
 
 

Wayzata Planning Commission  
 

Meeting Agenda 
 

Monday, February 22, 2016 
 

Community Room, 
600 Rice Street East, 
Wayzata, Minnesota 

 
 
7:00 p.m. 1. Call to Order, Roll Call, and Approval of Minutes 

a. Approval of the January 4, 2016 Planning Commission Minutes 

b. Approval of the January 25, 2016 Planning Commission Minutes 

 
2. Regular Agenda Public Hearing Items: 

a. None 
 

3. Regular Agenda Old Business Items: 
a. Huntington Heights – 173 Huntington Ave S 

i. Concurrent Preliminary and Final Plat 
 

4. Other Items: 
a. Review of Development Activities 
b. Other items 

  
5. Adjournment 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NOTES:  1  Time(s) are estimated and provided for informational purposes only. 
 2   Members of the Planning Commission and some staff may gather at the Wayzata Bar and Grill 

immediately after the meeting for a purely social event.  All members of the public are welcome. 
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WAYZATA PLANNING COMMISSION 1 
MEETING MINUTES 2 

JANUARY 4, 2016 3 
 4 

 5 
AGENDA ITEM 1. Call to Order and Roll Call 6 
 7 
Chair Iverson called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 8 
 9 
Present at roll call were Commissioners: Young, Gruber, Gonazalez, Iverson, Murray and 10 
Flannigan.  Absent and excused: Commissioner Gnos.  Director of Planning and Building Jeff 11 
Thomson and City Attorney David Schelzel were also present.  12 
 13 

a.) Approval of the December 7th Planning Commission Minutes 14 
 15 
Commissioner Gonzalez made a motion, Seconded by Commissioner Gruber, to approve the 16 
December 7, 2015 Planning Commission Minutes as presented.  The motion carried 17 
unanimously. 18 
 19 

b.) Approval of the December 21st Planning Commission Minutes 20 
 21 
Commissioner Gruber stated on page 3, line 32, the word “widows” should be changed to 22 
“windows”. 23 
 24 
Commissioner Gruber made a motion, Seconded by Commissioner Gonzalez, to approve the 25 
December 21, 2015 Planning Commission Minutes as presented with Commissioner Gruber’s 26 
change.  The motion carried unanimously. 27 
 28 
 29 
AGENDA ITEM 2. Regular Agenda Public Hearing Items: 30 
 31 

a.) Holdridge Homes – 1405, 1407 and unaddressed parcel on Holdridge Terrace 32 
i. PUD Rezoning, Concurrent PUD Concept Plan and General Plan of 33 

