
 

 
WAYZATA PLANNING COMMISSION 

 Meeting Agenda 
Wayzata City Hall Community Room, 600 Rice Street 

Monday, August 1, 2022 
6:30 PM 

HYBRID MEETING INFORMATION 
Click here to join Zoom Meeting 
Meeting ID: 815 5452 4848   Passcode: 074937 
Members of the public may attend this Planning Commission meeting in person, 
provided they follow all City policies and protocols related to the pandemic. 

  
Members of the public may watch and listen remotely by viewing the meeting on 
Channel 8, WCTV, and at the City's website at www.wayzata.org/WCTV.  
 
Public comment during the Public Forum and/or Public Hearing portions of the 
meeting may be provided in person at the meeting, in advance, or by logging into 
the zoom call and raising your hand during the public hearing. When your name 
is called in the meeting, you will be seen and heard in our Council 
Chambers and the cable channel. You will be asked to unmute and then you 
may begin your comment. All public comments must include your full name and 
address.  
 
The City encourages comments or questions about items on the agenda and, 
when possible, requests that you submit them in advance by emailing 
PublicComment@wayzata.org, calling City staff at 952-404-5323, or mailing 
Wayzata City Hall at 600 Rice St E, Wayzata, MN 55391 (Attn: Public Comment). 

 
 

1. Call to Order 
2. Roll Call 
3. Approval of Agenda 
4. Consent Agenda  

a. Approval of Draft Meeting Minutes of July 18, 2022   
b. Approval of Planning Commission Report and Recommendation of Approval for Lot Combination, Zoning Map 

Amendment, and Comprehensive Plan Amendment at 1022 Wayzata Blvd    
c. Approval of Planning Commission Report and Recommendation of Approval for Parking Variance and 

Conditional Use Permit for Outdoor Sales and Service at 830 Lake St E (Baja Haus)  
5. Public Hearing Items  

a. Consider Subdivision Application at 344 Ferndale Road North   
6. Other Items  

a. Review of Development Activities    
b. Planning Commission Meeting Schedule   

7. Adjournment 
 
 

 
 

Upcoming Meetings: 
City Council - August 3, 2022 

Planning Commission - August 15, 2022 
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https://us06web.zoom.us/j/81554524848?pwd=UjlJeTZ5Y2JnaEZhUjl2Z1hBRElnUT09
https://us06web.zoom.us/j/81554524848?pwd=UjlJeTZ5Y2JnaEZhUjl2Z1hBRElnUT09
//www.wayzata.org/WCTV
mailto:PublicComment@wayzata.org


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

members of the public are welcome.
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City of Wayzata 
Planning Commission 

 Agenda Report 

MEETING DATE: August 1, 2022 AGENDA ITEM: 4.a 
TITLE: Approval of Draft Meeting Minutes of July 18, 2022 
PREPARED BY: Valerie Quarles, Assistant Planner 
REVIEWED BY: Emily Goellner, Community Development Director 
60 DAY DEADLINE: N/A  

  
BACKGROUND: 
See attached Draft Meeting Minutes of July 18, 2022.  
  
ACTION REQUESTED: 
Staff recommends approval of the attached regular meeting minutes of July 18, 2022.  
  
ATTACHMENTS: 
1. PC.07.18.2022 Draft Minutes for PC Review 
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WAYZATA PLANNING COMMISSION 1 
MEETING MINUTES 2 

JULY 18, 2022 3 
 4 

 5 
AGENDA ITEM 1. Call to Order  6 
 7 
Chair Parkhill called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m., and read a prepared statement related to 8 
meeting protocols and public participation.  9 
 10 
AGENDA ITEM 2. Roll Call 11 
 12 
Chair Parkhill asked Community Development Director Goellner to take roll call. 13 
 14 
Present at roll call were Commissioners:  Douglas, Parkhill, Stockton, Sorensen, and Schwalbe.  15 
Community Development Director Emily Goellner, Assistant Planner Valerie Quarles, and City 16 
Attorney David Schelzel were also present.  17 
Absent at roll call were Commissioners:  Merriam and Severson (with prior notice) 18 
 19 
AGENDA ITEM 3. Approval of Agenda 20 
 21 
Chair Parkhill asked for a motion to approve the agenda for the meeting. 22 
 23 
Commissioner Schwalbe made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Stockton to approve the July 24 
18, 2022 agenda as presented.   25 
 26 
The motion carried unanimously. 27 
 28 
AGENDA ITEM 4. Consent Agenda 29 
 30 

a.) Approval of the Draft Meeting Minutes of July 6, 2022 Planning Commission 31 
Meeting Minutes 32 

 33 
Chair Parkhill read aloud the item on the consent agenda and asked if any Commissioner wished 34 
to pull it further discussion.   35 
 36 
Chair Parkhill asked for a motion to approve the Consent Agenda as presented.  37 
 38 
Commissioner Douglas made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Schwalbe to approve the 39 
Consent Agenda as presented.   40 
 41 
The motion carried unanimously. 42 
 43 
AGENDA ITEM 5. Public Hearing Items 44 
 45 
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a) Consider Development Application for Lot Combination, Zoning Map 1 
Amendment, and Comprehensive Plan Amendment at 1022 Wayzata Boulevard 2 
E 3 

