be brought into compliance with parking standards should the
need arise.” Given the available proof-of-parking, a parking variance
was not required for this proposal.

In 2019, the site, a fitness center, became a tenant of the center. A
fitness center is a permitted use in the B-2 zoning district; therefore, a
special permit was not required, nor a recalculation of parking. Based
on the site parking calculations, the fithess center required 83 parking
stalls alone.

As part of the current conditional use permit review, the Country
Village Shopping Center parking demand has been recalculated to
determine the city-code required amount of parking. Per city code, the
existing tenants and the Nautical Bowls proposal require 587 parking
stalls. The required parking has changed based on the change in
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Variance Standard

Natural Resources

Neighborhood
Comments

2. Public address systems shall not be audible from any
residential parcel;

Finding: This has been included as a condition of approval.

3. Stacking for a minimum of six cars per aisle shall be provided
within applicable parking lot setbacks;

Finding: The proposed site plan does not have a drive-thru
window. This requirement does not apply.

4. Shall not be permitted when traffic studies indicate significant
impacts on the levels of service as defined by the institute of
traffic engineers of adjacent streets and intersections; and

Finding: The site does not meet the city ordinance parking
requirement; however, the ITE parking demand is met.

5. The building shall be set back at least 100 feet and screened
from any adjacent property designated in the comprehensive
plan for residential use.

Finding: The proposed building would be located over 120
feet from the closest residential building, separated by
Minnetonka Mills Road, and screened by fencing. In addition,
the shopping center faces Highway 7, angled away from the
residential properties.

By City Code §300.07, 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.

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 city sent notices to 112 area property owners and residents. One
comment was received by a neighboring tenant.

Creative Hair Studio, 11305 Hwy 7 (Country Village Shopping Center)
Good morning Biria,
This is Connie and | am a co owner at Creative Hair Studio in
the Country Village Shopping Ctr. We are unable to come to













































Resolution No. 2022-042

Resolution approving a conditional use permit for Nautical Bowls at 11301 Highway 7

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

1.01 The subject property is located at 11301 Highway 7, within the B-2 Limited
Business zoning district. It is legally described as:

Tract A Subject to Road, Registered Land Survey No. 1591, Hennepin County,
Minnesota.

Torrens Certificate No. 1547613

1.02 Matt Riggs has requested a conditional use permit to operate a fast-food
restaurant on the property. The proposal includes a parking variance from 587
parking stalls to 465 parking stalls on the property.

1.03 City Code §300.18 Subd. 4(f) outlines that a conditional use permit is required for
fast food restaurants with our without drive-up facilities in the B-2 district.

1.04 On May 12, 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 proposal.

Section 2. Standards.

2.01 By City Code 300.21 Subd.4(f) outlines the following conditions for fast food
restaurants with a drive-thru window in the B-2 district.

1. Shall be located only on sites having direct access to minor arterial
streets or service roads;

2. Public address systems shall not be audible from any residential parcel;

3. Stacking for a minimum of six cars per aisle shall be provided within
applicable parking lot setbacks;
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2.02

Section 3.

3.01

3.02

4, Shall not be permitted when traffic studies indicate significant impacts on
the levels of service as defined by the institute of traffic engineers of
adjacent streets and intersections; and

5. The building shall be set back at least 100 feet and screened from any
adjacent property designhated in the comprehensive plan for residential
use.

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 mean: (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 would meet the conditional use permit standards outlined in City
Code 300.21 Subd.4(f) for fast food restaurants with a drive-thru window.

1. The subject property is accessed via the Highway 7 service road.

2. As a condition of this resolution, public address systems shall not be
audible from any residential parcel.

3. The proposed site would not have a drive-thru window. This requirement
does not apply.

4. The site does not meet the city ordinance parking requirement; however,
the ITE parking demand is met.

5. The proposed building would be located approximately 150 feet from the
closest residential building, separated by Minnetonka Mills Road, and
screened by fencing. In addition, the shopping center faces Highway 7,
angled away from the residential properties.