Development, Preliminary Plat 34 
 35 
Mr. Thomson stated the applicant and property owner, Lake West Development, LLC has 36 
submitted a Development Application requesting rezoning from R-2/Medium Density Single 37 
Family Residential to PUD/Planned Unit Development, Concurrent PUD Concept Plan and 38 
General Plan Development approval, and preliminary plat review to subdivide the properties at 39 
1405 and 1407 Holdridge Terrace, and an unaddressed parcel on Holdridge Terrace for a seven 40 
(7) lot single-family residential development.  He stated the density would be consistent with the 41 
current Comprehensive Plan land use designation for this property.  He reviewed the plans 42 
submitted with the Development Application.  Mr. Thomson stated the Applicant would provide 43 
an extension to the sewer and water to provide services to all six (6) of the newly formed lots.  44 
He reviewed proposed Project and compared the plans to the R-2 lot standards and setback 45 
requirements.  He explained the purpose of a PUD as outlined in City Ordinance 801.33.1. 46 
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 1 
Commissioner Gonzalez asked what the proposed side yard setback between the homes would be 2 
and if lot coverage information had been provided. 3 
 4 
Mr. Thomson stated the side yard setback varies between the lots from 16 feet to 5 feet. The 5 
specific home footprints have not been provided but based on the impervious surface 6 
calculations, the lots would comply with the City’s lot coverage requirements.  7 
 8 
Chair Iverson asked if heights for the homes had been provided. 9 
 10 
Mr. Thomson stated the specific building heights are not indicated on the plans, and the Planning 11 
Commission could request this information be provided when the Commission reviews the 12 
project again. 13 
 14 
Commissioner Gonzalez asked how much fill the Applicant planned on bringing to the site.  She 15 
also stated that the information provided by the Applicant was difficult to read, and she requested 16 
that future applications provide more legible information for review. 17 
 18 
Chair Iverson stated based on her calculations, approximately 300 truckloads would be removed 19 
from the site and 40,000 cubic feet of dirt would need to be brought to the site. 20 
 21 
Commissioner Gruber asked if the proposed homes would be on slabs or have foundations. 22 
 23 
Mr. Thomson stated based on the plans submitted the homes are proposed to have basements. 24 
 25 
Mr. Reid Schultz, Landform Professional Services, 105 South 5th Avenue, Minneapolis, on 26 
behalf of the Applicant, provided additional background on the property and why the Applicant 27 
was back in front of the Planning Commission because a 3-lot subdivision was previously 28 
approved. He reviewed architectural renderings of possible homes for the properties.  He 29 
explained the homes were proposed to be slanted in order to maximize the views of the wetlands 30 
and screening from Wayzata Boulevard.  The homes would have either lookout basements or 31 
walkout basements.  He explained the Wetland Plan provided with the Application does meet the 32 
City’s standards for wetland buffers.  If the current wetland areas do not have adequate 33 
vegetation, they would provide additional native vegetation and grasses to enhance the buffer.  34 
Once the construction has been completed, signs would be posted indicating this was a wetland 35 
area and residents could not mow the area. 36 
 37 
Commissioner Gruber asked about the amount of trees that would be removed from the site. 38 
 39 
Mr. Schultz stated the Application documents had been provided to the City electronically if the 40 
Planning Commission needed to review these in greater detail.  The Applicant is proposing 41 
approximately 26% of the significant trees would be removed.  Mr. Schultz stated this is less 42 
than the tree loss that could occur if these lots were built on as they currently are arranged.  He 43 
noted with the PUD process, the Planning Commission and City Council does have the ability to 44 
limit the amount of tree loss.  He stated this proposal provides more affordable housing in 45 
Wayzata. 46 
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 1 
Commissioner Flannigan asked what the proposed homes would be valued at, and if a builder 2 
had been selected for the Project. 3 
 4 
Mr. Schultz stated the home values have not been determined yet and they have not identified a 5 
builder at this time. 6 
 7 
Chair Iverson opened the public hearing at 7:32 p.m. 8 
 9 
Ms. Merrily Babcock, 337 Reno Street, Wayzata, stated she had been unable to read the tree 10 
survey provided with the Application, and had been unable to get a larger copy at City Hall.  She 11 
stated 116 or approximately 50% of the trees marked on the survey are Ash trees that would die 12 
due to the Emerald Ash Borer, and this is in addition to the 26% they are proposing to remove.  13 
She stated that the Applicant is proposing to remove trees that include a 42-inch oak tree that 14 
would be 250-300 years old, a 25-inch oak, 30-inch oak, 33-inch cottonwood tree, 24-inch 15 
cottonwood tree, 27-inch cottonwood tree, and a 20-inch cottonwood tree.  If the Applicant is 16 
bringing in as much fill as they are proposing, she does not see a plan to protect other trees.  She 17 
stated that this is the entrance to Wayzata, and if this is substandard building where only the 18 
backs of the homes would be seen, it would not be improving Wayzata.  She recommended the 19 
Planning Commission review the material on the homes, prior to any homes being constructed.  20 
She asked who would police the wetland buffer once the project was complete to ensure the 21 
wetlands are protected.  She stated there is a stream on this property, and she does not see where 22 
the Applicant has taken this into consideration.  She said there is a State Statute that swamps 23 
cannot be filled, but it appears this is what the Applicant would be doing with the fill that is 24 
brought in and there are no mitigation methods in place.  The removal of all the trees would also 25 
be degrading the neighborhood due to the gases and noise coming off the Highway. 26 
 27 
Mr. Judd Nelson, 1515 Holdridge Terrace, Wayzata, stated he would like to see the DNR 28 
involved with the protection of the wetlands on the property.  He would like more clarification 29 
on the prices of the proposed homes because they are saying they would be affordable, but they 30 
do not know what they would be priced at.  He also expressed concerns on the preservation of 31 
the trees on the property because the more trees that are lost, the more noise there would be from 32 
the highway.    33 
 34 
Ms. Andrea Rey, 1409 Holdridge Terrace, Wayzata, expressed concerns about the density that 35 
was being proposed, and the value of the homes that would be built.  She said more houses will 36 
increase the traffic and the more trees that are removed, the more noise they would have from the 37 
highway. 38 
 39 
Chair Iverson closed the public hearing at 7:45 p.m. 40 
 41 
Commissioner Gruber stated there are eight (8) provisions in the Zoning Ordinance that include 42 
criteria for evaluating a proposed PUD. She stated she would not be able to make a 43 
recommendation to the City Council until all of these have been addressed, and she has not heard 44 
enough information from the Developer.  She expressed concerns about the density, with seven 45 
(7) homes proposed for the property.  The Developer is only showing two (2) styles of homes 46 
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that would be built on these parcels, and she would like to see more variety.  She also does not 1 
like having the backs of the homes being seen as the entrance to Wayzata.  She would like to see 2 
more creativity from the Developer to meet the ordinance’s criteria for a PUD. 3 
 4 
Commissioner Gonzalez added that a PUD should not be used as a way to not comply with the 5 
City’s Zoning Regulations and Ordinances.  She stated the Project is not in compliance with the 6 
City’s Comprehensive Plan for maintaining and enhancing tree coverage.  The Applicant is 7 
removing several trees, several of the Ash trees would be lost, and a number of trees would be 8 
damaged due to the amount of fill brought onto the site.  She stated she did like the use of shared 9 
driveways to reduce hardcover but she had been unable to really evaluate the Application 10 
because the copies provided were not legible.  As the Application is presented, she would not 11 
recommend approval; however, she had not been able to review all of the details of the 12 
Application.  She would like to have the tree preservation plan include details on how the 13 
Applicant plans to protect those trees that would remain.  She would also like to see a Landscape 14 
Plan, and more details about the wetland buffer including covenants or easements. 15 
 16 
Commissioner Young stated at this time he would not recommend approval because the 17 
Application contains several deviations from the Zoning Ordinance, and does not meet the 18 
standards for a PUD.  The trees in this area are a significant benefit to the City, and he would not 19 
support removing that many trees. 20 
 21 
Commissioner Flannigan stated it is the Applicant’s responsibility to know what they are 22 
proposing and they are unable to provide the fair market value of the homes they are proposing 23 
for these parcels.  He stated that this is a part of what the Commission is considering. 24 
 25 
Commissioner Murray stated the Application was less than aesthetically pleasing, and a couple 26 
of the homes will be very close together.  This Application does not fit in this area due to the loss 27 
of trees and does not fit in with the current homes in the area. 28 
 29 
Commissioner Young asked what would potentially happen on this site if there was not a PUD 30 
approved. 31 
 32 
Mr. Thomson stated the current lot configuration allows two (2) new homes to be constructed on 33 
the properties, one on each lot, and potentially a third on the easterly lot.  These homes would be 34 
subject to the setback requirements and wetland requirements.  They could potentially have a 35 
larger footprint.   He explained the impact on the trees may be less in this scenario because there 36 
would be less units, but this would not be known until plans were presented. 37 
 38 
Commissioner Gruber asked why the City originally zoned this area as R-2. 39 
 40 
Mr. Nelson stated when Highway 12 was upgraded to Highway 394, the government took land 41 
from this area. 42 
 43 
Chair Iverson expressed concerns about the buildable use of these parcels, and stated there 44 
should be additional work done with the DNR regarding the wetlands on the property.  She 45 
stated the PUD Ordinance also requires common open space, and there is no open space included 46 
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in the Application.   She stated her biggest concerns are density and how close the homes are to 1 
each other.  She explained the Commission would like additional information on: the lot 2 
coverage; height and square footage of the homes; value of the homes; the building materials; if 3 
the homes would be rentals or owner occupied; the wetland buffer;; and noise impacts to the 4 
neighboring homes once trees are removed.  She also requested a larger set of plans, so that the 5 
Commission can review the trees that would be removed, and a Landscape Plan.  She asked if 6 
the Applicant considered ways to layout the homes so that the garages were not shown.  She also 7 
asked the Applicant to provide additional information on how each of the provisions of the PUD 8 
Ordinance are being met, and to provide a Tree Preservation Plan including protection of the 9 
remaining trees. 10 
 11 
Mr. Curt Fretham, Lake West Development, 14525 Highway 7, Minnetonka, for the Applicant, 12 
stated they were looking at different development plans because these parcels are next to a 13 
Highway.  High density is usually located next to highways, but they had felt less density, 14 
smaller, more affordable homes would be appropriate in this area.  They have not decided on a 15 
builder yet so he would be hesitant to put a value on the homes at this time, but would estimate 16 
$400,000 to $600,000.   17 
 18 
Mr. Thomson stated the Commission could direct staff to prepare a draft report and 19 
recommendation to review and possibly adopt at their next meeting, or continue review and ask 20 
the Applicant to come back with the additional information requested by the Commission during 21 
this evening’s meeting. 22 
 23 
Commissioner Gruber made a motion, Seconded by Commissioner Gonzalez to continue the 24 
Application to the next Planning Commission meeting to allow the Applicant time to provide the 25 
additional information requested to the Commission.  The motion carried unanimously. 26 
 27 
 28 
AGENDA ITEM 3.  Regular Agenda Old Business Items: 29 
 30 