 4 
Assistant Planner, Valerie Quarles, gave an overview of the development application for an 5 
unidentified retail business at 1022  Wayzata Boulevard East.  She explained that the applicant is 6 
looking for a lot combination, a Comprehensive Plan amendment, and a Zoning Map amendment.  7 
She reviewed the zoning, land use and existing conditions of the lots as well as the surrounding 8 
neighborhood.  She explained that the proposal is to combine two lots and renovate the existing 9 
gas station for retail use.  She noted that combining the lots eliminates the non-conforming parcel 10 
and would bring the current parking area into setback compliance.  She reviewed things the 11 
Commission should consider as they look at the requests for a Comprehensive Plan amendment 12 
and Zoning Map amendment.  She stated that there will need to be a privacy fence or some type 13 
of vegetation installed and noted that the current retaining wall is in disrepair and the applicant has 14 
stated that they intend to repair it in the near future.  She noted that three people attended the recent 15 
neighborhood meeting and gave a brief overview of their concerns related to buffering, the 16 
retaining wall, and potential residential use on the southern parcel.   17 
 18 
Chair Parkhill asked if the Commission had any questions for Staff.   19 
 20 
Commissioner Sorensen asked what could happen in the southern lot, as is, and noted that it 21 
appears as though due to the size of the lot, there could be a 15 foot wide house  built without the 22 
need for a variance.   23 
 24 
Planner Quarles stated that the legal non-conforming southern lot is extremely non-conforming 25 
because it is very small and narrow.  She agreed that a very narrow home could be built but it 26 
would require a CUP. 27 
 28 
Commissioner Sorensen stated that there was a statement made in the staff report that a new fence 29 
will be built and asked where it would be built.  30 
 31 
Planner Quarles stated it will screen the commercial use from the residential use so it will be on 32 
or near the property line. 33 
 34 
Community Development Director Goellner stated that she believes there will be two separate 35 
structures required with a fence and a retaining wall.  She stated that there is a complaint process 36 
that is currently happening with the applicant on the retaining wall, but a fence will also be required 37 
in a situation when a property is next to residential.  She stated that the City is flexible about its 38 
exact location as long as it was serving that purpose.   39 
 40 
Commissioner Douglas asked about the height of the current fence.   41 
 42 
Planner Quarles stated that she believes it is 6 feet.  43 
 44 
Commissioner Douglas asked if she was correct that part of the approval process was removal of 45 
the underground tanks, but the Commission was not supposed to comment on that.   46 
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 1 
Community Development Director Goellner stated that her understanding is that the applicant is 2 
willing and ready to remove the tanks, but she would have to review the situation with the Fire 3 
Chief and Building Official to understand if it is strictly required with the reuse of a building. 4 
 5 
Commissioner Douglas stated that there is a sign on the site that says Parking for Edina Realty 6 
Clients and asked if that was part of this parcel.  7 
 8 
Planner Quarles stated that she believes that sign is on the Huntington Avenue right-of-way. 9 
 10 
Chair Parkhill asked if the developer could change the grade of the residential lot to bring it up 11 
significantly.   12 
 13 
Community Development Director Goellner stated that 2 feet is the threshold for which Council 14 
would approve a grading plan but stated that the general slope of the site is likely to stay about the 15 
same.   16 
 17 
Commissioner Schwalbe asked about the Huntington Avenue right-of-way and if it came about 18 
when Edina Realty was built.   19 
 20 
Planner Quarles stated that she believes the segmentation of the right-of-way pre-dates Edina 21 
Realty.  She stated that she believes that technically the right-of-way belongs to the City but there 22 
are some agreements that allow Edina Realty to park on it.  She noted that these are not spaces that 23 
would be counted towards the requirements for 1022 Wayzata Boulevard E.   24 
 25 
Commissioner Schwalbe asked if Edina Realty paid the City for the use of that parking within the 26 
right-of-way. 27 
 28 
Community Development Director Goellner stated that she thinks there could have been 29 
implications of payment when the development was approved, but noted that staff had not 30 
extensively researched this issue.   31 
 32 
Commissioner Schwalbe stated that she thinks it would be a good thing to look into and asked for 33 
a clarification of what ‘in-fill’ development means.  34 
 35 
Community Development Director Goellner explained that in-fill development is a way to describe 36 
cities that are mostly built out and developed but have little pockets of older buildings or under 37 
utilized parcels that could have development for a higher and better use than its current use.  She 38 
stated that staff’s thought is that this could support that because it is a vacant, underutilized parcel 39 
with a non-conforming lot.   40 
 41 
Chair Parkhill asked about maintenance requirements for the retaining wall and fence area and if 42 
there would be any landscaping or beautification would be required.  43 
 44 
Community Development Director Goellner stated that the City has an international property 45 
maintenance code that they can enforce.   46 
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 1 
Planner Quarles stated that, per code, if there is an exposed parking area of 4 or more spaces, the 2 
City does require landscaping on all sides.   3 
 4 
Commissioner Sorensen confirmed that  if these lots were combined the building setback would 5 
be 50 feet and the parking setback would be 10 feet.   6 
 7 
Chair Parkhill asked the applicant to address the Commission.  8 
 9 
Farhad Hakim, owner of the property, stated that they are just trying to combine the lots because 10 
right now the taxes, maintenance, insurance, and liability are all separate which creates a mess.  11 
He stated it will cost them between $80,000 to $100,000 to fix the retaining wall and explained  12 
that they need these costs to be absorbed into their remodeling loan or be able to develop it 13 
separately into a house and absorb it into that loan.  He stated that they would like to know what 14 
the City prefers for this property because they are between a rock and a hard place.  He explained 15 
that they are open to either option and explained that when they held the neighborhood meeting 16 
there was one gentleman who didn’t like the idea, but the others seemed to agree that rather than 17 
having a small house there that they would rather see the lots combined.  He stated that they are 18 
looking for a direct answer from the City about what they do and do not want in this area.   19 
 20 
Chair Parkhill confirmed that the current plan is to rehabilitate the current building and then look 21 
for a tenant.  He asked if there had been thought about tearing down the existing structure and 22 
putting up a new building.  23 
 24 
Mr. Hakim explained that after their last encounter with the City and everything they went through, 25 
they just do not have the money to throw into the garbage.  He stated that all of the studies were 26 
in their favor with regard to noise and traffic and yet their plan was just thrown away.  He explained 27 
that they just cannot afford to go down the rabbit hole with something like that happening again.   28 
 29 
Commissioner Schwalbe asked if they had specific businesses that they would like to see as 30 
tenants.   31 
 32 
Mr. Hakim stated that they have talked to dental offices, salons, and restaurants.  He stated that 33 
the would like to try to clean up the site and give potential tenants a better visual idea of what the 34 
site can look like so it doesn’t just look like a shut down old gas station.  He stated that their plan 35 
is to remove all the tanks and have it run through the environmental companies to get all cleaned 36 
up as part of their remodel.  He stated that for the southern lot, they could build a 15 x 80 foot 37 
house on it, and noted that after the last situation with the City, they were just going to move 38 
forward with that option, but decided to give the City the option to choose whether they want it 39 
combined instead.  He stated that they are open to doing whatever the City would like, but hopes 40 
it is understood that the reality is that they need to figure out a plan because it is just a sinking hole 41 
financially that is only getting deeper for them.   42 
 43 
Chair Parkhill opened the public hearing at 7:04 p.m. 44 
 45 
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Diane Silikowski, 173 Huntington Avenue S, stated that she believes the decision regarding 1 
rezoning should wait until there are development plans for the property.  She explained that she 2 
felt there was a legal precedent for this thought and referenced various legal cases that  considered 3 
whether there was a significant decline in property values for adjacent neighbors.  She stated that 4 
she sympathized with the property owner but assumed that he knew what he was buying.  She 5 
stated that she felt the adjacent neighbors really need to know what will be on this site before it is 6 
rezoned.   She stated that something from the 2040 Comprehensive Plan that was not mentioned 7 
during the presentation was the guiding principle to ‘foster charm’.  She stated that the Commission 8 
may not realize it, but up until about 3 years ago that parcel of land was absolutely beautiful 9 
because Gordy and Deanne Straka meticulously maintained it because the prior owner had not.  10 
She referenced many of the plant varieties that were on the site that she felt were absolutely 11 
charming and asked the Commission to keep that in mind when they were considering this 12 
rezoning.   13 
 14 
Gordy Straka, 130 Huntington Avenue, stated that he feels what was presented on page 12 of the 15 
packet discussing the proposed parcel combination in the C-3 district was misleading.  He stated 16 
that if this is combined, today’s proposal could have nothing to do with what is actually built there.  17 
He stated that all the developer has said for right now is that they are going to fix up the building 18 
and there have been no plans nor do they know what is coming.  He stated that these two parcels 19 
have been like this since 1950 and everything has been fine until now.   He stated that the wall has 20 
been down for over 2 years and the City was supposed to get something done about it and explained 21 
the weeds were not mowed until about a week ago just prior to the meeting.  He stated that these 22 
individuals have not been good neighbors.  He noted that he felt that there would be adverse effects 23 
on the neighborhood if the City allowed them to combine the lots and let them come back to within 24 
10 feet of the property line because that is part of their neighborhood and would take away from 25 
their quality of life.  He stated that there are things that can be built there that will work with the 26 
neighborhood, such as a bank.  He stated that if they come back further than the current wall, there 27 
is a large tree that would not survive.  He stated that he is not in favor of the City allowing this lot 28 
combination and would prefer a residential home on this lot and asked the Commission not to 29 
approve this request.  He noted that the cul-de-sac for the Edina building was built in the early 30 
1970s and noted that the building was given no setback so it comes out to Huntington Avenue.  He 31 
stated that the slope came in the mid-1970s when all the fill was brought in and reminded the 32 
Commission that the existing building has a garage that he worked in when he was in high school.   33 
 34 
Bruno Silikowski, 173 Huntington Avenue S, stated that when this was developed and they put in 35 
the gas station they also included a residential buffer.  He stated that he feels the issue is that the 36 
temporary solution was the residential buffer and he feels the City needs to protect the original 37 
intent for the property and the people who have been paying taxes for a long time and those are 38 
the ones who will be impacted, depending on what takes place on this lot.  He stated that with the 39 
last proposal, he thinks the big issue was the drive-through component and not the restaurant 40 
concept that would operate during normal business hours.  He stated that they are in support of the 41 
owner being able to develop their property because there is no doubt that it needs to be better than 42 
an empty gas station.  He asked that the Commission not agree to anything that will be intrusive 43 
at all with sound and light.  He reiterated that if there was a restaurant that was open for normal 44 
business hours, he thinks that would be fine because it would have quiet enjoyment.  He reiterated 45 
that he thinks the idea of the drive-thru coffee establishment was the biggest rub during the last 46 
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proposal.  He stated that if the City decides to agree to turn this into commercial space, he feels 1 
there should be a covenant in place that says that they cannot do things like have a drive-thru coffee 2 
establishment.  He stated that his concern is that with this lot combination they are preparing to 3 
open the flood gates and will be able to do things that the City cannot stop it and asked that the 4 
Commission move ahead intelligently and have ‘bumpers’ in place, like when a child is bowling, 5 
in order to keep this on track and not cause harm in the neighborhood.  He stated that the existing 6 
residential buffer has allowed the residential neighborhood to have some separation from the 7 
enterprises that take place.  He explained his fear that the developer is being nefarious and is trying 8 
to get this lot combination in order to push through a drive-thru coffee place which would truly be 9 
offensive to most people in the neighborhood.  He stated that his fear is that if the City allows them 10 
to have this lot combination, it will open up doors and they will be able to do many things that will 11 
lose the value of the neighborhood.  He stated that this is a nice quiet neighborhood that does not 12 
have a lot of noise at night.  He stated that he would not support this lot combination and if the 13 
City does vote in support of it he would ask that they put some sort of covenant in place that 14 
nothing can be built, structurally, over that piece of land, other than parking.  He asked what 15 
percent of the 35 feet would the developer gain of that parcel.  16 
 17 
Nan Sloane, 144 Huntington Avenue S, stated that she would echo the comments made by Ms. 18 
Silikowski.  She stated that if there is an opportunity to hold off on combining these two lots until 19 
there is a well defined plan, she would support that.  She stated that it is very hard for the 20 
neighborhood to get on board with supporting the City making this commercial.  She noted that in 21 
an ideal world this space would be made into a little park that would continue to provide a buffer.  22 
She stated that the detrimental aspects to a coffee shop and drive-thru has already been discussed 23 
and asked if that was even an option.  She stated that she is confused and does not know what will 24 
happen and stressed that she does not want any kind of drive-thru business in this location.  She 25 
stated that she wants to know what is going in there before she can support the development.  She 26 
stated that she also sympathized with the property owner because there are a lot of expenses, but 27 
believes the he should  have known what he was buying.  She stated that if the idea is now not to 28 
take down the building, but basically ‘put lipstick on a pig’, she shared her concerned that it is 29 
basically just going to be a flip as all commercial property and the neighborhood would have no 30 
idea of what will be going in there.  She stated that once the decision is made that this is 31 
commercial, the decision cannot be reversed.  She asked if it was possible to put this decision on 32 
hold until there is a firm plan on what will go into this location.   33 
 34 
There being no one wishing to comment on the application, Chair Parkhill closed the public 35 
hearing at 7:26 pm. 36 
 37 
Chair Parkhill asked staff to answer the questions that were raised during the public hearing.  38 
 39 
Community Development Director Goellner is the C-3 District typically contains mostly retail 40 
uses that generally have a lower impact.  She stated that the use is restricted by how much parking 41 
can be available on the site, and in this case there are only 22 parking spaces that fit on the property 42 
which will probably be the largest determinate of what users may fit in this location.  She explained 43 
that a restaurant use would require 5 times the amount of parking that retail requires so it would 44 
be very difficult to place a restaurant in this location.  She stated that it may be possible but that it 45 
would require some approvals from the Planning Commission and the Council for a parking 46 
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variance.  She stated that the applicant is requesting a retail use which is permitted in the C-3 1 
district.  She stated that when there is an application with a proposed use that is permitted and can 2 
meet all performance standards, the assumption is that the plan can meet all City requirements. 3 
She noted that if they were interested in other uses, such as a drive-thru, they would need to come 4 
back with a CUP request.   5 
 6 
Commissioner Stockton stated that she believes the fear expressed by the residents is that if this is 7 
combined it will create a new slate, so all the thinking of keeping it contained in the existing 8 
building would go to the wayside.  She stated that because there is no plan in place, there is 9 
essentially no ‘anchor’ to the concept of just keeping it to retail. 10 
 11 
Community Development Director Goellner stated that if the CUP comes before the Commission 12 
they will make their decision based on the facts of that exact case, and tonight, they are just being 13 
asked to look at the facts of this exact case.  She reviewed the setback requirements for the district 14 
and noted that the southern parcel is 35 feet long and the building setback requirement for this 15 
district is 50 feet.  She stated that there has been discussion of having an easement where you 16 
cannot build, but that this is effectively what the building setback is doing. She stated that a rear 17 
yard setback of 50 feet creates a no-build zone of 50 feet.  She stated that this is one way to 18 
minimize impact to the south and noted that the parking setback is only 10 feet.  She stated that 19 
there was a question raised about the possibility of the retaining wall moving and how that would 20 
affect the plans.  She explained that she has a hard time believing that there is a lot of room to 21 
change that slope because it is a small space and would need engineering support to show it was 22 
possible.   23 
 24 
Commissioner Douglas stated that she drove through the lot with her headlights on to see the 25 
possible issue with headlights.  She asked what benefit there would be of an 8 foot fence 26 
requirement rather than a 6 foot fence.   27 
 28 
Community Development Director Goellner stated that determining the effectiveness of various 29 
fence heights can be very difficult to determine.  She stated that 8 foot fences are very domineering 30 
because the extra two feet is far over human scale and can be considered unsightly.  She stated that 31 
it may work on a steep slope but would also require larger footings so it may not be something the 32 
applicant would want to pursue.  She stated that there may actually be a six foot maximum fence 33 
height in this area just because they are usually quite unsightly.   34 
 35 
Commissioner Douglas stated that she remembers that with the application with the bank the City 36 
had asked them to put in some arborvitae or greens in front of the fencing and asked if that would 37 
be possible with this lot combination and if there would be an area to put in some tall greenery.  38 
 39 
Community Development Director Goellner stated that requiring additional landscaping may be a 40 
bit above and beyond the scope of what is appropriate.   41 
 42 
City Attorney Schelzel explained that the bank application Commissioner Douglas referenced was 43 
a CUP because there was a drive-thru.  He stated that when there is a conditional use with higher 44 
impacts, it is easier and appropriate in most cases to attach some conditions that are designed to 45 
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lessen the impacts.  He stated that is not what is front of the Commission, but noted that the 1 
applicant can voluntarily do that extra landscaping.   2 
 3 
Chair Parkhill asked if the plans from the bank had moved the retaining wall back to the lot line.   4 
 5 
Commissioner Douglas stated that they had planned to move the building up to Wayzata 6 
Boulevard.  7 
 8 
Chair Parkhill questioned what would allow the City to control what can be in this location and 9 
asked if it was changing the grade or whether there are heritage and significant trees.  He stated 10 
that he would not want to see the retaining wall moved back. 11 
 12 
Planner Quarles stated that with the tree preservation ordinance, if trees would come down there 13 
would need to be trees planted along the retaining wall or some sort of fee paid.  She stated that 14 
she believed the City’s preference would be to replant the trees along the retaining wall.  She stated 15 
that she thinks there is some discretion about screening to make sure the fence is in an optimal 16 
place as opposed to sitting at the bottom of a retaining wall where it wouldn’t do much.  She stated 17 
that she is not sure that the Commission can directly set any kind of condition on the future of the 18 
retaining wall other than to fix it.  She noted that something as major as replacing a retaining wall 19 
will filter through a lot of people at the City.   20 
 21 
Chair Parkhill noted that if the grade is changed by more than 2 feet it will also have to go through 22 
the Council.   23 
 24 
Commissioner Schwalbe stated that the parking lot behind the building is currently the buffer 25 
between the building and the residential property.   26 
 27 
Planner Quarles stated that she would say that the parcel with the retaining wall on it is more of a 28 
buffer.  She stated that the parking lot would provide some distance but isn’t sure that the public 29 
would view that as a buffer.   30 
 31 
Commissioner Schwalbe stated that she thinks there is already a pretty good buffer with the 32 
retaining wall and fence and thinks a business will be less disruptive to the neighborhood than the 33 
gas station.  She stated that she feels there is a lot of good about this proposal as long as the City 34 
doesn’t lose control of what they actually do with the building.   35 
 36 
Chair Parkhill stated that he is assuming that the retaining wall and fence will stay in their current 37 
location and feels that Commissioner Schwalbe is expressing the desire for some guard rails to 38 
ensure that this doesn’t end up being a 15 foot retaining wall next to the neighboring home.  He 39 
stated that he feels that there are already some of these guard rails in place that would eliminate 40 
that possibility.   41 
 42 
Commissioner Stockton stated that there is already a non-conforming lot and asked if the solution 43 
could also be somewhat ‘non-conforming’.  She stated that there is a lot of logic behind combining 44 
the lots and asked if there could be a recommendation that the Council allow the combination of 45 
the lots upon review of the landscape plan for the area.   46 
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 1 
Community Development Director Goellner explained that the City has not tied a lot of 2 
landscaping plans to developments in the City.  3 
 4 
Planner Quarles stated that if the applicant decides to build a new building on this property or 5 
make major changes that trigger the design standards, that would be an additional level of review 6 
that they would need to go through.  She stated that the design standards also push businesses to 7 
put parking in the back which would continue to push the building away from the residential areas.   8 
 9 
City Attorney Schelzel stated that there would be landscaping required with the parking lot and 10 
there are a lot of code items with the grading and fence regulations that staff will look at to ensure 11 
that the proposal makes sense.  He stated that if there is a dramatic difference, there would be the 12 
additional requirements that are triggered that Planner Quarles was referencing.   13 
 14 
Commissioner Douglas asked when the gas tanks are gone if parking would be allowed in front of 15 
the building or if that would be a separate request.  16 
 17 
Community Development Director Goellner stated that it will depend on whether their exact 18 
renovation plans trigger the design standards or not.   19 
 20 
Commissioner Sorensen stated that it appears as though the biggest potential detriment of 21 
combining the sites are the possibility of building the retaining wall on or close to the property line 22 
and bringing in a lot of fill, but asked if he was correct that staff was saying that there may be some 23 
control over those things because of engineering and that changing that much grade would require 24 
some additional approvals.   25 
 26 
Community Development Director Goellner stated that he was correct because there is a section 27 
of code about drainage/grading and modifications that alter the average grade of an individual lot 28 
more than 2 feet will require approval by the Council.   29 
 30 
Commissioner Sorensen stated that as long as the City will have some control over that issue, he 31 
feels that may be the biggest potential issue with combination of the lots.   32 
 33 
Chair Parkhill asked the Commission to share their questions and feedback on the application. 34 
 35 
Commissioner Stockton stated that she is having trouble envisioning the southern lot being used 36 
for a home.  She stated that she feels it is clear that the Commission is stressing caution for the 37 
aesthetics and for the sense of peace between the two areas to come through the development.  She 38 
stated that she feels that logic points the Commission towards a combined lot.  39 
 40 
Commissioner Douglas stated that she agreed on the combination and noted that the property has 41 
been empty for many years.  She stated that she thinks no matter what ends up happening there, 42 
the City will run into this issue.  She stated that she feels good about the things staff has shared 43 
that there will be built in controls for different things along the way.  She stated that she is hopeful 44 
that this will allow the residents to feel a bit better about this also.  She stated that she would like 45 
to see the retaining wall repaired and noted that she thinks this use fits in with the Comprehensive 46 
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Plan guidance in the area.  She explained that she also likes that this is a retention and improvement 1 
of a business property in the City.  2 
 3 
Commissioner Sorensen stated that it is important to remember that this whole conversation is 4 
over a 35 foot deep piece of property.  He stated that he believes part of the emotion surrounding 5 
this proposal is that it has been poorly maintained and the retaining wall that was previously built 6 
was not adequate.  He stated that he would agree with Commissioner Stockton that it is hard to 7 
imagine a residential property in this location.  He stated that he understands some of the 8 
sensitivities and the unknown factors that concern residents but thinks the ‘bumpers’ are the City 9 
process.  He stated that another option may be for the neighbors to buy the property and maintain 10 
it however they would like, but overall he agrees that use of this site in a combined nature is a 11 
good use and will remove the non-conforming issue and would hopefully clean up the site and 12 
make it look better.  He stated that the 50 foot setback requirement is significant which should 13 
provide comfort to the neighbors.   14 
 15 
Commissioner Schwalbe stated that she also believes this is in alignment with the Comprehensive 16 
Plan and believes that it is time that that City does something in order to make this property more 17 
attractive and add some service to the City.  She stated that it seems logical to combine the two 18 
parcels into one and from what staff has shared it sounds like there are many ‘rails’ in place to 19 
ensure that it doesn’t get ‘derailed’ by having things happen that would adversely affect the 20 
neighbors, particularly those down below.  She stated that she feels that if the retaining wall is 21 
done right, she is hopeful that the neighbors will eventually be able to say that this turned out to 22 
actually be a pretty good project.   23 
 24 
Chair Parkhill stated that he also believed that there are guardrails in place to allow the property 25 
to be combined and go through the process and believes the Huntington Avenue residents should 26 
feel safer knowing that those rails are in place.   27 
 28 
There being no further discussion, Chair Parkhill asked for a motion on the application. 29 
 30 
Commissioner Sorensen made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Schwalbe, to direct staff to 31 
prepare a draft Planning Commission Report and Recommendation with appropriate findings 32 
reflecting a recommending approval for Lot Combination, Zoning Map Amendment, and 33 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment at 1022 Wayzata Boulevard East for review and adoption at the 34 
next Planning Commission meeting.   35 
 36 
The motion carried unanimously. 37 
 38 
Chair Parkhill recessed the meeting at 7:57 p.m. and reconvened at 8:03 p.m. 39 
 40 