The proposal would meet the variance standard outlined in City Code §300.07:

1. Intent of the Ordinance. The intent of the ordinance as it pertains to
parking requirements is to ensure adequate parking is provided to meet
anticipated parking demand. The city code requires 587 stalls to
accommodate the parking demand on the subject property. The ITE
estimates the site would require 465 stalls to meet the parking demand.
The Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) suggests that actual
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Section 4.

4.01

parking demand rates for the commercial center would be less than
required by city code.

2. Consistent with Comprehensive Plan. The subject property is located in
the Country Village Shopping Center, a community village center. One of
the overall themes outlined in the comprehensive plan is to "provide
development and redevelopment opportunities that encourage vitality,
promote identity, and improve livability" in village centers. The requested
variances would result in the reuse of an existing space as a new and
unique gathering space, consistent with the goals of the comprehensive

plan
3. Practical Difficulties. There are practical difficulties in complying with the
ordinance:

a) Reasonableness and Unique Circumstance. The requested
parking variance is reasonable. By city ordinance, the site would
not have enough available parking. However, ITE anticipates that
the parking demand could be accommodated by the proposed
parking spaces.

b) Character of the Neighborhood. The parking variance would allow

a permitted use similar to those of other Country Village tenants.
City Council Action.

The city council approves the conditional use permit, with variances, based on
the above findings. 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, except as modified by
the conditions below:

Construction Plans, Certified June 24, 2022
Finish Plan and Finish Specifications
Equipment and Furniture Plan

Lighting, Power, and Systems Plan

2. A building permit is required. The permit application and supporting plans
and documents must be submitted through the city’s online permit review
system. Unless authorized by appropriate staff, no site work may begin
until the permit has been approved.

3. Prior to the issuance of the building permit:

a) This resolution must be recorded with Hennepin County.

b) Construction must begin by Dec. 31, 2022, unless the city council
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grants a time extension.
4, Outdoor seating is limited to 2-person tables, no more than two feet in
width. The sidewalk is approximately six feet, and the tables must not
lessen the walkway to less than four feet in width.

5. Public address systems must not be audible from any residential parcel.

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

7. 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 Sept. 12, 2022.

Brad Wiersum, Mayor

Attest:

Becky Koosman, City Clerk

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 Sept. 12, 2022.

Becky Koosman, City Clerk
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Brief Description A conditional use permit, with location variance, for Advanced Oral
Surgery & Periodontics at 110 Cheshire Lane.

Recommendation Recommend the city council adopt the resolution approving the
request.

Background

The 110 Cheshire Lane property is located within the Planned 1-394 zoning district (PID). It was
developed in 1998 when a 110,000 square-foot, three-story office building was constructed on
the east side of the site. The building is served by a 301-stall surface parking lot and a 60-stall
underground parking garage.

Peter Hind, on behalf of Advanced Oral Surgery & Periodontics, is requesting a conditional use
permit to operate a roughly 5,300-square-foot clinic within one of the building’s tenant spaces.
Under the PID ordinance, clinics are

conditionally-permitted uses. The
ordinance contains four conditional
use permit (CUP) standards, which
are outlined in the “Supporting
Information” section of this report. One
of the standards is that clinics not be
located adjacent to low-density
residential areas. The properties
immediately to the east of the office
site are zoned and guided for low-
density development; the proposed

clinic also requires a variance to this standard.

Staff Analysis

A land-use proposal is comprised of many details. These details are reviewed by members of
the city’s economic development, engineering, fire, legal, natural resources, planning, and
public works departments and divisions. These details are then aggregated into a few primary

questions or issues. The analysis and recommendations outlined in the following sections of this
report are based on the collaborative efforts of this larger staff review team.

o Is the proposed use appropriate?

Yes. Apart from the location adjacent to a low-density area, the proposed clinic would
meet conditional use permit standards.

. Is the locational variance reasonable?

Yes. The intent of restricting clinics from operating adjacent to residential areas is to
provide adequate separation between these two land uses, thereby minimizing the real
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and perceived impacts of the high-intensity use (clinic) on the lower intensity use (single-
family homes).

The proposal meets this intent. Though 110 Cheshire Lane is technically located
adjacent to a single-family neighborhood, the office building is separated from the homes
by a ponding area, mature vegetation, and a distance of over 250 feet. Further, the city
has previously approved two CUPs, with location variances, for clinics within the
Cheshire Lane office building.

o Would parking demand be accommodated?

