
City Council Agenda Item #14_ 
Meeting of July 9, 2018 

 
 

Brief Description Items concerning Ridgedale Executive Apartments located at 
12501 Ridgedale Drive. 

 
1) Rezoning from Planned I-394 District (PID) to Planned Unit 

Development (PUD); 
 

2) Master development plan; 
 

3) Final site and building plan 
 
Recommendation Recommend the city council deny the requests. 
 
 
Proposal 
 
Rotenberg Companies, property owner, is proposing to redevelop a portion of the property 
located at 12501 Ridgedale Drive. The project consists of demolishing the existing restaurant 
building and constructing a new four-story, residential apartment building with underground 
parking. The building would include 77 apartment units with a number of indoor and outdoor 
amenities.  
 
Council Introduction 
 
The city council introduced the proposal on April 30, 2018. The council asked the planning 
commission and staff to evaluate the following:  1) site circulation, 2) how the office building 
would coexist with the apartment building, and 3) public benefit from the PUD.  
 
Planning Commission Public Hearing – May 24, 2018 
 
The planning commission considered the request on May 24, 2018. The commission report and 
associated plans are attached. Staff recommended denial of the proposal, finding the request 
was unreasonable. At that meeting, a public hearing was opened. Two people spoke against the 
project. Following the public hearing, the commission discussed the proposal.  
 
The commission was split on their opinion of the apartment and office building sharing the site. 
Some of the commissioners stated that the building layout was poorly planned and a detriment 
to the site as they did not work well together. Other commissioners felt that the layout was the 
owner’s risk and should not be a concern of the city. A common area of support from the 
commission was that the apartment building was much better designed in its height and mass 
from the concept plan review. Various commissioners reacted positively to an additional drawing 
that was shown by the applicant that removed a portion of the building.  The vote was tied at 3-
3.   
 
Planning Commission Review – June 14, 2018 
 
Since the planning commission meeting, the applicant has decided to further revise the plans. 
The revised plans were previewed, but not officially submitted, at the May 24th meeting which 
show removal of portions of the building including residential living space, parking garage and 
amenity deck.  
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It is not customary to bring back a plan revision after the planning commission had evaluated 
the request, conducted a public hearing and made recommendation to the city council. 
However, because the changes were substantial, the revised plans were placed on the agenda 
for planning commission review. The commission reviewed the revised plans remaining split in 
their opinions of the request. Some commissioners stated that because the site already had two 
uses – an office and restaurant use, the proposal would not make the site less harmonious than 
it is currently. The commission generally agreed that mixed uses were appropriate here, the 
building was attractive and appropriate in mass and scale. Some commissioners commented 
that the site organization was poor and confusing. The vote was to deny the project 3-2.   
 
Revised Plans 
 
The applicant’s revised building plans show an overall reduction in the building size from the 
original plans, mostly due to removal of the lower level parking garage. Comparisons of the 
original and revised plan sets of the building elevations are attached. The areas colored red 
represent the portions of the original plans that are removed in the revised plans.  
 
The revised plans do reduce the overall above grade building size by approximately 25,000 
square feet. The living area of the building remains nearly the same, increasing by 318 square 
feet. Although the unit count increases by 1 unit (77 to 78), the bedroom count decreases by 
two (108 to 106).  
 
The site plan has some minor changes, mostly to parking areas in the front and rear of the 
building. The front parking area changes from angled to parallel parking spaces west of the 
building entry. In the rear of the building, surface parking spaces replace the area previously 
occupied by the parking garage. The plan revisions include the following: 
 
 Original Plans 

(3/29/18) 
Revised Plans 

(6/10/18) 
Change 

Units 77 78 -1 
Bedrooms 108 

46 1-bedroom 
31 2-bedroom 

106 
50 1-bedroom 
28 2-bedroom 

+2 

Building Size (SF) 
including parking 
garage 

199,105 174,060 -25,045 

Building Size (SF) 
(living area above 
grade; excluding 
the parking garage) 

130,653 130,971 +318 

Floor to Area Ratio 0.79 0.78 -0.01 
Parking Garage (SF) 68,451 43,140 -25,311 
Parking spaces 206 

(45 exterior) 
(161 interior) 

178 
(55 exterior) 
(123 interior) 

-28 

 
 
Planning Commission Recommendation 
 
To summarize again, at the May 24, 2018 planning commission meeting, the commission split 
3-3 on a motion to deny the project. Meeting minutes are attached.  
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At the June 14, 2018 planning commission meeting, the commission reviewed the revised 
plans. The commission voted 3-2 to deny the project. Meeting minutes are attached. 
 
Staff Comment 
 
One of the primary project deficiencies from staff’s review that remains unchanged from the 
original proposal is the lack of site organization. Site and building plan standards in city code 
call for “harmonious design for structures and site features.” The tight “building behind building” 
approach for this site is one primary reason the project does not meet code standards. This is a 
basic urban planning and design principle that helps bring order to development. Intuitive and 
organized site design and building placement creates positive and productive environments. It is 
staff’s opinion the organization of this site does not provide the necessary organizing principles 
that bring about harmonious design. As staff stated at the public hearing, the fact that the office 
building lacks visibility from Ridgedale Drive and does not have convenient access and parking 
supports the site and building plan review standards.   
 
Staff has stated that redevelopment of this site for a mix of uses is certainly appropriate. Staff 
continues to be willing to work with the applicant to improve the project. However, at this time, 
this plan does not further the basic planning and design principles identified in city code. For 
that reason and those included in the staff report, staff is recommending denial of the revised 
application.  
 
Action on the Application 
 
The applicant previously signed an extension of the 120-day review period. That review period 
ends on July 9, 2018. The council has two options for taking action on this application: 
 

1. Approve or deny the application, or 
 

2. Have the applicant agree to and sign an extension. 
 
Staff continues to recommend denial of the proposal; a denial resolution is attached. However, if 
the council should wish to approve the proposal, an ordinance and resolution to that effect are 
also attached.  
 
Staff Recommendation 
 
Staff recommends that the city council adopt the resolution denying the following, associated with 
the properties at 12501 Ridgedale Drive: 

 
1) Rezoning from Planned I-394 District (PID) to Planned Unit Development (PUD); 

 
2) Master development plan; 

 
3) Final site and building plan 
 
Through:  Geralyn Barone, City Manager 

Julie Wischnack, AICP, Community Development Director 
 

Originator:  Loren Gordon, AICP, City Planner 
 
 



MINNETONKA PLANNING COMMISSION 
June 14, 2018 

 
 
Brief Description Items concerning Ridgedale Executive Apartments located at 

12501 Ridgedale Drive. 
 

1) Rezoning from Planned I-394 District (PID) to Planned Unit 
Development (PUD); 
 

2) Master development plan; 
 

3) Final site and building plan 
 
Recommendation Recommend the city council deny the requests. 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Background 
 
Rotenberg Companies, property owner and applicant, appeared before the planning 
commission on May 24, 2018 with a proposal to redevelop a portion of the property located at 
12501 Ridgedale Drive. The project consisted of demolishing the existing restaurant building 
and constructing a new four-story, residential apartment building with underground parking. The 
building would include 77 apartment units with a number of indoor and outdoor amenities.  
 
At the May 24, 2018 planning commission meeting a public hearing was held. Two people 
provided input on the proposal generally stating that the project was too big and dense for the 
property, its adjacency to single-family residences, and did not meet city ordinances.  
 
The commission discussed the proposal and split on their opinion of the project, namely the use 
of the site for the apartment and office building. Some of the commissioners stated that the 
building layout was poorly planned and a detriment to the site as they did not work well together. 
Other commissioners felt that the layout was the owner’s risk and should not be a concern of 
the city. A common area of support from the commission was that the apartment building was 
much better designed in its height and mass than the plan provided in the concept plan review. 
Various commissioners reacted positively to an additional revised drawing that was shown by 
the applicant that removed portions of the building. The commission split 3-3 on a motion to 
deny the project; therefore there was no affirmative vote.  
 
Since the Planning Commission meeting 
 
Since the planning commission meeting, the applicant has decided to further revise of the plans. 
The revised plans were previewed at the May 24th meeting which show removal of portions of 
the building including residential living space, parking garage and amenity deck.  
 
Revised Plans 
 
The applicant’s revised building plans show an overall reduction in the building size from the 
original plans, mostly due to removal of the lower level parking garage. Comparisons of the 
original and revised plan sets of the building elevations. The areas colored red represent the 
portions of the original plans that are removed in the revised plans.  
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The revised plans do reduce the overall above grade building size by approximately 25,000 
square feet. The living area of the building remains nearly the same, increasing by 318 square 
feet. Although the unit count increases by 1 unit (77 to 78), the bedroom count decreases by 
two (108 to 106).  
 
The site plan has some minor changes, mostly to parking areas in the front and rear of the 
building. The front parking area changes from angled to parallel parking spaces west of the 
building entry. In the rear of the building, surface parking spaces replace the area previously 
occupied by the parking garage. The plan revisions include the following: 
 
 Original Plans Revised Plans Change 
Units 77 78 -1 
Bedrooms 108 

46 1-bedroom 
31 2-bedroom 

106 
50 1-bedroom 
28 2-bedroom 

+2 

Building Size (SF) 
including parking 
garage 

199,105 174,060 -25,045 

Building Size (SF) 
(living area above 
grade; excluding 
the parking garage) 

130,653 130,971 +318 

Floor to Area Ratio 0.79 0.78 -0.01 
Parking Garage (SF) 68,451 43,140 -25,311 
Parking spaces 206 

(45 exterior) 
(161 interior) 

178 
(55 exterior) 
(123 interior) 

-28 

 
Staff Comment 
 
Staff reviewed the proposal for its consistency with the city code standards. One of the primary 
project deficiencies from staff’s review that remains unchanged from the original proposal is the 
lack of site organization. The tight “building behind building” approach for this site is one primary 
reason the project does not meet code standards. A site and building plan standard in city code 
is “harmonious design for structures and site features.” This is a basic urban planning and 
design principle that help bring order to development. Intuitive and organized site design and 
building placement creates positive and productive environments. It is staff’s opinion the 
organization of this site does not provide the necessary organizing principles that bring about 
harmonious design. As staff stated at the public hearing, the fact that the office building lacks 
visibility from Ridgedale Drive and does not have convenient access and parking supports the 
site and building plan review standards.   
 
Staff has stated that redevelopment of this site for a mix of uses is certainly appropriate. Staff is 
also willing to work with the applicant to improve the project. However, at this time, this plan 
does not further the basic planning and design principles identified in city code. For that reason 
and those included in the staff report, staff is recommending denial of the revised application.  
Staff is continues to recommend denial of the proposal finding the request is not reasonable. 
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Staff Recommendation  
 
Recommend the city council adopt the attached resolution denying rezoning, master 
development plan and site and building plans for the Ridgedale Executive Apartments. 

 
Originator: Loren Gordon, AICP, City Planner 
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Supporting Information 
 
 
Surrounding  North: Ridgedale Center mall; zoned PID 
Land Uses  South: residential property; zoned R-1  
 East: YMCA; zoned R-1 
 West: Stormwater ponding; zoned R-1 
  Hennepin County Service Center and Ridgedale Library; 

zoned PID  
Planning Guide Plan designation: mixed use 

Existing Zoning:  PID, Planned I-394 District 
 
Required Actions The proposal requires the following: 
 

Land Use 
 

• Rezoning. The applicant is requesting that the property be rezoned 
to PUD. The planning commission makes a recommendation to the 
city council, which has final authority to approve or deny the 
rezoning.  

 
• Master Development Plan. Under the zoning ordinance, a master 

development plan is required in conjunction with PUD zoning. The 
planning commission makes a recommendation to the city council, 
which has final authority to approve or deny the master 
development plan.  

 
• Final Site and Building Plans. By city code, site and building plan 

review is required in conjunction with PUD zoning. The planning 
commission makes a recommendation to the city council, which has 
final authority to approve or deny the final site and building plans.  

 
Previous Reviews The project has changed since the initial concept plan. The building 

height and unit count has reduced from 6-stories and 117-units to 5-
stories and 89 units to the current 4-stories and 78 units. The 
placement of the apartment building on the site has changed very little 
in each of the revised plans with the exception of additional setback 
from Ridgedale Drive. 

 
Grading The property would require excavation to construct the below grade 

parking garage which is approximately 7 to 10 feet below the existing 
site grade. As proposed, finished grades surrounding the proposed 
building would be very similar to the elevations of the existing site.  

 
Tree Impact Based on the proposed grading plan, the majority of high-priority and 

significant trees would be preserved. 
 
 Existing Removed % Removed 

High Priority 14 11 79% 
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Significant 62 22 35% 
* By city code, a tree is considered removed if 30 percent or more of the 

critical root zone of is compacted, cut, filled or paved.  
 

As the proposal is for redevelopment of property, the proposed level 
of tree removal/impact would be permitted under the tree protection 
ordinance. 
 

Stormwater As proposed, stormwater runoff would be directed to several catch 
basins and directed via pipe to one of three stormwater facilities 
located under the proposed drive isles.  

 
 Engineering staff has reviewed the plans associated with the proposal 

and finds them to be generally acceptable. As a condition of approval, 
final plans must meet both the city’s Water Resources Management 
Plan standards and Bassett Creek WMO rules. 
 

Utilities Public water and sewer facilities are available at the site. Fire 
hydrants must be provided around the perimeter of the apartment 
building. Hydrants should be no more than 500' apart as measured 
along the drive aisles. Newly installed private hydrants would require 
a private hydrant maintenance agreement.  

 
 Private water service to southern most building is thought to come 

from the main on the eastern side of the property. Applicant needs to 
confirm and may need to relocate service to the southern building. 
Provide a looped connection to the proposed building. 

 
Parking and  
Circulation As proposed, parking would be constructed as follows: 
 

 Existing Proposed 

Interior 0 123 

Surface 181 55 

TOTAL  181 178 
 

The parking ratio proposed would be slightly less than at other 
apartment buildings in the community. However, it would be 
consistent with Institute of Transportation Engineers suggested 
parking demand. Although a secondary concern, it is unclear how the 
proposal would address where office tenants would park. The plan 
provides 32 parking spaces immediately adjacent to the office 
building. The 14,361 square-foot office building is required 57 parking 
spaces by city code.  
 