b) Consider Application for Parking Variance and Conditional Use Permit for 41 
Outdoor Sales and Service at 830 Lake Street E (Baja Haus) 42 

 43 
Planner Quarles, stated that  Baja Haus at 830 Lake Street E has submitted a development 44 
application for a Parking Variance and Conditional Use Permit for Outdoor Sales and Service.  She 45 
reviewed the zoning and land use for the property and the surrounding neighborhood.  She 46 
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explained that they had previously applied for an outdoor patio in 2018 which set aside 2 spaces 1 
for a seasonal outdoor patio which was denied.  She explained that they are currently asking for 4 2 
spaces.  She noted that due to the pandemic, the City relaxed their outdoor dining standards through 3 
the Temporary Outdoor Patio and Sidewalk Café permits.  She stated that the applicant is  back 4 
with a similar application to 2018, with a CUP for outdoor sales and service and a variance for 5 
parking.  She gave a brief explanation of details from the site plan and noted that the space would 6 
hold 8 tables and about 32 chairs.  She reviewed the specific and general criteria for the 7 
consideration of the CUP as well as the parking variance.   She gave a brief overview of the 8 
comments received from the Engineering Department and the Building Official.  She stated that 9 
the City had received 3 comments on the application, with 2 in favor and one other with questions 10 
about how this approval would affect future proposals in C-2 and at the Village Center.  She noted 11 
that the applicant provided letters from the two businesses beside Baja Haus that gave a positive 12 
endorsement regarding the patio.    13 
 14 
Chair Parkhill asked if the Commission had any questions for staff.   15 
 16 
Commissioner Schwalbe stated that it appears as though there is a lot of parking in the City that is 17 
thoroughly underutilized.  She stated that she thinks there is something that can be done, as a City, 18 
to better advertise this and let people know where they can park their cars and there is great parking 19 
available.   20 
 21 
Commissioner Sorensen confirmed that the sidewalk would be maintained and open to the public.   22 
 23 
Commissioner Stockton asked how the Commission could consider this application without 24 
considering the impact on other restaurants in that development or elsewhere in the City that may 25 
be looking to put tables into public spaces.   26 
 27 
Planner Quarles stated that the Commission looks at the application in front of them.  She stated 28 
that many of the other businesses that use public space are specifically applying for a Sidewalk 29 
Café Permit which is a process that does not come before the Commission, but before the City 30 
Council.  She stated that Baja Haus is proposing to use private property in order to fulfill their 31 
request which is why it is an Outdoor Sales and Service permit and the parking variance instead 32 
of a Sidewalk Café Permit 33 
 34 
Community Development Director Goellner stated that this application is unique in that  the 35 
shopping center has more restaurants that the other shopping center at Colonial Square.  She stated 36 
that she thinks it is important to look at the exact parking supply and demand right now and treat 37 
each applicant uniquely at the time they apply.  She stated that there are other restaurants in this 38 
shopping center so there is the potential that others may find this to be a successful model and take 39 
interest in it.  She stated that it is not a permanent structure and is only seasonal.  She stated that 40 
she thinks the argument may be able to be made that the City requires too much parking for the 41 
shopping centers and noted that staff has not identified a shortage of parking in this location.   42 
 43 
Chair Parkhill asked the applicant to address the Commission.  44 
 45 
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Josh Friedt, one of the owners of Baja Haus, stated that the last two years had kind of set a 1 
precedent for them because they were able to have a ‘COVID patio’.  He stated that he feels they 2 
have proven that it worked and didn’t impact the parking.  He stated that he felt that any parking 3 
issue that there may be is due to people coming over from Benedict’s and agreed with 4 
Commissioner Schwalbe’s comments that better signage would be helpful because he doesn’t 5 
think people know that there is a ramp right behind them.  He stated that it is already halfway 6 
through the summer and they would like to get this patio moving if the City approves.   He 7 
explained that being able to have a patio during the pandemic saved his business.   8 
 9 
Commissioner Schwalbe stated that the plans are to leave 1 foot of space between the platform 10 
and the next line of the parking stall and asked if that was enough room for someone to open their 11 
door and get out.   12 
 13 
Mr. Friedt stated that he feels it would be enough room, but is open to moving it in another foot if 14 
the Commission felt it was necessary.  He stated that he would also like to have the concrete 15 
barriers, but his landlord does not want them to be used.  He stated that he feels it is a safety issue 16 
and explained that his idea was put planters around them so they don’t just look like concrete 17 
barriers.  He noted that there had not been any issues with anyone backing into anything when they 18 
had their COVID patio.     19 
 20 
Chair Parkhill suggested that they may want to consider steel or concrete bollards.  He explained 21 
that safety is a concern for him because his sister-in-law was backed into in this type of situation 22 
by a car who had lost control, so he would like something done for safety, especially if this is a 23 
permanent request.  24 
 25 
Mr. Friedt stated that he would support that 100% because the last thing he wants is for someone 26 
to get backed into.   27 
 28 
Community Development Director Goellner noted that the applicant is planning to install this 29 
seating seasonally, but the approval would be considered permanent.   30 
 31 
Commissioner Schwalbe stated that safety is a big concern and asked if this is approved what kind 32 
of safety measures will take place.   33 
 34 
Community Development Director Goellner explained that the City Engineer had recommended 35 
concrete barriers which would be added as a condition of approval when the recommendation is 36 
made to the Council.  37 
 38 
Commissioner Schwalbe stated that she thinks the other question is how far this will be from the 39 
adjacent parking and noted that the plans right now are for just 1 foot.   40 
 41 
Chair Parkhill stated that he would leave it up to the City Engineer to determine if that is adequate. 42 
 43 
Community Development Director Goellner stated that perhaps the language could be amended to 44 
say that it would be 4 parking spaces and that proper distance around the perimeter for cars to 45 
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function would be determined by the Building Official and the City Engineer, rather than saying 1 
an exact distance.    2 
 3 
Chair Parkhill asked how the ADA/handicapped parking spaces would be addressed since that 4 
appears to be where he is planning to place the pergola. 5 
 6 
Mr. Friedt stated that his brother is handicapped so ADA compliance is very important to him.  He 7 
stated that the two handicapped spots will be next to where the patio will be located so they will 8 
not be effected.   9 
 10 
There being no questions from the Commission for the applicant, Chair Parkhill opened the public 11 
hearing on the application at 8:31 pm. 12 
 13 
Stacy Carisch, 240 Northgate Road, she stated that she thought Baja Haus had this patio for 3 14 
years, but realizes now that it has only been two years and they got it during the initial shutdown 15 
for COVID.  She stated that the patio worked out great and noted that she had not heard any of the 16 
other nearby business operators complaining.  She stated that her father, George Carisch, has 17 
brought up the concerns raised by Commissioner Schwalbe for the last 40 years, but noted that she  18 
would disagree that signage is the answer because she feels people don’t read them.  She stated 19 
that she does not see a problem with concrete barriers.  She stated that the Baja Haus has been 20 
there for a long time and hires great people, which, in her opinion, says a lot about the operators.  21 
She stated that she was unaware of the new pergola structure that they would like to put into place, 22 
but stated that she trusts the operators to develop a structure that will work for their business as 23 
well as the parking lot.  She stated that she feels this business deserves someone saying something 24 
positive about what they have done and clarified that she did not oppose their request.   25 
 26 
Director Goellner stated there were no people that called in to the meeting that have asked to speak 27 
at the public hearing.   28 
 29 
There being no one wishing to comment on the application, Chair Parkhill closed the public 30 
hearing at 8:35 pm. 31 
 32 
Chair Parkhill asked for the Commission to share their questions and feedback on the application. 33 
 34 
Commissioner Schwalbe stated that she is in support of this application and thinks that parking 35 
will not be an issue.   36 
 37 
Commissioner Sorensen stated that he agreed and feels the benefits outweigh some of the potential 38 
downsides.  He stated that he would like to ensure that the safety issue is addressed, but overall he 39 
is supportive of the request.   40 
 41 
Commissioner Douglas stated that she would also agree and explained that she has never had a 42 
problem finding a parking spot in this lot.  She stated that she has know Mr. Friedt for many years 43 
and feels he is a first class guy and deserves to get this approval.   44 
 45 
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Commissioner Stockton stated that she also agreed that this is a good idea but would like to see 1 
some type of condition added for concrete barriers. 2 
 3 
Chair Parkhill stated that he would concur and feels this it is a significant enhancement to the 4 
community to have outdoor seating.   5 
 6 
There being no further discussion, Chair Parkhill asked for a motion on the application. 7 
 8 
Commissioner Douglas made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Stockton, to direct staff to 9 
prepare a draft Planning Commission Report and Recommendation with appropriate findings 10 
reflecting a recommending approval of a Parking Variance and Conditional Use Permit for 11 
Outdoor Sales and Service at 830 Lake Street E (Baja Haus) for review and adoption at the next 12 
Planning Commission meeting.   13 
 14 
City Attorney Schelzel noted that staff has taken note of the concerns raised about safety and the 15 
concrete barriers and felt that the thought was that would be incorporated into a condition of 16 
approval and be subject to approval by the City Engineer.   17 
 18 
Commissioner Douglas amended the motion, second amended by Commissioner Stockton, to 19 
direct staff to prepare a draft Planning Commission Report and Recommendation with appropriate 20 
findings reflecting a recommending approval of a Parking Variance and Conditional Use Permit 21 
for Outdoor Sales and Service at 830 Lake Street E (Baja Haus) and to include incorporation of 22 
concrete barriers for safety as a condition of approval, for review and adoption at the next Planning 23 
Commission meeting. 24 
 25 
The motion carried unanimously. 26 
 27 
AGENDA ITEM 6.  Other Items: 28 
 29 