Yes. By city code, 335 parking stalls are required to accommodate the various uses of
the office building. The property contains 361 parking stalls.

Staff Recommendation

Recommend that the city council adopt the resolution approving a conditional use permit, with
location variance, for Advanced Oral Surgery & Periodontics at 110 Cheshire Lane.

Originator: Susan Thomas, AICP, Assistant City Planner
Through:  Loren Gordon, AICP, City Planner
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Surrounding
Land Uses

Planning

Parking

CUP Standards

Supporting Information

Northerly: Office building, zoned PID

Easterly: Single-family homes, zoned R-1
Southerly: Wetland area, zoned PID

Westerly: Office/Industrial buildings, zoned PID

Guide Plan designation: Commercial
Zoning:  PID, Planned 1394

Even with the addition of the proposed clinic, the 361 parking stalls on
site would exceed city code parking requirements.

Suite Occupant Area Rate R(;(tl::::d
100 | Oggi 3,507 1 per 250 sq.ft. 14
105 | 1st Scribe 12,317 1 per 250 sq.ft. 49
106 | vacant 3,586 1 per 250 sq.ft. 14
120 | Advanced Oral 5,321 1 per 175 sq.ft. 30
200 | Advisor Net 27,951 1 per 250 sq.ft. 112
300 | vacant 13,505 1 per 250 sq.ft. 54
320 | WEM 1,863 1 per 250 sq_.ft. 7
350 | Service 800 3,210 1 per 250 sq.ft. 13
375 | Urban FT 3,808 1 per 250 sq.ft. 15
385 | Ambient 6,487 1 per 250 sq.ft. 26

TOTAL 335

The proposal would meet the general conditional use permit
standards as outlined in City Code §300.31 Subd. 4(b)(2):

1. The use is in the best interest of the city;

2. The use is compatible with other nearby uses; and

3. The use is consistent with other requirements of this
ordinance.

The proposal would meet the specific CUP standards for hospitals
and medical clinics on property designated for office, retail, or service
commercial uses, as outlined in City Code §300.31 Subd. 4(b)(2)(d):

1. Shall not be adjacent to low-density residential areas;
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Finding: The property is located adjacent to a residential use;
a variance is required. The proposal would meet the variance
standard.

2. Shall have direct access from the site to a collector or arterial
street as defined in the comprehensive plan;

Finding: Cheshire Lane is classified as a major collector.

3. Shall not have emergency vehicle access adjacent to or
located across a street from any residential use; and

Finding: The proposed use is not anticipated to generate
emergency vehicle traffic at a rate higher than the existing
office users. Nevertheless, the only access into the property is
via a collector street serving other office and industrial
properties.

4. May be required to submit a detailed parking analysis for uses
exceeding 10,000 square feet. Additional parking may be
required based on this analysis.

Finding: The proposed use would occupy roughly 5,300
square-feet of the building. Even with the addition of the
proposed clinic, the 361 parking stalls on site would exceed
city code parking requirements.

Variance Standard 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)

Pyramid of Discretion

This proposal: \L
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Voting Requirement

Motion Options

Neighborhood
Comments

Deadline for Action

The planning commission will make a recommendation to the city
council. A recommendation for approval requires an affirmative vote of
a simple majority. The city council's approval requires an affirmative
vote of five members due to the parking variance.

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.

2. 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.

3. Table the requests. 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 city sent notices to 29 area property owners and received
no comments.

Oct. 24, 2022
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Resolution No. 2022-

Resolution approving a conditional use permit, with a variance,
for Advanced Oral Surgery & Periodontics at 110 Cheshire Lane

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

1.01 The subject property is located at 110 Cheshire Lane. It is legally described as:
Lot 2, Block 1, Carlson Center East, Hennepin County, Minnesota.

Torrens Certificate No. 1360246

1.02 The property is located within the Planned 1-394 District (PID) and is guided for
office uses in the 2040 Comprehensive Guide Plan. A single-family
neighborhood, zoned and guided for low-density residential development, is
located immediately to the east.