The two-way circulation driveway is designed at 24 feet of width which 
is deficient from the 26 feet minimum width requirement. 
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Pedestrian  The project proposed to connect to future Ridgedale Drive sidewalk 
Improvements  and trail systems. Additional sidewalk connections are provided along 

the east side of the site along the access drive. The west access drive 
does not contain sidewalk connections to the office building. 

 
Setbacks, Etc. The PUD ordinance contains no specific development standards 

relating to setbacks, lot coverage, etc. However, the following chart 
outlines these items for informational purposes: 

 
Proposed Apartment 
Building Measurement 

Setbacks 

North property line 50 feet  

South property line 405 feet 

East property line 35 feet 

West property line 37 feet 

Height 54 feet  

FAR 0.78 - property total 
1.19 - northern portion of property 

Impervious Surface 51.3 percent 
 
SBP Standards Staff review of the site and building standards as outlined in City Code 

§300.27 Subd.5 are as follows: 
 

1. Consistency with the elements and objectives of the city’s 
development guides, including the comprehensive plan and water 
resources management plan. 

 
Finding: The proposed high-density residential development is 
generally consistent with the 2030 Comprehensive Guide Plan 
and water resources management plan.  

 
2. Consistency with this ordinance. 

 
Finding: The proposal is not consistent with ordinance 
requirements including with parking drive isle width and parking 
minimums. 

 
3. Preservation of the site in its natural state to the extent practicable 

by keeping tree and soil removal and designing grade changes to 
be in keeping with the general appearance of neighboring 
developed or developing properties. 
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Finding: The proposal would not negatively impact the developed 
portion of the existing site or the undeveloped southern natural 
site area. 

 
4. Creation of harmonious relationship of buildings and open spaces 

with natural site features and with existing and future buildings 
having a visual relationship to the development. 
 
Finding: The proposal does not result in a harmonious 
relationship of buildings. The project fails to adequately transition 
between land use and architectural types and spatial 
relationships. The tight “building behind building” approach for this 
site is one primary reason the project does not meet code 
standards. This is a basic urban planning and design principle that 
help bring order to development. Intuitive and organized site 
design and building placement creates positive and productive 
environments. The organization of this site does not provide the 
necessary organizing principles that bring about harmonious 
design. 
  

5. Creation of a function and harmonious design for structures and 
site features, with special attention to the following: 

 
• an internal sense of order for the buildings and uses on the 

site and provision of a desirable environment for occupants, 
visitors, and the general community. 

 
• the amount and location of open space and landscaping.  
 
• materials, textures, colors and details of construction as an 

expression of the design concept and compatibly of the same 
with the adjacent and neighboring structures and uses. 

 
• Vehicular and pedestrian circulation, including walkways, 

interior drivees and parking in terms of location and number of 
access points to the public streets, width of interior drives and 
access points, general interior circulation, separation of 
pedestrian and vehicular traffic and arrangement and amount 
of parking. 

 
Finding: The proposal fails to: 
 
• Create an internal sense of order for the buildings and uses on 

the site and provision of a desirable environment for 
occupants, visitors and the general community. The lack of 
visibility to the office building from Ridgedale Drive is 
concerning to its long term viability. 
 

• The developed portion of the site provides no open space for 
the enjoyment of residents.  
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• Provide intuitively designed vehicular and pedestrian 

circulation, adequately designed internal driveways and 
circulation and the arrangement and location of parking. 

 
6. Promotion of energy conservation through design, location, 

orientation and elevation of structures, the use and location of 
glass in structures, and the use of landscape materials and site 
grading.  
 
Finding: The project if approved, would be required to meet 
minimum building and landscaping requirements. 
 

7. Protection of adjacent and neighboring properties through 
reasonable provision for surface water drainage, sound and site 
buffers, preservation of views, light and air and those aspects of 
design not adequately covered by other regulations which may 
have substantial effects on neighboring land uses. 
 
Finding: The proposal would visually and physically alter the 
property and the immediate area. However, this change would 
occur with any redevelopment of the site. 

 
 
Pyramid of Discretion 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Motion Options 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 denying the request.  
 

2. Disagree with staff’s recommendation. In this case, a motion 
should be made recommending the city council approve the 
request.  

 
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 

This proposal: 
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the request is being tabled with direction to staff, the applicant, 
or both.  

 
Voting Requirement The planning commission will make a recommendation to the city 

council. The city council’s final approval requires an affirmative vote of 
four members.  

 
Neighborhood  The city sent notices to 1114 property owners and has received 
Comments  no written comments to date.  
 
Deadline for Action July 9, 2018 



Location Map
Applicant:      Rotenberg Companies
Address:       12501 Ridgedale Dr

±

This map is for illustrative purposes only.

INTERSTATE 394

PLYMOUTH RD

RIDGEDALE DR

HILLOWAY RD W

DW
IG

HT
 LN

WAYZATA BLVD
EB I394 TO RIDGEDALE DR

BY
RN

ES
 R

D

YM
CA

 LN
SHERWOOD PL

RIDGEDALE DR TO EB I394

AU
ST

RI
AN

 PI
NE

 LN BRIAR LN

BLACK OAK DR

MEADOW CIR

WAYZATA BLVD
INTERSTATE 394

WAYZATA BLVD

Subject Property



R e v i s e d  P l a n s -   J u n e  1 4,  2 0 1 8
P l a n n i n g  C o m m i s s i o n  M e e t i n g 



UP

CURRENT FOOTPRINT - CITY SUBMITAL 

MODIFICATION DRAWINGS 2018 03-29 

4 STORY BUILDING

CITY SUBMITTAL FOOTPRINT - 2018 01-24

5 STORY BUILDING

CITY CONCEPT REVIEW FOOTPRINT - 2017 12-28

5 STORY BUILDING

CITY CONCEPT REVIEW FOOTPRINT - 2017 11-20

6 STORY BUILDING

CITY SUBMITTAL MODIFICATION OPTION B - 2018 05-23 

4 STORY BUILDING

CURRENT FOOTPRINT - CITY SUBMITAL 

MODIFICATION DRAWINGS 2018 03-29 

CITY SUBMITTAL FOOTPRINT - 2018 01-24

CITY CONCEPT REVIEW FOOTPRINT - 2017 12-28

CITY CONCEPT REVIEW FOOTPRINT - 2017 11-20

EXISTING
OFFICE BUILDING

13 EXISTING STALLS REMAIN

RIDGEDALE DRIVE

EXISTING POND

CITY SUBMITTAL 

MODIFICATION - OPTION B 

FOOTPRINT 2018 05-24

C 2017 MOMENTUM DESIGN GROUP 

D
a
te

P
ro

je
c
t 

A
rc

h
it
e
c
t

P
e
rm

it
 S

u
b
m

it
 D

a
te

P
ro

je
c
t 

N
u
m

b
e
r

J
H

N
O

T
 F

O
R

 C
O

N
S

T
R

U
C

T
IO

N

765 North Hampden Avenue
Suite #180 
St. Paul, Minnesota  55114
952.583.9788

SUBMITTAL

MODIFICATION 04/24/18

01/24/18

R
id

g
e
d

a
le

 E
x
e
c
u

ti
v
e
 A

p
a
rt

m
e
n

ts

1
2

5
0

1
 R

ID
G

E
D

A
L

E
 D

R
IV

E
, 

M
IN

N
E

T
O

N
K

A
 M

N

*

MASSING
STUDY

0
6
/0

1
/1

8

1
7
0
4
9

Is
s
u
e
 D

a
te

N

3/64" = 1'-0"

NORTH ELEVATION - BUILDING HEIGHT COMPARISON
1" = 20'-0"

SITE PLAN - BUILDING FOOTPRINT COMPARISON



C 2018 MOMENTUM DESIGN GROUP LLC

D
a
te

P
ro

je
c
t 

A
rc

h
it
e
c
t

P
e
rm

it
 S

u
b
m

it
 D

a
te

P
ro

je
c
t 

N
u
m

b
e
r

J
H

765 North Hampden Avenue
Suite #180 
St. Paul, Minnesota  55114
952.583.9788

C
IT

Y
 S

U
B

M
IT

T
A

L
-

M
O

D
IF

IC
A

T
IO

N
 -

O
P

T
IO

N
 B

SUBMITTAL

MODIFICATION 04/24/18

01/24/18

OPTION B 06/01/18

R
id

g
e
d

a
le

 E
x
e
c
u

ti
v
e
 A

p
a
rt

m
e
n

ts

1
2

5
0

1
 R

ID
G

E
D

A
L

E
 D

R
IV

E
, 

M
IN

N
E

T
O

N
K

A
 M

N

007

3D VIEWS

0
6
/0

1
/1

8

1
7
0
4
9

Is
s
u
e
 D

a
te

SOUTHWEST ISOMETRIC

NORTHWEST ISOMETRIC



Below is a recap of the history of the project design and City Submittals.  This highlights the major 
changes made during the City approval process, starting with the original site plan review 
submittal.  This shows how we progressed from a 6 story 111 unit building to the current 4 story 78 unit 
building. 
 
 
Ridgedale Apartments History & Comparison 
 
Original Site Plan Review Submittal (11-20-17) 
Height:  6 Stories (75’) 
Number of Units:  111 units 
Gross Square Footage:  253,404 sf 
Building Footprint:  47,171 sf 
F.A.R.:  1.06 
Setback from North Property Line:  27’ 
Setback from East Property Lines:  31’ 
Interior Parking:  192 stalls 
Exterior Parking:  58 stalls 
Notes:  Original design presented to the neighborhood and the planning commission 
 
Development Application Submittal (01-24-18) 
Height:  5 Stories (67’) 
Number of Units:  89 units 
Gross Square Footage:  219,754 sf 
Building Footprint:  44,992 sf 
F.A.R.:  0.89 
Setback from North Property Line:  50’ 
Setback from East Property Lines:  36’ 
Interior Parking:  183 stalls 
Exterior Parking:  46 stalls 
Notes:  Made the building skinnier and added additional stepbacks to north facade to increase the 
setbacks along the north and east sides of the property.  Removed 6th floor.  Reduced units and 
parking.  Added enhanced pedestrian connection to Ridgedale Drive. 
 
Revised Development Application Submittal (03-29-18) 
Height:  4 Stories (55’) 
Number of Units:  77 units 
Gross Square Footage:  199,105 sf 
Building Footprint:  44,920 sf 
F.A.R.:  0.79 
Setback from North Property Line:  50’ 
Setback from East Property Lines:  36’ 
Interior Parking:  161 stalls 
Exterior Parking:  45 stalls 
Notes:  Removed 5th floor.  Reduced the size of the 2nd level pool deck to add units on 2nd, 3rd, and 4th 
floors.  Reduced units and parking.  Made very minor changes to footprint resulting in a 72 sf reduction 
in footprint square footage. 
 



Revised Development Application Submittal (OPTION B) (06-01-18) 
Height:  4 Stories (50’) 
Number of Units:  78 units 
Gross Square Footage:  174,060 sf 
Building Footprint:  43,140 sf 
F.A.R.:  0.78 
Setback from North Property Line:  50’ 
Setback from East Property Lines:  36’ 
Interior Parking:  123 stalls 
Exterior Parking:  55 stalls 
Notes:  Eliminated the first floor indoor parking.  Reduced the size of the amenity deck and relocated it 
from the second floor to the first floor.  Eliminated the “extra” wings of the building and their associated 
units and massing, which formerly surrounding the amenity deck.  Added additional units and relocated 
amenity space to the first floor. 

One of the sacrifices that we needed to make for this new Option B plan with reduced massing 
was the elimination of our pool at the amenity deck.  The reason for this is because of the elimination of 
the first level parking garage.  In the initial design the height of the first floor, and thus the first floor 
parking garage, was set in order to permit a pool at the second floor amenity deck.  The first floor level 
garage was tall enough to support the pool, which was recessed into the garage space below, and still 
allowed the necessary minimum clearance for parking below it.   

Once the first floor garage is eliminated and the amenity deck lowered to the first floor, this is 
no longer a viable option.  The underground garage is not tall enough to permit a pool above the 
parking.  Unfortunately, lowering the level of the underground garage is not an option because we want 
to stay at least a couple of feet above the highest recorded water table level.  We cannot simply carve 
out a few parking stalls directly beneath the pool location either.  (Not that we want to lose more 
parking.)  This is because we reduced the foot print of the amenity deck to allow for additional on-grade 
parking, a pool at the first floor amenity deck would need to be situated, at least partially, over a drive 
aisle in the garage below, which obviously cannot be carved out. 
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UP

UP

NEW APARTMENT BUILDING

GARAGE FLOOR ELEVATION: 933'-0"

EXISTINGOFFICE BUILDING

13 EXISTING STALLS REMAIN

FIRST FLOOR ELEVATION: 943'

RIDGEDALE DRIVE

ONE WAY

ONE WAY

4 STALLS
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 W
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O
N
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 W
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Y

1
1
 S

T
A

L
L
S

3 STALLS

4 STALLS

935' - 0"

35'

5 STALLS

940.6

COLORED 
PATTERNED 

PAVERS

EXISTING POND

EXISTING WETLAND

943.0

940.0

TRANS.

