
 
 

Wayzata Planning Commission  
 

Meeting Agenda 
 

Tuesday, January 9, 2018 
 

Community Room 
600 Rice Street East 

Wayzata, Minnesota 55391 
 

5:30 p.m. Workshop Meeting 
 
  1. Workshop Items 

a. Introduction of new Planning Commissioners 
b. Orientation and Training 

 
7:00 p.m. Regular Meeting 
 

1. Call to Order & Roll Call 
 

2. Approval of Agenda 
 
3. Consent Agenda 

a. Approval of December 4, 2017 Planning Commission Minutes 
 
b. Approval of December 18, 2017 Planning Commission Minutes 
 

4. Old Business Items 
a. Gardner Place – 350 Gardner St E 
 Rezoning, PUD Concept and General Plan, Preliminary Plat 

Subdivision 
 

5. Public Hearing Items 
a. Jereczek Fence – 119 Benton Ave N 
 Conditional Use Permit 
 
 



NOTES: 1   Members of the Planning Commission and some staff may gather at the Wayzata Bar and Grill 
immediately after the meeting for a purely social event.  All members of the public are welcome. 

 

b. Brinza Addition – 315 Park St E 
 Variances 
 

6. Other Items: 
a. Schneiderman Stob Residence – 1058 Circle Dr E 

Review of House Plans 
 

b. Election of Chair and Vice Chair 
 

c. Review of development activities 
 
d. Next meeting is January 22, 2018 

  
7. Adjournment 
 
 



 

WAYZATA PLANNING COMMISSION 1 

MEETING MINUTES 2 

DECEMBER 4, 2017 3 
 4 

 5 

AGENDA ITEM 1. Call to Order and Roll Call 6 
 7 

Chair Iverson called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 8 

 9 

Present at roll call were Commissioners: Buchanan, Young, Iverson, Flannigan, and Douglas.  10 

Absent: Gonzalez and Murray.  Director of Planning and Building Jeff Thomson and City 11 

Attorney David Schelzel were also present.  12 

 13 

 14 

AGENDA ITEM 2. Approval of Agenda 15 
 16 

Commissioner Buchanan made a motion, Seconded by Commissioner Young, to approve the 17 

December 4, 2017 meeting agenda as presented.  The motion carried unanimously. 18 

 19 

 20 

AGENDA ITEM 3. Consent Agenda 21 

 22 

a.) None 23 
 24 

 25 

AGENDA ITEM 4. Old Business Items: 26 

 27 

a.) None. 28 
 29 

 30 

AGENDA ITEM 5. Public Hearing Items: 31 

 32 

a.) Kiser Subdivision – 227 Walker Avenue N, 521 and 529 Park St E 33 

i. Preliminary and Final Plat 34 
 35 

Director of Planning and Building Thomson stated the property owners, Joseph and Mary Kiser, 36 

have submitted a development application to combine the lots at 227 Walker Avenue N and 529 37 

Park St E, and a portion of the lot at 521 Park St E, into one lot.  As part of the submitted 38 

development application, the applicant is requesting approval of the concurrent preliminary and 39 

final plat of the lot combination. In January 2015, the same property owners applied for and 40 

received approval of a preliminary and final plat to combine the 227 Walker Ave N and 529 Park 41 

St E lots into one lot.  The plat was never filed with Hennepin County and the 2015 approval has 42 

expired.  The 2015 plat application did not include the 521 Park St E lot.  Currently, the 521 Park 43 

St E property meets all of the R-3A District lot requirements.  The 529 Park St E property and 227 44 

Walker Ave N properties do not meet the R-3A requirements.  With the proposed lot combination 45 

and lot line adjustment, both of the new lots would meet all of the R-3A lot requirements, and the 46 



 

resulting lots could not be subdivided in the future and meet the R-3A lot requirements.  Given the 1 

familiar background on the application, Mr. Thomson noted that a draft Planning Report and 2 

Recommendation of approval was included in the Commission’s materials for the meeting. 3 

 4 

Commissioner Flannigan asked if the properties would conform to the hardcover requirements, 5 

and the reason for the expedited review. 6 

 7 

Mr. Thomson stated that the lots would meet the hardcover requirement of the R-3A District, and 8 

the applicant would like to file the final plat with Hennepin County before December 31, 2017 for 9 

property tax purposes.   10 

 11 

Chair Iverson noted that the applicant indicated that there is not any more to add to the discussion 12 

at this time. 13 

 14 

Chair Iverson opened the public hearing on the application at 7:09 p.m. 15 

 16 

There being no one wishing to comment, Chair Iverson closed the public hearing at 7:10 p.m. 17 

 18 

There being no further comments or discussion among the Planning Commission, Chair Iverson 19 

asked for a motion on the application. Commission Buchanan made a motion, Seconded by 20 

Commissioner Young, to adopt the Planning Commission Report and Recommendation as 21 

presented, recommending approval of the Preliminary and Final Plat Subdivision for 227 Walker 22 

Ave N, 521 and 529 Park St E.   23 

 24 

Chair Iverson asked for any discussion on the motion and hearing none, asked Mr. Thomson if 25 

there would be a home built on the 521 Park St E. 26 

 27 

Mr. Thomson stated there were no plans submitted for the 521 Park St E property at this time.  He 28 

read the findings included in the Planning Commission Report and Recommendation presented.  29 

 30 

Chair Iverson clarified that the  motion based on the findings in the Report, and read the conditions 31 

included in the Planning Commission Report and Recommendation.  32 

 33 

Commissioner Buchanan restated his motion to expressly include the findings of fact and 34 

conditions as stated.  The motion was seconded by Commission Young.  The motion carried 35 

unanimously. 36 

 37 

 38 

b.) Gardner Place – 350 Gardner St E 39 

i. Rezoning, PUID Concept and General Plan, Preliminary Plat Subdivision 40 
 41 

Director of Planning and Building Mr. Thomson stated the applicant, Bohland Homes, has 42 

submitted a development application to subdivide the property at 350 Gardner St E into two single-43 

family residential lots.  The existing house would be demolished and two new homes would be 44 

constructed with access from a private driveway.  The application requests rezoning from R-3A to 45 

PUD/Planned Unit Development, PUD concept and general plan, and preliminary plat subdivision.  46 



 

Mr. Thomson noted that earlier in 2017, the Planning Commission and City Council reviewed a 1 

three-lot subdivision of the property.  The previous development application retained the existing 2 

R-3A zoning, and requested approval of a subdivision variance to allow for a private street, and a 3 

zoning variance from the impervious surface limitation.  The City Council denied that application 4 

due to concerns about the number of homes, small lot sizes, tree removal, private street, amount 5 

of grading and fill, and impacts on adjacent properties.  The current development application 6 

includes the removal of the existing house, and the construction of new homes on each of the new 7 

lots.  The proposed house pads would comply with all requirements of the R-3A zoning district 8 

including setbacks, lot coverage, and impervious surface.  The property currently has a private 9 

driveway that is shared with the adjacent property.  Although the driveway would be commonly 10 

referred to as a shared driveway, it would be considered a private street under the broad definition 11 

of a private street in the subdivision ordinance.  The City’s subdivision ordinance prohibits private 12 

streets except in the case of planned unit developments.  The applicant is proposing to widen the 13 

private street to 14-feet and extend it to provide access to the two new homes, which is the reason 14 

for the request to rezone to PUD.  The City Engineer recommended that the sanitary sewer force 15 

main serving the property be private, with an agreement between the two lots for maintenance.   16 

 17 

Commissioner Buchanan asked for clarification on where the private road began and where the 18 

public portion of Gardner Street ended.  He clarified that a private road was defined as a driveway 19 

or road that serviced two or more homes, and a private road did not have to be constructed to the 20 

same standards as a public street.  He asked if the private road would be compliant for emergency 21 

vehicle access. 22 

 23 

Mr. Thomson stated the application was reviewed by the Fire Marshal, and he had provided two 24 

options related to access and fire safety.  The first option is to extend a code compliant fire access 25 

lane to both lots, and the second option is for the homes to include a fire sprinkler system, in which 26 

case the expanded fire access lane would not be needed.  Given the grading, tree removal, and 27 

impervious surface impacts of a code compliant fire access lane to the property, City staff would 28 

recommend that the homes be required to have fire sprinklers as a condition of approval.   29 

 30 

Commission Flannigan asked if there was an agreement with the neighboring property to allow 31 

the private driveway/road to cross their property.  He asked if the applicant has agreed to the 32 

condition of requiring sprinkler systems for the homes. 33 

 34 

Mr. Thomson stated part of this driveway already exists on the adjacent property, but he is not sure 35 

if there is an agreement for the proposed extension.  He stated he did not know if the applicant had 36 

agreed to the condition of having fire sprinklers in the homes. 37 

 38 

Chair Iverson stated even with the sprinklers, if there were a fire, the trucks would need to get to 39 

the property.  She asked how these trucks would turn around. 40 

 41 

Mr. Thomson stated with the fire sprinklers the number of trucks that would be required would be 42 

less, but if they did have a full-size fire truck on the property it would have to back out. 43 

 44 

Commissioner Douglas stated to the east there is a large hill going to the water tower.  She asked 45 

if staff had reviewed the impacts of the runoff from this hill. 46 



 

 1 

Mr. Thomson stated the City Engineer did review the plans and he recommended the grading 2 

maintain the existing drainage patterns, and the storm water runoff from the new hardcover would 3 

have to be appropriately directed. 4 

 5 

Chair Iverson asked if there was a way to reroute the stormwater catch basin so that the two 6 

significant trees located in the City’s right of way would not have to be removed.  These trees are 7 

a buffer for Highway 12, and the adjacent homeowner had come to the last meeting and expressed 8 

concerns about potential water issues.  She stated the Commission would need additional 9 

information on the stormwater management.  She stated at the last public hearing a neighbor had 10 

also expressed concern about the significant trees on her property being impacted by the grading.  11 

She asked if this had been addressed.   12 

 13 

Commissioner Flannigan stated the concerns had been raised because the previous proposal had 14 

included the construction of a retaining wall and the grading for this could have impacted the trees 15 

on her property. 16 

 17 

Chair Iverson asked how much of a reduction there would be in the slope.  She stated the 18 

topography was changing significantly, and she would like to understand how this would impact 19 

the stormwater runoff and drainage. 20 

 21 

Commissioner Douglas asked what the City’s experience was with grinder pumps located in homes 22 

in Wayzata. 23 

 24 

Mr. Thomson stated grinder pumps require more maintenance.  If the pump fails, it could impact 25 

the home it is located in, but it would not impact the City’s sewer main or cause backups in other 26 

homes. 27 

 28 

Chair Iverson asked if the applicant has worked out an agreement with the neighbors regarding the 29 

private driveway/road.  She expressed concerns about the removal of the significant trees.  They 30 

had reviewed pictures during the public hearing on the previous proposal for this property and the 31 

pictures depicted the coverage these trees provide to the neighborhood from Highway 12, which 32 

buffer the noise.  The driveway had been a concern at the previous public hearing as well. 33 

 34 

Applicant’s representative, Steve Bohl, 550 Far Hill Rd, stated the proposed driveway would go 35 

onto the neighboring property about a foot.  They could push the driveway a foot further north and 36 

most of the private driveway would then be in the public right-of-way.  He explained the previous 37 

application had proposed a wider driveway and this had impacted more trees, so their goal with 38 

this design was to stay as close to the existing driveway as possible to serve the one additional 39 

home.  He stated that they have not had any discussions with the adjoining property owner on the 40 

new proposal. 41 

 42 

Chair Iverson asked for clarification on the retaining wall and the impacts to the trees and the 43 

grading that would occur. 44 

 45 



 

Mr. Bohl stated the retaining wall is a 4-foot retaining wall and is pushed away from the eastern 1 

property line, and they would not impact the trees along the eastern property line.  The grading 2 

that is occurring on the eastern property is to direct the water around the home.  The grade of the 3 

hill to the east of the retaining wall would remain.  They would only be removing dirt to build the 4 

retaining wall. 5 

 6 

Commissioner Douglas asked what the size of the footprint and price point would be for the homes 7 

on these properties. 8 

 9 

Mr. Bohl reviewed the plans that had been previously reviewed by the Commission and noted that 10 

the square footage on the main level would be 1178 square-feet, and the garage would add another 11 

757 square-feet.   12 

 13 

Commissioner Flannigan asked if the applicant would consider providing some screening in the 14 

right-of-way in order to offset what would be removed. 15 

 16 

Mr. Bohl stated there would be an opportunity to look at this.  There are some trees that would 17 

have to be removed because they are dead or poor growing.  He explained if they removed the 18 

catch basin on the northern side, then the two trees they are showing as being removed would be 19 

saved.  He said was not sure if the catch basin in the right of way had been a recommendation from 20 

City staff.   21 

 22 

Mr. Thomson clarified that the City’s Arborist did review the trees in the City’s right-of-way and 23 

confirmed that there are dead and diseased trees that may need to be removed even if this 24 

application is not approved, given their dead and diseased state. 25 

 26 

Commissioner Flannigan stated these trees have presented a liability to the City for the last 15-27 

years, and the City has not looked at this area for 30-years. 28 

 29 

There being no further questions of the Applicant and staff, Chair Iverson opened the public 30 

hearing at 7:57 p.m. 31 

 32 

Mr. Joe Madson, 344 Gardner Street E, asked if it was a City requirement that the catch basin be 33 

put in.  He would like to see as much screening from Highway 12 maintained as possible.  If there 34 

is an option to not remove these trees he would like that reviewed, and if the catch basin does need 35 

to be installed he would like the City to look at adding tree replacement for the trees that would be 36 

removed.  He also asked if it had been a City requirement that the private road be pushed back 37 

onto his property.  He expressed concerns about the construction process and how this access 38 

would impact his property.   39 

 40 

Ms. Robin Bintossi, representing Linda Linden at 345 Gardner Street E, stated Ms. Linden had 41 

requested she attend for her.  Ms. Linden has expressed concerns since the beginning for the 42 

proposed project and several of these concerns are still pertinent today.  Her concerns include the 43 

fact that the new proposal still proposes the rerouting of the existing water drainage, and this would 44 

significantly impact her building pad. She clarified whether two trees would be removed in the 45 



 

City’s right-of-way, and she would like to know if the City is giving any of the City owned right-1 

of-way to the developer for what is being proposed for the properties adjacent to 350 Gardner. 2 