a) Review of Development Activities 30 
 31 
Community Development Director Goellner stated that the August 1, 2022 Planning Commission 32 
meeting will have one public hearing for a lot split at 344 Ferndale and noted that plans for this lot 33 
split will be posted on the City’s website.  She stated staff is hoping to have the Tree Preservation 34 
Ordinance ready for review at the August 15, 2022 meeting.  She stated that because of Labor Day, 35 
the first Planning Commission meeting in September will be Wednesday, September 7, 2022. 36 
 37 

b) Planning Commissioner Meeting Schedule 38 
 39 
Chair Parkhill asked if there could be an announcement for an upcoming post-Planning 40 
Commission adjournment to The Muni. 41 
 42 
Community Development Director Goellner stated that, for a purely social event, a quorum may 43 
be at The Muni after the next meeting on August 1, 2022 and explained that the public will be 44 
welcome.   45 
 46 
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AGENDA ITEM 7.  Adjournment. 1 
 2 
There being no further business on the agenda, Chair Parkhill asked for a motion to adjourn. 3 
 4 
Commissioner Douglas made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Sorensen to adjourn the 5 
Planning Commission meeting.   6 
 7 
The motion carried unanimously. 8 
 9 
The Planning Commission meeting was adjourned at 8:43 p.m. 10 
 11 
Respectfully submitted, 12 
Kayla Atkins Rokosz 13 
TimeSaver Off Site Secretarial, Inc. 14 
 15 
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City of Wayzata 
Planning Commission 

 Agenda Report 

MEETING DATE: August 1, 2022 AGENDA ITEM: 4.b 
TITLE: Approval of Planning Commission Report and Recommendation of Approval for Lot Combination, 
Zoning Map Amendment, and Comprehensive Plan Amendment at 1022 Wayzata Blvd  
PREPARED BY: Valerie Quarles, Assistant Planner 
REVIEWED BY: Emily Goellner, Community Development Director 
60 DAY DEADLINE: October 12, 2022 (extended to 120 days)  

  
BACKGROUND: 
The applicant, Reprise Design, has submitted a development application for a Lot Combination, Zoning Map 
Amendment, and Comprehensive Plan Amendment in order to combine two lots at 1022 Wayzata Boulevard 
and use the existing gas station building for a retail use. 
 
A public hearing was conducted at the Planning Commission meeting on July 18, 2022. The Planning 
Commission recommended that staff prepare a Report and Recommendation of approval for review at the 
next Planning Commission meeting. 
  
ACTION REQUESTED: 
Staff recommends approval of the Planning Commission Report and Recommendation. 
  
ATTACHMENTS: 
1. 1022 Wayzata Blvd - Planning Commission Report and Recommendation 
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DRAFT 

 
 

WAYZATA PLANNING COMMISSION  

August 1, 2022 
 

REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION OF APPROVAL  
OF LOT COMBINATION, COMP PLAN AMENDMENT, AND ZONING MAP 

AMENDMENT AT 1022 WAYZATA BLVD E 
 
 
 
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION 
 

1. Approval of Lot Combination 
2. Approval of Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
3. Approval of Zoning Ordinance Map Amendment  

 
 
 
REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION 
 
Section 1. BACKGROUND 
 
1.1 Project.  Reprise Design on behalf of M & Z Holdings, owner of the subject property, 

(the “Applicant”) has submitted a development application requesting approval of (i) 
Lot Combination; (ii) Comprehensive Plan Amendment; and (iii) Zoning Map 
Amendment to allow for the remodeling of an existing building for a new retail 
business (the “Project”) on the property located at 1022 Wayzata Boulevard E (the 
“Property”).  

 
1.2 Application Requests.  The Application includes the following three approval 

requests: 
 
A. Lot Combination:  Preliminary and Final Plats under Sec. 1003.02 and 

1003.03 of the Subdivision Ordinance to combine the two lots that comprise 
the Property—the smaller, nonconforming southern parcel (“Parcel 0016”) 
with the larger northern parcel (“Parcel 0015”) that fronts Wayzata Boulevard 
(the “Lot Combination”). 

B. Comprehensive Plan Amendment:  A Comprehensive Plan Amendment to 
change the land use designation for Parcel 0016 of the Property in the Comp 
Plan’s 2040 Land Use Plan Map from Central Core Residential to Mixed Use 
Commercial/Residential (the “Comp Plan Amendment”) to match the 
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designation of Parcel 0015 with which it would be combined under the Lot 
Combination. 

C. Zoning Map Amendment: A Zoning Ordinance amendment under Sec. 
903.02.F to change the zoning of Parcel 0016 from R3-A Single and Two 
Family Residential to C-3 Service District (the “Zoning Map Amendment”) to 
match the zoning of Parcel 0015 with which it would be combined under the 
Lot Combination. 

1.3 Property.  The street address, property identification numbers and owner of the 
parcels that comprise the Property are: 

 

Address PID Owner 

1022 Wayzata Boulevard E 06-117-22-41-0015  M & Z Holdings 

1022 Wayzata Boulevard E 06-117-22-41-0016  M & Z Holdings 

 
1.4 Land Use.  Parcel 0015 of the Property is zoned C-3 Service District and guided 

Mixed Use Commercial/Residential Parcel under the 2040 Wayzata Comprehensive 
Plan.  Parcel 0016 is zoned R3-A Single and Two Family Residential and guided 
Central Core Residential under the 2040 Wayzata Comprehensive Plan.   

 
1.5 Neighborhood Meeting; Notice and Public Hearing.  A neighborhood meeting on the 

Application was held on June 29, 2022 in accordance with City policy.  Notice of a 
public hearing on the Application was published in the Sun Sailor on July 7, 2022. 
The public hearing notice was also mailed to all property owners located within 500 
feet of the Property on July 7, 2022.  The public hearing on the Application was held 
at the July 18, 2022 Planning Commission meeting. 

 
 
Section 2. STANDARDS 
 
2.1 Subdivision / Preliminary Plat.  Review and approval of lot combinations and 

subdivisions of property are governed by the City’s Subdivision Ordinance, Part X 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 1003.02.E: 

 
1.   The proposed subdivision or lot combination shall be consistent with 

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

 
2.2  Comprehensive Plan Amendment.   

 
A. Amending the Comprehensive Plan.  The Planning Commission may 

recommend to City Council amendments to City’s Comprehensive Plan, and 
City Council may propose amendments to the Planning Commission for 
review.  Before adopting an amendment, the Planning Commission must hold 
at least one public hearing on the proposed amendment.  A proposed 
amendment may not be acted upon by the City Council until it has received 
the recommendation of the Planning Commission or until 60 days have 
elapsed from the date an amendment proposed by the City Council has been 
submitted to the Planning Commission for its recommendation.  A resolution 
to amend the Comprehensive Plan must be approved by a two-thirds vote of 
all of the members of City Council.  Minn. Stat. Sec. 462.355, subd. 2 and 3.   
Comprehensive Plan amendments must be submitted to the Metropolitan 
Council for review of their compatibility and conformity with the Met Council’s 
regional system plans. Minn. Stat. Ch. 473. 
 

B. Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies.   The Comprehensive Plan has 
general and specific statements related to neighborhoods, residential, 
commercial, and institutional land uses in the City.  A listing of the vision, 
principles, and goals of the City’s 2040 Comprehensive Plan that are relevant 
to the Comp Plan Amendment requested include: 

 
1. Land Use:  

• As the community continues to support a variety of housing types, 
access to amenities and services throughout the community should 
also be monitored.  

• Although viewed as primarily a residential community, the working day 
population welcomes a large number to the community. This 
commercial tax base helps offset the large percentage of residential 
land uses. Commercial areas are generally well defined along Lake 
Street and Wayzata Boulevard. Smaller pockets of mixed 
neighborhood commercial and residential uses exist north of 
downtown.  

• Throughout the visioning process of the Comprehensive Plan update, 
the community emphasized the need for a connected community. 
Mixed-use nodes were identified as a way to strengthen the sense of 
community and increase walkability throughout the City and provide 
enhanced connections between the residential neighborhoods and the 
commercial and recreational areas.  
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2. Land Use Goals:  

• Create connected neighborhoods that provide access to services, 
housing and recreation for all ages and mobility types.  

• Promote a diversity of retail, office, service and residential land uses at 
a high level of development quality to enhance Wayzata as a regional 
destination and provide services for residents.  

• Provide connectivity within new developments and between existing 
neighborhoods to promote a sense of community and encourage 
mobility of all types.  

• Support the existing commercial core within the community, and 
encourage business retention and reinvestment.  

3. Future Land Use:  

• The Mixed-Use Commercial/Residential category provides for a 
combination of commercial and residential uses. This mixture of uses 
can be achieved in many ways, including traditional vertical or 
horizontal mixed-use on a single lot. Additionally, mixed-use can be 
achieved on a block level, where individual lot sizes and property 
characteristics would make multiple uses difficult to implement. In this 
case, a mixture of uses should be achieved at the block level where, 
for example, a lot with residential units may be situated next to a lot 
with commercial uses. Development within this category is anticipated 
to be approximately 50 percent commercial and office uses and 50 
percent residential. Residential uses within the category shall be 
comprised of multi-family units at a density of at least 10 units per acre. 
Residential densities of up to 30 units per acre may be considered.  

• 1022 Wayzata Boulevard is considered a redevelopment opportunity 
on Figure 3-5. It is also a part of Stage 2 (2020-2030) to be 
redeveloped on Figure 3-6.  

4. Housing:  

• Protect and maintain the character of the existing established 
neighborhoods within the City, while recognizing that certain areas of 
the community are more suitable for infill developments.  