GENERATOR

5
2
'
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G
 Z

O
N

E

24'

2
4
'

5
0
'

12 STALLS

3
 S
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A

L
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S

943.1

934.7

939.2

938.5

943.0

PRIMARY SITE ACCESS
RIGHT-IN & LEFT-IN FROM PUBLIC ROAD;

RIGHT-OUT ONLY
(BASED ON FUTURE BOULEVARD PLAN 

DISCUSSED WITH CITY ENGINEERS)

SECONDARY SITE ACCESS
RIGHT-IN ONLY FROM PUBLIC ROAD;

RIGHT-OUT ONLY
(BASED ON FUTURE BOULEVARD PLAN 

DISCUSSED WITH CITY ENGINEERS)

13'

1
4
'

1
6
'

2
5
'

BIKE RACKS
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BUILDING AREA ABOVE GRADE NOT INCLUDING GARAGE

1st Floor 32725 SF

2nd Floor 32829 SF

3rd Floor 32787 SF

4th Floor 32630 SF

Grand total 130971 SF

GARAGE TOTAL AREA

Underground Garage 43140 SF

PARKING SUMMARY

OFFICE REQUIRED PARKING SPACES:
14361 SF / 1000 X 4 = 57 SPACES

APARTMENT REQUIRED PARKING SPACES:
MINNETONKA ORDINANCE OR STANDARDS:
BY ORDINANCE:
78 UNITS X 2 SPACES/UNIT = 156 SPACES REQUIRED
BY STANDARDS:
78 UNITS X 1.5 SPACES/UNIT = 117 SPACES REQUIRED

TOTAL PARKING REQUIRED BY ORDINANCE: 213
TOTAL PARKING REQUIRED BY STANDARDS:           174
TOTAL PARKING PROVIDED:    178 

FAR CALCULATION

TOTAL SITE AREA 4.43 ACRES/193,047 SF

TOTAL PROTECTED 
WETLAND AREA 6838 SF

TOTAL BUILDABLE AREA 186,209 SF

NON GARAGE BUILDING AREA (130,920 SF) + EXISTING OFFICE 
AREA (14,361 SF) / BUILDABLE LAND AREA(186,209 SF) = 0.78 FAR

MINNETONKA ZONING
PLANNED I-394 DISTRICT:
2035 RIDGEDALE VILLAGE CENTER VISION:
• PEDESTRIAN FRIENDLY
• REVITALIZE USE
• ADDITIONAL RESIDENTIAL GROWTH
• VITALITY ENCOURAGED BY MIXED USES

GROSS BUILDING AREA     174,060 SF

UNIT MIX BY TYPE

UNIT COUNT PERCENTAGE

1 BED 50 63%

2 BED 28 37%

Grand total 78 100%

PARKING SCHEDULE

EXTERIOR 55

INTERIOR 123

Grand total 178

+11245 SF

-3,892 SF

-3,663 SF

-3,424 SF

+ 267 SF

1ST FLOOR GARAGE 0 SF- ELIMINATED - 23,531 SF

-1,780 SF

-25,045 SF

LOSS/GAIN
SQUARE 

FOOTAGE
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ACCENT EIFS FINISH

METAL PANELS: CLEAR 
ANODIZED FINISH

ALUMINUM 
BALCONIES WITH 
GLASS RAILINGS

CUT NATURAL STONE W/ 
BEVELED EDGE JOINTS: 

SMOOTH FINISH

CUT NATURAL STONE: 
HONED FINISH

CUT NATURAL STONE: 
HONED FINISH

METAL PANELS: CHROME / 
STAINLESS STEEL FINISH

STOREFRONT GLASS 

GLASS CURTAIN WALL

2ND

1ST

3RD

4TH

ROOF

0'-0"

14'-0"

26'-1 7/8"

38' - 3 3/4"

50'- 4 1/8"

GRANITE BASE

METAL PANELS: 
CLEAR ANODIZED 

FINISH

METAL PANELS: CLEAR 
ANODIZED FINISH

ACCENT EIFS FINISH

SMOOTH FIBER CEMENT 
RAINSCREEN PANELS

SMOOTH FIBER CEMENT 
RAINSCREEN PANELS

SMOOTH FIBER CEMENT 
RAINSCREEN PANELS

ACCENT EIFS FINISH

GRANITE BASE

ACCENT EIFS FINISH

CUT NATURAL STONE W/ 
BEVELED EDGE JOINTS: 
SMOOTH FINISH

ALUMINUM BALCONIES 
WITH GLASS RAILINGS

GRANITE BASE

2ND

1ST

3RD

4TH

ROOF

0'-0"

14'-0"

26'-1 7/8"

38' - 3 3/4"

50'- 4 1/8"

SMOOTH FIBER CEMENT 
RAINSCREEN PANELS
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GLASS CURTAIN WALL

METAL PANELS: CLEAR 

ANODIZED FINISH

MULLIONLESS 

STOREFRONT GLASS

GRANITE BASE

ACCENT EIFS FINISH

EXISTING OFFICE BUILDING

CUT NATURAL STONE W/ 

BEVELED EDGE JOINTS: 

SMOOTH FINISH

METAL PANELS: CHROME / 

STAINLESS STEEL FINISH

CUT NATURAL STONE; 

HONED FINISH

2ND

1ST

3RD

4TH

ROOF

0'-0"

14'-0"

26'-1 7/8"

38' - 3 3/4"

50'- 4 1/8"

AMENITY DECK TRELLIS; 

METAL PANEL 

SMOOTH FIBER CEMENT 

RAINSCREEN PANELS

SMOOTH FIBER CEMENT 

RAINSCREEN PANELS

GRANITE BASE

METAL PANELS: CLEAR 

ANODIZED FINISH

METAL PANELS: CHROME / 

STAINLESS STEEL FINISH

CUT NATURAL 

STONE: 

HONED FINISH

SMOOTH FIBER CEMENT 

RAIN SCREEN PANELS

ALUMINUM BALCONIES 

WITH GLASS RAILINGS

ACCENT EIFS FINISH

2ND

3RD

4TH

ROOF

14'-0"

26'-1 7/8"

38' - 3 3/4"

50'- 4 1/8"

1ST

0'-0"

LOWER LEVEL

-10'-0"
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CUT NATURAL STONE: 
HONED FINISH

ALUMINUM BALCONIES 
WITH GLASS RAILINGS

SMOOTH FIBER CEMENT  
RAIN SCREEN PANELS

ACCENT EIFS FINISH

2ND

3RD

4TH

ROOF

14'-0"

26'-1 7/8"

38' - 3 3/4"

50'- 4 1/8"

1ST

0'-0"

LOWER LEVEL

-10'-0"

GARAGE ENTRANCE

METAL PANELS: CLEAR 
ANODIZED FINISH

GRANITE BASE

FOLDING GLASS WALL

ACCENT EIFS FINISH

CUT NATURAL STONE: 
HONED FINISH

CUT NATURAL STONE 
W/ BEVELED EDGE 

JOINTS: SMOOTH 
FINISH

GRANITE BASE

SMOOTH FIBER CEMENT 
RAIN SCREEN PANELS

CUT NATURAL STONE: 
HONED FINISH

2ND

1ST

3RD

4TH

ROOF

0'-0"

14'-0"
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METAL PANEL  
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COMPARISON OF PLANS 



Original Concept Plan Submission – 6-stories (north elevation) 
 

 
 
 
Revised Concept Plan Submission – 5-stories (north elevation) 
 

 
 
 
Comparison of Concept Plan Submissions 

 



Formal Plan Submission – 4-stories (north elevation) 

Comparison of Revised Concept Plan (5-stories) to Formal Plan Submission – (4-stories) 

Comparison of all plans  

Original Concept Plan (6-stories)   Revised Concept Plan (5-stories)   Formal Plan Submission – (4-stories) 
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CONCEPT PLAN MINUTES 



PLANNING COMMISSION NOVEMBER 30, 2017 MEETING MINUTES 
 
 

A. Concept plan for Ridgedale Executive Apartments, a 112-unit luxury 
apartment building, at 12501 Ridgedale Drive. 
 

Chair Kirk introduced the proposal and called for the staff report. 
 
Gordon reported. He recommended that the planning commission provide 
comments and feedback on the identified key issues and others the planning 
commission deems appropriate. The discussion is intended to assist the 
applicant with future direction that may lead to the preparation of more detailed 
development plans.  
 
Chair Kirk noted that he is the YMCA director of architectural services, but there 
is no conflict for him with the proposed application as a member of the planning 
commission. 
 
Schack confirmed with Gordon that the density would equal 25 to 30 units per 
acre. 
 
Richard Rotenberg, applicant, stated that he purchased the property in 1986. He 
built the office building at 12455 Ridgedale Drive. Red Stone Grill recently 
terminated its lease agreement. The site is fantastic. The proposed plan fits with 
the city’s 2035 vision.  
 
Charlie Carpenter, attorney for the applicant, stated that he has studied the city’s 
vision statement for Ridgedale Village. The concept would fit pretty well. The 
property lies at the center of Ridgedale Drive. Given its prominent location and 
natural beauty, the proposal would create a center piece for the Ridgdale Center 
Village. There is a substantial demand not being met for up-scale rental housing. 
The largest demand is from empty nesters who want high-quality homes, 
freedom, and the amenities of a luxury apartment. Young professionals would 
also reside in the proposal. The proposal would serve as a catalyst for 
investment in the Ridgedale area. The project would include heated parking, 
electronic vehicle charging stations, wash bays, a private yoga studio, 
boardrooms equipped with communication technology, virtual golf, a putting 
green, and a concierge. The high quality of the project would set it apart. It would 
become an iconic presence. 
 
Jesse Hamer, design architect for the applicant, stated that he was directed to 
create a luxury, elegant, and beautiful building. The proposal would have 111 
units, 6 stories, and exterior made of natural stone.  
 
Knight moved, second by Calvert, to extend the meeting until midnight.  
 



Calvert, Knight, O’Connell, Powers, Schack, Sewall, and Kirk voted yes. 
Motion carried. 
 
Mr. Hamer stated that glass with glazing would be used to allow more light to 
come inside. Details at the base would include metal panels. The building was 
designed to be pushed up against Ridgedale Drive to make it part of the 
community, maximize the number of parking stalls between the buildings, and 
create as much distance between the neighbors on the south side as possible. 
The site is wooded which is a big amenity. There would be wood floors and 
marble countertops in the units. The proposal would be an asset to the 
neighborhood.  
 
Dan Rhodes, applicant’s landscape architect, addressed the concerns expressed 
at the neighborhood meeting. The building would be pushed close to Ridgedale 
Drive and away from neighbors on the south. The closest residence would be 
130 feet from the nearest point of the building. The Ridgedale Library and YMCA 
are further south than the proposed building. The bluff between the site and 
adjacent south neighbors would provide effective screening. The applicant has 
agreed to work with neighbors to add more screening such as evergreens that 
would be more effective in the winter. There would be a path along the pond and 
a path that would tie in with the government center.  
 
Mr. Rotenberg is looking forward to doing a great project. The Ridgedale area is 
the center and hub of the city. It belongs to the entire city of Minnetonka. It would 
be a great project for everyone and would be impressive when done. 
 
Powers confirmed with Mr. Rotenberg that the existing building and proposed 
building would complement each other.  
 
The public was invited to comment. 
 
Kim Leventhal, 2030 Norway Pine Circle, asked if 4.3 acres encompasses the 
entire site. Gordon answered affirmatively. It includes the developed portion of 
the site and the portion that would be in a conservation easement.  
 
Dr. Mark Stesin, 2000 Norway Pine Circle, stated that he spoke on behalf of the 
neighborhood. He did not believe that one would not be able to see a six-story 
building through the trees from his house. The path would cause people to walk 
through the residents’ back yards. There is not enough room to tear down trees, 
put in a path, and install railings to prevent people from falling into the pond. 
Commissioners need to visit the site. He welcomed commissioners to his back 
yard. He was not opposed to building on the property, but six stories would be 
way out of proportion for the density and proximity to the neighborhood.  
 



Gary Van Cleave, attorney on behalf of Mark and Heather Stesin at 2000 Norway 
Pine Circle, Felix and Donna Ricco at 2010 Norway Pine Circle, and Andy and 
Zhanna Schectman at 2074 Austrian Pine Circle stated that:  
 

• The property owner has the right to develop the property, but the 
proposal is not the right size. There are inconsistencies between 
the proposal and the comprehensive guide plan and zoning 
ordinances. The building would exceed the allowed size and scale 
for the area. He disagreed that the proposal would fit within the 
context of the surrounding neighborhood.  

• The PID I-494 district does not allow a mixed-use development. 
• The height and mass would be grossly out of scale and character 

with the surrounding area. 
• There would not be adequate buffering between different land uses.  
• The proposal would increase traffic, noise, and light exposure. 

Balconies would face sideways toward the neighborhood. 
• The zoning district limits FAR to .75. The proposed FAR is 1.06. 
• The trail adjacent to the single-family residences would not provide 

adequate buffering, would cause tree removal, and result in bluff 
destabilization. 

• The neighbors he represents strongly object to the proposed 
project. He urges commissioners and city councilmembers to direct 
the applicant to work with staff to develop a project consistent with 
policies and law and work with neighbors.  

 
Annette Bertelsen, 13513 Larkin Drive, stated that: 
 

• The proposed path would be a park trail that would be paid for with 
park and trail improvement funds. It would be maintained by the 
park and trail budget. Adding a trail around the pond had never 
been mentioned before this proposal. The trail would be 10 feet 
from houses. The trail would be a loop that would go nowhere. The 
trail is not needed. The funds should be used for other parks and 
trails.  

 
Zhanna Schectman, 2074 Austrian Pine, stated that: 
   

• Her house was built four years ago. The back of the house is all 
windows. The second floor of her house would overlook the 
proposed building. Her fear is that people with binoculars would 
look in her windows. Her house would have no privacy if the 
building would be six stories tall. The back of her house would be lit 
up all night long. She opposed the proposal. 

 
Richard Campion, 12700 Sherwood Place, stated that: 

 



• The easement travels to Woodbine. 
• When the leaves are down, the Ridgedale Service Center is visible 

and residents are used to the view. When the leaves are on, none 
of the buildings are visible.  

• He understood that the trail could connect to Plymouth Road and 
the sidewalk. He asked if that would be the grand plan. He 
questioned if another path is necessary.  

• Two lanes of traffic are needed instead of making it look green and 
pretty. Adding hundreds of people around Ridgdale would cause a 
traffic problem. Cops could tell commissioners about traffic better 
than an engineer.  

• Bike paths provide escape routes for burglars.  
• He did not think the trail would be necessary. 

