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PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA
NOVEMBER 5, 2009—6:30 P.M.

CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS—MINNETONKA COMMUNITY CENTER

1. Call to Order
2. Roll Call
3. Approval of Agenda
4. Approval of Minutes: October 15, 2009
5. Report from Staff
6. Report from Planning Commission Members
7. Public Hearings: Consent Agenda
None
8. Public Hearings: Non-Consent Agenda Iltems

A. Resolution approving multiple variances to install a new wall sign on the office
building located at 10901 Red Circle Drive (01001.09a)

RECOMMENDATION: Adopt the resolution approving the request (5 Votes)

e Final Decision Subject to Appeal
e Project Planner: Jeff Thomson
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9. Other Business:

A. Concept plan review of United Health Group, Phase I, located at 9701 Data Park
Drive (06060.09a)

RECOMMENDATION: Discuss concept plan with development team. No formal
action required.

10.Adjournment
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Notices

1.

2.

Please call the planning division at (952) 939-8298 to confirm meeting dates as they
are tentative and subject to change.

Applications scheduled for the November 19, 2009 Planning Commission meeting:

Project Description: Items concerning Black Oaks Estates located at 16611 Black
Oaks Lane.

Project No.: 09024.09a Staff: Susan Thomas

Ward/Council Member: 3—Wiersum Section: 5

Project Description: Ordinance establishing the Opus Overlay District. The district is
intended to allocate future vehicle trip generation for various parcels within the OPUS II
Business Center.

Project No.: 09028.09a Staff: Loren Gordon

Ward/Council Member: 1—Ellingson Section: 36

Project Description: Conditional use permit request for a detached garage located at
5014 Woodhurst Lane, with a city-code defined height of 16.5 feet.

Project No.: 09032.09a Staff: Susan Thomas

Ward/Council Member: 4—Hliller Section: 28

Project Description: Side yard setback variance from 10 feet to 8 feet and aggregate
side yard setback variance from 30 feet to 28 feet for a garage addition located at
13107 Inverness Road.

Project No.: 09031.09a Staff: Susan Thomas

Ward/Council Member: 1—Ellingson Section: 15

Project Description: T-Mobile Central is proposing to construct a telecommunications
tower on the property at 14451 State Highway 7. The proposed tower would be 85 feet
in height and would be located next to the parking lot on the back of the property.
Project No.: 09030.09a Staff: Jeff Thomson

Ward/Council Member: 3—Wiersum Section: 21

Project Description: Heavy Metal Custom Cycles is proposing to operate a motorcycle
repair business, located at 15700 Wayzata Blvd. The repair business would be 2,200
sq. ft. in size, would be located within the building, and would use the existing overhead
door on the back of the building. There would be no exterior changes to the property.
Project No.: 88054.09b Staff: Jeff Thomson

Ward/Council Member: 3—Wiersum Section: 4
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WELCOME TO THE MINNETONKA PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

This outline has been prepared to help you understand the public meeting process. The
review of an item usually takes the following form:

1. The chairperson of the meeting will announce the item to be reviewed and ask for
the staff report on the subject.

2. Staff presents their report on the item.
3. The Commission will then ask City staff questions about the proposal.
4. The chairperson will then ask if the applicant wishes to comment.

5. The chairperson will open the public hearing to give an opportunity to anyone
present to comment on the proposal.

6. This is the time for the public to make comments or ask questions about the
proposal. Please step up to the podium, speak clearly, first giving your name
(spelling your last name) and address and then your comments.

7. At larger public hearings, the chair will encourage speakers, including the
applicant, to limit their time at the podium to about 8 minutes so everyone has
time to speak at least once. Neighborhood representatives will be given more
time. Once everyone has spoken, the chair may allow speakers to return for
additional comments.

8. After everyone in the audience wishing to speak has given his or her comments, the
chairperson will close the public hearing portion of the meeting.

9. The Commission will then discuss the proposal. No further public comments are
allowed.

10. The Commission will then make its recommendation or decision.

11. Final decisions by the Planning Commission may be appealed to the City Council.
Appeals must be written and filed with the Planning Department within 10 days of
the Planning Commission meeting.