a.) None. 31 
 32 
 33 
AGENDA ITEM 4.  Other Items: 34 
 35 

a.) Review of Development Activities 36 
 37 
Mr. Thomson stated the agenda for the next Planning Commission meeting includes a review of 38 
proposed changes to the Parking Ordinance.  The next community Lake Effect meeting is 39 
scheduled for January 12.  The City Council is scheduled to review the design contract for the 40 
Mill Street parking ramp at its January 5 meeting. 41 
 42 

b.) Election of Chair and Vice-Chair 43 
 44 
Mr. Thomson reviewed the process for electing the Chair and Vice-Chair of the Planning 45 
Commission , as required under the Commission’s bylaws. 46 
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 1 
Commissioner Gonzalez stated she would not like to be considered for either Chair or Vice Chair 2 
position. 3 
 4 
Commissioner Gruber nominated Commissioner Iverson as Chair. 5 
 6 
Commissioner Iverson accepted the nomination. 7 
 8 
Commissioner Gonzalez nominated Commissioner Gruber as Vice Chair. 9 
 10 
Commissioner Gruber accepted the nomination. 11 
 12 
Commissioner Flannigan made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Murray to elect 13 
Commissioner Iverson to serve as Chair.  The motion carried unanimously. 14 
 15 
Commissioner Young made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Murray to elect 16 
Commissioner Gruber to serve as Vice Chair.  The motion carried unanimously.  17 
 18 

c.) Other Items 19 
 20 
Mr. Thomson introduced new Planning Commissioners Murray and Flannigan. 21 
 22 
 23 
AGENDA ITEM 5.  Adjournment. 24 
 25 
Commissioner Gruber made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Young, to adjourn the 26 
meeting.    27 
 28 
Commissioner Gonzalez asked who would attend the next Heritage Preservation Board meeting.   29 
 30 
Commissioner Flannigan recommended a schedule be established for Commissioner’s to attend 31 
these meetings. 32 
 33 
Chair Iverson suggested Mr. Thomson develop a schedule for Commissioners to attend the 34 
Heritage Preservation Meetings. 35 
 36 
Commissioner Gonzalez stated she would attend the next meeting. 37 
 38 
The motion to adjourn was called to a vote.  The motion passed unanimously.  39 
 40 
The meeting was adjourned at 8:38 p.m. 41 
 42 
Respectfully submitted, 43 
 44 
Tina Borg 45 
TimeSaver Off Site Secretarial, Inc. 46 
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WAYZATA PLANNING COMMISSION 1 
WORKSHOP MEETING MINUTES 2 

JANUARY 25, 2016 3 
 4 

 5 
AGENDA ITEM 1. Call to Order and Roll Call 6 
 7 
Chair Iverson called the meeting to order at 7:20 p.m. 8 
 9 
Present at roll call were Commissioners: Gonzalez, Iverson, Murray and Flannigan.  Absent and 10 
excused: Commissioner Young, Gruber, and Gnos.  Director of Planning and Building Jeff 11 
Thomson and Interim City Manager Doug Reeder were also present.  12 
 13 
 14 
AGENDA ITEM 2. Workshop Items: 15 
 16 

a.) Amendment to the City of Wayzata Zoning Ordinance related to Off-Street 17 
Parking and Loading (City Code Section 801.20) 18 