 
Heather Stesin, 2000 Norway Pine Circle, stated that: 
 

• The swing set in her back yard would be 25 feet from the path. She 
did not think it would be safe.  

• Helicopters have looked for shoplifters in the woods before. The 
path would make it more convenient for criminals to leave a 
getaway car on her cul de sac.  

• The building would be an albatross. The library is two stories and 
the Sheraton Hotel is three stories. The proposal would not fit in the 
neighborhood. She would be fine with a three-story building.  

 
Felix Ricco, 2010 Norway Pines Circle, stated that he agrees with his neighbors’ 
comments.  
 
In response to Schack’s question, Gordon explained that the trail would not travel 
south into the neighborhood. It would go around the pond.  
 
Powers requested Dr. Stesin provide photos from his house of the view. Powers 
liked the idea of a luxury apartment building. There is a demand. The Ridgedale 
Center area would be the right place. He did not have enough visual evidence 
yet to determine if six floors would be appropriate.  
 
Calvert agreed that there is a market for luxury, high-density residential housing. 
The Ridgedale area would be a likely spot for it. She asked what sustainable 
features would be utilized. A green roof might reduce the mass or industrial look 
of the building. She drove all of the streets south of the site. In her mind, a six-
story building would be intrusive to the neighborhood. It would be an abrupt 
transition from high density to a single-family resident’s back yard. It would be a 
valuable project. The proposal looks very attractive. The stone exterior would be 
beautiful. She was concerned with the mass being located so close to a 
residential area. It would have an urban feel and what people love about 
Minnetonka is the suburban feel, so she has conflicted feelings.  



 
Schack understood that, generally, it has been agreed that the Ridgedale area is 
an area suitable for high density. The proposed mass seems large to be adjacent 
to single-family houses. She noted that a 10-story office building would not be 
any better. The need for high-density housing is great, but 6 stories at the 
proposed location does seem like a lot. She commended the inclusion of electric-
vehicle plugins, but would look for more than that from a sustainability 
perspective.  
 
Sewall felt that the land use would be appropriate. There is a compromise to be 
made. He saw dense housing orbiting Ridgedale and funneling people towards 
Ridgedale.  
 
Powers asked if the proposal would move forward if the SWLRT would not be 
completed. Mr. Rotenberg answered in the affirmative. He noted that the 
illustrations were created using actual elevations and a survey. Trees that would 
be planted were included in the illustration. The white building is the building 
based on the survey. The light pole is 15-feet tall. The building would be visible in 
the winter without additional buffering, but not in the summer.   
 
Knight thought that the angle would be so low that a six-story building would not 
look like a six-story building from the houses. The density would work. It does not 
look too big. View corridors are not property rights. He would like staff, the 
developer, and city councilmembers to add some clarity around the favored 
zoning districts.  
 
Chair Kirk wondered about the FAR in regard to high-density housing. He would 
be comfortable not including the trail or creating two dead-end trails that would 
not encroach on the neighborhood. He saw the center of Ridgedale Center as a 
bullseye. He thought the mass would be too large. He preferred four stories.   
 

Calvert agreed with Chair Kirk. 



 

 

Minutes  
Minnetonka City Council 

Monday, December 4, 2017 
 
 B.  Concept plan review for Ridgedale Executive Apartments at 12501 

Ridgedale Drive 
 
Gordon and Wischnack gave the staff report. 
 
Wagner noted the close proximity to Ridgedale Drive. He said he 
understood this was a concept plan, but questioned the setbacks as 
shown in the plan. Gordon said staff had not done any detailed review with 
how the building sits on the property. Wischnack said she thought the 
setbacks were similar to the Ridge. 
 
Allendorf said he always thought there was a lot going on even with past 
use of the property. This concept plan would be even more in terms of 
footprint. He wondered if the building would even fit on the site. Gordon 
said staff had not run any numbers on the property. He said the plan was 
denser than other things on Ridgedale Drive.  
 
Richard Rotenberg, 13924 Emerald Ridge, said he owned the property 
since 1996. The reason he purchased it was because of the beauty of the 
property including the pond. It was a serene setting. He owned Redstone 
and built the office building. He looked at a number of ideas for the site 
and determined the best thing was for a luxury apartment building. He 
attempted to fit in with the city’s vision for 2035 and thought this plan was 
ideal. 
 
Charlie Carpenter, an attorney with the Fabyanske Westra Hart & 
Thomson law firm, provided information about the concept plan. He said 
there was high demand for upscale rental housing. The upscale apartment 
building would serve as a catalyst for investment in the Ridgedale center 
concept. The goal was for the building to become an iconic presence that 
everyone in the city would be proud of.  
 
Rotenberg said the average one bedroom apartment would be around 969 
square feet. This contrasts to other units in the area where the average is 
around 750-850 square feet. Two bedroom units would average around 
1,500 square feet. There would be high ceilings and the appliances would 
be luxurious.  
 
The project architect, Jesse Hamer from Momentum Design Group, 
presented further details about the plan. Pushing the building north 
maximized the parking between it and the office building. It also increased 
the distance between the building and the neighbors to the south. The 
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majority of parking would be enclosed both underground and at grade at 
the first level. The six story building would be approximately 55 feet in 
height. The natural screening of the site was very important to maintain 
and was a big amenity. This was set as a priority at the beginning of the 
process. 
 
Dan Rosen, an attorney with the Kluger, Kaplan, Silverman, Katzen & 
Levine law firm, said Rotenberg only did things at the highest level. Rosen 
noted the council received a letter from the Larkin Hoffman law firm 
representing some of the neighbors. He said the legal argument in the 
letter was a considerable reach and was inconsistent with the city’s 
comprehensive guide plan and zoning code. At the end of the day the 
fundamental opposition was not wanting a six story building. The common 
response to a development was “But I can see it and I couldn’t see it 
before.” In the summer, the neighbors would not be able to see the 
building. In the winter, there was no question something would be seen 
but the question was what the developer was doing to elevate the 
neighborhood. The choice was the luxurious vertical surface or a 
horizontal surface that might be asphalt roadways, driveways or rooftops. 
These were the only alternatives available. He said the city was looking for 
density in housing for the area. Without this plan, it would be difficult to 
achieve that goal. The idea then was to do it in the nicest way possible. 
He pledged the developer would be 100 percent respectful to the 
neighbors. The plan would be a tremendous upgrade from Redstone.  
 
Jacob Steen, an attorney with the Larkin Hoffman, said the law firm was 
representing several of the most affected neighbors who live in the low 
density residential neighborhood to the south. There was no doubt this 
would be a nice facility and that it was appropriate for some level of 
development to occur on the site. It was apparent there was just too much 
being shoehorned onto the site with this plan. He said looking at the 
massing in context was important because the city spent a considerable 
effort with the community to develop policies that specifically address the 
south end of the Ridgedale area. The comp plan in several places 
referenced this single family, low density neighborhood by name 
specifically in the context of the buffers, the transition, massing and height. 
The buffers and transition were supposed to be buffering from the mall 
over this property to the single family residential neighbors. This plan 
would create a high density residential development directly abutting the 
lowest density residential development in the area. He urged the council to 
look through this lens as it was evaluating the plan. The comp plan 
specifically referenced minimizing the impacts of development on this 
property with managing impacts on nearby low density to the south. He 
said he hoped the idea of a proposed trail would be dropped because it 
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was one of the neighbors’ biggest concerns. He encouraged the council to 
direct the applicant to right size the project. 
 
Dr. Mark Stesin, 2000 Norway Pine Circle, said he was speaking not only 
as a neighbor whose property abuts the development property but also on 
the behalf of many neighborhoods. Residents on many streets in the area 
were concerned about the plan. They do not begrudge the property owner 
from building on his property, but the question was what was appropriate 
to be built on the property. He said he was very concerned about the mass 
impacts. This high density building would directly abut the single family 
residential homes without any transition. Currently he can see the two 
story office building so he does not buy into the claim the six story 
apartment building would not be visible. In addition to the building, there 
would be an issue with lights. This would impact many people in the 
neighborhood. Noise would also be a factor with the pool and recreation 
area as well as many of the balconies that will face the neighborhood. 
Traffic would also be an issue. At question was what the hub of the 
Ridgedale area project actually was. He said the apartment building was 
way out of proportion. Another issue was if the path was built as in the 
plan, his backyard would be about 10 feet away. This would cause safety 
issues related to crime creating an escape route from Ridgedale. 
 
Heather Stesin, 2000 Norway Pine Circle, said Allendorf was right about 
being concerned with the footprint. The massive building would impose on 
the neighboring properties. She showed pictures from her property looking 
at the development property. She questioned if anyone would want a path 
so close to their property with the amount of crime in the world. She noted 
she and her husband along with some neighbors own the property in the 
center of the cul-de-sac so nothing will be built there. She showed a 
picture of the current three story building lit up at night and said she 
couldn’t imagine all the light coming from a six story building. She said 
people move in and out of apartments all the time and there would be 
many deliveries. Traffic would be an issue as will noise and lights for the 
entire neighborhood. 
 
Wagner said one of the things that came up at the planning commission 
hearing was concern about the trail. He said during the discussion about 
the reconstruction of Ridgedale Drive, there were comments about making 
the area more walkable, and opening up Crane Lake as a park, although it 
was unknown how that would be funded. This would be a much better 
place for park dedication funds to be used than for a path around this 
building. He asked Gordon the distance between the west edge of 
Highland Bank and the neighborhood. Gordon indicated it was around 850 
feet. Wagner said the council had indicated support for density around 
Ridgedale as part of the vision for the area as well as a mixed use of 
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housing. He strongly supported that strategy. The council had also 
discussed stepping down density as it gets closer to residential 
neighborhoods. He didn’t begrudge the idea of apartments on this site but 
he did have concern about a six story building. He said there was a desire 
to do a lot of the density on the Ridgedale property itself but that would 
require a approval from the mall owner as well as the anchors of the mall. 
 
Bergstedt said he agreed with much of Wagner’s comments. He thought 
the trail was a terrible idea for a lot of reasons. The building had a massive 
footprint and was six stories high. He thought the proposed use of luxury 
apartments was fine for the site but more creativity was needed because 
the concept plan was too massive.  
 
Wiersum said it was an attractive concept from a building perspective but 
he agreed the mass and scale were too much. He said it clearly needed to 
be a smaller building to get his support.  
 
Acomb said housing was appropriate for the site. She was concerned 
about the setback from the road. She said the apartment building would 
dwarf the office building so it felt out of scale. The mass not only was too 
big as a transition to the single family residential neighborhood but also 
with the office building. She questioned if there was a council policy 
around an affordability component if a property was rezoned. Wischnack 
said the council adopted a resolution that an affordable component may 
be required by the council as part of rezoning. Acomb said while she 
appreciated that there was a market for executive and luxury apartments, 
she wondered if affordable housing could be included as well. She agreed 
park dedication fees would be better spent elsewhere in the Ridgedale 
area. 
 
Allendorf said everybody loved trails but not in their yard. He didn’t think a 
trail belonged in this plan either. He said he wasn’t just concerned about 
the height of the building but also what was going on within the property. 
The footprint was too big. Something had be shrunk in order for him to 
support it. The issue of lights was unfortunate but did not concern him 
because there would be lights even with a four story building. He thought 
the site was the perfect place for luxury apartments but didn’t think a mix 
with affordable apartments made sense. 
 
Ellingson agreed the trail was not appropriate. When Cherrywood Pointe 
was approved there was discussion about a trail for that development. 
This would have required cutting into the hillside and removing trees and 
would have ruined the natural area. He was concerned about the setback 
from Ridgedale Drive although he appreciated the effort to add distance 
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from the single family home neighborhood. He agreed it would be better if 
the building wasn’t so big. 
 
Schneider said when the council discussed the vision for the area there 
was a lot of discussion about the YMCA moving to a different location. 
When the YMCA decided to stay and upgrade the site the council 
discussed four or five story apartment buildings in the area that would 
have been even higher than this building given the topography. He said 
the desire to implement the vision incrementally for higher density housing 
in the Ridgedale area was still, for him, a top priority. The question was 
whether this concept was right or wrong and he thought it wasn’t right. He 
wasn’t sure what it would take to make it fit right. The visual impacts on 
the immediate adjacent homes would be similar with a four, five, or six 
story building. He encouraged Rotenberg to move forward with a high 
density project, and to work with the neighbors with landscaping their view 
shed so when the leaves were gone there still would be screening. His 
biggest concern was the building was 300 feet long, six stories high, and 
close to the road. He thought the Highland Bank was different because it 
had a lot of character to it with a lot of ins and outs, balconies and softer 
colors. This plan looked like a long wall. He would like to see more 
articulation.  
 

  



 

 

Minutes  
Minnetonka City Council 

Monday, Jan. 8, 2018 
 

C.  Concept plan review for Ridgedale Executive Apartments at 12501 
Ridgedale Drive 

 
Robert Weinstine, an attorney with the Winthrop & Weinstine law firm, said he 
represented the property owner. Since the council last saw the concept plan, the 
property owner seriously considered all the feedback he received from the 
council. Neighborhood issues were reflected upon. Earlier in the day there was a 
neighborhood meeting that was attended by five or six people and also city staff. 
He said the plan was generally well received. As a result of listening to the 
neighbors, the building height was reduced from six stories to five stories. This 
was a significant financial contribution from the property owner given all the 
amenities that were being included to make it a first class development. For 
comparison, he noted the building at 1700 Plymouth Road was six stories. The 
building southeast of the YMCA was four stories and was much closer to 
residential homes and the topography was much higher. In addition to reducing 
the size of the building, the building was moved further back on the property. As 
a result the closest home would be 423 feet away. The area was wooded and the 
plan would not affect the trees in any way. The design of the building has been 
softened. The proposed path was removed. He said the development would be 
very attractive to empty nesters and young professionals.  
 
Gordon and Community Development Director Julie Wischnack gave the staff 
report. 
 