 3 

Ms. Elissa Madson, 344 Gardner Street E, stated where the public street ends and the private 4 

driveway begins there are two exisiting catch basins.  In her conversations with City Engineer 5 

Mike Kelly, she had been told that 15-years ago the City of Wayzata came in a dug up the private 6 

driveway. Water is currently being routed under the driveway and routed down to a catch basin by 7 

the smaller garage, and there is a catch basin in the north corner that catches any water that comes 8 

off.  The street water funnels under the driveway and meets up with the catch basin at the bottom 9 

of the driveway and other water that funnels off the hill.  From here it goes north into the City 10 

right-of-way. 11 

 12 

Ms. Lucy Bruntjen, 402 Gardner Street E, asked if the hill on the project property would be affected 13 

at all. 14 

 15 

Mr. Bohl stated clarified the retaining wall locations and the slight grading changes to allow the 16 

water to be redirected.  He noted that the change to the slope will be minor but there would be a 17 

4-foot drop because of the retaining wall.  There will be soil correction on the driveway, and this 18 

may involve some grading.   19 

 20 

There being no other member of the public wishing to speak, Chair Iverson closed the public 21 

hearing at 8:08 p.m. 22 

 23 

Chair Iverson asked about the portion of private driveway that would be in the City’s right-of-way. 24 

 25 

Mr. Thomson stated he would look into the questions regarding the catch basin at the end of 26 

Gardner Street.  The City is not requiring the driveway to be located in any particular location, but 27 

they are requiring the driveway to be at least 14-feet in width.  The City is not selling, vacating or 28 

getting rid of any portion of the right-of-way.   29 

 30 

Commissioner Flannigan asked if the City Engineer was confident that this plan addressed all the 31 

stormwater issues that may exist.   32 

 33 

Mr. Thomson stated there are some items that need to be clarified on the storm sewer 34 

improvements, but that the grading plan is generally acceptable under the standards of maintaining 35 

drainage patterns and not directing storm water onto adjacent properties.  The City would need to 36 

look further at alternatives to the storm sewer plan. 37 

 38 

Commissioner Flannigan stated there would need to be a commitment from the applicant regarding 39 

the fire sprinklers because if they are not going to be installed in the homes, then the access would 40 

need to change based on the Fire Marshall’s recommendations. 41 

 42 

Chair Iverson stated that the fire sprinklers could be included in the conditions of approval when 43 

the property owners apply for building permits.  She stated the Commission could move forward 44 

with the application with the added conditions the applicant provides the additional information 45 

the Commission has requested.  46 



 

 1 

Commissioner Flannigan stated the applicant has made significant changes to the project to address 2 

previous concerns.  He would like to see a landscape plan for the City’s right-of-way.  He would 3 

also like the applicant to work with the Madson’s regarding the driveway and its location, and 4 

what the plan would be for the maintenance of the private driveway. 5 

 6 

There being no further discussion, Chair Iverson asked for a motion on the application. 7 

 8 

Commissioner Young made a motion, Seconded by Commissioner Flannigan, to direct staff to 9 

prepare a draft Planning Commission Report and Recommendation with appropriate findings 10 

recommending approval of the Rezoning from R-3A/Single and Two Family Residential District 11 

to PUD/Planned Unit Development, the PUD Concept and General Plan of Development, and the 12 

Preliminary Plat Subdivision for 350 Gardner St E, and further directing staff to request additional 13 

information from the City Engineer and the applicant regarding the catch basins, the maintenance 14 

of the private driveway, the landscaping for the City’s right-of-way, and the driveway location in 15 

relation to the Madson’s property.  The motion carried unanimously. 16 

 17 

 18 

c.) Whittington Garage – 126 Circle A Dr S 19 

i. Variances 20 
 21 

Director of Planning and Building Thomson stated the property owners, Michael and Julie 22 

Whittington, have submitted a development application to construct a garage on the property at 23 

126 Circle A Drive S.  The applicant is proposing to tear down the existing detached garage and 24 

construct a new detached garage in the same general location.  As part of the submitted 25 

development application, the applicant is requesting approval of a front yard setback variance from 26 

20-feet to 8.3-feet and a side yard setback variance from 5-feet to 0.1-feet.  The proposed garage 27 

would maintain the same setbacks as the existing garage.  The new garage would be two stories 28 

with a gabled roof.  There would be an internal staircase at the back of the garage to provide 29 

connection between the first and second floor.  The detached garage would meet the accessory 30 

building requirements of the R-3A zoning district, except for the front and side yard setbacks. 31 

 32 

Commissioner Buchanan asked how the height of the proposed structure compared to the height 33 

of the existing structure. 34 

 35 

Mr. Thomson stated the new structure is 16-feet in height and the existing structure is about 11-36 

feet in height. 37 

 38 

Commissioner Flannigan asked if there were any sight lines the proposed structure would block. 39 

 40 

Mr. Thomson stated he was not aware of any sight lines that would be obstructed.  41 

 42 

The applicant, Mike Whittington, 126 Circle A Dr S, stated the goal is to get a workable two-stall 43 

garage.  He explained moving the garage further back to comply with setback requirements would 44 

cause tree removal and more hardcover.   45 

 46 



 

There being no further questions of the Applicant and staff, Chair Iverson opened the public 1 

hearing at 8:30 p.m. 2 

 3 

There being no member of the public wishing to address the Commission regarding the application, 4 

Chair Iverson closed the public hearing at 8:31 p.m. 5 

 6 

Chair Iverson asked for a motion on the application. 7 

 8 

Commissioner Young made a motion, Seconded by Commission Buchanan, to direct staff to 9 

prepare a draft Planning Commission Report and Recommendation with appropriate findings 10 

recommending approval of the Front Yard Setback Variance and Side Yard Setback Variance for 11 

126 Circle A Drive S.  The motion carried unanimously. 12 

 13 

 14 

d.) Otten Addition – 908 Shady La E 15 

i. Variance 16 
 17 

Director of Planning and Building Thomson stated the property owner, Clifford Otten, has 18 

submitted a development application to construct an addition to the existing house at 908 Shady 19 

La E.  The applicant is proposing to remove the existing deck and construct an enclosed porch in 20 

the same general location.  The applicant is requesting approval of a side yard setback variance 21 

from 15-feet to 10.3-feet.  The applicant is proposing to tear down an existing deck on the back of 22 

the house, which is setback 7-feet from the side property line, and construct a four-season porch 23 

in the same location.  The porch would be one story in height with a lower level storage area.  The 24 

proposed addition would be set back 10.3-feet from the side property line, which does not meet 25 

the 15-foot side yard setback requirement.   26 

 27 

Commissioner Douglas asked who owned the arborvitae on the retaining wall on the east side of 28 

the property. 29 

 30 

The applicant, Cliff Otten, 908 Shady Lane E, stated he owned the retaining wall, and the 31 

arborvitae are shared with the neighboring property because they are right on the property line.  32 

He asked if they would require an additional variance because there is a 1-foot portion of the 33 

project that would not meet the lakeshore setback requirement. If a variance is required, he would 34 

ask that this be included in the application being presented and discussed. 35 

 36 

Commissioner Young asked if the additional variance request could be added at this time. 37 

 38 

Mr. Thomson clarified the nature of the variances needed for the proposal and explained that a 39 

corner of the porch addition extends approximately 1-foot into the Shoreland setback.  He noted 40 

that the applicant has not applied for a Shoreland setback variance, so that would need to be 41 

requested for the proposal in addition to the R-2A setback variance.  If the Shoreland setback 42 

variance is not requested and approved, the applicant would need to revise the plans to meet the 43 

Shoreland setback requirement.  The Commission could discuss this variance and the Commission 44 

could continue the public hearing to the next meeting to allow the City to publish notification on 45 



 

the Shoreland variance request.  Staff can include this variance in the report and recommendation 1 

for the Commission to review at the next meeting. 2 

 3 

City Attorney Schelzel stated the applicant would also need to amend the application to include 4 

the request for a  Shoreland setback variance.     5 

 6 

Mr. Otten stated he would amend the application to include the request for a Shoreland setback 7 

variance. 8 

 9 

There being no further questions of the Applicant and staff, Chair Iverson opened the public 10 

hearing at 8:46 p.m. 11 

 12 

There being no member of the public wishing to speak, Chair Iverson continued the public hearing 13 

to the Planning Commission meeting on December 18, 2017 for any additional public comment 14 

on the amended application, and asked for a motion from the commission.   15 

 16 

Commissioner Young made a motion, Seconded by Commission Douglas, to direct staff to prepare 17 

a draft Planning Commission Report and Recommendation recommending approval of the 18 

Variance from the R-2A Zoning District Side Yard Setback requirement and the Variance from 19 

the Shoreland District Lakeshore Setback requirement for review at the December 18th Planning 20 

Commission meeting.  The motion carried unanimously. 21 

 22 

 23 

AGENDA ITEM 6.   Other Items: 24 

 25 

a.) Review of Development Activities 26 
 27 

Director of Planning and Building Mr. Thomson stated the next Planning Commission meeting 28 

agenda is scheduled to include discussion on the modification to the redevelopment plan for the 29 

Central Area Redevelopment District and a Tax Increment Financing Plan for TIF District No. 6.  30 

The Planning Commission’s role in the proposed modifications is to ensure the modified plan 31 

complies with the City’s Comprehensive Plan.   32 

 33 

b.) Next Meeting is December 18, 2017 34 
 35 

Director of Planning and Building Mr. Thomson stated the December 18th meeting would be the 36 

last meeting of the Planning Commission for 2017, and the last meeting for Commission Gonzalez.  37 

He noted that Chris Plantan has been appointed by City Council to fill the vacancy, and she will 38 

be joining the Planning Commission at the first meeting in January. 39 

 40 

 41 

AGENDA ITEM 7.  Adjournment. 42 

 43 
There being no further business on the agenda, Chair Iverson asked for a motion to adjourn.   44 

 45 



 

Commissioner Flannigan made a motion, Seconded by Commissioner Murray, to adjourn the 1 

meeting of the Planning Commission.  The motion carried unanimously. 2 

 3 

The Planning Commission meeting was adjourned at 8:51 p.m. 4 

 5 

Respectfully submitted, 6 

 7 

Tina Borg 8 

TimeSaver Off Site Secretarial, Inc. 9 



 

WAYZATA PLANNING COMMISSION 1 

MEETING MINUTES 2 

DECEMBER 18, 2017 3 
 4 

 5 

AGENDA ITEM 1. Call to Order and Roll Call 6 
 7 

Vice Chair Young called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 8 

 9 

Present at roll call were Commissioners: Buchanan, Gonzalez, Young, Iverson, Flannigan, and 10 

Murray.  Absent: Iverson and Douglas.  Director of Planning and Building Jeff Thomson and 11 

City Attorney David Schelzel were also present.  12 

 13 

 14 

AGENDA ITEM 2. Approval of Agenda 15 
 16 

Commissioner Buchanan made a motion, Seconded by Commissioner Gonzalez, to approve the 17 

December 18, 2017 meeting agenda as presented.  The motion carried unanimously. 18 

 19 

 20 

AGENDA ITEM 3. Consent Agenda 21 

 22 

a.) Approval of November 20, 2017 Planning Commission Minutes 23 

b.) Adoption of Report and Recommendation of Approval of front and side yard 24 

setback variances for detached garage at 126 Circle A Dr S 25 
 26 

Vice Chair Young read the items on the Consent Agenda and asked if the Commissioners wished 27 

to remove any items for further discussion.  28 

 29 

Commissioner Gonzalez requested that item A, Approval of November 20, 2017 Planning 30 

Commission Minutes, be pulled from the consent agenda. 31 

 32 

Vice Chair Young asked for a motion to approve the Consent Agenda, amended to remove item 33 

A.   34 

 35 

Commissioner Buchanan made a motion, Seconded by Commissioner Murray, to approve the 36 

Consent Agenda as amended.  The motion carried unanimously. 37 

 38 

 39 

AGENDA ITEM 3A.  Item Removed From Consent Agenda 40 

 41 

a.)  Approval of November 20, 2017 Planning Commission Minutes 42 

 43 
Commissioner Gonzalez stated she would like to abstain from voting on this item as she had not 44 

been in attendance. 45 

 46 



 

Commissioner Buchanan made a motion, Seconded by Commissioner Flannigan, to approve the 1 

November 20, 2017 Planning Commission minutes as presented.  The motion carried 4/0/1 2 

(Abstain – Gonzalez) 3 

 4 

 5 

AGENDA ITEM 4. Old Business Items: 6 

 7 

a.) None. 8 
 9 

 10 

AGENDA ITEM 5. Public Hearing Items: 11 

 12 

a.) Continued Public Hearing and Consideration of Report and Recommendation of 13 

Approval of setback variances for a building addition at 908 Shady Lane E 14 
 15 

Director of Planning and Building Mr. Thomson stated the property owner, Clifford Otten, has 16 

submitted a development application to construct an addition to the existing house at 908 Shady 17 

La E.  The applicant is proposing to tear down an existing deck on the back of the house, which is 18 

setback 7-feet from the side property line, and construct a four season porch in the same location.  19 

The porch would be one story in height with a lower level storage area.  The proposed addition 20 

would be set back 10.3-feet from the side property line, which does not meet the 15-foot side yard 21 

setback requirement.  Mr. Thomson noted that the application has been amended since the last 22 

Planning Commission meeting to include a variance request from the required lakeshore setback 23 

of a line drawn between the two closest riparian principal structures on either side of a proposed 24 

building site in the S/Shoreland Overlay District (Section 801.91.9.D.2.b).  He stated the public 25 

hearing had been continued at the December 4th meeting to this evening’s meeting. 26 

 27 

Vice Chair Young stated the public hearing was still open and asked if anyone would like to 28 

address the Commission on the application. 29 

 30 

There being no member of the public wishing to address the Commission on the application, Vice 31 

Chair Young closed the public hearing at 7:09 p.m. 32 

 33 

Commissioner Gonzalez asked if the City had heard from any of the neighbors. 34 

 35 

Mr. Thomson stated that the City had not received any formal public comments regarding the 36 

project. 37 

 38 

Commissioner Gonzalez stated that with anything that intrudes into the setback and affects the 39 

lake, she likes to see creative landscaping to ensure that any water that ends up in the lake is 40 

cleaner.  She asked the applicant to consider this. 41 

 42 

Mr. Thomson stated the Commission had discussed the arborvitae that provides screening of the 43 

structure from the adjacent property.  He noted also that the site is well landscaped currently.  The 44 