 19 
Mr. Thomson stated on December 5, 2015, the City Council accepted the Downtown Parking 20 
Study, and directed City Staff to move forward with the parking ordinance amendments and the 21 
establishment of the downtown parking and mobility district recommended in the Report.  The 22 
parking ordinance amendment would be an implementation component of the larger Downtown 23 
Parking Project.  The proposed ordinance amendment would update the City’s Off-Street 24 
Parking and Loading section of the Zoning Ordinance (City Code Section 801.20).  Mr. 25 
Thomson reviewed the history and background of parking in the City, actions taken by the City 26 
Council in regards to the Parking Project, parking ratios, shared parking recommendations, and 27 
the proposed Parking and Mobility District in the downtown area.  He asked the Planning 28 
Commission to also consider if the parking standards should be applied citywide or just to the 29 
downtown area, and if the parking requirements should be reduced for office, restaurant, and 30 
retail uses. 31 
 32 
Commissioner Flannigan asked if the costs for the parking and mobility district would be shared 33 
between residential and commercial. 34 
 35 
Mr. Thomson stated the costs would be shared by commercial properties, not residential, and that 36 
the costs would be based on the square footage of the buildings. 37 
 38 
Commissioner Gonzalez asked if the parking and mobility district included controlling traffic 39 
through Lake Street or if it was only parking.  She would like to see the commuter traffic 40 
redirected from Lake Street to allow those who are in Wayzata to visit the downtown area. 41 
 42 
Mr. Thomson explained the parking and mobility district would not address traffic control with 43 
signals or transportation improvements, but it could include way-finding signage.  The City is 44 
having a traffic study done with a focus on Wayzata Boulevard and how to navigate traffic from 45 
Wayzata Boulevard to the Mill Street Ramp without using Lake Street. 46 
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 1 
Commissioner Murray asked if any of the surrounding communities utilized a parking and 2 
mobility district. 3 
 4 
Mr. Thomson stated the City of Hopkins, the City of Edina, and the City of Minneapolis utilize 5 
special service districts.  6 
 7 
Commissioner Gonzalez stated the City had talked about taking a fee in lieu of parking for the 8 
future construction of a parking ramp.  She asked if this had already been done or if it would be 9 
implemented at this time. 10 
 11 
Mr. Thomson explained establishing a parking and mobility district could allow the City to 12 
implement and enforce a payment in lieu of parking option for all commercial properties in the 13 
district.  This would not be retroactive but would be in effect for redevelopment or new 14 
development projects. 15 
 16 
Commissioner Gonzalez stated if businesses are allowed to lease stalls in the parking ramp to 17 
satisfy the parking requirements then these spots are not available for patrons of the downtown 18 
area.  These stalls could end up sitting empty. 19 
 20 
Mr. Thomson stated the stalls would not be signed for specific businesses. 21 
 22 
Chair Iverson asked for clarification on self-park and not self-park terms used in the discussions 23 
of by projectwith the City Council. 24 
 25 
Mr. Thomson stated self-park would be when a site provides all of the parking required on their 26 
property and does not need public parking to meet the requirements. 27 
 28 
Chair Iverson asked who would be responsible for the capital improvements to the public 29 
parking. 30 
 31 
Mr. Thomson stated this is a City expense.  The City is looking to finance the ramp through a 32 
number of different options.  33 
 34 
Commissioner Flannigan stated using Edina’s parking ratio for restaurants skews the average 35 
because they would have more traffic than Wayzata would, based on their location.  He asked 36 
why Edina had been used as a reference for Wayzata’s ratios, knowing Edina had a parking 37 
issue, and if it should be included in the calculations. 38 
 39 
Chair Iverson stated the other communities used in the calculations were not seasonal like 40 
Wayzata, and this needs to be factored into how the City determines the amount of parking that 41 
will be required. 42 
 43 
Commissioner Flannigan asked if SRF had planned for 75% occupancy or 100% occupancy 44 
during the peak season. 45 
 46 
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Mr. Thomson stated the typical approach to parking requirements is to have parking needs met 1 
85% of the time. 2 
 3 
Commissioner Iverson stated she would like a table added to the materials that reviewed the 4 
seasonal peak and off seasonal peak requirements, in order to understand the value of adding a 5 
parking ramp at the City’s expense. 6 
 7 
Commissioner Gonzalez stated office uses are not seasonal, and the current ratio is too high. The 8 
City can look at reducing this requirement to as low as 3 stalls per 1,000 square-feet. 9 
 10 
Commissioner Flannigan stated businesses are reducing the amount of space they need per 11 
employee, and this could bring the number of parking stalls required more in line with what the 12 
City currently requires. 13 
 14 
Commissioner Iverson stated the number of telecommuters has increased and the financial 15 
companies in Wayzata occupy large spaces. 16 
 17 
Commissioner Gonzalez stated historically the office spaces in the community have large 18 
parking lots that are not filled to capacity. 19 
 20 
Commissioner Flannigan asked if the Merrill Lynch parking ramp was accessible after business 21 
hours for public use. 22 
 23 
Mr. Thomson stated this ramp is part of the Carisch property and there is a public easement over 24 
this ramp that allows public parking. The easement expires in 2017.  25 
 26 
Commissioner Murray asked if the proposed new parking ratios considered people coming to the 27 
area via bus or taxi. 28 
 29 
Mr. Thomson stated this is something that can be looked at when determining the ratios but it is 30 
not included in the proposed new ratio calculation. 31 
 32 
Chair Iverson stated she would like to see this information and any information pertaining to 33 
what SRF looked at for future parking needs.  Businesses are changing the way they do business 34 
and she wants to be sure this was considered by SRF when determining the parking ratios. 35 
 36 
Commissioner Gonzalez stated the staff documents do review the estimate of future parking 37 
demand based on proposed land uses.  In the 2014 report, the consultant had done actual 38 
observations in the area and this had determined the actual usage was lower than estimated. 39 
 40 
Chair Iverson asked if the future redevelopment scenarios had been included when calculating 41 
the parking ratios.  She also asked if these redevelopment scenarios were something that would 42 
occur in the City. 43 
 44 