Wagner noted the reduced height was about seven feet while most apartment 
buildings a story was eight to 12 feet high. He asked if part of the reason for this 
was the amount of parking, which was 250 parking spots for 93 units. He asked if 
this was discussed at the neighborhood meeting. Gordon said the information 
Wagner was referencing was a staff interpretation and not from the architect. He 
said the concept plan indicated floor to ceiling heights around 10 feet. There 
would also be around two to three feet between floors. As far as the parking, he 
noted the office building was part of the site. The plan was for two to three spots 
per unit, visitor parking spots, plus spots for the office building. Staff would do 
more analysis on the parking if an application was submitted.  
 
Jesse Hamer, from Momentum Design Group, the architect for the project, said 
the revised height of the building would be about 65 feet, about a nine foot 
reduction. The current plan met the city’s full parking requirement. There were 
two spaces per units and 57 spaces for the office building. He said in addition to 
moving the building back, there was an effort to increase the connection to the 
pedestrian walk area. There also was a plaza area added in front of the building.  
 
Dr. Mark Stesin, 2000 Norway Pine Circle, said he was speaking on behalf of a 
coalition of neighbors. None of the coalition attended the neighborhood meeting 
earlier in the day and they remain opposed to the project. They do not oppose 
bringing in new residents to the city with high density apartment buildings as long 
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as they comply with the comprehensive plan and do not encroach on neighbors 
who have lived in the city for decades. He said the change in the height of the 
building doesn’t get at the core issues discussed at the previous council meeting. 
The building was still too big, bulky and dense for the property. There still were 
balconies facing the neighborhood, a pool, a recreation area and now an outdoor 
barbeque area. The trees may buffer the building from being seen but they would 
not buffer the noise. The entire character of the neighborhood abutting the 
property would change. There was not enough buffer for going from high density 
to low density.  
 
Acomb said the she appreciated the developer making changes to address 
concerns but looking at a drawing of the building it looks like a big wall along 
Ridgedale Drive. While there had been some accommodations she liked, she 
didn’t think there were enough. She noted some developments had stepped 
things down to break up the look of the building. She didn’t know if this was an 
option for this plan. She appreciated Stesin’s comments about transitioning from 
single family homes to high density. She thought high density was appropriate for 
the site although five stories still might be too high. She noted there was a lot of 
the development in the Ridgedale area and none of it included affordable 
housing. This put the city in the situation of not having any affordable housing in 
a commercial area. She encouraged the developer to look at including affordable 
housing and for the council to hold developers to the standard especially for a 
commercial area. 
 
Calvert said this also was a project she reviewed as part of the planning 
commission. She appreciated the reduction in height. She said there seemed to 
be some changes in the design that helped break up the blank wall feel. She 
liked the materials being used and that they were really attractive. She noted the 
view from the east Ridgedale Drive perspective made it look like the building was 
almost sitting on the road. She appreciated the developer moving the building as 
far away from the residential property as possible, but in doing so it placed the 
building close to the road. This gave it a claustrophobic feeling. It also robbed the 
site of a suburban feeling and gave it a very urban feeling. She was concerned 
this might create issues given some of the changes to Ridgedale Drive. She 
agreed with Acomb’s comments about affordable units. She also thought the city 
needed to be mindful as it promoted its values and priorities, in promoting 
sustainability. She had not heard that discussed much for this concept plan.  
 
Wagner said he continued to believe high density housing was appropriate for 
the site. While he recognized the removal of a story from the building, he 
encouraged the developer to evaluate concepts associated with how the parking 
was treated on the site. In general the council’s comments indicated although it 
was an appropriate use being looked at, the mass with the existing office building 
remained too much. Even though the look was softened, the wall along 
Ridgedale Drive was a concern.  
 
Ellingson said the building was attractive and it was appropriate to have high 
density housing on the site. He thought it was unfortunate such a high density 
building was right next to a single family residential neighborhood. He noted such 
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an abrupt situation existed with the Best Buy site so he understood and 
appreciated the concerns from the neighbors. He questioned what might be 
acceptable for the site.  
 
Wiersum agreed the building was an attractive building but as he considered the 
location and the amount of buildable land, he thought it was an overly ambitious 
project. The mass was still too much. A high end building built to high standards 
with a lot of amenities on such a small footprint next to a single family residential 
neighborhood with no real buffer was too ambitious. He appreciated the changes 
that were made to the plan, but he thought it still needed to be downscaled.  
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Ellingson moved, Calvert seconded a motion to adopt resolution 2018-052 
approving the final plat for LEGACY OAKS 3RD ADDITION. All voted “yes.” 
Motion carried. 

 
 E.  Ordinance regarding massage license requirements  

 
Ellingson moved, Calvert seconded a motion to adopt ordinance 2018-04. All 
voted “yes.” Motion carried. 

 
11. Consent Agenda – Items requiring Five Votes:  
 
 A. Conditional use permit, with variances, for a daycare facility at 14410 

Brunsvold Road 
 
Ellingson moved, Acomb seconded a motion adopt resolution 2018-053 
approving the conditional use permit, with variances. All voted “yes.” Motion 
carried. 

 
 B. Items concerning the 2018-2022 Capital Improvements Program 

 
Ellingson moved, Acomb seconded a motion to amend the 2018-2022 Capital 
Improvements Program as follows: (1) Add $140,000 from the Utility Fund for 
public works 800 MHz ARMER radios in 2018; (2) Advance $50,000 from 2020 to 
2018 from the Capital Replacement Fund for the fuel pump and leak detection 
replacement at public works; (3) Add $75,000 from the Parks & Trails 
Improvement Fund for initial planning of the Ridgedale Area park improvements 
in 2018; and (4) Advance $75,000 from 2019 to 2018 from the Parks & Trails 
Improvement Fund for a community facility and programming space study. All 
voted “yes.” Motion carried. 

 
12. Introduction of Ordinances:  
 
 A. Ordinance rezoning the properties at 12501 Ridgedale Drive 

 
City Planner Loren Gordon gave the staff report. 
 
Wagner said it was important for the planning commission and staff to evaluate 
the site circulation and how the existing office building would coexist with this 
development. Rarely had he seen a use of a site that was this intense that had a 
one way street. He said he would also have questions about a PUD within a PID 
when the proposal came back to the council. He would like the planning 
commission to discuss the public benefit required by the PUD. He commended 
the developer for listening to the feedback. 
 
Tammy Diehm with Winthrop and Weinstine, appeared on behalf of the applicant. 
She said the applicant had been working hard with staff since the concept plan 
review to incorporate the feedback.  
 
Dr. Mark Stesin, 2000 Norway Pine Circle, said he was speaking on behalf of a 
coalition of neighbors from several nearby neighborhood streets. The coalition 
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appreciated the developer decreasing the height of the building but the proposal 
did not address the core issues discussed at previous meetings. The site plan 
and footprint had not changed. The building was still too big and dense for the 
site. He shared Wagner’s concern with the circulation on the site. The building 
exceeded the allotted floor area ratio. The proposal was for 17 units per acre 
instead of 12 units for high density. There still was not an accurate buffering 
between the building and the neighboring properties. The coalition did not 
oppose high density and supported the Trammel Crow development on the mall 
site.  
 
Acomb said she agreed with Wagner’s comments about the planning 
commission looking at the site circulation and the public benefit required by the 
PUD. She said those were important aspects of the project. 
 
Wagner moved, Bergstedt seconded a motion to refer the ordinance to the 
planning commission. All voted “yes.” Motion carried. 

 
 B. Items concerning Bren Road Development, a multi-family residential 

development by Dominium, at 11001 Bren Road East 
 
  Land Use 
  1)  Ordinance rezoning the property from I-1, industrial, to PUD, 

planned unit development; 
  2) Master development plan; 
  3) Final site and building plan review; 
  4) Lot division; and 
  5) Environmental Assessment Worksheet declaration, 

 
  Finance 
  1) Tax Increment Financing 
  2) Contract for Private Development 
   

Gordon and Community Development Director Julie Wischnack gave the staff 
report. 
 
Ryan Lunderby with Dominium, thanked the council and staff for all their 
feedback. 
 
Wagner thanked Dominium for its forward thinking in terms of the parking. 
 
Calvert agreed there was forward thinking with the parking but asked what the 
plan was if the SWLRT did not happen. Lunderby said other areas of the site 
would be looked at. He was confident however the SWLRT would happen. 
 
Bergstedt said the architecture had greatly improved since the concept plan. He 
thought it was a good idea to split building A. 
 
Calvert thanked Dominium for including the solar aspect. 
 



Unapproved 
Minnetonka Planning Commission 

Minutes 
 

May 24, 2018 
      
 

8. Public Hearings 
 
 
B. Items concerning Ridgedale Executive Apartments located at 12501 

Ridgedale Drive. 
 
Chair Kirk introduced the proposal and called for the staff report. He disclosed his 
employment with the YMCA, but noted that there would be no conflict of interest by his 
participation on the planning commission.  
 
Gordon reported. He recommended denial of the application based on the findings listed 
in the staff report. 
 
Powers was confused why there would be a concern regarding disharmony between the 
design of both buildings when the buildings would not be visible from Ridgedale Drive. 
Gordon explained that staff determined that the functionality of the proposed layout of 
the site would not work. The mix of uses would be welcome in the Ridgedale area, but 
the way the buildings would be laid out locates the front of an office building facing a 
parking garage belonging to a new apartment building. That would not provide a good 
functional relationship. Powers did not see how that would harm the city.  
 
Sewall asked for the width requirement of a standard-drive-aisle access. Gordon 
answered that the drive-aisle-width standard for a two-way access is 24 feet. The 
proposal’s drive aisle would be 22 feet in width.  
 
Sewall asked if the applicant owning the office building was considered. Gordon stated 
that at some point ownership could change, so things need to be in place to ensure that 
the real estate would remain viable.  
 
Sewall asked if staff would support the application if the office building would be 
removed. Gordon stated that would eliminate the problem with the disharmony between 
the layout of the two buildings. 
 
In response to Hanson’s question, Gordon explained that the building behind a building 
layout would be concerning for long-term viability of a valuable piece of real estate. That 
may work for the current tenants, but would not be a good long-term solution for way 
finding and accessibility of future tenants.  
 
Chair Kirk noted that the applicant could stay with the current PID zoning. Gordon 
agreed. He explained that PID zoning allows a mix of uses. The proposed setbacks 
would require variances in a PID.  
 
In response to Chair Kirk’s question, Wischnack stated that the footprint issue was not 
resolved. That led to the issues listed in the staff report. 
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Powers asked if staff liked the look of the building from a pedestrian’s view. Gordon 
answered in the affirmative. It is an attractive building. It has a look that resembles parts 
of Ridgedale Center. There is compatibility with the materials. It works pretty well in a lot 
of aspects.  
 
Tammy Diehm, attorney with Winthrop and Weinstine, representing the applicant, stated 
that: 
 

• The site is one tax parcel with one legal description.  
• The code requires only one standard to be met to justify rezoning a 

property to PUD.  
• Staff has acknowledged that housing is appropriate for the area, 

specifically high-density housing. The city’s comprehensive guide plan 
specifically makes statements about adding diversity in housing types. 
Several Minnetonka residents expressed interest in having luxury rental 
units. This is a justification for rezoning the site to a PUD.  

• She reviewed the history of neighborhood meetings and revisions to the 
plan. The applicant revised the plans to address concerns that were 
raised by neighbors, councilmembers, and commissioners.  

• The architect has come up with some further modifications that could be 
made. The developer is in a difficult position. The developer needs to 
create a viable project to attract a certain demographic that fits the market 
demand. The architect provided staff yesterday with modifications that 
could be done to address the issues raised in the staff report.  

• The two-lane drive aisle access on the west side would be widened to 24 
feet in width. 

• The applicant believes that the project does meet the city’s requirements 
and would be a wonderful project for the city of Minnetonka.  

• The building height would be reduced from 55 feet to 51 feet.  
• She provided a diagram that showed the reduction in the building height 

and footprint since the concept plan.  
• The most recent changes removed the pool and the outside amenity area 

would be on ground level and hidden. Units that previously wrapped 
around the pool deck could be removed to reduce the massing on the 
west side of the building as well as near the existing office on the 
southeast side. 

• The number of parking stalls would be reduced to 178. That would 
include 123 spaces of underground parking.  

• A traffic consultant found that, overall, the internal operations of the 
development work well. He had no concerns. 

• The proposed PUD zoning would be appropriate.  
• The development meets the city’s goals. 
• She was available for questions. She requested that the commission 

recommend that the city council approve the project. 
 



Unapproved Planning Commission Minutes 
May 24, 2018                                                                                                           Page 3  
 
 

Sewall confirmed with Ms. Diehm that the recent modifications did not include changes 
to the office building. Ms. Diehm would appreciate commissioners’ feedback on the 
revisions. 
 
The public hearing was opened.  
 
Annette Bertelsen, 13513 Larkin Drive, stated that: 

   
• The proposed building would not be allowed in a PID-zoned area 

because it would be too big. A lot of variances would be needed. 
Variances cannot be approved for economic reasons.  

• The setbacks would be way too small.  
• Apartments are required to provide 10 percent of the site to be used as 

outdoor recreation space. That would be another variance.  
• The same standards in a PID are the guidelines in a PUD. There still 

needs to be a judgement on whether the proposed building and footprint 
would be appropriate.  

• The proposal would be a big, dense use adjacent to single-family 
residences. 

• The building would feel massive, be more intense, and provide no 
transition to single-family houses. 

 
Mark Stesin, 2000 Norway Pine Circle, stated that he represents his wife and a coalition 
of neighbors. He stated that: 
 

• They are excited about the Ridgedale redevelopment project and support 
high-density housing as long as it is compliant with the comprehensive 
guide plan and ordinances north of Ridgedale Drive and does not 
encroach on surrounding properties. They support the Trammel Crow 
project proposed on the Ridgedale Center property.  

• They vehemently oppose the proposed project even with the revisions 
because it does not meet the comprehensive guide plan and ordinance 
requirements. 

• The building and its footprint would be too big for the property. The height 
has been addressed. 

• They agree with denying the request. His attorney provided a letter that is 
included in the agenda packet. It lists their concerns with the proposal 
changing the zoning from PID to PUD; not being compliant with the 
comprehensive guide plan; and not providing a sufficient transition from 
high density to single-family houses.  