 
 
2.3 Zoning Ordinance Amendment.  City Council has the discretion and authority under 

state law and City Code to amend the City’s Zoning Ordinance (Text or Zoning Map).  
In considering a proposed amendment to the Zoning Ordinance under Sec. 903.02.F 
of the Zoning Ordinance, the Planning Commission and City Council must consider 
the possible adverse effects of the proposed amendment. Their judgment shall be 
based upon (but not limited to) the following factors: 
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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, additional materials submitted by the Applicant, staff 
reports, public comment and information presented at the public hearing, and the 
standards of the Wayzata Subdivision and Zoning Ordinances, and Comprehensive 
Plan, the Planning Commission of the City of Wayzata makes the following findings of 
fact: 
 
3.1 Subdivision / Preliminary Plat.   
 

A. The Planning Commission finds that there would be no significant adverse 
effects of the Lot Combination based upon the following factors found in 
Section 1003.02.E: 

1.   The Lot Combination is consistent with the Wayzata Comprehensive 
Plan, provided the Comp Plan Amendment is approved. 

 
2.   The existing and any potential building pad that results from the Lot 

Combination does not negatively impact sensitive natural, scenic, 
historic or community assets due to the required minimum setback 
requirements of the C-3 zoning district.  

3.   The existing and any potential building pad that result from the Lot 
Combination respects natural topography and minimize filing and 
grading due to the minimum setback requirements of the C-3 zoning 
district. 
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4.        Trees will be retained where possible. The existing building pad is 
sensitively integrated into existing trees. 

 
5.   The Lot Combination will not adversely impact the scale, pattern or 

character of the City, its neighborhoods, or its commercial areas, and 
is designed to work within the larger plans for the surrounding area, 
including the uses along Wayzata Boulevard, and the scale, pattern 
and character of the adjacent residential, commercial and office areas.  

6.   The design of the lot, the building pad, and the site layout responds to 
and is reflective of the surrounding lots and neighborhood character, 
as noted elsewhere in this Report. 

 
7.   The lot size resulting from the Lot Combination is not dissimilar to the 

nearby commercial lots along Wayzata Boulevard, and would 
eliminate a nonconforming lot. 

 
8.   It is anticipated that the architectural appearance, scale, mass, 

construction materials, proportion and scale of roof line and functional 
plan of the existing building on the Property would remain the same or 
be improved under the Project, and be similar to the characteristics 
and quality of those in the surrounding buildings along Wayzata 
Boulevard. 

 
9.   To the extent the design, scale and massing of the building on the 

Property changes, it would be required to comply with the applicable 
criteria of the Wayzata Design Standards. 

 
10.  The proposed lot layout and building pad resulting from the Lot 

Combination would conform to all performance standards contained in 
the Subdivision Ordinance and eliminate a nonconforming lot. 

 
11. The Lot Combination is not likely to have a negative effect on the 

values of neighboring properties in the area in which it is proposed. 
 
12.  The Lot Combination 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 Comprehensive Plan Amendment.   
 

A. The Planning Commission finds that the Comp Plan Amendment is essentially 
a factor of the Lot Combination, matching the Comp Plan guidance of the 
smaller, nonconforming southern parcel (“Parcel 0016”) to the larger northern 
parcel (“Parcel 0015”) that fronts Wayzata Boulevard.  With respect to the 
vision, principles, and goals of the City’s 2040 Comprehensive Plan that are 
relevant to the Comp Plan Amendment, the Planning Commission finds as 
follows: 
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1. Land Use:  

• The Comp Plan Amendment would allow for the improvement and 
revitalization of a long dormant commercial site on Wayzata Boulevard 
and thus support access to amenities and services in the community.  

• The Comp Plan Amendment would increase the commercial tax base 
and help offset the large percentage of residential land uses. It would 
be consistent with the commercial areas that are generally well defined 
along Wayzata Boulevard.  

• The Comp Plan Amendment would allow for new retail and 
improvements to the Property on Wayzata Boulevard to help support a 
more connected community and increase walkability and provide 
enhanced connections between the adjacent residential neighborhoods 
and the commercial areas along Wayzata Boulevard.  

2. Land Use Goals:  

• The Comp Plan Amendment would help promote a diversity of retail, 
office, service and residential land uses at a high level of development 
quality to enhance Wayzata as a regional destination and provide 
services for residents.  

• The Comp Plan Amendment would help support the existing 
commercial core along Wayzata Boulevard, and encourage business 
retention and reinvestment.  

3. Future Land Use:  

• The Comp Plan Amendment would allow for the redevelopment of 
1022 Wayzata Boulevard, which is considered a redevelopment 
opportunity in the Comp Plan.  

4. Housing:  

• The Comp Plan Amendment would maintain the character of the 
existing commercial property and the adjacent established 
neighborhood.  

 
3.3 Zoning Map Amendment.  The Planning Commission has considered all of the 

factors of Sec. 903.02.F of the Zoning Ordinance and finds that the Zoning Map 
Amendment would not have any adverse effects that would not be appropriately 
managed or outweighed by the overall positive effects of the Project, and that it is 
essentially a factor of the Lot Combination as not elsewhere in this Report.  The 
Zoning Map Amendment meets the applicable standards in that: 
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A. The Zoning Map Amendment does not contravene any policies and provisions 
of the official City Comprehensive Plan, and would instead better implement 
them as noted elsewhere in this Report. 

 
B. The Zoning Map Amendment conforms to the present and future land uses 

within the City, especially as the portion of Wayzata Boulevard nearby is 
typically commercial in nature. 

 
C. The Zoning Map Amendment conforms to all performance standards 

contained in the Zoning Ordinance, and eliminates a nonconforming lot. 
 
D. The Zoning Map Amendment does not have a negative effect on any areas of 

the City. 
 
E. The Zoning Map Amendment does not have any known negative effect on 

property values in the City. 
 
F. Traffic generation by the retail use associated with the Project is manageable 

in relation to capabilities of streets serving the Property. 
 
G. The Zoning Map Amendment does not negatively impact existing public 

services and facilities including parks, schools, streets, and utilities, and the 
City’s service capacity. 

 
 
Section 4. RECOMMENDATION 
 
4.1 Planning Commission Recommendation. Based on the findings in section 3 of this 

Report, the Planning Commission recommends APPROVAL of the (i) Lot 
Combination; (ii) Comprehensive Plan Amendment; and (iii) Zoning Map 
Amendment, subject to the following conditions: 

 
A. The Applicant must secure all necessary building permits for construction, 

and follow all laws and regulations applicable to the Project, including 
building codes, tree preservation and land use regulations, and City Code 
and policies applicable to days and times of work, and construction 
management. 
 

B. 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 1st day of August 2022.  
 
 
 
Attachments:  
Attachment A: Legal Description of Property 
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Attachment A 
Information and Legal Description of Property 

 
Address 1022 Wayzata Blvd E, Wayzata MN 55391 

PID’s 0611722410015 and 0611722410016 

Legal Description 

Parcel 1 (Abstract): 

That part of Block 45, Minnetonka Arlington Heights, Wayzata, Minn., 
bounded and described as follows: Commencing at a point where the 
Easterly line of Huntington Avenue intersects the present Southerly line 
of Superior Boulevard (formerly known as Wayzata Boulevard); thence in 
an Easterly direction along the Southerly line of said Superior Boulevard 
a distance of 125 feet; thence in a Southerly direction on a line parallel 
with the Easterly line of said Huntington Ave. a distance of 150 feet; 
thence Westerly on a line parallel with the Southerly line of said Superior 
Boulevard to a point on the Easterly line of Huntington Ave. 150 feet 
Southerly of the point of beginning; thence Northerly along the Easterly 
line of said Huntington Ave. to the place of beginning, Hennepin County, 
Minnesota. 

Parcel 2 (Torrens): 

That part of Block 45, "Minnetonka Arlington Heights", described as 
commencing at the Northeast corner of Government Lot 4, Section 6, 
Township 117, Range 22; thence South along the East line of said 
Government Lot 4, a distance of 50 feet; thence South 89 degrees 45 
minutes West (assuming said East line as bearing North and South) a 
distance of 168 feet; thence South, parallel to the East line of said 
Government Lot 4, a distance of 150 feet to the actual point of beginning; 
thence South 0 degrees 32 minutes West a distance of 30.72 feet; thence 
South parallel to the East line of Said Government Lot 4, a distance of 
4.28 feet; thence South 88 degrees 08 minutes West a distance of 124.7 
feet, more or less, to the West line of said Block 45; thence North along 
the West line of said Block 45 a distance of 35 feet to an intersection with 
a line bearing South 88 degrees 08 minutes West from the actual point of 
beginning, thence North 88 degrees 08 minutes East to the actual point 
of beginning. 

Abstract or 
Torrens? Abstract and Torrens 

Certificate No. 1507179 
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City of Wayzata 
Planning Commission 

 Agenda Report 

MEETING DATE: August 1, 2022 AGENDA ITEM: 4.c 
TITLE: Approval of Planning Commission Report and Recommendation of Approval for Parking Variance 
and Conditional Use Permit for Outdoor Sales and Service at 830 Lake St E (Baja Haus) 
PREPARED BY: Valerie Quarles, Assistant Planner 
REVIEWED BY: Emily Goellner, Community Development Director 
60 DAY DEADLINE: September 23, 2022 (extended to 120 days)  

  
BACKGROUND: 
The applicant, Josh Friedt, has submitted a development application for a CUP for outdoor sales and service 
and a parking variance in order to support a seasonal outdoor patio at 830 Lake St. The patio would be used 
by Baja Haus, a restaurant. 
 
A public hearing was conducted at the Planning Commission meeting on July 18, 2022. The Planning 
Commission recommended that staff prepare a Report and Recommendation of approval for review at the 
next Planning Commission meeting. The Planning Commission's recommended approval of the application on 
the conditions that the design fulfill safety recommendations made by the Engineering Department and that 
the patio's footprint allow for the efficient and safe usage of the adjacent parking spaces.  
  
ACTION REQUESTED: 
Staff recommends approval of the Planning Commission Report and Recommendation. 
  
ATTACHMENTS: 
1. 830 Lake St - Baja Haus - Planning Commission Report and Recommendation 
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DRAFT 

 
 

 
WAYZATA PLANNING COMMISSION 

AUGUST 1, 2022 

REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION OF APPROVAL  
OF CUP FOR OUTDOOR PATIO AND VARIANCE FOR PARKING  

FOR 830 LAKE STREET E 
 
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION 
 

1. Approval* of CUP for outdoor dining patio 
2. Approval* of Variance from parking requirements for outdoor patio CUP 
 
* with certain conditions listed at the end of this Report 

 
 
 
REPORT 
 
Section 1. BACKGROUND 

1.1 Project.  Baja Haus restaurant, together with Bar Lazy H Three, LLC, owner of the 
subject property, (collectively, the “Applicant”) has submitted a development 
application (the “Application”) requesting approvals for an outdoor dining patio (the 
“Outdoor Patio”) within the parking lot of The Village shopping center at 830 Lake 
Street E (the “Property”). 

 
1.2 Approvals Requested. The Application requests approval of the following:  
 

A. Conditional Use Permit (CUP) – Outdoor Dining Patio:  A conditional use 
permit for the Outdoor Patio under Sec. 937.05.K (the “Outdoor Patio CUP”).  
 

B. Variance – Parking:  A variance under Sec. 904.02.F from the Sec. 937.05.K 
CUP requirements that the outdoor service use may not take up parking 
space that is required by the Zoning Ordinance (the “Parking Variance”).  

 
1.3 Property. The address, property identification numbers and owner of the subject 

property (the “Property”) are as follows: 
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Address PID Owner 

830 Lake St E  06-117-22-42-0044     Bar Lazy H Three, LLC 
 
 The legal description of the Property is attached to this Report as Attachment A. 
 
1.4 Land Use Designations. The Property falls within the following land use districts: 

  
Zoning: C-2/Shopping Center District 
Comp Plan designation:  Central Business District 
Overlay districts:  S/Shoreland Overlay District 

 
1.5 Notice and Public Hearing.  A neighborhood meeting on the Application was held on 

June 29, 2022 in accordance with City policy.  Notice of a public hearing on the 
Application was published in the Sun Sailor on July 7, 2022. The public hearing notice 
was also mailed to all property owners located within 500 feet of the Property on July 
7, 2022.  The public hearing on the Application was held at the July 18, 2022 
Planning Commission meeting. 