It is possible that a quorum of members of the City Council may be present. However, no
meeting of the City Council will be convened and no action will be taken by the City
Council.
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PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 2009-

RESOLUTION APPROVING MULTIPLE VARIANCES TO INSTALL A NEW WALL
SIGN ON THE BUILDING LOCATED AT 10901 RED CIRCLE DRIVE

BE IT RESOLVED by the Planning Commission of the City of Minnetonka, Minnesota,
as follows:

Section 1. BACKGROUND.

1.01 Wellington Management, Inc. has requested multiple variances from the
city code for a new wall sign (Project 01001.09a).

1.02 The property is legally described as follows:
See Exhibit A for legal description.

1.03 City Code Section 300.30.4 requires a maximum copy and graphic height
of 24 inches. The applicant is proposing a height of 10-feet, 6-inches. This
requires a variance of 8-feet, 6-inches.

1.04 City Code Section 300.30.4 requires a maximum copy and graphic area of
50 square feet. The applicant is proposing a copy and graphic area of 147
square feet. This requires a variance of 97 square feet.

1.05 City Code Section 300.30.4 requires a maximum of one wall-mounted
sign. The applicant is proposing two wall signs. This requires a variance.

1.06 Minnesota Statutes, Section 462.354, Subdivision 12, and City Code
Section 300.04.2 authorize the Planning Commission to grant variances.

Section2. STANDARDS

2.01 City Code Section 300.07, Subdivision 1(a) states that a variance may be
granted from the literal provisions of this ordinance in instances where
strict enforcement would cause undue hardship because of circumstances

10901 Red Circle Dr
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Section 3.

3.01

Section 4.

4.01

unique to the individual property under consideration and when it is
demonstrated that such actions would be consistent with the spirit and
intent of this ordinance.

FINDINGS

The proposal is reasonable and would meet the required standards for a
variance, because:

a. UNDUE HARDSHIP: There is an undue hardship due to the
configuration of the building. The southwest building elevation has
three protruding faces. There is not a building face to accommodate
the entire length of the sign if it was configured in a single line of
copy and graphic.

b. UNIQUE CIRCUMSTANCE: The significant size and height of the
building, and the increased distance from the roadway are
circumstances that are not common to every office building.

C. INTENT OF THE ORDINANCE: The sign would meet the intent of
the sign ordinance. The signs would provide for appropriate site
identification, and would provide appropriate visibility from each
direction.

d. NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER: The signs would not adversely
impact the character of the commercial area. The sign would be
proportioned to the scale of the building. Furthermore the sign
would be comparable in height and size to the existing wall sign.
This would provide consistent and uniform signage on the property.

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION.

The Planning Commission approves the above-described variances,
subject to the above findings. Approval is subject to the following
conditions:

a. The wall signs must be in substantial compliance with the plans
date-stamped September 21, 2009.

b. Prior to issuance of a sign permit, a copy of this resolution must be
recorded with the County and a copy of the recorded document
returned to the city.

C. This variance will end on December 31, 2010, unless the city has
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issued a sign permit for the project covered by this variance or

approved a time extension.

Adopted by the Planning Commission of the City of Minnetonka, Minnesota, on

, 2009.

John Cheleen, Chairperson

ATTEST:

Kathy Leervig, Deputy City Clerk
ACTION ON THIS RESOLUTION:

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

Absent:

Resolution adopted.

| hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of a resolution adopted by
the Planning Commission of the City of Minnetonka, Minnesota, at a duly authorized

meeting held on , 2009.

Kathy Leervig, Deputy City Clerk
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. . | SEFEVED

SEP 21 2009
EXHIBIT A CHYOF Mbsons

Legal Description

" The land referred to s situated in the State of Minnesota, County of Hennepin, and is described as
follows:

Parcel A:

That part of Lot 7, Elock 11, Opus 2 Fourth Addition, lying Northerly of the Southerly line of Opus
11 1 Addition, Hennepin County, Minnesota,

(Torrens Property)
I;arcel B:

[

That part of Lot 7, Block 11, Opus 2 Fourth Addition, lying Southerly of the Southerly line of Opus
IT 1st Addition, Hennepin County, Minnesota.