Shoreland landscaping requirements are triggered with the impervious surface requirements, and 45 

this project complies with all of the impervious surface requirements.   46 



 

 1 

There being no further questions or discussion, Vice Chair Young asked for a motion on the 2 

Application. 3 

 4 

Commissioner Buchanan made a motion, Seconded by Commission Murray, to adopt the draft 5 

Planning Commission Report and Recommendation recommending approval of the Variance from 6 

the R-2A Zoning District Side Yard Setback requirement and the Variance from the Shoreland 7 

District Lakeshore Setback requirement for the building addition at 908 Shady Lane E, as 8 

presented.  The motion carried unanimously. 9 

 10 

 11 

AGENDA ITEM 6.   Other Items: 12 

 13 

a.) Consider Approval of Resolution regarding modification to the redevelopment 14 

plan for the Central Area Redevelopment District (CARD) and a Tax Increment 15 

Financing (TIF) Plan for TIF District No. 6. 16 
 17 

Director of Planning and Development stated over the past year, the City has been discussing 18 

redevelopment of multiple properties along Lake Street, west of Manitoba Avenue.  Several 19 

property owners in the area are interested in redeveloping their properties with uses consistent with 20 

the City’s Zoning Ordinance and Comprehensive Plan.  On September 5, the City Council, 21 

Planning Commission, and Housing and Redevelopment Authority (HRA) held a joint workshop 22 

to discuss the redevelopment plans.  The goal of the workshop was to review and discuss the 23 

individual development projects, and a tax increment financing (TIF) district to support the 24 

projects.  On December 5th, the City’s HRA adopted the TIF Plan for the proposed TIF District, 25 

and the City Council will be holding a public hearing and considering the establishment of the TIF 26 

District at its meeting on December 19th.  As part of the establishment of the TIF District, the 27 

Planning Commission must review the TIF Plan to ensure that it is consistent with the City’s 28 

Comprehensive Plan.   29 

 30 

Commissioner Flannigan asked if the properties east of Barry would be included. 31 

 32 

Mr. Thomson stated the Zitzloff property on the corner had always been considered a part of the 33 

district. 34 

 35 

Commissioner Flannigan asked if Mr. Zitzloff’s property on Barry Avenue was included and if 36 

not what were the ramifications of this. 37 

 38 

Mr. Thomson stated this property is not included in the TIF district because it may not meet the 39 

standards for the TIF district, and redevelopment of the site is not anticipated.  40 

 41 

Commissioner Gonzalez stated Appendix A of the packet materials states the District currently 42 

consists of 24 parcels and is being created to facilitate the construction of approximately 71 condos.  43 

She asked if these 71 condos were in addition to the ones that had already been approved by the 44 

City. 45 

 46 



 

Mr. Thomson stated the 71 condos would include all of the condos that are being built in the TIF 1 

district, which includes the projects that have already been approved, or are included in projects 2 

that have been discussed by the City.  3 

 4 

Commissioner Gonzalez stated Appendix A also mentions pay-as-you-go TIF.  She asked if this 5 

was what was being contemplated, because in another place in the documents it references bonds. 6 

 7 

Mr. Thomson stated that pay-as-you-go TIF is what is anticipated.   8 

 9 

Mr. Thomson provided updates on the Meyer’s Place project and the Wayzata Blu project. 10 

 11 

There being no further questions or discussion, Vice Chair Young asked for a motion from the 12 

Commission on the requested resolution. 13 

 14 

Commissioner Buchanan made a motion, Seconded by Commissioner Murray, to approve and 15 

adopt Resolution 01-2017 as presented, regarding Redevelopment Plan for Central Area 16 

Redevelopment District (CARD) and Tax Increment Financing (TIF) Plan for TIF District No. 6.  17 

Motion carried unanimously. 18 

 19 

 20 

b.) Review of Development Activities 21 
 22 

Director of Planning and Building Mr. Thomson stated this would be the last meeting of the 23 

Planning Commission for 2017.  He stated this would also be the last meeting for Commissioner 24 

Gonzalez.  The January 9th Planning Commission meeting agenda would include the Gardner 25 

Place project, a variance application for a property on Park Street, and the proposed cell site on 26 

the Edina Reality building. 27 

 28 

Vice Chair Young thanked Commissioner Gonzalez for her many years of service to the City. 29 

 30 

Commissioner Gonzalez thanked the people of Wayzata for their support and encouragement, 31 

the City Council for putting their trust in her, and the support of her fellow Commissioners.   32 

 33 

 34 

c.) Next Meeting is January 9, 2018 35 
 36 

Director of Planning and Building Thomson noted that the next regular meeting of the Planning 37 

Commission is scheduled for January 9, 2018. 38 

 39 

 40 

AGENDA ITEM 7.  Adjournment. 41 

 42 
There being no further business on the agenda, Vice Chair Young asked for a motion to adjourn.   43 

 44 
Commissioner Flannigan made a motion, Seconded by Commissioner Gonzalez, to Adjourn the 45 

meeting Planning Commission.  The motion carried unanimously. 46 



 

 1 

The Planning Commission meeting was adjourned at 7:30 p.m. 2 

 3 

Respectfully submitted, 4 

 5 

Tina Borg 6 

TimeSaver Off Site Secretarial, Inc. 7 



   
 

Staff Report 
January 9, 2018 

 
Project Name: Gardner Place 
Applicant    Bohland Homes 
Addresses of Request:  350 Gardner St E 
Prepared by:   Jeff Thomson, Director of Planning and Building 
“60 Day” Deadline:  February 24, 2018 
 
 
Development Application 
 
Introduction  
The applicant, Bohland Homes, has submitted a development application to subdivide 
the property at 350 Gardner St E into two single-family residential lots. The existing house 
would be demolished, and two new homes would be constructed with access from a 
private driveway. 
 
Application Requests 
As part of the submitted development application, the applicant is requesting approval of 
the following items: 
 

A. Rezoning from R-3A/Single and Two Family Residential District to 
PUD/Planned Unit Development: The property is currently zoned R-3A, and the 
applicant is requesting a rezoning to PUD.   

 
B. PUD Concept and General Plan of Development: A rezoning to PUD requires 

both concept and general plan of development review. (City Code Section 
801.33.5 and 801.33.6) 

 
C. Preliminary plat subdivision: The proposal requires preliminary plat review to 

subdivide the one existing lot into three lots. (City Code Section 805.14) 
 
Property Information 
The property identification number and owner of the property are as follows: 
   
Address PID Owner 
350 Gardner St E 06-117-22-21-0027 Bohland Homes, Inc. 
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The current zoning and comprehensive plan land use designation for the property are as 
follows: 
 
Current zoning: R-3A/Single and Two Family Residential District 
Comp plan designation:  Low Density Single Family 
Overlay districts: None 

 
Project Location 
The property is located on the south side of Gardner St E, east of Barry Ave N:  
 
Map 1: Project Location 

  
 

Adjacent Land Uses. 
The following table outlines the uses, zoning, and Comprehensive Plan land use 
designations for adjacent properties: 

 
 

Direction Adjacent Use Zoning Comp Plan Land Use 
Designation 

North Gardner Street right 
of way 
 
Single-family homes 

N/A 
 
 
R-3A/Single and Two 
Family Residential District 

N/A 
 
 
Low Density Single 
Family 

East Single-family home R-3A/Single and Two 
Family Residential District 

Low Density Single 
Family 

South Single-family homes R-3A/Single and Two 
Family Residential District 

Low Density Single 
Family 

West Single-family homes R-3A/Single and Two 
Family Residential District 

Low Density Single 
Family 
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Map 2: Adjacent Land Uses 
 
Zoning 
  

  

Comp Plan Land Use Designation 
 

  
 

Public Hearing Notice 
The public hearing notice was published in the Lakeshore Weekly News on November 
23, 2017, and was mailed to all property owners located within 350 feet of the property 
on November 22, 2017.  The public hearing was held at the Planning Commission 
meeting on December 4, 2017.  
 
Background Information 
 
Previous Application  
Earlier in 2017, the Planning Commission and City Council reviewed a three lot 
subdivision of the property. The previous development application retained the existing 
R-3A zoning, and requested approval of a subdivision variance to allow for a private 
street, and an impervious surface zoning variance. The previous plans included a 16-foot 
wide private street with fire turnaround at the end, which required a large retaining wall, 
substantial grading, and significant tree removal within the City’s right of way. The City 
Council denied the subdivision application due to concerns about number of homes, small 
lot sizes, tree removal, private street, amount of grading and fill, and impacts on adjacent 
properties.  
 
Previous Planning Commission Meeting 
The Planning Commission held a public hearing and reviewed the current development 
application at its meeting on December 4, 2017. At that meeting, the Planning 
Commission: (1) directed staff to prepare a Planning Commission Report and 
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Recommendation recommending approval of the development application, and (2) 
requested the following additional information from the applicant: 

 Review alternatives to adding an additional catch basin at the end of Gardner 
Street to eliminate tree removal within the City’s right of way 

 Outline the maintenance responsibilities for the private driveway 
 Review driveway location in relation to the adjacent property at 344 Gardner St E 
 Landscaping plan for the City’s right of way 

 
The applicant has submitted an updated narrative and revised plans for the project which 
address the comments from the Planning Commission, and are attached to this report. 
The additional information provide the driveway maintenance and landscaping 
information, and the revised plans have removed the storm sewer outlet at the end of 
Gardner Street and the associated tree removal from the City right of way, and removed 
further encroachment of driveway on to the 344 Gardner St E property.   
 
Analysis of Application 
 
Proposed Houses:  
The existing house on the property would be removed, and new homes would be 
constructed on each of the new lots. The proposed plans include preliminary house pads 
and plans for the new homes. The proposed house pads would comply with all 
requirements of the R-3A zoning district, including setbacks, lot coverage, and impervious 
surface.  
 
Access and Private Street 
The property currently has a private driveway from the end of Gardner Street that is 
shared with the adjacent property at 344 Gardner Street East. Although the driveway 
would be commonly referred to as a shared driveway, the subdivision ordinance includes 
a broad definition of a private street. The definition includes a drive that serves as 
vehicular access to two or more parcels of land that is not dedicated to the public and is 
owned by one or more private parties. Therefore, the existing shared driveway is 
considered a private street. The City’s subdivision ordinance states that private streets 
are prohibited, except in the case of planned unit developments. The applicant is 
proposing to widen the private street to 14 feet, and extend it to provide access to the two 
new homes, which is the reason for the request to rezone the property to PUD.  
 
Lot Requirements 
The following table outlines the R-3A and PUD lot requirements: 
 
 Lot area 

(sq. ft.) Lot width Lot depth 

R-3A Standards 9,000 (min.) 60 ft. (min.) 100 ft. (min.) 

PUD Standards None None None 
Lot 1 13,151 sq. ft. 80 ft. 165 ft. 
Lot 2 16,522 sq. ft. 100 ft. 165 ft. 
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Surrounding Lot Sizes 
The following summarizes the lot areas of the R-3A lots located immediately adjacent to 
the subject property:  
 

Address Lot area 
350 Gardner St E 
(subject property) 

29,974 sq. ft. 

344 Gardner St E 19,983 sq. ft. 
402 Gardner St E 27,554 sq. ft. 
345 Gardner St E 37,965 sq. ft. 
343 Park St E 10,007 sq. ft. 
353 Park St E 10,007 sq. ft. 
359 Park St E 10,007 sq. ft. 

 
Fire Access 
Each of the new homes would need to meet the fire code access requirements. The fire 
code typically requires a structure be within 150 feet of a fire access lane that must be at 
least 20 feet in width with a turn-around. The City’s fire marshal has reviewed the plans, 
and provided two options to provide fire access. Since the proposed houses would be 
more than 150 feet from the end of Gardner Street, the first option is to extend a code-
compliant fire access lane. The second option is for the homes to include a fire sprinkler 
system, in which case the fire access lane would not be needed. Given the grading, tree 
removal, and impervious surface impacts of a code-compliant fire access lane, City staff 
would recommend that the homes be required to have fire sprinklers as a condition of 
approval.  
 
Utilities 
The existing house on the lot is served by public sewer and water services from the end 
of Gardner Street. The applicant is proposing to extend the water and sewer to provide 
two new services to the new lots. The proposed sanitary sewer extension would be a 
force main which would be located underneath the proposed driveway. The proposed 
water main extension would be located south of the sanitary sewer line. The City engineer 
recommends that the water main extension be public, and the applicant would need to 
dedicate the necessary easements to the City. The City engineer recommends that the 
sanitary sewer force main be private with an agreement between the two lots for 
maintenance.  
 
Tree Preservation 
There are 13 trees located on the property with a total size of 249 inches. Of the 13 trees, 
11 are classified as significant trees by the City’s tree ordinance, and two trees are 
heritage trees. The proposed plans include removal of six trees on the property for the 
proposed homes, driveways, private street, and associated grading. The six trees that 
would be removed are significant trees. Both of the heritage trees would be preserved. 
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The tree ordinance allows the removal of up to 25 percent of the inches of significant trees 
before mitigation is required on an inch for inch basis. The proposed plans result in the 
removal of 54 percent of the inches of significant trees. Based on the tree ordinance 
requirements, the applicant would be required to plant 54 inches of trees as mitigation.  
 
Action Steps 
After reviewing the items outlined in this report, the additional information provided by the 
applicant, and the revised plans, the Planning Commission should consider adopting the 
draft Planning Commission Report and Recommendation, which recommends approval 
of the development application.  
 
Attachments 
Applicant’s Narrative 
Additional Information from Applicant 
Revised Plans 
Preliminary House Plans 
Draft Planning Commission Report and Recommendation 
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Applicable Code Provisions for Review 
 
Amendments to Zoning Ordinance (Section 801.03.2.F): City Council has the discretion 
and authority under state law and City Code to amend the City’s Zoning Ordinance.  Minn. 
Stat. Section 462.357; Wayzata City Code Section 801.03.  A zoning ordinance 
amendment may be initiated by the governing body, the planning agency or by petition of 
affected property owners.  Minn. Stat. Section 462.357, Subd. 4. In considering a 
proposed amendment to the Zoning Ordinance, the Planning Commission and City 
Council shall consider the possible adverse effects of the proposed amendment.  Its 
judgment shall be based upon (but not limited to) the following factors: 
 
 A. The proposed action in relation to the specific policies and provisions of the 

official City Comprehensive Plan. 
 