• The building would be very nice and upscale. 
• They agree with staff’s recommendation to deny the proposal. 

 
No additional testimony was submitted and the hearing was closed. 
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Gordon confirmed that PID zoning requires 10 percent of a site to be used as outdoor 
space.  
 
O’Connell mainly supports the proposal. He understood staff’s concern, but the success 
of the office building is a risk for the building owner to bare. He thought the mass would 
be fine. He believed that the market would support the building, but that is not his 
concern as a planning commissioner. 
 
Powers concurred with O’Connell. He favors the development. The developer has gone 
to extraordinary lengths to meet the requests of the neighborhood. The neighbors do not 
own the view. He has seen developments on Shady Oak Road that are much closer to 
residential areas and have much more impact on the view. He had no issue with the size 
of the building or the mass. 
 
Knight agreed. A new resident in the apartment building has a choice to live there and 
view the office building. He agreed that the mass would be appropriate. He supports the 
proposal.  
 
Sewall applauded the developer for making changes from the original concept plan to 
create a much more manageable design and scale. There would be over 400 feet and 
tree cover between the property and the nearest house. This would provide better view 
shed protection than a lot of other developments. He concurred with staff that the flow of 
the project is not what it should be and a different design could provide a better flow. He 
did not support the plan tonight. He felt good about the scale and was not as concerned 
with the detriment to a future property owner. A future property owner would know what 
he or she was getting into.  
 
Chair Kirk noted that there would be a fair amount of buffer between the proposed 
building and the adjacent neighbor. The proposal would fit the harmony of being located 
north of Ridgedale Center. This proposal would pale in comparison to future 
development. He struggled with the density. He thought the two buildings could have a 
better layout. He thought the two buildings would appear poorly planned. He saw it as a 
detriment to the city if the site would not be organized well. He did not think the 
apartment building and office buildings worked well enough together. He did not have a 
problem with PID or PUD zoning. The setbacks could not be decreased any further. He 
was comfortable with the mass of the buildings. He did not think the proposal was quite 
there yet.  
 
Hanson did not see a problem with the office building.  
 
Powers appreciated the developer making revisions because it shows intent. Requiring a 
plan to be harmonious is too much of a burden on the applicant.  
 
Sewall moved, second by Hanson, to recommend that the city council adopt the 
attached resolution with revisions provided in the change memo dated May 24, 
2018 denying rezoning, master development plan, and building plans for the 
Ridgedale Executive Apartments.  
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Sewall, Hanson, and Kirk voted yes. Knight, O’Connell, and Powers voted no. 
Schack was absent. Motion carried. 
 
This item is scheduled to be reviewed by the city council at its meeting on June 4, 2018. 
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Phillip Branson, director of operations for Morrie’s Auto Group, applicant, stated that the 
proposal would make improvements to the building. He was available for questions. 
 
The public hearing was opened. No testimony was submitted and the hearing was 
closed.  
 
Sewall thanked the applicant for not applying for a parking-lot expansion. The neighbors 
appreciate it.  
 
Powers moved, second by Knight, to adopt the resolution approving final site and 
building plans for additions to the existing auto dealership building at 13400 
Wayzata Blvd. 
 
Sewall, Knight, Powers, Schack, and Kirk voted yes. Hanson was absent. Motion 
carried. 
 
Chair Kirk stated that an appeal of the planning commission’s decision must be made in 
writing to the planning division within 10 days. 
 
C. Items concerning Ridgedale Executive Apartments located at 12501 

Ridgedale Drive. 
 
Chair Kirk introduced the proposal and called for the staff report. 
 
Gordon reported. He recommended approval of the application based on the findings 
and subject to the conditions listed in the staff report.  
 
Powers noted that the site could hold an apartment building and a two-story office 
building in some way that would be acceptable. Gordon stated that the location of the 
office building would make the plan challenging. 
 
Sewall asked if there are examples of office buildings located behind other office 
buildings. Gordon stated that there are a few office developments along Interstate 394 
that have office buildings located along private driveways. Gordon was unable to find a 
site in Minnetonka similar to the proposal’s uses and layout. The mix of uses is 
appropriate for the area. The proposal has organizational issues with the driveway and 
layout.  
 
Sewall confirmed with Gordon that exterior parking spaces could be used by anyone. 
There would be no interior office building parking. 
 
Tammy Diehm, of Winthrop and Weinstine, representing the applicant, stated that: 
 

• The applicant has improved the plan since what was presented in 
November of 2017 in response to concerns from neighbors and staff. 

• A traffic consultant confirmed that the internal operation would have 
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appropriate circulation and be safe for all types of uses.  
• The site would have a monument sign and be a destination. 
• Much of the office building would be oriented toward the wooded area 

and pond. 
• The drive aisle would be changed to be 26-feet in width.  
• The parking stalls on the side of the building on Ridgedale Drive and 

those abutting the YMCA would be visitor parking stalls for the apartment 
building and the stalls added between the office and apartment buildings 
would be used by the office building tenants and visitors.  

• She was available for questions. 
• Based on the additional reduction in mass, the proposal meets the 

requirements of the ordinances and justifies the planning commission’s 
recommendation to the city council that rezoning would be appropriate. 

• The proposal would bring diversity of housing types and the 
redevelopment of the vacant building would be an asset to the community 
and increase the city’s tax base.  

 
Chair Kirk invited those present to comment. 
 
Dr. Mark Stetsin, 2000 Norway Pine Circle, stated that he was speaking on behalf of his 
wife and a coalition of neighbors. He stated that: 
 

• They are excited about the Ridgedale redevelopment project and support 
high-density housing, but all new high-density housing must be in 
compliance with the comprehensive guide plan, meet city code 
requirements including zoning, and not intrude on existing 
neighborhoods.  

• They support the Trammel Crow project at Ridgedale Center.  
• The developer has not incorporated much of what was recommended by 

the city council, planning commission, and staff.  
• They strongly opposed the proposed project and support denial of the 

application.  
• He referred to a letter written by their attorney that includes a written list 

illustrating how the proposal does not comply with the comprehensive 
guide plan or city code requirements.  

• Councilmember Allendorf said that the footprint would be too large for the 
property. He agreed. The height has been decreased, but the footprint 
has not been reduced. The FAR has been increased.  

• The building would be too big and massive. It would not provide an 
adequate transition or buffer from high-density to low-density housing. 
High-density housing should be located north of Ridgedale Drive. 

• The site would lack organization and have a building behind a building.  
• The office building would be required to have 57 parking spaces, but the 

proposal only has 32. It would be short 25 parking stalls.  
• He requested the proposal be denied. 
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Sewall asked if parking would meet ordinance requirements. Gordon explained that 
there would be surface parking stalls adjacent to the building. It is presumed those would 
be used by the office building tenants and visitors. To meet ordinance requirements, 
additional spaces would be needed.  
 
Chair Kirk noted that the applicant has gone to great lengths to respond to what the 
community, city council, and planning commission requested.  
 
Powers agreed that the applicant has made changes. The city council and planning 
commission did not mention disharmony during the concept plan review. He did not 
agree with the neighbors. There would be adequate buffering. He respects staff’s 
recommendation.  
 
Chair Kirk likes the look of the apartment building. He struggled with the office building. 
 
Gordon noted that the planning commission and city council focused on the size, mass, 
and width of the residential building during the concept review process.  
 
Schack reviewed the previous packets. She recalled discussion regarding site 
organization and problems with site organization during the concept plan review in 
November. She acknowledged that was not the primary concerns addressed by the 
planning commission, because mass was a greater issue at that time. The organization 
of the site is troubling. She supports residential and high-density housing in the 
Ridgedale area. She would like to know more about how the comprehensive guide plan 
and Ridgedale development plan would impact the zoning before commenting further on 
that piece. She could not get over the issues with the site’s organization. Planning staff 
recognize the issues and she respects their recommendation. When driving to the 
proposed office building, she knows that she would drive by it before figuring out its 
location since it would not be visible from the road. She was not comfortable with the 
proposal. The mixed use makes sense at the proposed location. She would not oppose 
the high-density residential use, if the site would be better organized. 
 
Sewall did not have a problem with the mass. He would be o.k. with removing the office 
building and making the apartment building larger. The apartment building could be 
attractive and respectful to the neighbors. He agreed that the site is messy. He was not 
sure what could be built that would work. He was torn. 
 
Chair Kirk noted that the office building was not visible behind Redstone. Powers noted 
that he went to Redstone for years and never noticed the office building.  
 
Knight struggled with the proposal. The applicant reduced the mass of the building. The 
office building is not a fast-food restaurant that would need to have a large sign. Most of 
the visitors to the office building would know where it is located. He voted for it last time 
and it has been improved since then. He questioned why there would be no windows on 
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the back of the office building that would face the wetland. Gordon clarified that there 
would be windows. 
 
Chair Kirk supports staff’s recommendation to deny the proposal.  
 
Powers did not think the proposal would make the site less harmonious than it is 
currently.  
 
Schack moved, second by Sewall, to recommend that the city council adopt the 
attached resolution denying rezoning, master development plan, and site and 
building plans for the Ridgedale Executive Apartments. 
 
Sewall, Schack, and Kirk voted yes. Knight and Powers voted no. Hanson was 
absent. Motion carried. 
 
This item is tentatively scheduled to be reviewed by the city council at its meeting on 
July 9, 2018. 
 

9. Other Business 
 
A. Concept plan review for Hennepin County Medical Examiner’s Office at 

14300 County Road 62. 
 
Chair Kirk introduced the proposal and called for the staff report. 
 
Gordon reported. Staff recommends that planning commissioners provide comments 
and feedback on the identified key issues and other issues commissioners deem 
appropriate. The discussion is intended to assist the applicant with future direction that 
may lead to the preparation of more detailed development plans.  
 
John Rode, senior facility planner with Hennepin County Facility Services Planning and 
Project Development, representing the applicant, stated that the site has 160 acres. He 
provided a history of the site.  
 
Zach Essig, engineer with Leo A. Daly, stated that: 
 

• He pointed out what wetland area and trees would be protected. The 
Tamarack bog would be protected and preserved up to the slope. 

• There would be 24.5 acres of buildable space.  
• He compared possible building locations considering access, impact to 

trees, wetlands, and slopes.   
• The proposed building location would provide a nice approach through 

the south side of the wetland between the woodland preserve and 
wetland area using retaining walls to reach the road. The road would 
have a typical width with retaining walls that would not have any 
permanent impact on the wetland or woodland preserve. 



N e i g h b o r h o o d  C o r r e s p o n d e n c e



June 14, 2018 

Chair Kirk and Planning Commissioners 
City of Minnetonka 
14600 Minnetonka Blvd. 
Minnetonka, MN  55345 

Via Email 

Re: Proposed Ridgedale Executive Apartments, 12501 Ridgedale Drive 

Dear Chair Kirk and Planning Commissioners: 

This firm represents a coalition of neighbors affected by and opposed to the Ridgedale Executive 
Apartments project (“Project”) that is proposed by Rotenberg Companies (“Applicant”) at 
12501 Ridgedale Drive (“Property”) in the City of Minnetonka.  The project is before the City 
Planning Commission this evening, June 14th.  We respectfully request that this letter be made 
part of the administrative record for the Project along with our previous correspondence 
regarding the Project. 

Our clients have been closely following the evolution of the Project and were optimistic when 
the Applicant proposed an alternative at the May 24th Planning Commission that appeared to be 
an effort to reasonably reduce the building bulk to correspond with the City Code and City 
policies.  Unfortunately, the Applicant’s most recent proposal results in an increase to the 
number of units and overall floor area ratio (FAR) for the Property.  The Applicant’s assertion of 
a FAR reduction is merely the result of a prior miscalculation.  We support staff’s conclusion 
that the Project is proposed in a manner that does not support harmonious site design.  Our 
clients continue to object to the Project as the size, scale, and intensity of the proposed Project 
still exceed that allowed by the City Code and contemplated in the 2030 Comprehensive Guide 
Plan (the “Comp Plan”).  

The Project is inconsistent with the City’s Comp Plan and zoning code and inconsistent with the 
surrounding community.  The building exceeds the allowed size and scale and is more 
appropriate in the core of the Ridgedale area or along Interstate 394, as opposed to the Project’s 
location on the periphery of the area which abuts a longstanding residential neighborhood.  The 
following summarizes several of our clients’ objections. 

The Project Fails to Provide Benefits Necessary for a PUD 

The Project fails to meet any of the required criteria to justify rezoning to the PUD District as 
required under City Code Section 300.22(2).  The Project does not result in any one of the seven 
(7) benefits that could justify a PUD that could not otherwise be achieved under the current
zoning.  There is no added protection of natural features; no affordable housing is provided in the
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Project; and, the anticipated rents will exceed the target housing price that is desirable to the 
City.  A mix of land uses is provided, as the existing office building remains on-site, but the 
development is haphazardly designed with no integration of uses and no benefit over the existing 
zoning.  The Project offers no increase in energy conservation over non-PUD development.  In 
short, the Project simply provides no benefit to the City or the Community, merely a financial 
benefit to the Applicant.   

The Project Conflicts with the Comprehensive Plan  

State law and the City Code require all zoning regulations to be consistent with the City’s Comp 
Plan,1 which designates the Property as Mixed-Use on the southernmost edge of the I-394 
Corridor/Ridgedale Area.2  The Project is inconsistent with several guiding Comp Plan 
principles for the I-394 Corridor/Ridgedale Area and conflicts with the intent of the designation.   

The guiding strategies of the I-394 Corridor/Ridgedale area include “Inclusion of transitions to 
surrounding residential uses to provide buffers (as maintained in the past) between the more 
intense uses to the north (i.e., Ridgedale Mall) and the low density residential uses to the 
south.”3  This guiding principle demonstrates the City’s intent for the district, which is to 
concentrate the density along I-394 and in the Ridgedale core.  The Project would grossly 
conflict with this intent and result in the development of some of the highest-density residential 
development on one of the southernmost properties in the designated area, immediately adjacent 
to a single-family neighborhood.  