 
Section 2. STANDARDS 
 
2.1 Outdoor Patio CUP.  City Code Section 937.05.K provides the criteria for allowing 

outdoor sales and services associated with an outdoor dining patio in the C-
2/Shopping Center District, which are:   

 
A. Outside services, sales and equipment rental connected with the principal use 

is limited to 30 percent of the gross floor area of the principal use. Uses 
specified as requiring a separate conditional use permit shall be exempted 
from this provision.  

B. Outside sales areas are landscaped and fenced or screened from view of 
neighboring residential uses or an abutting "R" District.  

C. All lighting shall be hooded and so directed that the light source shall not be 
visible from the public right-of-way or from neighboring residences.  

D. Areas are asphalt or concrete surfaced.  

E. The use does not take up parking space or loading areas as required for 
conformity to the Zoning Ordinance.  

F. Additional parking, pursuant to Chapter 920 of the Zoning Ordinance is 
provided for said space.  

G. The provisions of section 904.2.F of the Zoning Ordinance for a conditional 
use permit, which require City Council to consider possible adverse effects of 
the proposed conditional use.  Council’s judgment shall be based upon (but 
not limited to) the following factors: 
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1. The proposed action in relation to the specific policies and provisions of 

the official City Comprehensive Plan. 
 

2. The proposed use’s compatibility with present and future uses of the 
area. 

 
3. The proposed use’s conformity with all performance standards 

contained herein (i.e., parking, loading, noise, etc.). 
 

4. The proposed use’s effect on the area in which it is proposed. 
 

5. The proposed use’s impact upon property values in the area in which it 
is developed. 

 
6. Traffic generated by the proposed use is in relation to capabilities of 

streets serving the property. 
 

7. The proposed use’s impact upon existing public services and facilities 
including parks, schools, streets and utilities, and the City’s service 
capacity.  

 
2.2  Parking Variance.  Section 905.01.C provides the criteria for reviewing a variance 

from the standards of the Zoning Ordinance.  These criteria are:  
 

A. Variances shall only be permitted when they are:  
(i)  in harmony with the general purposes and intent of the Zoning 

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 Zoning Ordinance; 

(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. 
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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. 

 
 

Section 3. FINDINGS 
 
Based on the Application materials, additional materials submitted by the Applicant, staff 
reports, public comment and information presented at the public hearing, and the standards 
of the Wayzata Zoning Ordinance, the Planning Commission of the City of Wayzata makes 
the following findings of fact: 
 
3.1 Outdoor Patio CUP.   
 

A. The Outdoor Patio will be limited to 30 percent of the gross floor area of the 
principal restaurant use.  

B. The Outdoor Patio will be landscaped and fenced or screened from view of 
neighboring residential uses.  Patrons using the Outdoor Patio will be 
minimally visible from the Promenade development apartment residents 
across Lake Street.  

C. All lighting associated with the Outdoor Patio will be hooded and so directed 
that the light source will not be visible from the public right-of-way or from 
neighboring residences.  

D. The constructed base of the Outdoor Patio sits atop an asphalt surface.  

E. The requested Parking Variance would modify the requirement that the 
Outdoor Patio not take up parking space or loading areas as required for 
conformity to the Zoning Ordinance.  

F. The requested Parking Variance would modify the requirement that additional 
parking, pursuant to Chapter 920 of the Zoning Ordinance is provided for said 
space.  
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G. The provisions of Section 904.2.F of the Zoning Ordinance have been 
considered and are all satisfactorily met.  The Outdoor Patio (the “Proposed 
Use”) would have not have adverse effects on the surrounding area based 
upon the following:   

 
1. The Proposed Use is consistent with the policies or provisions of the 

official City Comprehensive Plan. 
 

2. The Proposed Use is compatible with present and future uses of the 
area, which include restaurants and outdoor patios and dining areas. 

 
3. The Proposed Use conforms to all relevant performance standards 

contained in the Zoning Ordinance, with the exception of the parking 
variance included in this request. 

 
4. The Proposed Use will have a positive effect on the area in which it is 

proposed as noted elsewhere in this Report. Certain other business 
within the shopping center have positively commented on the proposal. 

 
5. The Proposed Use will not have a known negative impact upon 

property values in the area. Outdoor seating is perceived as a positive 
addition to the vitality of the area. 

 
6. The Proposed Use will not generate additional traffic beyond what 

existing streets and parking areas can handle. Since the restaurant 
currently does not open until 4 p.m., when other businesses in the 
shopping center are concluding business, the patio’s impact on the 
parking lot is reduced. 

 
7. The Proposed Use will not have an impact upon existing public 

services and facilities including parks, schools, streets and utilities, and 
the City’s service capacity.  

 
3.1  Parking Variance.  The Parking Variance meets all of the standards for granting a 

variance under the Zoning Ordinance: 
 

A. The Parking Variance for the Outdoor Patio CUP is in harmony with the 
general purposes and intent of the Zoning Ordinance in terms of the allowed 
proposed Outdoor Patio use; and is consistent with the Central Business 
District guidance of the Comprehensive Plan, which includes the objectives of 
walkability and vitality. 

 
B. The Applicant has established that there are practical difficulties in complying 

with all of the Zoning District parking standards, in that: 
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1. The Outdoor Patio is reasonable, in that the use will be seasonal and 
the hours of operation will coordinate with other uses in the area; 
further, the Applicant has operated an outdoor patio successfully in the 
recent past, as detailed in the Staff Report; 

 
2. The plight of the Applicant is due to circumstances unique to the 

Property and not created by the Applicant, in that there is limited 
parking possible on the Property and the principal use is located 
towards the center of the shopping mall; and  

 
3. The Parking Variance, if granted, will not alter the essential character 

of the locality in that the building and general parking area would not 
substantially change, the parking demand could be met, and the use 
proposed would be substantially similar to the surrounding area, which 
includes a variety of outdoor dining options. 

 
C. Economic considerations alone do not constitute the practical difficulties in 

this case, but rather the lack of parking on the Property. 
 
D. The Parking Variance is not a use variance.  
 
E. The Application submitted by the Applicant set forth reasons that the Parking 

Variance is justified under the criteria of the Zoning Ordinance in order to 
make reasonable use of the land and building. 

 
Section 4. RECOMMENDATION 
 
4.1 Planning Commission Recommendation. Based on the findings in section 3 of this 

Report, the Planning Commission recommends APPROVAL of the Outdoor Patio 
CUP and Parking Variance, subject to the following conditions:  

 
A. Applicant must update the design, construction and placement of the Outdoor 

Patio in ways that meet with the approval of the City Engineer and Building 
Official to, among other things, incorporate concrete safety barriers similar to 
the structure used in previous seasons, and position the Outdoor Patio so as 
to not impede the flow of vehicular and pedestrian traffic, the safe usage of 
adjacent parking spaces by vehicles, or the ADA-required parking and 
access. 

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

planning fees incurred must be fully reimbursed by the Applicant. 
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Adopted by the Wayzata Planning Commission this 1st day of August 2022. 
 
 
 
Attachments: 
Attachment A: Property Information and Legal Description 
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Attachment A 
Property Information and Legal Description 
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City of Wayzata 
Planning Commission 

 Agenda Report 

MEETING DATE: August 1, 2022 AGENDA ITEM: 5.a 
TITLE: Consider Subdivision Application at 344 Ferndale Road North  
PREPARED BY: Valerie Quarles, Assistant Planner 
REVIEWED BY: Emily Goellner, Community Development Director 
60 DAY DEADLINE: November 9, 2022 (extended to 120 days)  

  
BACKGROUND: 
The applicant, Eric Zehnder of Zehdner Homes, on behalf of owners Adam and Ashley Drill, has submitted a 
development application to subdivide the existing single-family lot at 344 Ferndale Road North into two 
conforming lots. The subdivision does not require any additional variances. The Drills plan to keep their 
existing home on the south lot and build a new home on the north lot.  
  
ACTION REQUESTED: 
After considering the items outlined in this report, holding the public hearing on the application, and discussing 
the requests of the Application, the Planning Commission should direct staff to prepare a draft Planning 
Commission Report and Recommendation, with appropriate findings, reflecting a recommendation on the 
proposed subdivision, for review and adoption at the next Planning Commission meeting. 
  
ATTACHMENTS: 
1. 344 Ferndale Rd N - Staff Report 
2. 344 Ferndale Rd N - Application Materials 
3. 344 Ferndale Rd N - Public Comment 
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Staff Report 
Wayzata Planning Commission 

August 1, 2022 
 
Project Name: Drill Addition  
Addresses of Request:  344 Ferndale Road North 
Approval Request: Subdivision 
Applicant: Zehnder Homes, Inc 
Applicant’s Representative: Eric Zehnder   
Prepared by:   Valerie Quarles, Assistant Planner 

“120 Day” Decision Deadline: November 9, 2022  

 
 
Development Application Introduction 
 
Eric Zehnder with Zehnder Homes has submitted an application for a subdivision at 344 
Ferndale Road North on behalf of the property owners, Adam and Ashley Drill. The 
proposed subdivision would split the existing lot (1.27 acres) into two lots. This split would 
result in two conforming lots. The existing home would remain on the south lot, while a 
new home would be constructed on the north lot. The Drills plan to live in the existing 
home while their new home is constructed. This project is being designed to minimize the 
impact to existing trees and wetlands.   
 
The property identification number and owner of the properties are as follows: 
   

Address PID Owner 
344 Ferndale Road 
North 

31-118-22-33-0048 Adam and Ashley Drill  

 
The current zoning and comprehensive plan land use designation for the property is as 
follows: 
 

Current Zoning: R-2 Medium Density Single Family Residential 
Comprehensive Plan Designation:  Low Density Residential (1 to 3 units per acre) 
Overlay Districts:  N/A 
Design District:  N/A 
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Project Location 
The parcel is located on the north side of Highway 12 and on the east side of Ferndale 
Road North. Ferndale Road is a municipal border in this location, with Wayzata to the 
east and Orono to the west.  
 
Map 1: Project Location 
 

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

1. Subdivision §1001.02: The applicant is requesting a Subdivision in order to 
create two parcels from the existing parcel.  
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Public Hearing Notice 
Notice of the public hearing on the Application was published in the Sun Sailor on July 
21, 2022. The public hearing notice was mailed to all property owners located within 500 
feet of the subject property on July 20, 2022.  
 
Neighborhood Notification 
The applicant sent a neighborhood notification letter regarding the proposal to all property 
owners within 500 feet from the subject property in Wayzata. City staff did not require the 
applicant to send a notification letter to Orono properties within 500 feet, but notified City 
of Orono staff of the proposal. A neighborhood meeting was not required per the 
Neighborhood Notification and Meeting Policy.   
 
Public Comment 
One public comment has been received from the neighboring property to the north. The 
commenter would like to see the existing vegetation on the north side of the property 
maintained as a buffer, and inquired about the health of a willow tree in that area that 
could fall on their home or on the proposed home.  
 
Existing Conditions  
 
The existing developed lot is 42,969 square feet (0.99 acres) in area, excluding the right-
of-way. The net developable area of the existing lot is 40,803 square feet (.94 acres). The 
existing home on this property is a one story structure and the existing garage 
accommodates two cars. The home, garage, and driveway meet current setback 
requirements. The existing impervious surface on the lot is 7,659 square feet or 19.4%, 
which meets the zoning ordinance requirement. There are 53 existing trees on site of 
varying health.   
 
Topography 
The site slopes approximately 7 feet from west to east, and there is a small wetland 
located on the eastern side of the site that straddles the eastern property line. The 
submitted wetland delineation has been approved by the Board of Water and Soil 
Resources and the included survey appears to show the correct location. Additional 
comments related to the survey are proposed later in this report.  
 
Site Access 
The site is accessed via a private driveway from Ferndale Road North. The driveway is 
constructed with bituminous pavement and there is a paver walkway in the front yard of 
the site. A concrete sidewalk is located within the right-of-way for Ferndale Road North 
on the west side of the residential site.   
 