PC012516- 4 

Mr. Thomson stated these were just scenarios the consultant had looked at, not necessarily what 1 
will occur.  He reviewed the Urban Land Institute’s (ULI) model for shared parking calculations.  2 
The calculations look at daily and weekly peaks but not seasonal peaks. 3 
 4 
Chair Iverson stated the 85% occupancy for retail between 6pm and midnight is not an accurate 5 
estimate for the community because most of the retail businesses close at 6pm.  She stated if the 6 
Planning Commission is to understand the parking needs of Wayzata, then the data should be 7 
reflective of Wayzata not just generalized data. 8 
 9 
Mr. Thomson stated based on input from the Commission, it sounds like the Commission would 10 
support reducing the overall parking requirements in the City.  He asked if the Commission 11 
would apply the new parking ratios to the entire City, or just to the downtown area.  He stated 12 
the City currently has the ability to approve shared parking through a Conditional Use Permit 13 
(CUP) but the proposed changes could provide guidelines on how to calculate shared parking for 14 
development projects. 15 
 16 
Commissioner Gonzalez asked if the Boatworks parking agreement for parking across the street 17 
from the Boatworks property would meet the requirements in Section 801.20.5.D. of not being 18 
more than 300-feet from the main entrance. 19 
 20 
Mr. Thomson stated he would need to look into this.  The City has approved the CUP for the 21 
property, and the parking was part of that approval. 22 
 23 
Commissioner Murray stated he was not sure the shared parking and parking ratios should be 24 
applied to areas outside of downtown. 25 
 26 
Commissioner Iverson suggested the City look at other modes of transportation beyond the 27 
trolley to shuttle people to the downtown area. 28 
 29 
It was the general consensus of the Commission to support the proposed reduced parking ratios 30 
and shared parking options. 31 
 32 
Commissioner Gonzalez asked if Section 801.20.4 of the City’s current ordinance is compliant 33 
with the State Statute. 34 
 35 
Mr. Thomson stated this section does not comply with State Statute. 36 
 37 
Commissioner Gonzalez stated Section 801.20.7 had never been implemented. 38 
 39 
Mr. Thomson stated Section 801.20.7 would be removed as part of the proposed changes 40 
because this would be addressed by the Mobility and Management District standards. 41 
 42 
Commissioner Gonzalez stated Section 801.20.9 requires landscaping for parking areas and there 43 
are parking areas in the City that do not have landscaping.  She would recommend the City either 44 
enforce the landscaping requirement or remove it from the Ordinance.  She asked for 45 
clarification on Section 801.20.9.D.3 for using seating to calculate required parking space. 46 
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 1 
Mr. Thomson explained for places that do not have individual seating, 18” of seating space 2 
would be considered a seat. 3 
 4 
Commissioner Gonzalez pointed out that when calculating parking requirements for office 5 
buildings, the current ordinance uses the square-footage of the building, but for places like a 6 
church they are counting the number of people or seats in the building, not the square-footage.  7 
She stated these items should be clarified in the proposed Ordinance. 8 
 9 
Commissioner Flannigan asked if the parking requirements could be based on the Fire Marshal’s 10 
maximum capacity. 11 
 12 
Commissioner Gonzalez stated she would like to see plans for snow storage or removal included 13 
in development applications.  She stated Section 801.20.10.C. should be better defined as to what 14 
the setback requirement is.  15 
Mr. Thomson stated Staff would provide the requested information discussed at this workshop to 16 
the Planning Commission at the February 22 meeting along with a redlined copy of the 17 
Ordinance for review. 18 
 19 
Commissioner Flannigan asked if this proposed Ordinance addressed bicycle parking. 20 
 21 
Commissioner Gonzalez stated the City’s Design Standards required commercial sites to provide 22 
bicycle parking. 23 
 24 
Chair Iverson asked if the Commission could review and discuss the December 15, 2015 25 
Wayzata Downtown Parking Project report prepared by SRF Consulting. 26 
Commissioner Flannigan asked why the parking lot at city hall and library are not included in the 27 
parking study done by SRF Consulting.  28 
 29 
Mr. Thomson stated this is a public parking, and he would check into this for the Commission.  30 
He stated this area is included in Phase II of the Mobility Management District. 31 
 32 
Chair Iverson stated according to figure 13 on page 15 of the Downtown Parking Project report,  33 
the City would have a surplus of 116 parking stalls with the Mobility Management District and 34 
this would not include the ramp. 35 
 36 
Mr. Thomson explained this would be the case if the City applied the ratios of the proposed 37 
Ordinance. Those ratios would produce a surplus of 116 stalls but this is not an observed 38 
number.  The demand does not change based on the ratio calculations used. 39 
 40 
Chair Iverson asked Mr. Thomson to explain the financing of the ramp. 41 
 42 
Mr. Thomson reviewed the funding sources available to the City as outlined on page 4 of the 43 
Wayzata Downtown Parking Project Report, including the TIF options.  The City would provide 44 
up to $2.4 million in up front financing, and the remaining costs could come from other existing 45 
TIF districts in the downtown area.  46 
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 1 
Commissioner Gonzalez stated the Planning Commission should not consider the financing 2 
options for the parking ramp because this is not part of amending the parking standards in the 3 
Zoning Ordinance. 4 
 5 
Commissioner Flannigan asked how the construction of a ramp would impact the Lake Effect 6 
Project. 7 
 8 
Mr. Thomson stated the City Council does need to be aware of the Lake Effect Project and how 9 
many parking stalls this might require in this area. 10 
 11 
It was the general consensus of the Commission to move forward with the proposed changes to 12 
Section 801.20 of the Zoning Ordinance, and bring the item back to the Commission for review.  13 
 14 
 15 
AGENDA ITEM 3.  Other Items: 16 
 17 