(Abstract Property)

4829-157747210
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Minnetonka Planning Commission Meeting
November 5, 2009

Agenda Iltem 9

Other Iltems — Concept Plan Review
United Health Group, Phase I



MINNETONKA PLANNING COMMISSION
November 5, 2009

Brief Description Concept Plan for United Health Group Phase II

Action Requested Discuss concept plan with the applicant. No formal action
required.

Background

On November 20, 2006, the city council approved the two-phased master plan for the
United Health Group (UHG) campus called Data Park Expansion. The approved master
plan included two 10-story buildings encompassing about 650,000 square feet, parking
ramps accommodating approximately 3,600 vehicles on the 10.3 acre site. As
approved, the project would accommodate about 3,250 employees, 1,750 in the Phase |
tower and 1500 in the Phase Il tower. The two parking ramps would park about 3,600
vehicles. Development activities on the Phase | site commenced in early 2007 with
UHG occupancy of the 10-story 350,000 square foot tower occurring in late 2008.

As included in the master plan, Phase Il proposed a ten-story, 300,000 square-foot
office building with a second parking ramp of 1,250 stalls and 7 levels, with five levels
above grade and two levels below grade. The Phase Il building would connect to the
one-level Phase | cafeteria. In addition, two levels with 460 parking stalls would be
added on top of the Phase | parking ramp.

UHG is now ready to begin the city review process for Phase || which would build-out
the master plan. To inform the Planning Commission and City Council on Phase Il
plans, staff has suggested utilizing the concept review process prior to initiating the
formal review process. This will allow UHG’s design team to overview the project,
discuss development program information, and answer questions. The submitted
concept plan shows an updated master plan to reflect proposed changes for Phase Il
which include a reoriented building and parking structure, an additional story to the
approved 10 story building, an increase of 42,000 square feet of building area, and
additional underground parking (see Exhibit A).

Comparison of building data - 2006 to 2009 master plans

2006 Master Plan 2009 Master Plan
Phase | 10 stories 10 stories
350,000 sq. ft. 350,000 sq. ft.
Phase Il | 10 stories 11 stories
300,000 sq. ft. 342,000 sq. ft.
Total 20 stories (both buildings) | 21 stories (both buildings)
650,000 sq. ft. 692,000 sq. ft.
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Review Process

Staff has outlined the following review process for the proposal. At this time, a formal
application has not been submitted.

Open House Meeting. On October 13, an open house was held to review the
concept plan and solicit feedback. Approximately 10 people attended the open
house. Items discussed included employment, traffic, Bren Road/TH 169
interchange plans, and utilities. City officials attended the meeting, but only to
observe the dialog between the developer and neighborhood and answer
procedural questions.

Planning Commission Concept Plan Review. The planning commission
Concept Plan Review is intended as a follow-up to the neighborhood meeting.
The objective of this meeting is to identify major issues and challenges in order to
inform the subsequent review and discussion. The meeting will include a
presentation by the developer of conceptual sketches and ideas, but not detailed
engineering or architectural drawings. No staff recommendations are provided,
the public is invited to offer comments, and planning commissioners are afforded
the opportunity to ask questions and provide feedback without any formal
motions or votes.

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

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

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

. Planning Commission Review. The planning commission would hold an official
public hearing for the development review and would subsequently recommend
action to the city council.

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

City roles and responsibilities

o City Council. As the ultimate decision maker, the city council must be in a
position to equitably and consistently weigh all input from their staff, the general
public, planning commissioners, applicants and other advisors. Accordingly,
council members traditionally keep an open mind until all the facts are received.
The council ensures that residents have an opportunity to effectively participate
in the process.

. Planning Commission. The planning commission hosts the primary forum for
public input and provides clear and definitive recommendations to the city
council. To serve in that role, the commission identifies and attempts to resolve
development issues and concerns prior to the council’s consideration by carefully
balancing the interests of applicants, neighbors, and the general public.

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

Staff Recommendation

Staff recommends the planning commission provide comment and feedback to assist
the applicant with preparation of more detailed development plans.

Originator: Loren Gordon, AICP, City Planner

G:\Projects\06060.09a United Health Group Phase II\Reports and Exhibits\UHG Phase Il PC Report Concept Plan.docx
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Computer generated illustration of Phase I and II towers
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