 B. The proposed use’s conformity with present and future land uses of the area. 
 
 C. The proposed use’s conformity with all performance standards contained 

herein (i.e., parking, loading, noise, etc.). 
 
 D. The proposed use’s effect on the area in which it is proposed. 
 
 E. The proposed use’s impact upon property value in the area in which it is 

proposed. 
 
 F. Traffic generation by the proposed use in relation to capabilities of streets 

serving the property. 
 
 G. The proposed use’s impact upon existing public services and facilities including 

parks, schools, streets, and utilities, and the City’s service capacity. 
 
PUD Purpose (Section 801.33.1): This Section is established to provide comprehensive 
procedures and standards designed to all greater flexibility in the development of 
neighborhoods and/or non-residential areas by incorporating design modifications as part 
of a PUD conditional use permit or a mixture of uses when applied to a PUD District. The 
PUD process, by allowing deviation from the strict provisions of this Ordinance related to 
setbacks, lot area, width and depth, yards, etc., is intended to encourage: 

 
A. Innovations in development to the end that the growing demands for all 

styles of economic expansion may be met by greater variety in type, design, 
and placement of structures and by the conservation and more efficient use 
of land in such developments. 

 
B. Higher standards of site and building design through the use of trained and 

experienced land planners, architects, landscape architects, and engineers. 
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C. More convenience in location and design of development and service 
facilities. 

 
D. The preservation and enhancement of desirable site characteristics such as 

natural topography and geologic features and the prevention of soil erosion. 
 
E. A creative use of land and related physical development which allows a 

phased and orderly development and use pattern. 
 
F. An efficient use of land resulting in smaller networks of utilities and streets 

thereby lower development costs and public investments. 
 
G. A development pattern in harmony with the objectives of the Wayzata 

Comprehensive Plan.  (PUD is not intended as a means to vary applicable 
planning and zoning principles.) 

 
H. A more desirable and creative environment than might be possible through 

the strict application on zoning and subdivision regulations of the City. 
 
PUD General Standards (Section 801.33.2.A): 
 

1.  In its review of any application under this Section, the City Council shall 
consider comments on the application of those persons appearing before 
the Council, the report and recommendations of the Planning Commission, 
the recommendations of the Design Review Board and any staff report on 
the application. The Council also shall evaluate the effects of the proposed 
project upon the health, safety and welfare of residents of the community 
and the surrounding area and shall evaluate the project's conformance with 
the overall intent and purpose of this Section. If the Council determines that 
the proposed project will not be detrimental to the health, safety and welfare 
of residents of the community and the surrounding area and that the project 
does conform with the overall intent and purpose of this Section, it may 
approve a PUD permit, although it shall not be required to do so. 

 
2.   Ownership. An application for a PUD District or conditional use permit 

approval must be filed by the land owner or jointly by all land owners of the 
property included in a project. The application and all submissions must be 
directed to the development of the property as a unified whole. In the case 
of multiple ownership, the approved Final Plan shall be binding on all 
owners. 

 
3.   Comprehensive Plan Consistency. The proposed PUD shall be consistent 

with the City Comprehensive Plan. 
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4.   Sanitary Sewer Plan Consistency. The proposed PUD shall be consistent 
with the City Comprehensive Sewer Plan and shall not create a discharge 
which is in excess of the City's assigned regional limitations. 

 
5.   Common Open Space. Common private or public open space and facilities 

at least sufficient to meet the minimum requirements established in the 
Comprehensive Plan and such complementary structures and 
improvements as are necessary and appropriate for the benefit and 
enjoyment of the residents of the PUD shall be provided within the area of 
the PUD development. 

 
6.   Operating and Maintenance Requirements for PUD Common Open Space 

Facilities. Whenever common private or public open space or service 
facilities are provided within the PUD, the PUD plan shall contain provisions 
to assure the continued operation and maintenance of such open space 
and service facilities to a predetermined reasonable standard. Common 
private or public open space and service facilities within a PUD may be 
placed under the ownership of one or more of the following, as approved by 
the City Council: (a) dedicated to public, where a community-wide use is 
anticipated and the City Council agrees to accept the dedication; (b) 
landlord control, where only use by tenants is anticipated; or (c) Property 
Owners Association, provided all of the conditions of 801.33.2.A.6.c are met 

 
7.   Staging of Public and Common Open Space. When a PUD provides for 

common private or public open space, and is planned as a staged 
development over a period of time, the total area of common or public open 
space or land escrow security in any stage of development shall, at a 
minimum, bear the same relationship to the total open space to be provided 
in the entire PUD as the stages or units completed or under development 
bear to the entire PUD. 

 
8.   Density. 
 

a.  The maximum allowable density in a PUD District shall be 
determined by standards negotiated and agreed upon between the 
applicant and the City. In all cases, the negotiated standards shall be 
consistent with the development policies as contained in the 
Wayzata Comprehensive Plan. Whenever any PUD is to be 
developed in stages, no such stage shall, when averaged with all 
previously completed stages, have a residential density that exceeds 
one hundred twenty-five (125) percent of the proposed residential 
density of the entire PUD. 

 
b.  There shall be no density variation from the standards applied in an 

applicable zoning district for PUD conditional use permits. 
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9.   Utilities. In any PUD, all utilities, including telephone, electricity, gas and 
telecable shall be installed underground. 

 
10.  Utility Connections. 
 

a.  Water Connections. Where more than one property is served from 
the same service line, individual unit shut off valves shall be provided 
as required by the City Engineer. 

 
b.  Sewer Connections. Where more than one (1) unit is served by a 

sanitary sewer lateral which exceeds three hundred (300) feet in 
length, provision must be made for a manhole to allow adequate 
cleaning and maintenance of the lateral. All maintenance and 
cleaning shall be the responsibility of the property owners 
association or owner. 

 
11.  Roadways. All streets shall conform to the design standards contained in 

the Wayzata Subdivision Regulations unless otherwise approved by the 
City Council. 

 
12.  Landscaping. In any PUD, landscaping shall be provided according to a 

plan approved by the City Council, which shall include a detailed planting 
list with sizes and species indicated as part of the Final Plan. In assessing 
the landscaping plan, the City Council shall consider the natural features of 
the particular site, the architectural characteristics of the proposed structure 
and the overall scheme of the PUD plan. 

 
13.  Setbacks. 
 

 a.  The front, rear and side yard restrictions on the periphery of the 
Planned Unit Development site at a minimum shall be the same as 
imposed in the underlying districts, if a PUD condition use permit, or 
the previous zoning district, if a PUD District. 

 
 b.  No building shall be located less than fifteen (15) feet from the back 

of the curb line along those roadways which are part of the internal 
street pattern. 

 
 c.  No building within the project shall be nearer to another building than 

one-half (1/2) the sum of the building heights of the two (2) buildings. 
 
 d.  In PUD Districts that were zoned commercial prior to PUD and 

exceed 13 acres, the allowable setbacks shall be as negotiated and 
agreed upon between the applicant and the City. 

 
14.  Height. 



Gardner Place 
Page 11 of 13 

 

  

 
 a.  The maximum building height within a PUD District shall be thirty five 

(35) feet and three (3) stories, whichever is lesser. 
 
 b.  There shall be no deviation from the height standards applied within 

the applicable zoning districts for PUD conditional use permits. 
 
 c.  In PUD Districts that were zoned commercial prior to PUD and 

exceed 13 acres, the maximum allowable height shall be as 
negotiated and agreed upon between the applicant and the City. 

 
PUD Residential Area Standards (Section 801.33.3): Purpose. The purpose of this 
Section is to establish standards for single family, multiple family, institutional and other 
residential PUD District and conditional use permit projects, in addition to those standards 
contained elsewhere in this Ordinance for all PUD projects. All residential PUD projects 
shall be developed in accordance with the following residential area standards: 

 
1.   Minimum Lot Area. There shall be no minimum lot or area size required for 

a tract of land for which a PUD District project is proposed. There shall be 
no minimum lot or area size imposed for a PUD conditional project except 
for standards applicable within the zoning district in which it is utilized. 

  
2.   Minimum Frontage. There shall be no minimum frontage on a public street 

required for a tract of land for which a PUD project is proposed. 
 
3.   The tract of land for which a PUD project is proposed shall have municipal 

water and sewer available to it. 
 
4.   It is the City's policy to discourage private roadways within a residential PUD 

project. Regardless if roads are private or dedicated to the public, they shall 
be designed to right-of-way widths and constructed to standards imposed by 
the Wayzata Subdivision Regulations. 

 
5.   For single family residential PUD District projects, the normal standards of 

either the R-1A, R-1, R-2, or R-3 zoning districts shall apply to each project, 
excepting usage standards, as determined by the City Council and as 
provided above in Section 801.33.2, Subd. 3. 

 
6.   For multiple family residential PUD District projects, the normal standards of 

either the R-4 or R-5 Zoning Districts shall apply to each project, excepting 
usage standards, as determined by the City Council and as provided above 
in Section 801.33.2, Subd. 1. 

 
7.   In addition to the above standards, the City Council may impose such other 

standards for a residential PUD project as are reasonable and as the Council 
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deems are necessary to protect and promote the general health, safety and 
welfare of the community and the surrounding area. 

 
Preliminary Plat Criteria (Section 805.14.E): The Planning Commission shall consider 
possible adverse effects of the preliminary plat. Its judgment shall be based upon, but not 
limited to, the following factors: 
 
 1. The proposed subdivision or lot combination shall be consistent with the 

Wayzata Comprehensive Plan. 
 
 2. Building pads that result from a subdivision or lot combination shall preserve 

sensitive areas such as lakes, streams, wetlands, wildlife habitat, trees and 
vegetation, scenic points, historical locations, or similar community assets. 

 
 3. Building pads that result from subdivision or lot combination shall be selected 

and located with respect to natural topography to minimize filing or grading.   
 
 4. Existing stands of significant trees shall be retained where possible.  Building 

pads that result from a subdivision or lot combination shall be sensitively 
integrated into existing trees. 

 
 5. The creation of a lot or lots shall not adversely impact the scale, pattern or 

character of the City, its neighborhoods, or its commercial areas. 
 
 6. The design of a lot, the building pad, and the site layout shall respond to and 

be reflective of the surrounding lots and neighborhood character. 
 
 7. The lot size that results from a subdivision or lot combination shall not be 

dissimilar from adjacent lots or lots found in the surrounding neighborhood 
or commercial area. 

 
 8. The architectural appearance, scale, mass, construction materials, 

proportion and scale of roof line and functional plan of a building proposed 
on a lot to be divided or combined shall be similar to the characteristics and 
quality of existing development in the City, a neighborhood or commercial 
area. 

 
 9. The design, scale and massing of buildings proposed on a subdivided or 

combined lot shall be subject to the architectural guidelines and criteria for 
the Downtown Architectural District, Commercial and Institutional 
Architectural Districts, and Residential Architectural Districts and the Design 
Review Board/City Council review process outline in Section 9 of the 
Wayzata Zoning Ordinance.  

 
 10. The proposed lot layout and building pads shall conform with all performance 

standards contained herein. 
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 11. The proposed subdivision or lot combination shall not tend to or actually 

depreciate the values of neighboring properties in the area in which the 
subdivision or lot combination is proposed. 

 
 12. The proposed subdivision or lot combination shall be accommodated with 

existing public services, primarily related to transportation and utility 
systems, and will not overburden the City’s service capacity. 

 
 
 



City of Wayzata  

Planning Commission 

 

October 27, 2017 

 

Gardner Place – 350 Gardner Street East 

Legal Description: Lots 2, 3 and 4, “Wayzata Park Addition”, Hennepin County. 

 

BohLand Homes 

 

 

Application Narrative: 

 

Planned Unit Development - Request to Re-Plat into one additional lot. 

 

350 Gardner Street East currently has one single family home set on the most westerly 60’ 

portion of 180’ of the property that was previously three 60’ individually platted lots. The Legal 

Description for the property is Lots 2, 3 and 4, “Wayzata Park Addition”, Hennepin County. The 

original intent for this property was for (3) 60’ wide lots similar to almost all other lots within a 

7 block area.  

 

The existing home has structural defects and is too difficult to remodel to repair the defects. 

 

We previously submitted an application for a three lot split that was denied. I believe that we 

have addressed almost all of the concerns by proposing only one additional home. 

 

The primary issues for denial were due to the variance requests for hard surface coverage, the 

impact of three homes on the property that pushed the most easterly property into the slope, 

the impact of the grading and tree removal from the street design to meet subdivision 

standards and the uncertainty of the definition of a private street. 

 

We are adding only 1 additional lot similar to most other properties surrounding this property, 

but with a much wider lot widths than most other properties in the area. 

 

This revised application accomplishes the following: 

 

1. Virtually minimal impact to any trees other than for the house pad and landscaping. 

2. No trees will be removed along the driveway. 

3. There are no hard surface coverage variances required. 



4. Grading is significantly less and there will be limited correction to the current driveway 

except for the installation of new water and sanitary sewer lines for the two individual 

homes. We will re-pave the driveway upon completion of the two homes. 

5. Significant less impact to the adjoining neighbor. Only one new property. 

6. Simpler design, simpler project. 

7. The current defective home will be rebuilt into a nice new home. 

8. Little impact to the easterly slope.  

9. Meets the intent of the Comp Plan (see below).  

10. Minimalized retaining walls and minimal impact to slopes. 

11. Wider lots than adjoining neighborhoods. Meets scale of neighborhood and even larger 

lot widths. 

12. More flexibility with landscape plans. 

13. Simplified access. 

14. Improve values for the neighborhood. 

15. Maintain most of the predominate trees that were previously impacted. 

16. Significant reduction to import and export of materials due to utilizing current driveway. 

17. Minimal impact of storm water runoff in comparison to existing hard surface runoff. 

May actually be improved from existing conditions. 

18. Only adding living services to one more home. Trash, mail etc. 

19. Allow for corrected utility and other easements to be filed. New plat filing would 

eliminate current and future property line disputes. 

20. Addresses and eliminates almost all concerns from the previous application submission. 

21. Other similar properties all over Wayzata with the same topography, narrow streets, 

character in building sites. 