Zoning District  
The site is zoned R-2 Medium Density Single Family and the purpose of this district is to 
provide for medium density single family detached dwelling units and directly related, 
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complementary uses. Single family detached dwelling units are permitted uses and 
garages are considered accessory structures.  
 
Land Use Designation  
The 2040 Comprehensive Plan land use designation for the site is Low Density 
Residential. This category represents the single-family home developments within and in 
close proximity to the community core. Densities within the category range from 1 to 3 
units per acre. The primary residential structure of this category is single-family units.   
 
Current Right of Way Ownership 
The abstract legal description for the existing parcel at 344 Ferndale Road North has a 
western property line that is the centerline of Ferndale Road. The Certificate of Survey 
for the property shows that the Ferndale Road right-of-way was acquired by an easement 
document number 4020927 recorded with Hennepin County. If the Final Plat is approved, 
the right-of-way for Ferndale Road will be dedicated to the City with the same legal 
description as the previous easement document. The depicted right of way is not included 
in setback, lot coverage, or impervious surface calculations.  
 
Proposed Subdivision 
 
The applicant is proposing to subdivide this property into two new single family lots. This 
subdivision does not qualify for a minor subdivision in Section 1002.01 of the subdivision 
ordinance because each of the new lots are greater than 125% of the minimum lot size 
in the R-2 Medium Density Single Family zoning district. This application is subject to the 
preliminary and final plat public approval process.   
 
Parcel 1:  This parcel is the northernmost parcel and is the location of a proposed new 
home and garage. This parcel would be 20,211 square feet or .46 acres in size. The size 
of this lot exceeds the zoning ordinance requirements and meets the intent of the 
comprehensive plan. The proposed new home and garage would meet the setback 
requirements of the zoning ordinance.  
 
The proposed principal structure is approximately 30 feet from the wetland edge in the 
northeast corner. The wetland edge location has been provided by the applicant and 
confirmed by the Minnesota Board of Water and Soil resources. A 20 foot wetland buffer 
is required, and should be depicted on the survey.  
 
The new home would utilize city sewer and water services provided within the Ferndale 
Road North right-of-way.  
 
The building elevations of the new two-story home and three car attached garage would 
consist of hardie siding and trim, aluminum fascia and soffits, architectural shingles, and 
cultured stone veneers.   
 
Parcel 2:  This parcel is the southernmost parcel and is the location of the existing home, 
garage and driveway. This parcel would be 23,298 square feet or .53 acres in size. The 
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size of this lot exceeds the zoning ordinance requirements and meets the intent of the 
comprehensive plan.   
 
The existing home would remain on this lot, but the existing garage and bituminous 
driveway would be removed. A new garage and driveway would be constructed. Most of 
the existing paver walkway system in the front yard would also be removed, with a small 
circular area remaining by the covered front porch. The backyard deck and paver patio 
would remain. The existing home, new garage and new driveway would meet the setback 
requirements of the zoning ordinance 
 
 Requirement Lot 1 (north) Lot 2 (south) 
Lot Size 15,000 square feet 20,211 square feet  23,298 square feet 
Lot Width 100 feet 100 feet (at front 

yard setback) 
112 feet (at front 
yard setback) 

Lot Depth 100 feet 193.6 feet (approx.)  189 feet (approx.)  
Front Setback 25 feet 48.1 feet 66.8 feet 
Side Setback 10 feet 10.5 feet (south) 

25.6 feet (north) 
10 feet (north) 
25.6 feet (south) 

Rear Setback 20 feet 96 feet (approx.) 82 feet (approx.) 
Lot Coverage 20% 12.5% 9.2% 
Impervious 
Surface 

30% Under 22.6% Under 19% 

 
Trees  
There are 53 trees (889 caliper inches, measured by diameter at breast height) on the 
site, in varying health. The applicant has proposed to remove 13 (243.5 caliper inches) 
trees, one of which is a heritage tree (Norway Maple). City Code §936.04.A.2 allows 25 
percent of the existing trees to be removed pursuant to a tree preservation plan without 
obligation of replacement.  The applicant is proposing to remove 27% of the caliper inches 
of the existing trees, so 2% percent of the total caliper inches (18 inches) must be 
replaced.     
 
The Norway Maple heritage tree intended for removal is 28 caliper inches in diameter. 
Heritage trees are required to be replaced at a 2:1 ratio according to City Code 
§936.04.A.1. The tree replacement plan takes into consideration the one heritage tree 
being removed. The tree replacement plan does not take into account the 18 caliper 
inches that must be replaced for the other tree removal.   
 
Stormwater  
Given the slope of the two proposed lots from west to east, all drainage will flow to the 
east into the existing wetland on site. No new stormwater mitigation techniques are 
proposed as the sites comply with hardcover limits.  
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Engineering Department Comments  
The City limits that the maximum slope of a driveway to be no more than ten percent 
(10%) at any point along the driveway, and that driveway curb cuts be no more than 10 
feet from the side property line. Both driveways meet this requirement.   
 
The City requires that the garage slab shall be at least one (1) foot above the crown of 
the abutting street, upon which the property fronts. In this case, the garage floor may be 
lower than the abutting street as long as it can be illustrated on the grading plan how 
drainage is intended to occur, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.  
 
City wetland maps show that the wetland present on the east side of the property is a 
“Manage 3” wetland, requiring a 20-foot buffer. While the proposed plans appear to 
comply, with the new home on the northern lot proposed to be approximately 30 feet from 
the wetland edge, the correct buffer should be shown on an updated survey. Earthwork 
quantities should also be shown, with cut volumes listed separately from fill volumes for 
each parcel.  
 
Driveway connections to the street and utility connections to sewer and water mains 
would impact Ferndale Road and the sidewalk/trail. Impacts to and the restoration of 
Ferndale Road should be shown on an updated site plan. Existing and proposed sewer 
and water services for Parcel 1, Parcel 2, and the neighboring property (350 Ferndale 
Road North) should also be shown. Plans should specify driveway surface materials for 
Parcel 1 and Parcel 2.  
 
Analysis of Application Requests   
Subdivision (§1001.02) The City’s Subdivision Ordinance regulates blocks, lots, 
easements, park dedication, sidewalks, streets, and utilities. No new blocks are created 
with this proposal. The proposed lots and utilities meet all of the standards of the 
Subdivision Ordinance, subject to the result of the buffer depiction.  
 
Easements 
The applicant will need to provide standard drainage and utility easements adjacent to all 
new property lines. The right-of-way easement over Ferndale Road is intended to be 
dedicated to the City.  
 
Park Dedication (§1006.15) 
As a prerequisite to final plat approval, applicants for a subdivision of land shall dedicate 
land for parks, playgrounds, public open spaces or trails and/or shall make a cash 
contribution to the City's Park Fund. When a subdivision is too small for practical 
dedication of public land, the applicant may be required to pay an equivalent cash fee for 
all or part of the portion to be dedicated based on the fair market value of the land on the 
day of the final plat approval.  
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Standards of Planning Commission Review of Application Requests 
Primary Questions to Consider:  

1. Does the proposed subdivision fit the vision and policies of the Comprehensive 
Plan, through use and physical design?  

2. Does the proposed subdivision have a positive effect on the area? 
3. Does the proposal relate redevelopment to the natural characteristics of the land, 

enhancing for the benefit of the development and preserving attractive natural 
amenities like trees, slopes, and other community assets?  

4. Does the proposal respect the existing scale, character, and pattern of the city, 
recognizing existing neighborhoods and commercial areas? 

5. Does the proposal overburden the City’s sewer and water services? 
 
Action Steps  
After considering the items outlined in this report, holding the public hearing on the 
application, and discussing the requests of the Application, the Planning Commission 
should direct staff to prepare a draft Planning Commission Report and Recommendation, 
with appropriate findings, reflecting a recommendation on the proposed subdivision, for 
review and adoption at the next Planning Commission meeting. 
 
Attachments 

1. Narrative 
2. Existing Conditions Survey 
3. Proposed Lot Split Survey 
4. Final Plat  
5. Bid Plans for New Home 
6. Tree Replacement Plan 
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Applicable Code Provisions for Review  
Staff has analyzed the facts provided by the applicant in comparison with the criteria for 
approval. Staff has highlighted in bold the criteria that may require additional discussion 
with the Planning Commission.  
 
Subdivision Purpose (§1001.02.A): 

1. To encourage well planned, efficient and attractive subdivisions, by establishing 
adequate and impartial standards for design and construction. 

2. To provide for the health and safety of residents, by requiring properly designed 
streets and adequate sewer and water service. 

3. To place the cost of improvements against those benefiting from their construction 

4. To secure the rights of the public with respect to public lands and waters. 

5. To set the minimum requirements necessary to protect the public health, safety, 
comfort, convenience and general welfare. 

 
Subdivision Goals (§1001.02.B): 

1. Preserve and enhance Wayzata's "small town" character (Comprehensive Plan). 

2. Respect the existing scale, character and pattern of the City, recognizing 
existing neighborhoods and commercial areas (Wayzata Physical Plan). 

3. Provide a balanced housing supply available for all people no matter their 
income, age, race or ethnicity (Comprehensive Plan). 

4. Support a pedestrian environment at a human, not automotive scale (Wayzata 
Physical Plan). 

5. Relate development/redevelopment to the natural characteristics of the land to 
enhance the development through the preservation of attractive natural amenities 
(i.e., lakes, wetlands, creeks, wooded areas, slopes, etc.) (Comprehensive Plan). 

 
Subdivision Planning Commission Criteria (§1003.02.E) 

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. 
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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 Chapter 909 of the Wayzata Zoning Ordinance. 

10. The proposed lot layout and building pads hall conform with all performance 
standards contained herein. 

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. 
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Narrative for 344 Ferndale Road N 

 

The homeowners, Adam & Ashley Drill, wish to split the existing lot, located at 344 Ferndale Road N, 
into two separate lots.  This split will result in two conforming lots.  The existing home will remain on the 
south lot, while a new home will be constructed on the north lot.  The Drills plan to live in the existing 
home while their new home is constructed.  This project is being designed to minimize the impact to 
existing trees and wetlands.  The new home will be consistent with the requirements of the City of 
Wayzata and will be a nice, cohesive addition to the neighborhood. 
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REVIEW PLAN
This plan is at a review stage and is NOT a permit set. Please review

the plan in its entirety and let DFP know if you have any changes prior
to us proceeding. The plan will be placed on hold until we receive

confirmation from you to proceed, meaning no additional work will be
done on the plan until we receive your approval to move forward.

04/27/2022  9:39:44 AM
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1

Public Comment

From: Mary Lee Veit <mlgveit@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2022 1:39 PM
To: Public Comment
Subject: 344 Ferndale Road North - Drill Addition

I live at 350 Ferndale Road N which is on the north side of the Drill property. 
Given the vicinity of the proposed new house near the property line, I would 
like to see the vegetative buffer maintained  between the lots to provide visual 
screening and some shade to my property.   I looked at the plan for vegetation, 
and if I understand it, it looks like 2 evergreens on the Drill side of the row of evergreens 
will be removed , but I hope the rest will remain. 
I also have a question about the willow tree near the property line.  It has been damaged  
in a couple of storms over the years, most recently about six weeks ago.   And many years  
ago, part of the main trunk was blown away.   I am wondering if the tree should be cut down, because high winds could 
bring it down again, and it could land on the roof of my garage or the proposed new Drill house.   
 
Mary Lee Veit 
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City of Wayzata 
Planning Commission 

 Agenda Report 

MEETING DATE: August 1, 2022 AGENDA ITEM: 6.a 
TITLE: Review of Development Activities  
PREPARED BY: Valerie Quarles, Assistant Planner 
REVIEWED BY: Emily Goellner, Community Development Director 
60 DAY DEADLINE: N/A  

  
BACKGROUND: 
A verbal update will be provided at the meeting.  
  
ACTION REQUESTED: 
N/A 
  
ATTACHMENTS: 
None 
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City of Wayzata 
Planning Commission 

 Agenda Report 

MEETING DATE: August 1, 2022 AGENDA ITEM: 6.b 
TITLE: Planning Commission Meeting Schedule  
PREPARED BY: Valerie Quarles, Assistant Planner 
REVIEWED BY: Emily Goellner, Community Development Director 
60 DAY DEADLINE: N/A   

  
BACKGROUND: 
The next Planning Commission meeting is on Monday, August 15, 2022. The 2022 City Meeting Calendar and 
Liaison Schedule are attached.  
  