a.) Review of Development Activities 18 
 19 
Mr. Thomson stated the City Council would be reviewing a home design at its next regular 20 
meeting for one of the lots in the 4-lot subdivision on the east side of Circle A Drive.  The 21 
Council had approved this subdivision in 2008.  Recently these lots have started selling and 22 
homes are being constructed on the lots.  In 2008, the City Council had approved the subdivision 23 
application that included a 1-story to 1 ½-story home design for these sites.  The people who 24 
recently bought Lot 3 of the subdivision have expressed concerns that they did not have notice of 25 
any requirement that the home could only be 1-story to 1 ½-story in height, and this discrepancy 26 
came to light when they applied for a building permit to construct a 2-story home on the lot. 27 
 28 
Chair Iverson stated the homes on the east side of the alley are tall, and she asked Mr. Thomson 29 
to look at the height of these homes. 30 
 31 
Mr. Thomson stated the Commission would be reviewing another 2-lot subdivision at their 32 
February 1 meeting. 33 
 34 

b.) Other Items 35 
 36 
Chair Iverson provided an update of the City Council meeting on January 5. 37 
 38 
Commissioner Gonzalez asked where the City was on adopting the Tree Preservation Ordinance. 39 
 40 
Mr. Thomson stated this is scheduled to go back to the City Council by spring, with the revisions 41 
the Council had requested to the Ordinance. 42 
 43 
Chair Iverson suggested adding a review of the Subdivision Ordinance to a future Planning 44 
Commission workshop. 45 
 46 
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Commissioner Gonzalez requested the Planning Commission also review the Fence Ordinance. 1 
 2 
Commissioner Flannigan asked if the schedule had been completed for members of the Planning 3 
Commission to attend the Heritage Preservation Board meetings.  He asked if there was guidance 4 
in the City’s ordinances regarding permeable pavers.   5 
 6 
Mr. Thomson stated impervious surface regulations are in the Zoning Ordinance and how this is 7 
calculated comes from the Water Resources Management Plan.   This would be added to a future 8 
Planning Commission agenda. 9 
 10 
Commissioner Gonzalez stated the Design Standards require a planter with seasonal planting by 11 
the main entrances of buildings but garbage bins are replacing these.  She would like to see this 12 
requirement enforced in the City. 13 
 14 
Chair Iverson asked if Walgreens was still open until midnight. 15 
 16 
Mr. Thomson stated this had only been during the holiday season, and the City would be 17 
monitoring the situation to ensure that it would not occur again. 18 
 19 
 20 
AGENDA ITEM 4.  Adjournment. 21 
 22 
Commissioner Gonzalez made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Flannigan, to adjourn the 23 
meeting.   The motion passed unanimously.  24 
 25 
The meeting was adjourned at 9:05 p.m. 26 
 27 
Respectfully submitted, 28 
 29 
Tina Borg 30 
TimeSaver Off Site Secretarial, Inc. 31 
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Date: February 19, 2016 
 
To:  Planning Commission 
 
From: Jeff Thomson, Director of Planning and Building 
 
Subject: Huntington Heights Subdivision, 173 Huntington Ave S 
 
Application Information 
The applicant and property owner, Bruno Silikowski, has submitted a development application 
to subdivide the property at 173 Huntington Ave S into two single-family residential lots. The 
existing house and detached garage on the property would be removed, and two new homes 
would be constructed. The application includes preliminary house plans for the new house on 
Lot 1, but the applicant does not have preliminary house plans for Lot 2 at this time.  
 
Planning Commission Review 
The Planning Commission reviewed the subdivision application and held a public hearing at its 
meeting on February 1, 2016. After discussing the application, the Planning Commission 
directed staff to prepare a Planning Commission Report and Recommendation recommending 
approval of the concurrent preliminary and final plat for a two lot subdivision at 173 Huntington 
Ave S with the additional conditions and recommendations: conformance with the hard cover 
requirements, conformance with the height requirements, payment of the park dedication fee, 
and submission of house plans for Lot 2 when they are developed for City approval and a 
recommendation for the Applicant to include a Landscape Plan for review.  
 
The applicant has submitted a landscape plan, as requested by the Planning Commission. 
 
Planning Commission Action 
City staff has drafted the attached Planning Commission Report and Recommendation. Staff 
recommends that the Planning Commission adopt the draft Planning Commission Report and 
Recommendation. 
 
Attachments 

• Draft Planning Commission Report and Recommendation 
• Landscape Plan 
• February 1, 2016 Planning Report and Attachments 

 
 
 
 
 



 
WAYZATA PLANNING COMMISSION 

 
February 22, 2016 

 
DRAFT REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION ON APPLICATION FOR SUBDIVISION 

AT 173 HUNTINGTON AVE S 
 

 
 
 
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION 
 

• Approval* of Preliminary and Final Plat 
 
* subject to certain conditions noted in Section 4 of this Report 

 
 

 
 
REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION 
 
Section 1. BACKGROUND 
 
1.1 Project.  Bruno Silikowski (the “Applicant” and “Owner”) has submitted a 

development application requesting subdivision into two (2) single-family 
residential lots (the “Application”) at 173 Huntington Ave S (the “Property”). 

 
1.2 Application Request.  As part of the Application, the Applicant and Owner is 

requesting approval of the following items: 
 

A. Concurrent Preliminary and Final Plat Review to subdivide one (1) lot into 
two (2) lots (the “Subdivision”) (City Code Sections 805.14 and 805.15) 

 
1.3 Property.  The property identification number and owner of the affected property 

(the “Property”) are: 
 

173 Huntington Ave S 06-117-22-41-0065 Bruno Silikowski 

 
1.4 Land Use. All uses on adjacent properties are single-family homes. The 

properties to the north, east, south, and west are zoned R-3A/Single and Two 
Family Residential District.   

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

published in the Wayzata Sun Sailor on January 21, 2016, and notices were 



CITY OF WAYZATA Draft PC Report and Recommendation Page 2 
 

mailed to all properties within 350 feet of the Property on January 21, 2016.  The 
required public hearing was held at the February 1, 2016 Planning Commission 
meeting.  

 
1.6 Planning Commission Action.  The Planning Commission reviewed the 

Application and held a public hearing on February 1, 2016.  The Planning 
Commission voted six (6) in favor and zero (0) opposed to direct staff to prepare 
a draft Planning Commission Report and Recommendation recommending 
approval of the Subdivision with conditions.   
 