22. PUD application allows for the approval of the driveway conditions.    

 

Fire and safety. There is a fire hydrant within 150’ to the farthest building and is much shorter 

than a typical length in most homes in Wayzata. We believe that the one additional home and 

the proximity to the fire hydrant is similar or even better than many other homes and a turn 

around and additional hydrant are excessive and not consistent with similar conditions.   

 

We have reviewed this with staff regarding sewer/water and storm sewer improvements. By 

utilizing the current driveway width, it has significantly less impact on the property. There are 

properties all around Wayzata that have more impact on grading and trees and have more 

complex and non-conforming street and driveway access and widths.   

 

 

Summary: 

 



Based on the comments from the previous application, we have eliminated all primary concerns 

and believe this meets the intent of Wayzata’s interest in maintaining more single family home 

opportunities that fit perfectly into existing neighborhoods with little impact.  

 

This plan easily accommodates one additional home and provides oversized lots for both 

homes with little impact to the environment. 

 
 

 

Comp Plan Excerpts: 

Strengths One of Wayzata’s greatest strengths and assets is its unique single-family residential 

neighborhoods and individual estates, which are a vital component to the community’s sense of 

identity. 

Another important strength of the community is its reputation for quality, in both materials and 

overall design of residential structures. As discussed in the City’s Design Standards, design is an 

important component of Wayzata’s sense of place, and the City strives to encourage the highest 

quality housing stock within the community. The selection of the highest quality building 

materials is encouraged, as well as the continued maintenance of all residential properties within 

the city. 

Residents at the City’s community visioning exercise expressed strong support for preserving the 

existing feel and character of the established single family residential neighborhoods within the 

community 

 



December 15, 2017  

 

BohLand Homes proposed subdivision 

350 – 356 (proposed lot number for lot 2), lot 1 and lot 2 Gardner Place 

 

 

Shared driveway “private street” proposed agreements: 

 

Because this 2-lot subdivision will add only one additional home and the lot configuration is reasonable 

for these two properties there is no need to formalize a homeowners association or any other obligation 

on the properties. Simpler recorded documents that memorialize the intended use will be adequate to 

assure maintenance and access to the properties.     

1. There will be a utility and access cross easement for the benefit of these two properties. This 

will allow for ingress and egress and any service and utility requirements for the benefit of lot 2 

across lot 1. There will be also be an easement for both properties onto the private street. It will 

be recorded along with the plat and individual lot deeds. 

 

2. Based on a Developers Agreement with the City of Wayzata for the maintenance and access to 

any public utilities, a document referencing the Developers Agreement and any necessary 

easements will be recorded along with the plat and individual lot deeds. 

 

3. There is currently no easement for the existing private street because it sits inside the City of 

Wayzata right of way. Because it is a private street, the three property owners benefiting from 

the use of the private street will be required to maintain the section between 350 Gardner up to 

the end of the public street. 

 

4. Each property owner will be responsible for the snow removal, lawn care and any individual 

landscaping on their property and any trash pickup and mail delivery.       

 

 



December 15, 2017  

 

BohLand Homes proposed subdivision 

350 – 356 (proposed lot number for lot 2), lot 1 and lot 2 Gardner Place 

 

Landscaping: 

As part of the renovation of the driveway and the requirements for tree replacement for the two 

homes, BohLand Homes agrees to use any required tree replacement calculations to replace any trees 

that are damaged as a result of the construction. 

BohLand Homes will not be required to apply the tree replacement requirements to replace any of the 

already dead or dying trees on the city right of way. 

Any excess tree replacement requirements not used as a result of construction in the right of way will be 

installed at BohLand Homes discretion on lots 1 and 2 or along the northern edge of those properties.    
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WAYZATA PLANNING COMMISSION  
 

January 9, 2018 
 
 

REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION OF APPROVAL  
OF REZONING, PUD CONCEPT AND GENERAL PLAN, AND PRELIMINARY PLAT 

SUBDIVISION AT 350 GARDNER ST E 
 

 
 
 
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION 
 
1. Approval* of Preliminary Plat subdividing existing lot into two lots 
2. Approval* of PUD Concept and General Plan 
3. Approval* of Rezoning to PUD 
 
* subject to certain conditions noted in Section 4 of this Report 
 
 
REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION 
 
Section 1. BACKGROUND 
 
1.1 Project. Bohland Homes (the “Applicant”) has submitted a development application 

(the “Application”) to subdivide the property at 350 Gardner St E (the “Property”) into 
two single-family residential lots and rezone the properties to PUD/Planned Unit 
Development District.  The existing house would be demolished, and two new 
homes would be constructed with access from a private driveway. The property is 
currently accessed via a shared private driveway, and the Gardner St. right of way 
adjacent to the property is undeveloped.   

 
1.2 Application Requests. As part of the Application, the Applicant is requesting approval 

of the following as depicted on the plans attached as Attachment A: 
 

A. Preliminary Plat Subdivision.  The preliminary plat submitted with the 
Application would subdivide the Property into two single-family residential lots 
(the “Subdivision” or “Preliminary Plat”). 
 

B. Planned Unit Development. The Subdivision would occur pursuant to the 
concurrent PUD concept plan and general plan of development for a two lot 
single-family residential development submitted with the Application (the 
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“Concurrent PUD Concept and General Plan of Development”).  
 

C. Rezoning from R-3A to PUD. The property would be re-zoned from the 
current R-3A/Low Density Single and Two Family Residential District to the 
PUD/Planned Unit Development District (the “Rezoning” or “Zoning 
Amendment”). 

 
1.3 Property. The property identification number and owner of the Property are: 
 

 350 Gardner St E  06-117-22-21-0027  Bohland Homes, Inc.  
 
1.4 Land Use Designations.  The Property falls within the following zoning and land use 

districts: 
  

Zoning: R-3A/Single and Two Family Residential District 
Comprehensive Plan: Low Density Single Family 

 
1.5 Notice and Public Hearing.  Notice of a public hearing on the Application was 

published in the Lakeshore Weekly News on November 23, 2017. A copy of the 
notice was mailed to all property owners located with 350 feet of the Property on 
November 22, 2017. A public hearing on the Application was held at the December 
4, 2017 Planning Commission meeting. 

 
Section 2. STANDARDS 
 
2.1 Subdivision / Preliminary and Final Plat. Review and approval of subdivisions of 

property and preliminary plats are governed by the City’s Subdivision Ordinance, Ch. 
805 of City Code. In reviewing such requests, the Planning Commission shall 
consider possible adverse effects of the preliminary plat.  Its judgment shall be based 
upon, but not limited to, the following factors found in Section 805.14.E: 

 
A.   The proposed subdivision or lot combination shall be consistent with the 

Wayzata Comprehensive Plan. 
 
B.   Building pads that result from a subdivision or lot combination shall preserve 

sensitive areas such as lakes, streams, wetlands, wildlife habitat, trees and 
vegetation, scenic points, historical locations, or similar community assets. 

 
C.   Building pads that result from subdivision or lot combination shall be 

selected and located with respect to natural topography to minimize filing or 
grading. 

 
D.   Existing stands of significant trees shall be retained where possible. Building 

pads that result from a subdivision or lot combination shall be sensitively 
integrated into existing trees. 

 
E.   The creation of a lot or lots shall not adversely impact the scale, pattern or 
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character of the City, its neighborhoods, or its commercial areas. 
 
F.   The design of a lot, the building pad, and the site layout shall respond to 

and be reflective of the surrounding lots and neighborhood character. 
 
G.   The lot size that results from a subdivision or lot combination shall not be 

dissimilar from adjacent lots or lots found in the surrounding neighborhood 
or commercial area. 

 
H.   The architectural appearance, scale, mass, construction materials, 

proportion and scale of roof line and functional plan of a building 
proposed on a lot to be divided  or  combined  shall  be  similar  to  the 
characteristics  and  quality  of existing development in the City, a 
neighborhood or commercial area. 

 
I.  The design, scale and massing of buildings proposed on a subdivided or 

combined lot shall be subject to the architectural guidelines and criteria for 
the Downtown Architectural District, Commercial and Institutional 
Architectural Districts, and Residential Architectural Districts and the Design 
Review Board/City Council review process outline in Section 9 of the 
Wayzata Zoning Ordinance. 

 
J.  The proposed lot layout and building pads shall conform with all 

performance standards contained herein. 
 
K. The  proposed  subdivision  or  lot  combination  shall  not  tend  to  or 

actually depreciate the values of neighboring properties in the area in 
which the subdivision or lot combination is proposed. 

 
L. The proposed  subdivision  or lot combination  shall be  accommodated with 

existing public services, primarily related to transportation and utility systems, 
and will not overburden the City’s service capacity. 

 
2.2 Planned Unit Developments (PUDs). 
 

A. Intent and Purpose of PUDs.  Section 801.33 of the Zoning Ordinance 
provides for the establishment of Planned Unit Developments to allow greater 
flexibility in the development of neighborhoods and/or non-residential areas by 
incorporating design modifications as part of a PUD conditional use permit or 
a mixture of uses when applied to a PUD District.  The PUD process, by 
allowing deviation from the strict provisions of the Zoning Ordinance related to 
setbacks, lot area, width and depth, yards, etc., is intended to encourage: 

 
1. Innovations in development to the end that the growing demands for all 

styles of economic expansion may be met by greater variety in type, 
design, and placement of structures and by the conservation and more 
efficient use of land in such developments. 
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2. Higher standards of site and building design through the use of trained 
and experienced land planners, architects, landscape architects, and 
engineers. 

 
3. More convenience in location and design of development and service 

facilities. 
 
4. The preservation and enhancement of desirable site characteristics 

such as natural topography and geologic features and the prevention of 
soil erosion. 

 
5. A creative use of land and related physical development which allows a 

phased and orderly development and use pattern. 
 
6. An efficient use of land resulting in smaller networks of utilities and 

streets thereby lower development costs and public investments. 
 
7. A development pattern in harmony with the objectives of the Wayzata 

Comprehensive Plan.  (PUD is not intended as a means to vary 
applicable planning and zoning principles.) 

 
8. A more desirable and creative environment than might be possible 

through the strict application on zoning and subdivision regulations of 
the City. 

 
B. General Standards.  Section 801.33.2.A of the Zoning Ordinance sets forth 

the general standards for review of a PUD application.  These include: 
 

1. Health Safety and Welfare; Council Discretion.  In reviewing the PUD 
application, the Council shall consider comments on the application of 
those persons appearing before the Council, the report and 
recommendations of the Planning Commission, the recommendations 
on design and any staff report on the application. The Council also 
shall evaluate the effects of the proposed project upon the health, 
safety and welfare of residents of the community and the surrounding 
area and shall evaluate the project's conformance with the overall 
intent and purpose of Section 33 of the PUD Ordinance. If the Council 
determines that the proposed project will not be detrimental to the 
health, safety and welfare of residents of the community and the 
surrounding area and that the project does conform with the overall 
intent and purpose of Section 33 of the PUD Ordinance, it may approve 
the PUD, although it shall not be required to do so.    

 
2. Ownership.  Applicant/s must own all of the property to be included in 

the PUD. 
 

3. Comprehensive Plan Consistency.  The PUD project must be 
consistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan.   
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4. Sanitary Sewer Plan Consistency.  The PUD project must be 
consistent with the City’s Sanitary Sewer Plan. 
 

5. Common Open Space.  The PUD project must provide common private 
or public open space and facilities at least sufficient enough to meet 
the minimum requirements established in the Comprehensive Plan, 
and contain provisions to assure the continued operation and 
maintenance of such. 

 
6. Operating and Maintenance Requirements. Whenever common private 

or public open space or service facilities are provided within a PUD, the 
PUD plan must contain provisions to assure the continued operation 
and maintenance of such open space and service facilities to a 
predetermined reasonable standard.  Common private or public open 
space and service facilities within a PUD must be placed under the 
ownership of one of the following, as approved by the City Council: (i) 
dedicated to the public, where a community-wide use is anticipated, (ii) 
Landlord control, where only tenant use is anticipated, or (iii) Property 
Owners Association, provided the conditions of 801.33.2.A.6.c are 
meet. 

 
7. Staging of Public and Common Open Space.  When a PUD provides 

for common private or public open space, and is planned as a staged 
development over a period of time, the total area of common or public 
open space or land escrow security in any stage of development shall, 
at a minimum, bear the same relationship to the total open space to be 
provided in the entire PUD as the stages or units completed or under 
development bear to the entire PUD. 
 

8. Density.  The PUD project must meet the density standards agreed 
upon by the applicant and City, which must be consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan. 
 

9. Utilities.  All utilities associated with the PUD must be installed 
underground and meet the utility connection requirements of Section 
801.33.2.A.10. 
 

10. Utility Connections.  All utilities associated with proposed PUD must 
meet the utility connection requirements of Section 801.33.2.A.10. 
 

11. Roadways.  All roadways associated with the PUD must conform to the 
Design Standards and Wayzata Subdivision Regulations, unless 
otherwise approved by City Council. 
 

12. Landscaping.  All landscaping associated with the PUD must be 
according to a detailed plan approved by the City Council.  In 
assessing the plan, the City Council shall consider the natural features 
of the particular site, the architectural characteristics of the proposed 
structure and the overall scheme of the PUD plan. 
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13. Setbacks.  The front, rear and side yard restrictions on the periphery of 

the Planned Unit Development site at a minimum shall be the same as 
imposed in the underlying districts, if a PUD conditional use permit, or 
the previous zoning district, if a PUD District.  No building shall be 
located less than fifteen (15) feet from the back of the curb line along 
those roadways which are part of the internal street pattern.  No 
building within the PUD project shall be nearer to another building than 
one-half (1/2) the sum of the building heights of the two (2) buildings.  
In PUD Districts for parcels that were zoned commercial prior to PUD 
and which exceed 13 acres, the allowable setbacks shall be as 
negotiated and agreed upon between the applicant and the City.   

 
14. Height.  The maximum building height to be considered within a PUD 

District shall be thirty five (35) feet and three (3) stories, whichever is 
lesser.  There shall be no deviation from the height standards applied 
within the applicable zoning districts for PUD conditional use permits.  
In PUD Districts for parcels that were zoned commercial prior to PUD 
and which exceed 13 acres, the maximum allowable height and 
number of floors shall be as negotiated and agreed upon between the 
applicant and the City. 
 