Insufficient Transition to Low Density Residential  

The Project further conflicts with Comp Plan Policy 4.A.2, which governs adequate transitioning 
between the Ridgedale area and the neighborhoods: 

Policy 4.A.2.  Definition of appropriate building heights and massing relative to 
the existing ridgelines and topography as part of project review to manage 
impacts on nearby low density residential neighborhoods.4 

The Project conflicts with this policy as the height and massing are grossly out of scale and 
character from existing structures, and the Project will directly and adversely impact the low-
density residential neighborhoods.  This provision was explicitly written to protect the 
neighborhood immediately to the south of the Property from development like the Project that is 
too tall and out of scale with the single family residences to the south.  This policy further 
demonstrates that the intent of the I-394 Corridor/Ridgedale Area was to concentrate density 
away from the neighborhoods to the south. 

                                                 
1  Minn. Stat. § 473.858, subd. 1.   
2  Comp Plan IV-32.   
3  Comp Plan IV-31 (emphasis added). 
4  Comp Plan IV-46. 
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Failure to Provide Adequate Buffer to Residential Uses 

The Project also conflicts with Comp Plan Policy 4.A.33, which calls for the “Provision of 
adequate buffering between differing land uses, as appropriate.”5  The City Code identifies “high 
density” as density exceeding 12 units per acre; the Project exceeds this threshold with 17 
units/acre proposed.  The Project will substantially increase the activity, noise, traffic, and 
intensity of the use of the Property that will detrimentally impact the neighboring residential 
neighborhood.  Very-high density residential and single-family homes are not compatible, and 
such very-high density uses should be located away from the single-family residential 
neighborhood and towards the Ridgedale core.   

For these reasons, we strongly object to the Project as currently proposed and urge the Planning 
Commission to recommend denial of the Project and to direct the Applicant to work with staff to 
develop a project that is consistent with the City’s policies and the law, and will not adversely 
impact the immediately adjacent single-family neighborhood to the south. 

Very truly yours, 

s/ Gary A. Van Cleve 
 
Gary A. Van Cleve, for 
Larkin Hoffman Daly & Lindgren Ltd. 

Direct Dial: 952-896-3277 
Direct Fax: 952-842-1720 
Email:  gvancleve@larkinhoffman.com 
 
cc: Corrine Heine, City Attorney 
 Dr. Mark and Heather Stesin 
 Felix and Donna Ricco 
 Andy and Zhanna Schectman 

4812-3195-4025, v. 1 

                                                 
5  Comp Plan IV-46. 

mailto:gvancleve@larkinhoffman.com
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May 24,2018

Chair Kirk and Planning Commissioners
City of Minnetonka
14600 Minnetonka Blvd.
Minnetonka, MN 55345

Re: Proposed Ridgedale Executive Apartments, 12501 Ridgedale Drive

Dear Chair Kirk and Planning Commissioners:

This firm represents a coalition of neighbors affected by and opposed to the Ridgedale Executive
Apartments project ("Project") that is proposed by Rotenberg Companies ("Applicant") at

12501 Ridgedale Drive ("Property") in the City of Minnetonka. The project is before the City
Planning Commission this evening, May 24th. We respectfully request that this letter be made

part of the administrative record for the Project along with our previous correspondence

regarding the Project.

Our clients recognize and appreciate that the Applicant has reduced the proposed height of the

Project in response to the concems of the neighborhood and the City. However, the size, scale,

and intensity of the proposed Project still exceed that allowed by the City Code and

contemplated in the 2030 Comprehensive Guide Plan (the "Comp Plan").

The Project is inconsistent with the City's Comp Plan and zoning code and inconsistent with the

surrounding community. The building exceeds the allowed size and scale and is more

appropriate in the core of the Ridgedale area or along Interstate 394, as opposed to the Project's
location on the periphery of the area which abuts a longstanding residential neighborhood. The

following letter summarizes several of our clients'objections.

The Proiect to Provide Benefits Necessarv for a PUD

The Project fails to meet any of the required criteria to justify rezoning to the PUD District as

required under City Code Section 300.22(2). The Project does not result in any one of the seven

(7) benefits that could justify a PUD that could not otherwise be achieved under the current

zoning. There is no added protection of natural features; no affordable housing is provided in the

Project; and, the anticipated rents will exceed the target housing price that is desirable to the

City. A mix of land uses is provided, as the existing office building remains on-site, but the

development is haphazardly designed with no integration of uses and no benefit over the existing
zoning. The Project offers no increase in energy conservation over non-PUD development. In

short, the Project simply provides no benefit to the City or the Community, merely a financial
benefit to the Applicant.
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The Proiect Conflicts the Comnrehensive Plan

State law and the City Code require all zoning regulations to be consistent with the City's Comp
Plan,l which designates the Property as Mixed-Use on the southernmost edge of the I-394
Conidor/Ridgedale Area.2 The Project is inconsistent with several guiding Comp Plan principles
for the I-394 Conidor/Ridgedale Area and conflicts with the intent of the designation.

The guiding strategies of the I-394 Corridor/Ridgedale area include "Inclusion of transitions to

surrounding residential uses to provide buffers (as maintained in the past) between the more
intense uses to the north (i.e., Ridgedale Mall) and the low density residential uses to the
south."3 This guiding principle demonstrates the City's intent for the district, which is to

concentrate the density along I-394 and in the Ridgedale core. The Project would grossly

conflict with this intent and result in the development of some of the highest-density residential
development on one of the southernmost properties in the designated area, immediately adjacent

to a single-family neighborhood.

Insufficient Transition to Low Densitv Residential

The Project further conflicts with Comp Plan Policy 4.A.2, which governs adequate transitioning
between the Ridgedale area and the neighborhoods:

Policy 4.A.2. Definition of appropriate building heights and massing relative to
the existing ridgelines and topography as part of project review to manage

impacts on n.u.by low densiiy residential neighborhoods.a

The Project conflicts with this policy as the height and massing are grossly out of scale and

character from existing structures, and the Project will directly and adversely impact the low-
density residential neighborhoods. This provision was explicitly written to protect the

neighborhood immediately to the south of the Property from development like the Project that is

too tall and out of scale with the single family residences to the south. This policy further
demonstrates that the intent of the I-394 Conidor/Ridgedale Area was to concentrate density

away from the neighborhoods to the south.

Failure to Provide Adeq Buffer to Residential Uses

The Project also conflicts with Comp Plan Policy 4.A.33, which calls for the "Provision of
adequatl buffering between differing land uses, as appropriate."5 The City Code identihes "high
density" as density exceeding l2 units per acre; the Project exceeds this threshold with 17

units/acre proposed. The Project will substantially increase the activity, noise, traffic, and

intensity of the use of the Property that will detrimentally impact the neighboring residential

neighborhood. Very-high density residential and single-family homes are not compatible, and

Minn. Stat. $ 473.858. subd. l.
Comp Plan lV-32.
Comp Plan IV-31 (emphasis added).

Comp Plan IV-46.
Comp Plan IV-46.
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such very-high density uses should be located away from the single-family residential 
neighborhood and towards the Ridgedale core. 

For these reasons, we strongly object to the Project as currently proposed and urge the Planning 
Commission to recommend denial of the Project and to direct the Applicant to work with staff to 
develop a project that is consistent with the City's policies and the law, and will not adversely 
impact the immediately adjacent single-family neighborhood to the south. 

Ve
�

ulyy
z� 

Gary� Cleve, for 
Larkin Hoffman Daly & Lindgren Ltd. 

Direct Dial: 
Direct Fax: 
Email: 

952-896-3277
952-842-1720
gvancleve@larkinhoffman.com

cc: Corrine Heine, City Attorney 
Dr. Mark and Heather Stesin 
Felix and Donna Ricco 
Andy and Zhanna Schectman 

4830-3142-5123, V. I 
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Resolution No. 2018-_______ 
 

Resolution denying rezoning, master development plan, final site and building plans at 
12501 Ridgedale Drive 

 
 
Be it resolved by the City Council of the City of Minnetonka, Minnesota, as follows: 
 
Section 1. Background. 
 
1.01 Ridgedale Executive Apartments, LLC, has proposed construction of a multi-

family residential development at 12501 Ridgedale Drive. The site is legally 
described as: 

 
Lot 3, Block 1, Ridgedale Center Fifth Addition, Hennepin County, Minnesota  

 
1.02 The proposal requires a rezoning from Planned I-394 District (PID) to Planned 

Unit Development (PUD), master development plan and final site and building 
plan review.  

 
1.03 On May 24, 2018, the Planning Commission held a hearing on the proposal. On 

June 14, 2018, the Planning Commission reviewed revised plans. The applicant 
was provided the opportunity to present information to the Planning Commission. 
The Planning Commission considered all of the comments received and the staff 
report, which are incorporated by reference into this resolution. At the May 24, 
2018 meeting, the commission split 3-3 on a motion to deny the project; therefore 
there was no affirmative vote and no formal recommendation to the city council. 
At the June 14, 2018 meeting, the commission made a motion to the council to 
deny the project. 

 
1.04 On July 9, 2018, the city council reviewed the proposal recommending the 

application be denied on the following findings. 
 
Section 2.  Findings. 
 
2.01 The decision to rezone property to a PUD is a policy decision that the council 

makes in its legislative capacity.  
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2.02 The current zoning of Planned I-394 District is consistent with the city’s 

comprehensive plan, and the proposed change in zoning is not needed to 
conform the zoning ordinance to the comprehensive plan. 

 
2.03 Section 300.22, Subd. 2 of the city code provides that the council may consider 

rezoning to PUD if the proposed development would result in one (or more) 
enumerated public benefits. However, even if one or more of the enumerated 
benefits exists, the council has the discretion to rezone as it determines to be in 
the public interest. The enumerated public benefits in Section 300.22, Subd. 2 
are addressed below: 

 
a) Greater preservation of existing natural resources, in number or quality, than 

would otherwise be provided under non-PUD development. The proposed 
development does not provide additional natural resource preservation than 
could be provided under the existing zoning. 
 

b) Provision of affordable housing. The proposed development does not provide 
any affordable housing units. 

 
c) Provision of a housing type or target housing price that is desirable to the 

city. The proposed development would provide luxury rental apartments. The 
city has not determined that the unit type or price is needed or desirable. 

 
d) A mix of land use types. The proposal does provide a mix of land use types, 

but the same mix of land use types could be obtained under the existing 
zoning. This aspect of the proposal provides no additional public benefit that 
would support rezoning to PUD. 

 
e) Development that is compatible with existing, surrounding development type 

and intensity that is no longer allowed in other existing zoning districts. The 
proposed development type and intensity would be allowed in the existing 
Planned I-394 zoning district. 

 
f) Greater energy conservation through building and site design than would 

otherwise be achieved under non-PUD development. The proposed 
development proposes no greater energy conservation gains with building 
and site design than could be achieved under non-PUD development. 

 
2.02 The proposal does not meet the following site and building standards as outlined 

in City Code §300.27 Subd.5: 
 

a) The proposal is not consistent with ordinance requirements including parking 
drive isle width and parking minimums. 

 
b) The proposal does not result in a harmonious relationship of buildings. The 

project fails to adequately transition between land use and architectural types 
and spatial relationships. 
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c) The proposal fails to create a functional and harmonious design for structures 
and site features including: 

 
1) An internal sense of order for the buildings and uses on the site and 

provision of a desirable environment for occupants, visitors and the 
general community. The lack of visibility to the office building from 
Ridgedale Drive is concerning to its long term viability. 
 

2) The developed portion of the site provides no open space for the 
enjoyment of residents.  
 

3) The proposal does not provide intuitively designed vehicular and 
pedestrian circulation, adequately designed internal driveways and 
circulation and the arrangement and location of parking. 
 

4) Promotion of energy conservation through design, location, orientation 
and elevation of structures, the use and location of glass in structures, 
and the use of landscape materials and site grading is not achieved.  

 
2.03 The proposal does not provide a logical development program for the site. The 

proposed apartment building would not afford easy access and visibility to the 
existing office building on the site. The tight “building behind building” approach 
for this site is one primary reason the project does not meet code standards. This 
is a basic urban planning and design principle that helps bring order to 
development. Intuitive and organized site design and building placement creates 
positive and productive environments. The organization of this site does not 
provide the necessary organizing principles that bring about harmonious design. 

 
2.04 The proposed apartment building is placed on the property with little 

consideration for the long term viability of the office building. This building-
behind-building relationship does not promote an active and walkable 
environment the city desires for the Ridgedale area.  

 
Section 3. Action 
 
3.01 Based on the above findings, the applications for rezoning, master development 

plan approval and final site and building plan approval are denied. 
 
Adopted by the City Council of the City of Minnetonka, Minnesota, on July 9, 2018. 
 
 
 
__________________________________ 
Brad Wiersum, Mayor 
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Attest: 
 
 
 
__________________________________ 
David E. Maeda, City Clerk 
 
Action on this resolution: 
 
Motion for adoption: 
Seconded by: 
Voted in favor of: 
Voted against:  
Abstained:  
Absent:  
Resolution adopted. 
 
I 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 July 9, 2018. 
 
 
 
_________________________________ 
David E. Maeda, City Clerk 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ordinance No. 2018- 
 

An ordinance approving rezoning from I-394 District to Planned Unit Development 
District for redevelopment of the property located at 12501 Ridgedale Drive 

  
 
The City of Minnetonka Ordains: 
 
Section 1. Background 
 
1.01 This ordinance hereby approves the master development plans and final site and 

building plans for construction of a residential apartment development at 12501 
Ridgedale Drive.    