ACTION REQUESTED: 
N/A 
  
ATTACHMENTS: 
1. 2022 Wayzata City Calendar 
2. 2022 Planning Commission Liaison Schedule 
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City of Wayzata
2022 Meeting Calendar

January 2022 February 2022
S M T W Th F S S M T W Th F S

1 1 2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
9 10 11 12 13 14 15 13 14 15 16 17 18 19

16 17 18 19 20 21 22 20 21 22 23 24 25 26
23 24 25 26 27 28 29 27 28
30 31

March 2022 April 2022  Energy & Environment 5:00 PM
S M T W Th F S S M T W Th F S

1 2 3 4 5 1 2  Planning Commission - 6:30 PM
6 7 8 9 10 11 12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

13 14 15 16 17 18 19 10 11 12 13 14 15 16  City Council - 7:00 PM
20 21 22 23 24 25 26 17 18 19 20 21 22 23
27 28 29 30 31 24 25 26 27 28 29 30  Wayzata School Board

 Lake Minnetonka
May 2022 June 2022  Conservation District (LMCD)

S M T W Th F S S M T W Th F S
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4  Heritage Preservation
8 9 10 11 12 13 14 5 6 7 8 9 10 11  Board (HPB) - 5:00 PM

15 16 17 18 19 20 21 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
22 23 24 25 26 27 28 19 20 21 22 23 24 25  Housing & Redevelopment
29 30 31 26 27 28 29 30  Authority (HRA) - 7:30 AM

 Parks & Trails Board - 6:00 PM
July 2022 August 2022

S M T W Th F S S M T W Th F S  Charter Commission - 9:00 AM
1 2 1 2 3 4 5 6

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 7 8 9 10 11 12 13   Elections (see below)
10 11 12 13 14 15 16 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
17 18 19 20 21 22 23 21 22 23 24 25 26 27  Night to Unite
24 25 26 27 28 29 30 28 29 30 31
31

September 2022 October 2022
S M T W Th F S S M T W Th F S

1 2 3 1
4 5 6 7 8 9 10 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 9 10 11 12 13 14 15  Holiday Observed
18 19 20 21 22 23 24 16 17 18 19 20 21 22  City Offices Closed
25 26 27 28 29 30 23 24 25 26 27 28 29

30 31
Precinct Caucuses - Feb 1, 2022

November 2022 December 2022
S M T W Th F S S M T W Th F S Primary Election - August 9, 2022

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
6 7 8 9 10 11 12 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 General Election - November 8, 2022

13 14 15 16 17 18 19 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
20 21 22 23 24 25 26 18 19 20 21 22 23 24
27 28 29 30 25 26 27 28 29 30 31

Revised

Meeting dates and times are subject to 
change.  Dates can be confirmed by calling 

City Hall.

9/29/2021

Page 68 of 69



2022 Planning Commission Assignments at Council Meetings

Meeting Date Commission Representative

Tuesday January 4, 2022 Ken Sorensen
Tuesday January 18, 2022 Peggy Douglas

Tuesday February 8, 2022 Laura Merriam 
Tuesday February 22, 2022 Jeffrey Parkhill

Tuesday March 8, 2022 Bonnie Schwalbe 
Tuesday March 22, 2022 Jennifer Severson

Tuesday April 5, 2022 Larissa Stockton 
Tuesday April 19, 2022 Ken Sorensen

Tuesday May 3, 2022 Peggy Douglas 
Tuesday May 17, 2022 Laura Merriam 

Tuesday June 7, 2022 Jeffrey Parkhill 
Tuesday June 21, 2022 Bonnie Schwalbe 

Tuesday July 5, 2022 Jennifer Severson 
Tuesday July 19, 2022 Larissa Stockton 

Wednesday August 3, 2022 Ken Sorensen
Tuesday August 16, 2022 Peggy Douglas 

Tuesday September 6, 2022 Laura Merriam 
Tuesday September 20, 2022 Jeffrey Parkhill

Tuesday October 4, 2022 Bonnie Schwalbe
Tuesday October 18, 2022 Jennifer Severson 

Tuesday November 1, 2022 Larissa Stockton 
Tuesday November 15, 2022 Ken Sorensen

Tuesday December 6, 2022 Peggy Douglas 
Tuesday December 20, 2022 Laura Merriam 
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	1. Call to Order
	2. Roll Call
	3. Approval of Agenda
	4. Consent Agenda
	a. Approval of Draft Meeting Minutes of July 18, 2022
	Agenda Report
	PC.07.18.2022 Draft Minutes for PC Review
	JULY 18, 2022


	b. Approval of Planning Commission Report and Recommendation
	Agenda Report
	1022 Wayzata Blvd - Planning Commission Report and Recommendation
	WAYZATA PLANNING COMMISSION
	SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION
	REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION
	4.1 Planning Commission Recommendation. Based on the findings in section 3 of this Report, the Planning Commission recommends APPROVAL of the (i) Lot Combination; (ii) Comprehensive Plan Amendment; and (iii) Zoning Map Amendment, subject to the follow...


	c. Approval of Planning Commission Report and Recommendation
	Agenda Report
	830 Lake St - Baja Haus - Planning Commission Report and Recommendation


	5. Public Hearing Items
	a. Consider Subdivision Application at 344 Ferndale Road
	Agenda Report
	344 Ferndale Rd N - Staff Report
	Staff Report
	Wayzata Planning Commission
	August 1, 2022
	Project Name: Drill Addition
	Approval Request: Subdivision
	Applicant: Zehnder Homes, Inc
	Applicant’s Representative: Eric Zehnder
	Development Application Introduction
	Eric Zehnder with Zehnder Homes has submitted an application for a subdivision at 344 Ferndale Road North on behalf of the property owners, Adam and Ashley Drill. The proposed subdivision would split the existing lot (1.27 acres) into two lots. This s...
	Source: Hennepin County
	Application Requests
	Public Hearing Notice
	Notice of the public hearing on the Application was published in the Sun Sailor on July 21, 2022. The public hearing notice was mailed to all property owners located within 500 feet of the subject property on July 20, 2022.
	Neighborhood Notification
	Existing Conditions
	The existing developed lot is 42,969 square feet (0.99 acres) in area, excluding the right-of-way. The net developable area of the existing lot is 40,803 square feet (.94 acres). The existing home on this property is a one story structure and the exis...
	Topography
	The site slopes approximately 7 feet from west to east, and there is a small wetland located on the eastern side of the site that straddles the eastern property line. The submitted wetland delineation has been approved by the Board of Water and Soil R...
	Site Access
	The site is accessed via a private driveway from Ferndale Road North. The driveway is constructed with bituminous pavement and there is a paver walkway in the front yard of the site. A concrete sidewalk is located within the right-of-way for Ferndale ...
	Zoning District
	The site is zoned R-2 Medium Density Single Family and the purpose of this district is to provide for medium density single family detached dwelling units and directly related, complementary uses. Single family detached dwelling units are permitted us...
	Land Use Designation
	The 2040 Comprehensive Plan land use designation for the site is Low Density Residential. This category represents the single-family home developments within and in close proximity to the community core. Densities within the category range from 1 to 3...
	Current Right of Way Ownership
	The abstract legal description for the existing parcel at 344 Ferndale Road North has a western property line that is the centerline of Ferndale Road. The Certificate of Survey for the property shows that the Ferndale Road right-of-way was acquired by...
	Proposed Subdivision
	The applicant is proposing to subdivide this property into two new single family lots. This subdivision does not qualify for a minor subdivision in Section 1002.01 of the subdivision ordinance because each of the new lots are greater than 125% of the ...
	Parcel 1:  This parcel is the northernmost parcel and is the location of a proposed new home and garage. This parcel would be 20,211 square feet or .46 acres in size. The size of this lot exceeds the zoning ordinance requirements and meets the intent ...
	The proposed principal structure is approximately 30 feet from the wetland edge in the northeast corner. The wetland edge location has been provided by the applicant and confirmed by the Minnesota Board of Water and Soil resources. A 20 foot wetland b...
	The new home would utilize city sewer and water services provided within the Ferndale Road North right-of-way.
	The building elevations of the new two-story home and three car attached garage would consist of hardie siding and trim, aluminum fascia and soffits, architectural shingles, and cultured stone veneers.
	Parcel 2:  This parcel is the southernmost parcel and is the location of the existing home, garage and driveway. This parcel would be 23,298 square feet or .53 acres in size. The size of this lot exceeds the zoning ordinance requirements and meets the...
	The existing home would remain on this lot, but the existing garage and bituminous driveway would be removed. A new garage and driveway would be constructed. Most of the existing paver walkway system in the front yard would also be removed, with a sma...
	Trees
	There are 53 trees (889 caliper inches, measured by diameter at breast height) on the site, in varying health. The applicant has proposed to remove 13 (243.5 caliper inches) trees, one of which is a heritage tree (Norway Maple). City Code §936.04.A.2 ...
	The Norway Maple heritage tree intended for removal is 28 caliper inches in diameter. Heritage trees are required to be replaced at a 2:1 ratio according to City Code §936.04.A.1. The tree replacement plan takes into consideration the one heritage tre...
	Stormwater
	Given the slope of the two proposed lots from west to east, all drainage will flow to the east into the existing wetland on site. No new stormwater mitigation techniques are proposed as the sites comply with hardcover limits.
	Engineering Department Comments
	City wetland maps show that the wetland present on the east side of the property is a “Manage 3” wetland, requiring a 20-foot buffer. While the proposed plans appear to comply, with the new home on the northern lot proposed to be approximately 30 feet...
	Driveway connections to the street and utility connections to sewer and water mains would impact Ferndale Road and the sidewalk/trail. Impacts to and the restoration of Ferndale Road should be shown on an updated site plan. Existing and proposed sewer...
	Analysis of Application Requests
	Subdivision (§1001.02) The City’s Subdivision Ordinance regulates blocks, lots, easements, park dedication, sidewalks, streets, and utilities. No new blocks are created with this proposal. The proposed lots and utilities meet all of the standards of t...
	Easements
	The applicant will need to provide standard drainage and utility easements adjacent to all new property lines. The right-of-way easement over Ferndale Road is intended to be dedicated to the City.
	Park Dedication (§1006.15)
	As a prerequisite to final plat approval, applicants for a subdivision of land shall dedicate land for parks, playgrounds, public open spaces or trails and/or shall make a cash contribution to the City's Park Fund. When a subdivision is too small for ...
	Standards of Planning Commission Review of Application Requests
	Primary Questions to Consider:
	Action Steps
	Staff has analyzed the facts provided by the applicant in comparison with the criteria for approval. Staff has highlighted in bold the criteria that may require additional discussion with the Planning Commission.
	Subdivision Purpose (§1001.02.A):
	1. To encourage well planned, efficient and attractive subdivisions, by establishing adequate and impartial standards for design and construction.
	2. To provide for the health and safety of residents, by requiring properly designed streets and adequate sewer and water service.
	3. To place the cost of improvements against those benefiting from their construction
	4. To secure the rights of the public with respect to public lands and waters.
	5. To set the minimum requirements necessary to protect the public health, safety, comfort, convenience and general welfare.
	Subdivision Goals (§1001.02.B):
	1. Preserve and enhance Wayzata's "small town" character (Comprehensive Plan).
	2. Respect the existing scale, character and pattern of the City, recognizing existing neighborhoods and commercial areas (Wayzata Physical Plan).
	3. Provide a balanced housing supply available for all people no matter their income, age, race or ethnicity (Comprehensive Plan).
	4. Support a pedestrian environment at a human, not automotive scale (Wayzata Physical Plan).
	5. Relate development/redevelopment to the natural characteristics of the land to enhance the development through the preservation of attractive natural amenities (i.e., lakes, wetlands, creeks, wooded areas, slopes, etc.) (Comprehensive Plan).
	Subdivision Planning Commission Criteria (§1003.02.E)
	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 devel...
	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 Res...
	10. The proposed lot layout and building pads hall conform with all performance standards contained herein.
	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.
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