2.3 Zoning Ordinance Amendments / Rezoning. In considering a proposed amendment 
to the Zoning Ordinance, the Planning Commission shall consider the possible 
adverse effects of the proposed amendment. Its judgment shall be based upon the 
following factors: 

 
A. The proposed action in relation to the specific policies and provisions of the 

official City Comprehensive Plan. 
 

B. The proposed use’s conformity with present and future land uses of the area. 
 
C. The proposed use’s conformity with all performance standards contained in 

the Zoning Ordinance (i.e., parking, loading, noise, etc.). 
 
D. The proposed use’s effect on the area in which it is proposed. 
 
E. The proposed use’s impact upon property value in the area in which it is 

proposed. 
 
F. Traffic generation by the proposed use in relation to capabilities of streets 

serving the property. 
 
G. The proposed use’s impact upon existing public services and facilities 

including parks, schools, streets, and utilities, and the City’s service capacity. 
 
Section 3. FINDINGS  
 
Based on the Application materials, staff reports, public comment presented at the public 
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hearing, and Wayzata’s Zoning and Subdivision Ordinances, the Planning Commission of 
the City of Wayzata makes the following findings of fact with respect to the (i) Preliminary 
Plat; (ii) Concurrent PUD Concept and General Plan of Development; and (iii) Rezoning 
that are requested as part of the Application: 
 
3.1 Preliminary / Final Plat. 
 

A.   The proposed Subdivision is consistent with the Wayzata Comprehensive 
Plan. 

 
B.   The building pads that result from the Subdivision preserve the sensitive 

areas on the Property, including the topography, significant trees and 
vegetation, and scenic points. 

 
C.   The building pads that result from the Subdivision have been selected and 

located with respect to natural topography to minimize filing or grading. 
 
D.   Existing stands of significant trees have been retained where possible. The 

building pads that results from the Subdivision are sensitively integrated into 
existing trees. 

 
E. The Subdivision does not adversely impact the scale, pattern or character 

of the City, its neighborhoods, or its commercial areas. 
 
F. The design of the lots, the building pads, and the site layout responds to 

and is reflective of the surrounding lots and neighborhood character. 
 
G.  The lot sizes resulting from the Subdivision are not dissimilar from adjacent 

lots or lots found in the surrounding neighborhood. 
 
H.  Final plans for buildings within the Subdivision are not proposed at this 

time, and therefore a finding cannot be made as to whether the 
architectural appearance, scale, mass, construction materials, proportion 
and scale of roof line and functional plan of the buildings proposed is 
similar  to  the characteristics  and  quality  of existing development in the 
City and surrounding neighborhood. 

 
I.   The architectural guidelines and criteria for the Downtown Architectural 

District, Commercial and Institutional Architectural Districts, and Residential 
Architectural Districts and the Design Review Board/City Council review 
process outline in Section 9 of the Wayzata Zoning Ordinance are not 
applicable to this Application. 

 
J.  The proposed lot layouts and building pads conform with all 

performance standards contained in the Subdivision Ordinance with 
the exception of those for which a variance is being requested. 

 
K.  The Subdivision will not tend to or actually depreciate the values of 

neighboring properties in the area in which it is proposed. 
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L.  The Subdivision will be accommodated with existing public services, 

including those related to transportation and utility systems, and will not 
overburden the City’s service capacity. 

 
3.2 PUD.  Concurrent PUD Concept and General Plan of Development set forth in the 

Application meets the purpose and intent of the PUD Ordinance. 
 

A.  The PUD reflects higher standards of site and building design through the use 
of trained and experienced land planners, architects, landscape architects, 
and engineers. 
 

B. The PUD includes appropriate large lot residential uses, and is consistent with 
the goals and objectives of the comprehensive plan. 
 

C.  The PUD creates a more desirable and creative environment that preserves 
sensitive and important natural and environmental resources, including the 
topography, trees and vegetative screening in the right of way, than would be 
possible under the existing R-3A District and applicable standards of the 
Subdivision Ordinance as related to the private street.   

 
In addition, the PUD meets all of the PUD general standards listed in Section 
801.33.2.A of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 

3.3  Zoning Ordinance Amendments / Rezoning. The Rezoning for the proposed 
residential use set forth in the Application (the “Proposed Use”) would not have an 
adverse effect on surrounding properties or the community, and meets the standards 
for a zoning ordinance amendment: 

 
A.  The Proposed Use is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan land use 

designation of the Property, and meets the policies of the Comp Plan. 
 

B.  The Proposed Use is consistent with current and future land uses in the area. 
 
C.  The Proposed Use would meet the performance standards outlined in the 

Zoning Ordinance. 
 

D.  The Proposed Use would not have an adverse effect on the area in which it is 
proposed. 

 
E.  The Proposed Use would not adversely impact property values in the area. 
 
F.  Traffic generation by the Proposed Use could be meet by the capabilities of 

streets serving the property. 
 
G. The Proposed Use would not exceed service capacity of public services and 

facilities including parks, schools, streets, and utilities, and the City’s service 
capacity. 
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Section 4. RECOMMENDATION 
 
4.1 Planning Commission Recommendation.  Based on the findings in section 3 of this 

Report, the Planning Commission recommends approval of (i) the Preliminary Plat, 
(ii) the Concurrent PUD Concept and General Plan of Development, and (iii) the 
Rezoning as part of the Application and as depicted on the plans attached as 
Attachment A, subject to all of the following conditions: 

 
A. The Applicant must submit the final plat application for the Subdivision within 

100 days of City Council approval of the Preliminary Plat, or the Preliminary 
Plat approval will be null and void. The final plat application must also include 
the following: 
 
1. The final plat must dedicate all public easements required by the 

Subdivision Ordinance and as recommended by the City Engineer.  
 
2. The Applicant must submit a private easement between the individual 

lots in the Subdivision that memorializes the maintenance 
responsibilities of the private sanitary sewer force main.  

 
3. The Applicant must submit a private easement between the individual 

lots in the Subdivision that memorializes the maintenance 
responsibilities of the private driveway.  

 
4.  The Applicant must enter into a development agreement with the City 

for the public utility improvements constructed as part of the 
Subdivision, and that memorializes the improvements, drainage, 
landscaping, utilities, access, maintenance and use of the City right of 
way adjacent to the Property, with provisions acceptable to the City 
Engineer, City Fire Marshall, and City Attorney.   

 
5. Park Dedication fees must be paid as required by the Subdivision 

Ordinance, in an amount of two thousand five hundred dollars 
($2,500.00) per new lot.   

 
B. The Applicant or future homeowner must apply for and obtain all necessary 

building permits from the City, prior to commencement of any construction 
activity on the Property. The building permit application must also include the 
following: 

 
1. The final grading & drainage plan, erosion control plan, utility plan, and 

civil details must be prepared for each lot and submitted to the City for 
review and approval of the City Engineer. 

 
2. The final tree inventory, tree preservation plan, and tree replacement 

plan must be prepared for each lot and submitted to the City for review 
and approval by the City Forester. 

 



CITY OF WAYZATA  PC Report and Recommendation                               Page 10 

C. The homes built on the Property must be constructed with fire sprinklers that 
meet the recommended specifications of the City Fire Marshall. 

 
D. All expenses of the City of Wayzata, including consultant, expert, legal, and 

planning fees incurred must be fully reimbursed by the Applicant. 
 
 
 
Adopted by the Wayzata Planning Commission this 9th day of January 2018. 
 
Voting In Favor:  
Voting Against:  
Abstaining:  
Absent: 
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Attachment A 

 

  



 
 

Staff Report 
January 9, 2018 

 
Project Name: Jereczek Fence 
Applicant    City of Wayzata 
Property Owner:   Jason Jereczek 
Addresses of Request:  119 Benton Ave N 
Prepared by:   Jeff Thomson, Director of Planning and Building 
“60 Day” Deadline:  January 21, 2018 
 
 
Development Application 
 
Introduction  
The City of Wayzata and the property owner, Jason Jereczek, have submitted a 
development application to construct a fence on the property at 119 Benton Ave N. The 
applicant is proposing to construct a six-foot solid fence along Wayzata Blvd E, and 
requests approval of a conditional use permit.   
 
Property Information 
The property identification number and owner of the property are as follows: 
   

Address PID Owner 
119 Benton Ave N 06-117-22-14-0076 J J Jereczek & M A Jereczek 

 
The current zoning and comprehensive plan land use designation for the property are as 
follows: 
 
Current zoning: R-3A/Single and Two Family Residential District 
Comp plan designation:  Low Density Single Family 
Overlay districts: None 

 
Project Location 
The property is located on the northwest corner of the Wayzata Blvd E and Benton Ave 
N intersection: 
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Map 1: Project Location 
 

   
 
Application Requests 
As part of the submitted development application, the applicant is requesting approval of 
the following item: 

 
A. Conditional use permit: The applicant is proposing to construct a six-foot tall 

solid wood fence on the front of the property along Wayzata Blvd. Fences 
located in the front yard that are greater than 50 percent solid matter and 
exceed 42 inches in height require a conditional use permit.  

 
Adjacent Land Uses. 
The following table outlines the uses, zoning, and Comprehensive Plan land use 
designations for adjacent properties: 

 

Direction Adjacent Use Zoning Comp Plan Land Use 
Designation 

North Single-family home R-3A/Single and Two 
Family Residential 
District 

Low Density Single 
Family 

East Benton Ave N 
 
Single-family home 

N/A 
 
R-3A/Single and Two 
Family Residential 
District 

N/A 
 
Low Density Single 
Family 

South Wayzata Blvd E 
 
Wells Fargo building 

N/A 
 
C-1/Office and Limited 
Commercial District 

N/A 
 
Mixed Use Commercial 

West American Legion C-1A/Neighborhood 
Office & Limited 
Commercial District 

Mixed Use Commercial 
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Map 2: Adjacent Land Uses 
 
Zoning 

 

Comp Plan Land Use Designation 

  
 
Public Hearing Notice 
The public hearing notice was published in the Lakeshore Weekly News on December 
28, 2017.  The public hearing notice was also mailed to all property owners located within 
350 feet of the subject property on December 29, 2016.  
 
Analysis of Application 
 
Background Information 
The City is currently designing a reconfiguration of the Wayzata Blvd E and Superior Blvd 
intersection. In 2017, the City Council selected the design option which reconfigures the 
existing skewed intersection into a four way intersection between Wayzata Blvd, Superior 
Blvd, and Benton Ave. The City is completing the detailed intersection design, which 
includes engaging the surrounding property owners and the Benton Ave neighborhood. 
As part of the intersection project, the property owner of 119 Benton Ave has requested 
a fence be constructed on their property for a visual and noise buffer. The fence, as 
requested by the property owner and proposed by the City, requires a conditional use 
permit due to its height and opaqueness.  
 
Fence Requirements 
The City’s zoning regulations include specific requiremets for fences that are based on 
the location of the fence on the property. In the front yard, defined as the area between 
the house and the street, a fence with a maximum height of 42-inches and a maximum 
opaquness of 50 percent is permiited. In the side yard – the area between the front and 
back of the house – a fence with a maximum height of six feet and a maximum 
opaqueness of 50 percent is permitted. Finally, in the rear yard – the area between the 
house and the rear property line – a fence with a maximum height of six feet is permiited 
with no opaqueness requirement. The City’s fence requirements also state that fences in 
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the front yard that consit of more than 50 pecent solid matter and not exceeding eight feet 
in height are allowed by conditional use permt.  
 
Proposed Fence 
The subject property is a corner lot with frontage on both Benton Ave and Wayzata Blvd. 
The zoning ordiance defines both street frontages as a front yard. Therefore, the fence 
requirements for the front yard apply to any fence constructed along Wayzata Blvd. In 
order to provide the visual and noise buffer that is requested by the property owner, the 
proposed fence would be constructed in the Wayzata Blvd front yard, and would be a 
solid six-foot wood fence.  
 
The applicant has submitted with the development application a survey, photos of the 
proposed fence, and a narrative outlining the justification for the conditional use permit, 
which are attached to this report.  
 
Public Comments 
 
The City has received one email from a surrounding property owner regarding the 
development application. The public comment is attached to this report.  
 
Applicable Code Provisions for Review 
 
  
Conditional Use Permit for a Fence: City Code Section 801.18.1.F.2 outlines the following 
standards for evaluating fence conditional use permits: 
 

A. The fence placement, height or design does not create a safety hazard with 
regard to, from or on a public street or roadway. 

 
B.  The fence placement, height or design does not create a safety problem or 

negatively affect adjoining properties or use. 
 
C. The provisions of Section 801.04.2.G of this Ordinance are considered and 

satisfactorily met. 
 
Conditional Use Permits: City Code Section 801.04.2.F. states that the Planning 
Commission and City Council shall consider possible adverse effects of the proposed 
conditional use. Their judgment shall be based upon (but not limited to) the following 
factors: 
 
 A. The proposed action in relation to the specific policies and provisions of the 

official City Comprehensive Plan. 
 
 B. The proposed use's compatibility with present and future uses of the area. 
 
 C. The proposed use's conformity with all performance standards contained 

herein (i.e., parking, loading, noise, etc.). 
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 D. The proposed use's effect on the area in which it is proposed. 
 
 E. The proposed use's impact upon property values in the area in which it is 

developed. 
 
 F. Traffic generated by the proposed use is in relation to capabilities of streets 

serving the property. 
 
 G. The proposed use's impact upon existing public services and facilities including 

parks, schools, streets and utilities, and the City's service capacity. 
 
Action Steps 
 
After considering the items outlined in this report and the public hearing held at the 
meeting, the Planning Commission should direct staff to prepare a Planning Commission 
Report and Recommendation, with appropriate findings, reflecting a recommendation on 
the application for review and adoption at the next Planning Commission meeting.  
 
Attachments 
Applicant’s Narrative 
Proposed Plans 
Public Comments 
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Jeff Thomson

From: Jim Richter <jimmymar@me.com>
Sent: Thursday, January 4, 2018 10:52 AM
To: Jeff Thomson
Subject: Application for Fence @ 119 Benton Ave

I want to go on record as supporting applicant Jason Jereczek on his request for permission to erect a six foot high fence 
on what is technically his front yard.  
 
I don’t personally know Jason other than saying hi  from time to time. I believe he is a landscaper and I have witnessed a 
lot of hard work by him as he has greatly improved the landscape on his property. I feel strongly if he erects this fence it 
will be tastefully done as evidenced by his other improvements. 
 