1.03 Advanced Oral Surgery & Periodontics is proposing to operate a roughly 5,300
square-foot clinic within one of the property’s tenant spaces.

1.04 By City Code §300.31 Subd. 4(b)(2)(d), hospitals and medical clinics are
conditionally-permitted uses on property designated for office, retail, or service
commercial uses within the PID.

1.05 By City Code §300.31 Subd. 4(b)(2)(d)(1), hospital and medical clinics “shall not
be adjacent to low-density residential areas.”

1.06 The proposal requires a conditional use permit with location variance.

1.07 Minnesota Statute §462.357 Subd. 6, and City Code §300.07 authorizes the city

to grant variances.

1.08 On Aug. 18, 2022, the planning commission held a hearing on the proposal. The
applicant was provided the opportunity to present information to the commission.
The commission opened a public hearing and 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
conditional use permit with variance.
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Section 2.

2.01

2.02

2.03

Section 3.

3.01

3.02

Standards.

City Code §300.31 Subd. 4(b)(2) outlines the following general standards for
conditionally-permitted uses in the PID:

1. The use is in the best interest of the city;
2. The use is compatible with other nearby uses; and
3. The use is consistent with other requirements of this ordinance.

City Code §300.31 Subd. 4(b)(2)(d) outlines the following specific standards that
must be met for granting a conditional use permit for hospitals and medical
clinics. Hospitals and clinics:

1. Shall not be adjacent to low-density residential areas;

2. The site shall have direct access to a collector or arterial street as defined
in the comprehensive plans; and

3. Emergency vehicle access shall not be adjacent to or located across a
street from any residential use.

4. May be required to submit a detailed parking analysis for uses exceeding
10,000 square feet. Additional parking may be required based on this
analysis.

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 would meet the general conditional use permit standards outlined
in City Code §300.31 Subd. 4(b)(2)

Apart from the location, the proposal would meet f the specific conditional use
permit standards outlined in §300.31 Subd.4(b)(2)(d).

1. The property is located adjacent to a residential use; a variance is
required. As outlined in the following section of this resolution, the
proposal would meet the variance standard.
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Cheshire Lane is classified as a major collector street.

The proposed use is not anticipated to generate emergency vehicle traffic
at a rate higher than the existing office users. Nevertheless, the only
access into the property is via a collector street serving other office and
industrial properties.

The proposed use would occupy roughly 5,300 square-feet of the
building. By city code, 335 parking stalls are required to accommodate
the various uses of the office building. The property contains 361 parking
stalls.

3.03 The proposal would meet the variance standard as outlined in City Code §300.07
Subd. 1(a):

1.

Intent of Ordinance. The intent of restricting clinics from operating
adjacent to residential areas is to provide adequate separation between
these land two uses, thereby minimizing the real and perceived impacts
of the high-intensity use (clinic) on the lower intensity use (single-family
homes). The proposal meets this intent. Though 110 Cheshire Lane is
technically located adjacent to a single-family neighborhood, the office
building is separated from the homes by a ponding area, mature
vegetation, and a distance of over 250 feet. Further, the city has
previously approved two CUPs, with location variances, for clinics within
the Cheshire Lane office building.

Comprehensive Plan. The subject property is guided for office use; with
this designation, hospitals and medical clinics are allowed as a
conditionally-permitted uses.

Practical Difficulties. There are practical difficulties in complying with the
ordinance:

a) Reasonableness and Unique Circumstance. The proposed use is
reasonable based on the unique configuration of the office site.
Though the property is technically located adjacent to a single-
family neighborhood, the office building is separated from the
homes by a ponding area, mature vegetation, and a distance of
over 250 feet. Further, the city has previously approved two
CUPs, with location variances, for clinics within the Cheshire Lane
office building.

b) Neighborhood Character. The clinic occupancy of a tenant space
in the existing 110,000 square-foot, three-story office building
would result in no exterior changes to the building or to the site.
As such, it would not impact the character of the adjacent
residential neighborhood.
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Section 4. City Council Action.

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

1.

Subiject to staff approval, the property must be developed and maintained
in substantial conformance with the following documents:

. Floor Plan, dated June 10, 2022

Prior to the issuance of a building permit, this resolution must be recorded
with Hennepin County.