Section 2. STANDARDS 
 
2.1 Preliminary Plat Criteria (Section 805.14.E) 
 

The Planning Commission shall consider possible adverse effects of the 
preliminary plat. Its judgment shall be based upon, but not limited to, the 
following factors: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
2.2 Parkland Dedication Fee (Section 805.37) 
 
 Section 805.37 of the Subdivision Ordinance requires a parkland dedication of 

land or fee in lieu for new single family lots at the time of recording of the Final 
Plat.  As the proposed Subdivision creates one (1) new lot, the Applicant would be 
required to dedicate land or pay a fee in lieu for the one (1) new lot.  

 
2.3 Premature Subdivision (Sections 805.16-18) 

The Subdivision Ordinance requires the City Council to deny any preliminary plat 
of a proposed subdivision deemed premature for development.  Section 805.16.  
The burden is on the applicant to show that the proposed subdivision is not 
premature.  Section 805.18.  Under Section 805.17 of the Subdivision Ordinance, 
a subdivision may be deemed premature should any of the conditions listed in 
Section 805.17 exist, including inadequate drainage, inadequate water supply, 
inadequate roads, inadequate waste disposal systems, and inconsistency with 
the Comprehensive Plan, in ability to provide public improvements, and MEQB 
policies. 
 

2.4 Concurrent Preliminary/Final Plat 
Section 805.15 of the Subdivision Ordinance allows the City to review the 
preliminary and final plat simultaneously.  

 
Section 3. FINDINGS  
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Based on the Application materials, staff reports, public comment presented at the 
hearing, and Wayzata’s Zoning and Subdivision Ordinances, the Planning Commission 
of the City of Wayzata makes the following findings of fact with respect to the 
Subdivision: 
 
3.1 Preliminary Plat Criteria: 

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

Subdivision conforms to the Low Density Residential land use guidance of 
the Comprehensive Plan for the Property. In addition, the proposed lots 
meet the lot requirements of the R-3A/Single and Two Family Residential 
zoning district.  

 
B. The building pad for Lot 1 is appropriately located to minimize impacts to 

natural resources, and would not negatively impact any sensitive areas. 
 

C. The building pad for Lot 1 has been selected and located with respect to 
natural topography to minimize filling or grading. 

 
D. Existing significant trees would be retained where possible on the 

Property. As part of the Project, there would be a net reduction of five (5) 
trees of a sixteen (16) significant trees on Lot 1, but new trees would be 
planted to offset this reduction. 

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

character of the City, its neighborhoods, or its commercial areas as it 
would be consistent with the surrounding area in terms of lot area.   

 
F. The design of the lots, the proposed building pads, and the site layout of 

the Subdivision responds to and is reflective of the surrounding lots and 
neighborhood character.   

 
G. The lot sizes that result from the Subdivision would not be dissimilar from 

adjacent lots or lots found in the surrounding neighborhood. The proposed 
lots conform with and exceed the R-3A District and Comprehensive Plan 
minimums for lot area.  

 
H. The preliminary house plans for Lot 1 reflect and are similar to the 

architectural appearance, scale, mass, proportion and scale of roof line 
and functional plan of existing buildings in the surrounding neighborhood. 

  
I. The Design Standards outlined in the Zoning Ordinance do not apply to 

residential development.  
 

J. The proposed lot layout and building pads of the Subdivision would 
conform will all relevant performance standards.  
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K. The Subdivision is not likely to tend to or actually depreciate the values of 

neighboring properties in the area in which it is proposed.  
 

L. The Subdivision would be accommodated with existing public services, 
primarily related to transportation and utility systems, and will not 
overburden 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 Subdivision 
as set forth in the Application (Attachment A), subject to all of the following 
conditions: 

 
A. The lots must meet the maximum hardcover requirement outlined in the R-

3A zoning district.  
 
B. The homes must meet the maximum building height requirement outlined 

in the R-3A zoning district.  
 
C. The Applicant must pay a park dedication fee in lieu of land under Section 

805.37 of the Subdivision Ordinance for one (1) new single-family lot prior 
to the City releasing the final plat for recording at Hennepin County.   

 
D. The Owner must dedicate a public right of way easement to the City for 

the area of Lot 2 that is encumbered by the existing public alley, prior to 
the City releasing the final plat for recording at Hennepin County.  

 
E. The owner of Lot 2 must submit preliminary house plans for review and 

approval by the Planning Commission and City Council for compliance 
with the Subdivision and Zoning Ordinances prior to submitting a building 
permit application to the City for construction of the new house.  

 
F. The grading plan for Lot 1 must be revised with the building permit 

application to preserve the significant trees identified as #144 and #171 on 
the tree survey, subject to review and approval by the city engineer.  

 
G. The home built on Lot 1 must be consistent with the preliminary house 

plans submitted with the Application in terms of number of stories, building 
height, floor area ratio (FAR), building pad location, and basement type.   

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

and follow all laws and regulations applicable to the Project. 
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I. All expenses of the City of Wayzata, including consultant, expert, legal, 
and planning incurred must be fully reimbursed by the Applicant. 

 
Adopted by the Wayzata Planning Commission this 22nd day of February, 2016. 
 

 
             

      Chair, Planning Commission 
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Attachment A 
 

Subdivision as set forth in the Application 
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Planning Report 

Wayzata Planning Commission  
February 1, 2016 

 
 
Project Name: Huntington Heights 
File Number:   PR 2016-02 
Applicant/Owner:   Bruno Silikowski 
Addresses of Request:  173 Huntington Ave S 
Property ID #s: 06-117-22-41-0065 
Prepared by:   Jeff Thomson, Director of Planning and Building 
Planning Commission Review: February 1, 2016 
City Council Review:  March 2, 2016 (Tentative) 
“60 Day” Deadline:  March 16, 2016 
 
 
Section 1. Development Application 
 
1.1. General. The applicant and property owner, Bruno Silikowski, has submitted a 

development application to subdivide the property at 173 Huntington Ave S into 
two single-family residential lots. The property has a total area of 28,525 square 
feet. The property has street frontage along Huntington Avenue on the east, 
Circle Drive East on the south, and a public alley on the west.  
 