There currently is a four foot fence across the front that is not noticeable and for years the city portion there is a mess 
and deteriorating.  Evidently  this has been ignored by the city for years. I understand that this will be reconstructed as 
part of the intersection realignment.  This realignment will not benefit the property as it is believed there will be an 
increase in road noise. I assume this is the primary reason for the fence request. 
 
I also assume that this variance request is required because the fence crosses his “front” yard.  I don’t feel that this 
really needs to fall under that requirement. That front yard hasn’t been used as such for many many years and this 
shouldn’t cause any harm to the neighborhood. 
 
This simply a request from a citizen to hopefully make his home more livable. 
 
Jim Richter 
152 Benton Ave 
Wayzata 55391 
952‐473‐0819 
jimmymar@me.com 
 
Sent from my iPad Jim R 
I think, therefore I am! 



 
 

Staff Report 
January 9, 2018 

 
Applicant    Matthew and Deanna Brinza 
Addresses of Request:  315 Park St E 
Prepared by:   Jeff Thomson, Director of Planning and Building 
“60 Day” Deadline:  February 6, 2018 
 
 
Development Application 
 
Introduction  
The property owners, Matthew and Deanna Brinza, have submitted a development 
application to construct a four season porch addition to the existing house at 315 Park St 
E. The development application requests approval of lot coverage, impervious surface 
coverage, and front yard setback variances.   
 
Property Information 
The property identification number and owner of the property are as follows: 
   

Address PID Owner 
315 Park St E 06-117-22-21-0036 Deanna L Brinza Trustee 

 
The current zoning and comprehensive plan land use designation for the property are as 
follows: 
 
Current zoning: R-3A/Single and Two Family Residential District 
Comp plan designation:  Low Density Single Family 
Overlay districts: None 

 
Project Location 
The property is located on the northeast corner of the Barry Ave N and Park St E 
intersection:  
 
Map 1: Project Location 
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Application Requests 
As part of the submitted development application, the applicant is requesting approval of 
the following items: 

 
A. Lot Coverage Variance: The R-3A zoning district has a maximum lot coverage 

– the total footprint of the house, garage, and any accessory structures divided 
by the lot area – of 30 percent. With the proposed addition, the property would 
have a lot coverage of 33.7 percent, which requires a variance. (Section 
801.55.7.A) 

 
B. Lot Coverage Variance: The R-3A zoning district has a maximum impervious 

surface coverage – the total lot coverage and any additional hard surface 
divided by the lot area – of 35 percent. With the proposed addition, the property 
would have an impervious surface coverage of 51.1 percent, which requires a 
variance. (Section 801.55.7.A) 

 
C. Front Yard Setback Variance: The R-3A zoning district establishes a minimum 

front yard setback of 20 feet, and the zoning ordinance states that the front yard 
requirement shall be observed on each street frontage of a corner lot.  The 
proposed addition would be set back 14.2 feet from the Park St E front property 
line, which requires a variance. (Section 801.55.6.B.1.a and Section 
801.19.4.C) 

 
Adjacent Land Uses. 
The following table outlines the uses, zoning, and Comprehensive Plan land use 
designations for adjacent properties: 
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Direction Adjacent Use Zoning Comp Plan Land Use 
Designation 

North Single family home R-3A/Single and Two 
Family Residential 
District 

Low Density Single 
Family 

East Single family home R-3A/Single and Two 
Family Residential 
District 

Low Density Single 
Family 

South Park St E 
 
Single family home 

N/A 
 
R-3A/Single and Two 
Family Residential 
District 

N/A 
 
Low Density Single 
Family 

West Barry Ave N 
 
Wayzata West 
Middle School 

N/A 
 
INS/Institutional 

N/A 
 
Institutional/Public 

 
Map 2: Adjacent Land Uses 
 
Zoning 
  

 

Comp Plan Land Use Designation 
 

 
 

 
Public Hearing Notice 
The public hearing notice was published in the Lakeshore Weekly News on December 
28, 2017.  The public hearing notice was also mailed to all property owners located within 
350 feet of the subject property on December 29, 2017.   
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Analysis of Application 
 
Proposed Plans 
 
The property is currently improved with a single-family home that was constructed in 
1949. The property currently has non-conforming lot coverage of 30.7 percent, non-
conforming impervious surface of 48.2 percent, and a non-conforming front yard setback 
from Park St of 10.8 feet. The City’s zoning ordinance pertaining to non-conforming 
buildings and structures states that non-conforming buildings and structures may be 
expanded, enlarged or modified provided that the expansion, enlargement or modification 
meets the current zoning regulations and no other non-conformitites are created.  
 
The applicant is proposing to construct a four season porch addition on the south west 
corner of the house. The porch addition would be one story in height and would have a 
footprint of 227 square feet. Since the addition would increase the footprint of the house 
and would be constructed over existing landscaped area, the proposal would increase 
the non-conforming lot coverage and impervious surface coverage, which requires a 
variance. The addition would also be set back 14.2 feet from the Park St front property 
line. Although it would be located further from Park St than the existing house, the addition 
still requires a front yard setback variance because of the City’s non-conforming building 
requirements.   
 
The applicant has submitted with the development applciation a site plan, detailed 
building plans, and a narrative outlining the justification for the variances, which are 
attached to this report.  
 
Public Comments 
 
The City has received several emails from surrounding property owners regarding the 
variance request. The public comments are attached to this report.  
 
Applicable Code Provisions for Review 
  
Variance Standards: Section 801.05.1.C provides the criteria for reviewing variances from 
the zoning ordinance, which are as follows:  
 

A. Variances shall only be permitted when they are: 
(i) in harmony with the general purposes and intent of this Ordinance; and  
(ii) consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.  

 
B. Variances may be granted when the Applicant for the variance establishes that 

there are practical difficulties in complying with this Ordinance.  
 
C. “Practical difficulties,” as used in connection with the granting of a variance, 

means that:  
(i) the property owner’s proposal for the property is reasonable but not 
permitted by this Ordinance;  
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(ii) the plight of the landowner is due to circumstances unique to the property, 
and not created by the landowner; and  
(iii) the variance, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality.  
 

D. Economic considerations alone do not constitute practical difficulties. Practical 
difficulties include, but are not limited to, inadequate access to direct sunlight 
for solar energy systems. 

 
E. Variances shall be granted for earth sheltered construction as defined in 

Minnesota Statutes, section 216C.06, subdivision 14, when in harmony with 
this Ordinance.  

 
F. The City Council shall not permit as a variance any use that is not allowed 

under this Ordinance for property in the zoning district where the affected 
person’s land is located, except the City Council may permit as a variance the 
temporary use of a one family dwelling as a two family dwelling.  

 
G. The City Council may impose conditions in the granting of variances. A 

condition must be directly related to and must bear a rough proportionality to 
the impact created by the variance. 

 
H. An application for a variance shall set forth reasons that the variance is justified 

under the criteria of this section in order to make reasonable use of the land, 
structure or building. 

 
Action Steps 
 
After considering the items outlined in this report and the public hearing held at the 
meeting, the Planning Commission should direct staff to prepare a Planning Commission 
Report and Recommendation, with appropriate findings, reflecting a recommendation on 
the application for review and adoption at the next Planning Commission meeting.  
 
Attachments 
Applicant’s Narrative 
Proposed Plans 
Public Comments 
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Jeff Thomson

From: Katie Cullinan <kkarkela@comcast.net>
Sent: Tuesday, January 2, 2018 8:09 PM
To: Jeff Thomson
Cc: Shane Cullinan
Subject: 315 Park Street Porch Addition  /  Neighboring Property in Support of Addition

Good Evening Mr. Thompson, 
  
I am writing in regards to the development application for 315 Park.  As a neighboring property owner I wanted to let you 
know that my husband and I are in support of the proposed porch addition.  Although the development application 
requires a variance for both coverage and impervious surfaces, the size and scale of the addition does seem appropriate 
especially considering the size of the parcel is significantly reduced due to the two city right-of-ways. 
  
The proposed addition relates to the existing neighborhood context in architectural character and scale.  Given the age of 
the house and nonconforming size of the lot, in my opinion it is important the Commission consider this application in 
order to allow families to stay and invest in the community, especially the existing housing stock. This truly is a win-win 
for all parties. 
  
Thank you for your time and attention to this matter. 
  
Respectfully,  
  
Katie L. Cullinan 
Kkarkela@comcast.net 
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Jeff Thomson

From: Suzanne Flannigan <sflannigan@arborphilanthropy.org>
Sent: Tuesday, January 2, 2018 12:05 PM
To: Jeff Thomson
Subject: Development Application - 315 Park Street East

Dear Mr. Thompson: 
 
I am writing in regards to the development application for 315 Park Street East.  As a neighboring property owner living 
at 331 Park Street East, I wanted to let you know that I am in support of the proposed porch addition.  Although the 
development application requires a variance for both coverage and impervious surfaces, the size and scale of the 
addition does seem appropriate especially considering the size of the parcel is significantly reduced due to the two city 
right‐of‐ways. 
 
The proposed addition relates to the existing neighborhood context in architectural character and scale.  Given the age of 
the house and nonconforming size of the lot, in my opinion it is important the Commission consider this application in 
order to allow families to stay and invest in the community, especially the existing housing stock. 
 
Best Regards, 
 
Suzanne Flannigan 
 
 
Suzanne Flannigan, CPA  
Chief Financial Officer  
GHR Foundation® | Suite 2950, 60 South 6th Street | Minneapolis, MN 55402 
612.440.2529 office | ghrfoundation.org 
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Jeff Thomson

From: Elissa Madson <elissamadson@hotmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, January 3, 2018 10:07 PM
To: Jeff Thomson
Subject: 315 Park Street East Proposal

To Whom it May Concern: 
 
As neighbors to Matt and Deanna Brinza (315 Park Street East, Wayzata), we are supportive of their submitted 
4‐season porch addition proposal to their home. Modest improvements to existings homes that maintain 
the character of the neighborhood are a valuable asset to our community, and we feel this proposal 
accomplishes that goal.  
 
 
Sincerely, 
Joseph and Elissa Madson 
344 Gardner Street East, Wayzata 
 
 



 
 

Staff Report 
January 9, 2018 

 
Project Name   Schneiderman Stob Residence 
Applicant    Streeter & Associates 
Addresses of Request:  1058 Circle Dr E 
Prepared by:   Jeff Thomson, Director of Planning and Building 
“60 Day” Deadline:  February 3, 2018 
 
 
Development Application 
 
Introduction 
The applicant, Streeter & Associates, and the property owners, Jason Schneiderman & 
Natalie Stob, have submitted a development application to construct a new house at 1058 
Circle Dr E.  
 
Application Requests 
The property is part of a three lot subdivision that was approved by the City Council in 
December 2008. The subdivision was subsequently filed at Hennepin County, but the lot 
has remained vacant since that time. As a condition of the 2008 approval, the property 
owners are required to submit plan for review and approval by the Planning Commission 
and City Council, “depicting architectural appearance, scale, mass, construction 
materials, proportion and scale of roof line and functional plan of the building proposed to 
demonstrate similarity to the characteristics and quality of the existing homes in the 
neighborhood.” The property owners have purchased the vacant lot for construction of a 
single family home, and have submitted the plans for review and approval by the Planning 
Commission and City Council.  
 
Property Information 
The property identification number and owner of the property are as follows: 
   

Address PID Owner 
1058 Circle Dr E 06-117-22-41-0073 Jason Schneiderman & Natalie Stob 

 
The current zoning and comprehensive plan land use designation for the property are as 
follows: 
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Current zoning: R-3A/Single and Two Family Residential District 
Comp plan designation:  Low Density Single Family 
Overlay districts: None 

 
Project Location 
The property is located on the east side of Circle Dr E between Circle A Dr and Central 
Ave S:  
 
Map 1: Project Location 
 

  
 

 
Adjacent Land Uses. 
The following table outlines the uses, zoning, and Comprehensive Plan land use 
designations for adjacent properties: 
 

Direction Adjacent Use Zoning Comp Plan Land Use 
Designation 

North Circle Dr E 
 
Single family home 

N/A 
 
R-3A/Single and Two 
Family Residential 
District 

N/A 
 
Low Density Single 
Family 
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East Single family home R-3A/Single and Two 
Family Residential 
District 

Low Density Single 
Family 

South Single family home R-3A/Single and Two 
Family Residential 
District 

Low Density Single 
Family 

West Single family home R-3A/Single and Two 
Family Residential 
District 

Low Density Single 
Family 

 
Map 2: Adjacent Land Uses 
 
Zoning 
  

 

Comp Plan Land Use Designation 
 

 
 

Analysis of Application 
 
Proposed Plans 
The applicant has submitted detailed house plans, including a site plan, building 
elevations, and floor plans. The proposed house would be one story with a tuck-under 
garage. The house would include 3,724 gross square feet, and 3,062 finished square 
feet, with a two story garage on the lower level. The exterior materials consist of Hardie 
board lap siding, black metal panels, and stone veneer. The proposed house would meet 
all of the R-3A zoning requirements.  
 
Zoning 
The proposed house meets all of the requirements of the R-3A zoning district: 
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 R-3A Requirements Proposed 
Front yard setback 20 ft. (min) 20 ft. 
Side yard setback 10 ft. (min) 10 ft. (east) 

10 ft. (west) 
Rear yard setback  20 ft. (min) 37 ft. 
Lot coverage 30% (max.) 23.4% 
Impervious surface 35% (max.) 32.9% 
Building height 32 ft. (max.) 27 ft. 
Garage size 750 sq. ft. (max.) 592 sq. ft. 

   
Tree Preservation 
The application materials include a tree inventory of the property. There are nine trees on 
the property that meet the minimum size requirements as either significant or heritage 
trees. The plans indicate that five significant trees would be removed for construction of 
the home and associated grading. The one heritage tree on the property – a 32 inch oak 
on the back of the lot – would be preserved. For construction of a home on a vacant lot, 
the City’s tree preservation ordinance allows for removal of up to 25 percent of the inches 
of significant trees before mitigation is required. Based on the proposed tree removal, 18 
inches of trees would need to be replaced on the site as part of a landscaping plan. The 
proposed plans do not include a tree replacement plan. The City’s tree ordinance 
encourages tree replacement to occur on the site. If on-site tree replacement is not 
feasible due to site conditions or constraints, then the City may accept a fee-in-lieu of tree 
replacement for the required mitigation.  
 