Sign permits are required for any exterior signs.

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

Any change to the approved use that results in a significant increase in
traffic, parking, or a significant change in character would require a
revised conditional use permit.

Adopted by the City Council of the City of Minnetonka, Minnesota, on Sept. 12, 2022.

Brad Wiersum, Mayor

Attest:

Becky Koosman, City Clerk
Action on this resolution:

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

Absent:

Resolution adopted.
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| 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 Sept. 12, 2022.

Becky Koosman, City Clerk
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Subject: Greystar Development

° City Council Concept Plan Review. The city council concept plan review is intended as
a follow-up to the planning commission and EDAC meetings and would follow the same
format. No staff recommendations are provided, the public is invited to offer comments,
and council members are afforded the opportunity to ask questions and provide
feedback without any formal motions or votes.

Key Topics
The staff has identified and requests planning commission feedback on the following key topics:

. Residential Use. OPUS is designated for mixed-use in the comprehensive plan. What is
the commission's opinion regarding the residential use of the site?

. Site Plan. The proposed site plan identifies the building location, vehicular and
pedestrian connections, and some on-site amenities. Does the commission have
comments on the general location and organization of these elements?

. Building Design. Building elevations have been provided. Does the commission have
comments on the building massing and design elements?

. Other Considerations. \What other land use-related items would the commission like to
comment on?

Staff Recommendation

Staff recommends the planning commission provide feedback on the key topics identified by
staff and any other land use-related items that the commission deems appropriate. This
discussion is intended to assist the applicant in the preparation of more detailed development
plans.

Originator: Loren Gordon, AICP, City Planner
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Next Steps

Formal Application. If the developer/applicant chooses to file a formal application,
notification of the application would be mailed to area property owners. Area property
owners are encouraged to view plans and provide feedback via the city’s website.
Through recent website updates: (1) staff can provide owners with ongoing project
updates, (2) owners can “follow” projects they are particularly interested in by signing up
for automatic notification of project updates; (3) owners may provide project feedback on
the project; and (4) and staff can review resident comments.

Council Introduction. The proposal would be introduced at a city council meeting. At
that time, the council would be provided another opportunity to review the issues
identified during the initial concept plan review meeting and provide direction about any
refinements or additional issues they wish to be researched and for which staff
recommendations should be prepared.

Planning Commission Review. The planning commission will review and subsequently
make a recommendation to the city council on land use matters.

EDAC Review. The EDAC will review and subsequently make a recommendation to the
city council on affordable housing and public finance.

City Council Action. Based on input from the planning commission, EDAC,
professional staff, and the general public, the city council would take final action.

Roles and Responsibilities

Applicants. Applicants are responsible for providing clear, complete, and timely
information throughout the review process. They are expected to be accessible to both
the city and to the public and to respect the integrity of the public process.

Public. Neighbors and the general public will be encouraged and enabled to participate
in the review process to the extent they are interested. However, effective public
participation involves shared responsibilities. While the city has an obligation to provide
information and feedback opportunities, interested residents are expected to accept the
responsibility to educate themselves about the project and review process, to provide
constructive, timely, and germane feedback, and to stay informed and involved
throughout the entire process.

Planning Commission. The planning commission hosts the primary forum for public
input and provides clear and definitive recommendations to the city council. To serve in
that role, the commission identifies and attempts to resolve development issues and
concerns before the council's consideration by carefully balancing the interests of
applicants, neighbors, and the general public.
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. City Council. As the ultimate decision-maker, the city council must be in a position to
equitably and consistently weigh all input from their staff, the general public,
commissioners, applicants, and other advisors. Accordingly, council members
traditionally keep an open mind until all the facts are received. The council ensures that
residents have an opportunity to participate in the process effectively.

. City Staff. The city staff is neither an advocate for the public nor the applicant. Rather,
staff provides professional advice and recommendations to all interested parties,
including the city council, planning commission, the applicant, property owners, and
residents. Staff advocates for its professional position, not a project. Staff
recommendations consider neighborhood concerns but necessarily reflect professional
standards, legal requirements, and broader community interests.
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