 
1.02 The property is located at 12501 Ridgedale Drive and are legally described as: 

 
Lot 3, Block 1, Ridgedale Center Fifth Addition, Hennepin County, Minnetonka 
 

Section 2. Standards and Findings 
 
2.01 Section 300.22, Subd. 2 of the city code provides that the council may consider 

rezoning to PUD if the proposed development would result in one (or more) 
enumerated public benefits. The city council finds that the project provides at 
least one public benefit as identified below. 

 
a) Greater preservation of existing natural resources, in number or quality, than 

would otherwise be provided under non-PUD development.  
 

b) Provision of affordable housing.  
 

c) Provision of a housing type or target housing price that is desirable to the 
city.  

 
d) A mix of land use types.  

 
e) Development that is compatible with existing, surrounding development type 

and intensity that is no longer allowed in other existing zoning districts.  
 

f) Greater energy conservation through building and site design than would 
otherwise be achieved under non-PUD development. 
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Section 3.   The city council finds that the project provides at least one public benefit as 

identified below. 
 

a) The proposal provides a mix of land use types on the property. 
b) Contribution to park development through dedication of funds.  

 
Section 4. This ordinance is effective immediately. 
 
 
Adopted by the city council of the City of Minnetonka, Minnesota, on July 9, 2018. 
 
 
       
Brad Wiersum, Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
       
David E. Maeda, City Clerk 
 
 
Action on this ordinance: 
 
Date of introduction:  
Date of adoption:  
Motion for adoption:  
Seconded by:  
Voted in favor of:  
Voted against:  
Abstained:  
Absent:  
Ordinance adopted. 
 
Date of publication:  
 
 
I certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of an ordinance adopted by the city council 
of the City of Minnetonka, Minnesota at a regular meeting held on July 9, 2018. 
 
 
 
      
David E. Maeda, City Clerk 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Resolution No. 2018-_______ 
 

Resolution approving rezoning, master development plan, final site and building plans at 
12501 Ridgedale Drive 

 
 
Be it resolved by the City Council of the City of Minnetonka, Minnesota, as follows: 
 
Section 1. Background. 
 
1.01 Ridgedale Executive Apartments, LLC, has proposed construction of a multi-

family residential development at 12501 Ridgedale Drive. The site is legally 
described as: 
 
Lot 3, Block 1, Ridgedale Center Fifth Addition, Hennepin County, Minnesota  
 

1.02 The proposal requires a rezoning from Planned I-394 District (PID) to Planned 
Unit Development (PUD), master development plan and final site and building 
plan review.  

 
1.03 On May 24, 2018, the planning commission held a hearing on the proposal. The 

applicant was provided the opportunity to present information to the Planning 
Commission. The planning commission considered all of the comments received 
and the staff report, which are incorporated by reference into this resolution. The 
commission split 3-3 on a motion to deny the project; therefore there was no 
affirmative vote and no formal recommendation to the city council. 
 

1.04 After the planning commission public hearing, the applicant decided to further 
revise the plans. It is not customary to bring back a plan revision after the 
planning commission has evaluated the request, conducted a public hearing and 
made a recommendation to the city council. However, because the changes 
were substantial, the revised plans were placed on the June 14, 2018 planning 
commission agenda for consideration. The commission voted 3-2 to recommend 
the city council deny the project as revised. 

 
1.05 On July 9, 2018, the city council reviewed the proposal recommending the 

application be approved based on the following findings. 
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Section 2. Planned Unit Development and Site and Building Plan Standards and Findings. 
 
2.01 The decision to rezone property to a PUD is a policy decision that the council 

makes in its legislative capacity.  
 
2.02 The proposed Planned Unit Development zoning district is consistent with the 

city’s comprehensive plan. 
 
2.03 Section 300.22, Subd. 2 of the city code provides that the council may consider 

rezoning to PUD if the proposed development would result in one (or more) 
enumerated public benefits. As identified below, the project provides at least one 
public benefit. 

 
a) Greater preservation of existing natural resources, in number or quality, than 

would otherwise be provided under non-PUD development.  
 

b) Provision of affordable housing.  
 

c) Provision of a housing type or target housing price that is desirable to the 
city.  

 
d) A mix of land use types. The proposal provides a mix of land use types. 

 
e) Development that is compatible with existing, surrounding development type 

and intensity that is no longer allowed in other existing zoning districts.  
 

f) Greater energy conservation through building and site design than would 
otherwise be achieved under non-PUD development. 

 
2.04 The proposal meets the following site and building standards as outlined in City 

Code §300.27 Subd.5: 
 

a) The proposal is consistent with ordinance requirements. 
 
b) The proposal would result in a harmonious relationship of buildings. 
  
c) The proposal creates a functional and harmonious design for structures and 

site features. 
 

d) The proposal would continue to provide a buffer to the existing adjacent 
single-family neighborhood. 

 
e) The proposal would visually and physically alter the property and the 

immediate area. However, this change would occur with any redevelopment 
of the site, which is anticipated. 
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Section 3. Action 
 
3.01 Based on the above findings, the applications for rezoning, master development 

plan approval and final site and building plan approval are approved with 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: 

 
• Architectural Site Plan, dated June 1, 2018 
• Grading Plan, dated June 4, 2018 
• Utility Plan, dated June 4, 2018 
• Stormsewer Plan, dated June 4, 2018 
• Landscape Plan, dated June 4, 2018 
• Building Elevations, dated June 1, 2018 

 
2. A grading permit is required. This permit will cover grading and 

installation of sewer, water, stormwater facilities and construction of 
retaining walls. Unless authorized by appropriate staff, no site work may 
begin until a complete grading permit application has been submitted, 
reviewed by staff, and approved. 

 
a) The following must be submitted for the grading permit to be 

considered complete. 
 

1) An electronic PDF copy of all required plans and 
specifications. 

 
2) Final site, grading, utility, stormwater management, 

landscape, and tree mitigation plans, and a stormwater 
pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) for staff approval.  

 
a. Final site plan. The plan must: 

 
• Illustrate all existing and proposed easements. 

No structural improvements are allowed within 
the easements. This includes pool, pool deck, 
fencing, ramps, stairs, playgrounds, or other 
elements as outlined in city policy. 
 

• Drive aisles must be 26' wide and inside turning 
radii must be 22' to allow for ladder truck 
access to the apartment and existing office 
building. 
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• Stormwater treatment vaults underneath drive 
lanes must be able to support 83,000 pound fire 
apparatus and 10,800 psf outrigger load. 

 
• Provide a turning template to illustrate that city's 

emergency vehicles can navigate the parking 
lot and service both buildings. 
 

b. Final grading plan must:  
 
• Illustrate that rails and sidewalks must meet 

Americans with Disability Act (ADA) standards. 
 

• Reevaluate grading near the east driveway. 
Runoff must be captured onsite to the greatest 
extent possible, rather than draining, untreated 
to the city storm sewer system.  

 
c. Final utility plan. The plans must: 

 
• Add hydrants around the perimeter of the 

apartment building. Hydrants should be no 
more than 500' apart as measured along the 
drive aisles. Newly installed private hydrants 
would require a private hydrant maintenance 
agreement. 
 

• Private service to southern most building is 
thought to come from the main on the eastern 
side of the property. Applicant needs to confirm 
and may need to relocate service to the 
southern building. 
 

• Provide a looped connection to the proposed 
building. 

 
• Confirm location of the southern building 

service to ensure it is not impacted by the 
proposed building. 

 
d. Final stormwater management plan is required for 

the entire site’s impervious surface. The plan must 
demonstrate conformance with the following 
criteria: 
 
• Rate. Limit peak runoff flow rates to that of 

existing conditions from the 2-, 10-, and 100-
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year events at all points where stormwater 
leaves the site.  
 

• Volume. Provide for onsite retention of 1-inch 
of runoff from the entire site’s impervious 
surface. 

 
• Quality. Provide for all runoff to be treated to at 

least 60 percent total phosphorus annual 
removal efficiency and 90 percent total 
suspended solid annual removal efficiency.  

 
In addition: 
 
• Review drainage atop the west retaining wall. 

Confirm with a structural engineer whether 
additional drainage considerations need to be 
implemented to protect the wall’s integrity 
given the large drainage area that flows toward 
the wall. 

 
• Provide evidence that the underground system 

will be able to support 83,000 pounds and 
10,800 pounds per square foot outrigger load. 

 
• The underground facilities must be inspected by 

a qualified third party during installation and that 
party must verify that the pressure requirements 
are adequately met.  
 

e. Final landscaping plan must:  
 
• Require a final landscape plan for staff review 

and approval that meets city code including the 
landscape value. The applicant must illustrate 
the project value to demonstrate the required 
landscape value. 
 

• Provide landscape value of 2% of project value. 
 
• Substitute all Colorado spruce with another 

species of evergreen. 
 

• Require that all deciduous trees are planted no 
closer than 15' behind the curb of a public 
roadway or 10' from the edge of a public trail or 
sidewalk.  
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• Require that all evergreen trees are planted no 

closer than 20' behind the curb of a public 
roadway or 15' from the edge of a public trail or 
sidewalk. 
 

• Require that the land south and southwest of 
the office be placed in conservation easement 
to protect it into the future. This aligns with city 
code Section 300.31, subdivision 7.b.2., which 
reads;  
 
Landscaping: in addition to the landscape plan 
requirements contained in section 300.27, 
subd. 14, the following requirements shall be 
met: 

 
o Master development plans shall undertake 

all efforts to preserve existing natural 
features including wetlands/floodplain, trees 
and areas of steep slope conditions. 
 

o All development other than single family 
residential development shall be buffered 
from nearby single family neighborhoods.  
Buffering may be accomplished through the 
preservation of existing slopes and trees.  In 
cases where natural buffers are absent, 
earthen berms with new landscape materials 
shall be installed. 
 

3) An agreement should be entered into for the installation of 
private facilities within the city's public easement on the 
eastern side of the property. 

 
4) Dedicate additional easement over city sewer and water to 

allow for proper maintenance. 
 
5) A conservation easement over the 16.5-foot wetland buffer 

over the north and south portion of the southern wetland. 
 
6) No new stormwater infrastructure and associated 

appurtenances are allowed below the delineated wetland 
edge (no pipes or rip rap is not allowed). 

 
7) Erosion control best management practices are required 

including construction management plan, compliance 
escrow, indication a private erosion control inspector will 
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be hired and provide weekly reports to the city, the 
installation and maintenance of all erosion control and tree 
protection fencing, etc. 

 
b) Prior to issuance of a grading permit: 

 
1) This resolution must be recorded at Hennepin County. 

   
2) Obsolete utility easements must be vacated.  

 
3) Park dedication in the amount of $385,000.00 must be 

submitted as part of the planned unit development public 
benefit.  
 

4) Submit the following: 
 

a. A development agreement in a city approved 
format for review and approval of city staff. 
 

b. A stormwater maintenance agreement in a city 
approved format for review and approval of city 
staff.  

 
c. A private hydrant maintenance agreement in a city 

approved format for review and approval of city 
staff. 

 
d. A construction phasing plan for staff review and 

approval. The plan must include details regarding 
construction of proposed retaining walls. 

 
e. A MPCA Sanitary Sewer Extension permit or 

documentation that a permit is not required.  
 

f. A MDH permit for the proposed water main 
construction. 

 
g. A construction management plan. The plan must be 

in a city approved format and must outline minimum 
site management practices and penalties for non-
compliance. 

 
h. Financial guarantees in the amount of 125% of a 

bid cost or 150% of an estimated cost to comply 
with grading permit and landscaping requirements 
and to restore the site. Staff is authorized to 
negotiate the manner in which site work and 
landscaping guarantees will be provided. The city 
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will not fully release guarantee until: (1) as-built 
drawings and tie-cards have been submitted; (2) a 
letter certifying that the underground facility has 
been completed according to the plans approved 
by the city; (3) vegetated ground cover has been 
established; and (4) required landscaping or 
vegetation has survived one full growing season. 

 
i. Evidence that an erosion control inspector has 

been hired to monitor the site through the course of 
construction. This inspector must provide weekly 
reports to natural resource staff in a format 
acceptable to the city. At its sole discretion, the city 
may accept escrow dollars, in amount to be 
determined by natural resources staff, to contract 
with an erosion control inspector to monitor the site 
throughout the course of construction. 

 
j. Cash escrow in an amount to be determined by city 

staff. 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.  

 
5) Install erosion control, and tree protection fencing and any 

other measures identified on the SWPPP for staff 
inspection. These items must be maintained throughout 
the course of construction.  

 
6) Hold a preconstruction meeting with site contractors and 

city planning, engineering, public works, and natural 
resources staff. The meeting may not be held until all items 
required under 2(a) and 2(b) of this resolution have been 
submitted, reviewed by staff, and approved. 

 
7) Permits may be required from other outside agencies 

including, Hennepin County, the Basset Creek Watershed 
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Management Organization, and the MPCA. It is the 
applicant’s or property owner’s responsibility to obtain any 
necessary permits.  

 
3. Prior to issuance of any building permit, submit the following documents: 

 
a) A snow removal and chloride management plan. 

 
b) A construction management plan. This plan must be in a city 

approved format and outline minimum site management practices 
and penalties for noncompliance. If the builder is the same entity 
doing grading work on the site, the construction management plan 
submitted at the time of grading permit may fulfill this requirement. 

 
1) Cash escrow in an amount to be determined by city staff. 

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.  

 
If the builder is the same entity doing grading work on the 
site, the escrow submitted at the time of grading permit 
may fulfill this requirement. 

 
4. Ensure the minimum clearance of the main entry canopy is 13 feet 6 

inches. 
 
5. Provide an address sign along Ridgedale Drive for the office building 

intended for wayfinding purposes only. Only one monument or pylon sign 
is allowed on the property. 

 
6. The property owner is responsible for replacing any required landscaping 

that dies.  
 
7. Construction must begin by December 31, 2019, unless the city council 

grants a time extension. 
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Adopted by the City Council of the City of Minnetonka, Minnesota, on July 9, 2018. 
 
 
 
__________________________________ 
Brad Wiersum, Mayor 
 
 
 
Attest: 
 
 
 
__________________________________ 
David E. Maeda, City Clerk 
 
Action on this resolution: 
 
Motion for adoption: 
Seconded by: 
Voted in favor of: 
Voted against:  
Abstained:  
Absent:  
Resolution adopted. 
 
I 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 July 9, 2018. 
 
 
 
_________________________________ 
David E. Maeda, City Clerk 
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