Applicable Code Provisions for Review 
 
Preliminary Plat Criteria (Section 805.14.E) 
The City Council condition requiring review and approval of the home design on Lot 2 is 
based on the ordinance criteria for preliminary plat review, which include the following 
factor: 
 

8. The architectural appearance, scale, mass, construction materials, proportion 
and scale of roof line and functional plan of a building proposed on a lot to be 
divided or combined shall be similar to the characteristics and quality of existing 
development in the City, a neighborhood or commercial area. 

 
9. The design, scale and massing of buildings proposed on a subdivided or 

combined lot shall be subject to the architectural guidelines and criteria for the 
Downtown Architectural District, Commercial and Institutional Architectural 
Districts, and Residential Architectural Districts and the Design Review 
Board/City Council review process outline in Section 9 of the Wayzata Zoning 
Ordinance.  

 
Action Steps 
After considering the items outlined in this report, the Planning Commission should 
consider a motion which recommends the City Council approve the house plans for 1058 
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Circle Dr E, based on the finding that the design meets the standards of City Code Section 
805.14.E.8 and 805.14.E.9, and satisfies the conditions of Resolution No. 50-2008 
approving the Ramsland Knoll subdivision.  
 
Attachments 
Proposed Plans 
City Council Resolution Approving 2008 Subdivision 
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1052CircleDriveE 06- 117 -22 -41 -0043 RolfandJanetSkjei
1066CircleDriveE 06- 117 -22 -41 -0048 StevenJCool

RESOLUTIONNO. 50 -2008

RESOLUTIONAPPROVING, WITHCONDITIONS, PRELIMINARYANDFINALPLAT
SUBDIVISIONAT1052CIRCLEDRIVEEAND1066CIRCLEDRIVEE

BEITRESOLVEDbytheCityCouncilofWayzata, Minnesotaasfollows:

Section1. BACKGROUND

1.1 DevelopmentApplication. RolfandJanetSkjei, andSteveCool (collectively, "the
Applicant havesubmittedaDevelopmentApplication (the "Application to

subdividethe1052CircleDriveEinto3buildableparcels, withaportionofland
fromtheadjacent1066CircleDriveE (the "Subdivision" orthe "Preliminary/Final
Plat" orthe "Project TheProjectwouldrequiretheremovaloftheexisting
structureonthePropertyandasubdivisionoftheparcel.

1.2 LegalDescription. Thepropertyidentificationnumbersandownersofthe
propertiesinvolvedintheApplicationare (collectively, the "Property"):

1.3 LandUse. ThePropertyislocatedwithintheR -3A, SingleandTwoFamily
ResidentialDistrict, asdefinedinSection801.55oftheWayzataZoning
Ordinance. ThePropertyisguidedforLowDensitySingleFamilyResidentialuse
intheWayzataComprehensivePlan, andlocatedwithinPlanningDistrict7, as
outlinedintheComprehensivePlan. ThePropertyislocatedwithintheShoreland
OverlayDistrict, asdefinedinSection801.91oftheWayzataZoningOrdinance.

1.4 Notice. NoticeofapublichearingontheApplicationwaspublishedintheSun
SailoronOctober23, 2008. Acopyofthenoticewasalsomailedtoallproperty
ownerslocatedwithin350feetofthePropertyonOctober23, 2008.

1.5 PlanningCommissionAction. ApublichearingontheApplicationwasheldatthe
PlanningCommission'sNovember3, 2008meetingatwhichthePlanning
Commissionvotedseven (7) infavorandzero (0) opposedtoadoptfindingsand
recommendthattheCityCouncilapprovethePreliminary/FinalPlatrequestedin
theApplication.
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Section2. STANDARDS
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2.1 SubdivisionApprovalRequired. Chapter805oftheWayzataCityCode, (the
SubdivisionOrdinance setsforththeprocedureandsubstantivereviewcriteria
forapplicationsforasubdivision. AsubdivisionisdefinedintheSubdivision

Ordinanceas (i) thedivisionoflandintotwoormorelotsor (ii) thecombinationof
twoormorelots. Section805.08.yy. Beforeanyplatcanberecordedorofany
validity, itmustbereferredtotheCityPlanningCommissionandapprovedbythe
CityCouncilashavingfulfilledtherequirementsoftheSubdivisionOrdinance.
Section805.03.

A. Goals. UnderSection805.2.boftheSubdivisionOrdinance, subdivisions

approvedundertheSubdivisionOrdinancemustbeguidedbythe
following:

1. Preserve and enhance Wayzata's "small town" character

ComprehensivePlan).

2. Respecttheexistingscale, characterandpatternoftheCity,
recognizing existing neighborhoods and commercial areas

WayzataPhysicalPlan).

3. Supportapedestrianenvironmentatahuman, notautomotive
scale (WayzataPhysicalPlan).

4. Relatedevelopment/redevelopmenttothenaturalcharacteristicsof
thelandtoenhancethedevelopmentthroughthepreservationof
attractivenaturalamenities (i.e., lakes, wetlands, creeks, wooded
areas, slopes, etc.) (ComprehensivePlan).

B. CriteriaforApproval. UnderSection805.14.eoftheSubdivision

Ordinance, thePlanningCommissionmustconsiderthepossibleadverse
effectsofapreliminaryplatandreportitsfindingsandrecommendationto
CityCouncil. Itsjudgmentmustbebasedupon, butnotlimitedto, the
followingfactors:

1. Theproposedsubdivisionorlotcombinationshallbeconsistent
withtheWayzataComprehensivePlan.

2. Buildingpadsthatresultfromasubdivisionorlotcombinationshall
preservesensitiveareassuchaslakes, streams, wetlands, wildlife
habitat, treesandvegetation, scenicpoints, historicallocations, or
similarcommunityassets.

AllsectionscitedinthisReportareoftheWayzataSubdivisionOrdinance, ch. 805ofCityCode, unlessotherwise
noted.
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3. Buildingpadsthatresultfromsubdivisionorlotcombinationshall
beselectedandlocatedwithrespecttonaturaltopographyto
minimizefillingorgrading.

4. Existingstandsofsignificanttreesshallberetainedwherepossible.
Buildingpadsthatresultfromasubdivisionorlotcombinationshall
besensitivelyintegratedintoexistingtrees.

5. Thecreationofalotorlotsshallnotadverselyimpactthescale,
pattern or characterofthe City, its neighborhoods, or its

commercialareas.

6. Thedesignofalot, thebuildingpad, andthesitelayoutshall
respond to and be reflective of the surrounding lots and

neighborhoodcharacter.

7. Thelotsizethatresultsfromasubdivisionorlotcombinationshall

notbedissimilarfromadjacentlotsorlotsfoundinthesurrounding
neighborhoodorcommercialarea.

8. Thearchitecturalappearance, scale, mass, constructionmaterials,
proportionandscaleofrooflineandfunctionalplanofabuilding
proposedonalottobedividedorcombinedshallbesimilartothe
characteristicsandqualityofexistingdevelopmentintheCity, a
neighborhoodorcommercialarea.

9. Theproposedlotlayoutandbuildingpadsshallconformwithall
relevantperformancestandards.

10. Theproposedsubdivisionorlotcombinationshallnottendtoor
actuallydepreciatethevaluesofneighboringpropertiesinthearea
inwhichthesubdivisionorlotcombinationisproposed.

11. The proposed subdivision or lot combination shall be

accommodatedwithexistingpublicservices, primarilyrelatedto
transportationandutilitysystems, andwillnotoverburdentheCity's
servicecapacity.

2.2 ConcurrentPreliminary /FinalPlat.

Section805.15oftheSubdivisionOrdinanceallowstheCitytoreviewthe
preliminaryandfinalplatsimultaneously. Thefinalplatshallincorporateall
changes, modifications, andrevisionsrequiredbytheCity. Otherwise, itshall
conformtotheapprovedpreliminaryplat.

2.3 ParklandDedication. Section805.37oftheSubdivisionOrdinancerequiresthat
allnewlycreatedlotsdedicateland, orfeesinlieuofland, forpublicparkand
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recreationpurposesinaccordancetothecriteriaandformulalistedinSection
805.37.

Section3. FINDINGS

TheCityCounciloftheCityofWayzataherebyconfirmsandmemorializesthatthe
Preliminary/FinalPlatrequestedintheApplicationmeettheapplicablerequirementsof
Wayzata'sZoningandSubdivisionOrdinances, baseduponthefollowingfindingsof
factmadeontherecord (aswellasallApplicationmaterials, staffreports, public
commentpresentedatthehearing, andtheReportandRecommendationofthe
PlanningCommission):

3.1 PreliminaryandFinalPlatSubdivision.

A. Goals. TheSubdivision isnotinconsistentwiththegoalsofthe
SubdivisionOrdinance.

B. CriteriaforApproval.

ResolutionNo. 50 -2008 Page4

1. The Subdivision is not inconsistent with the Wayzata
ComprehensivePlan.

2. BuildingpadsthatresultfromtheSubdivisionwouldnotnegatively
impactanysensitiveareas. Asaconditionofapproval, further
reviewandapprovaloftheplansfordevelopmentwithinthe
Subdivisionthatwouldimpactsensitiveareaswouldberequired.

3. BuildingpadsthatresultfromtheSubdivisionwouldbeselected
andlocatedwithrespecttonaturaltopographytominimizefillingor
grading. Asaconditionofapproval, furtherreviewandapprovalof
theplansfordevelopmentwithintheSubdivisionthatwouldimpact
fillingandgradingwouldberequired.

4. Existingsignificanttreeswouldberetainedwherepossibleonthe
Property. Asaconditionofapproval, furtherreviewandapprovalof
theplansfordevelopmentwithintheSubdivisionthatwouldimpact
theexistingtreesonthePropertywouldberequired.

5. TheSubdivisionwouldnotadverselyimpactthescale, patternor
characteroftheCity, itsneighborhoods, oritscommercialareasas
itwouldbeconsistentwiththesurroundingarea.

6. Thedesignofalot, thepotentialbuildingpads, andthesitelayout
ofthePreliminary/FinalPlatrespondstoandisreflectiveofthe
surroundinglotsandneighborhoodcharacter.
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7. ThelotsizethatresultsfromtheSubdivisionwouldnotbe

dissimilarfromadjacentlotsorlotsfoundinthesurrounding
neighborhood.

8. Thearchitecturalappearance, scale, mass, constructionmaterials,
proportionandscaleofrooflineandfunctionalplanofthebuildings
forthenewlotcreatedbytheSubdivisionwillbesimilartothe
characteristicsandqualityofexistingdevelopmentintheCityand
neighborhood. Asaconditionofapproval, furtherreviewand
approvalofthebuildingandarchitecturalplansfordevelopment
wouldberequired.

9. TheproposedlotlayoutandbuildingpadsoftheSubdivisionwould
conformwillallrelevantperformancestandardsintheR -3AZoning
District.

10. TheSubdivisionwouldnottendtooractuallydepreciatethevalues
ofneighboringpropertiesintheareainwhichtheSubdivisionis
proposed.

11. TheSubdivisionwouldbeaccommodatedwithexistingpublic
services, primarilyrelatedtotransportationandutilitysystems, and
willnotoverburdentheCity'sservicecapacity.

C. ParklandDedication. TheApplicantshallberequiredtopayaminimumof
twothousandfivehundreddollars ($2,500.00) ortenpercent (10 ofthe

determinedlandvalue, whicheverisgreater, forParklandDedicationfees,
asrequiredunderSection805.37(i)(1) oftheSubdivisionOrdinancefor
thecreationofanewsinglefamilylot.

Section4. CITYCOUNCILACTION

4.1 PreliminaryandFinalPlatSubdivision. BasedontheFindingsofthisResolution,
therequestforapprovalofthePreliminary/FinalPlat, assetforthinthe
ApplicationisAPPROVEDsubjecttoallofthefollowingconditions (failureto
complywithanyoneoftheseconditionsshallresultintherevocationofthis
approval):

A. ParkDedicationfeesmustbepaidasrequiredbytheSubdivision
Ordinance, inanamountoftwothousandfivehundreddollars ($2,500.00)
perlotortenpercent (10 ofthedeterminedlandvalue, whicheveris
greater, tobepaidatthetimeofrecordingofthefinalplatforthe
Subdivision.

B. ThatallexpensesoftheCityofWayzata, includingconsultant, expert,
legal, andplanningfeesincurredbefullyreimbursedbytheApplicants.
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C. TheApplicantmustapplyforandobtainallnecessarybuildingpermits
fromtheCity, priortocommencementofanyconstructionactivityonthe
Property.

D. TreePreservationPlansmustbepreparedforeachlotandsubmittedto
theCityforreviewpriortothesubmissionofbuildingpermitsbyeitherthe
Applicantorafutureowner.

E. Grading, Drainage, andErosionPlansmustbepreparedandsubmittedto
theCityforreviewbytheApplicantorafutureownerpriortothe
submission of building permits and be coordinate with the Tree

PreservationPlanforeachlot.

F. AFinalPlatdocumentshallbesubmittedtotheCityCouncilforreview
andapproval.

G. TheApplicantmustrecordtheFinalPlatdocumentwiththeappropriate
HennepinCountyofficials, andprovidearecordedcopytotheCity.

H. Priortoissuanceofbuildingpermits, theApplicantorfuturehomeowner
shallsubmitplansforreviewandapprovalbythePlanningCommission
andtheCityCouncildepictingarchitecturalappearance, scale, mass,
constructionmaterials, proportionandscaleofrooflineandfunctionalplan
ofthebuildingsproposedtodemonstratesimilaritytothecharacteristics
andqualityoftheexistinghomesintheneighborhoodasrequiredunder
Section805.14.e.8and805.14.e.9.

AdoptedbytheWayzataCityCouncilthis1stdayofDecember, 2008.

Ayor mphrey
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ACTIONONTHISRESOLUTION:

Jaclictgley,
SEAL
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Motionforadoption: Bader

Secondedby: Bangert

Votedinfavorof: Amdal, Bader, Bangert, Humphrey, Willcox

Votedagainst: None

Abstained: None

Absent: None

Resolutionadopted.

Iherebycertifythattheforegoingisatrueandcorrectcopyofaresolutionadoptedby
theCityCounciloftheCityofWayzata, Minnesota, atadulyauthorizedmeetingheldon

wrn.la,u) 2008.
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