There is one existing house and detached garage on the property, which are 
located on the far north side of the lot. The existing house has its driveway 
access from the public alley. As part of the development application, the existing 
house and detached garage would be demolished, and two new homes would be 
constructed with access from the public alley. 
 
The applicant is proposing to construct a new house on Lot 1, the northerly lot. 
The applicant has submitted preliminary house plans for the new house. The 
applicant intends to sell Lot 2 for construction of a new house, and staff has had 
a preliminary meeting with a potential buyer for that lot. However, the applicant 
does not have preliminary house plans for the new home on Lot 2.  
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Along with the development application, the following plans are included with the 
application and attached to this Report as Attachment A: 

• Existing conditions survey 
• Preliminary plat, erosion control/grading plan, and tree survey 
• Final plat 
• Preliminary house plans for Lot 1 

 
1.2 Application Requests. 

As part of the submitted development application, the applicant is requesting 
approval of the following items: 
 
A. Concurrent Preliminary and Final Plat Review to subdivide one lot into two 

lots. (City Code Sections 805.14 and 805.15) 
 

1.3 Project Location. 
The property is located on the northwest corner of the Huntington Ave S/Circle 
Drive East intersection.    

 
Map 1: Project Location. 
 

 

Project Location 
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The property identification number and owner of the property are as follows: 

 
173 Huntington Ave S 06-117-22-41-0065 Bruno Silikowski 

 
1.4 Relevant Property Information 
  

Current zoning: R-3A/Single and Two Family Residential District 
Comp plan designation:  Low Density Single Family   
Total project area: 28,525 sq. ft. or 0.65 acres 

 
1.5 Surrounding Land Uses. 

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

Direction Adjacent Use Zoning Comp Plan Land Use 
Designation 

North Single-family homes R-3A Low Density Single Family 
East Single-family homes R-3A Low Density Single Family 
South Single-family homes R-3A Low Density Single Family 
West Single-family homes R-3A Low Density Single Family 

 
1.6 Public Hearing Notice. 

Zoning Ordinance Section 805.14.B require the Planning Commission to hold a 
public hearing on the Preliminary Plat application.  The Notice of Public Hearing 
was published in the Wayzata Sun Sailor on January 21, 2016.  A copy of the 
Notice of Public Hearing was also mailed to all property owners located within 
350 feet of the subject Property on January 21, 2016.  

 
Section 2. Analysis of Application 
 
2.1 Comprehensive Plan Guidance. 

The property is guided in the City’s Comprehensive Plan for Low Density 
Residential. The Low Density Residential land use category represents the single 
family detached neighborhoods, with an allowed density range of one (1) to four 
(4) units per acre or less. The total property size is 0.65 acres, and the project 
would have a gross density of 3.1 units per acre, which is consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan land use designation.  

 
2.2  Zoning. 

The Property is currently zoned R-3A/Single and Two Family Residential District. 
The following table outlines the lot requirements for the R-3A district, and the 
proposed lot standards: 
 
Table 1: Proposed Lots 
 Lot area Lot width Lot depth 
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(sq. ft.) 
R-3A Requirements 9,000 (min.) 60 ft. (min.) 100 ft. (min.) 

Lot 1 14,500 101 ft. 150 ft. 
Lot 2 14,025 171 ft. 152 ft. 

 
Table 2: Proposed Homes 
 Front 

setback Side setback Rear 
setback 

Lot 
coverage 

Hard 
surface 

Height 
Maximum 

R-3A  20 ft. 
(min) 

10 ft. 
(min) 

20 ft. 
(min) 

30% 
(max.) 

35% 
(max.) 

2 stories 
or 32 ft. 

Lot 1 26 ft. 11 ft. (north) 
30 ft. (south) 35 ft. 21.7% 33.7% 34 ft.* 

Lot 2 Undetermined 
 

2.3 House Plans 
The plans submitted with the application include detailed elevations and floor 
plans for the new house on Lot 1. The proposed house would be two levels with 
a full basement. The proposed house would meet the setback, lot coverage, and 
impervious surface requirements of the R-3A district. However, the proposed 
house would not meet the maximum building height requirement. In the R-3A 
zoning district, the maximum building height is measured from the average grade 
plane to the peak of the roof, not the midpoint. The proposed house would be 34 
feet in height from grade to the roof peak. The plans would need to be revised so 
that the house does not exceed 32 feet.  
 

2.4  Tree Inventory. 
The application materials include a tree inventory of the property, which shows a 
total of 30 trees on the property having a minimum diameter of 6 inches.   In 
addition, there are three large oak trees that are included on the tree inventory, 
but are located on the property to the north. The property includes a wide variety 
of species: Spruce, Mulberry, Maple, Elm and Oak. The tree preservation plan 
indicates that 7 trees, or 23% of the site’s trees, would be removed for 
construction of the home on Lot 1. An additional 4 to 6 trees would be removed 
for the preliminary house footprint shown on Lot 2. However, without a final 
house design for Lot 2, the exact tree removal is undetermined at this time. The 
tree preservation plan for Lot 2 would be reviewed when the house plans for Lot 
2 are submitted.  
 
City staff has reviewed the tree preservation plan and believes there is an 
opportunity to preserve additional trees on Lot 1. Trees 144 and 171 are outside 
of the footprint of the proposed house, but would be removed based on the 
proposed grading. Staff believes there is an opportunity to adjust the site grading 
in order to preserve these two additional trees, and minimize grading within the 
critical root zone area.  
 

Section 3. Applicable Code Provisions for Review 
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3.1 Preliminary Plat Criteria (Section 805.14.E) 
 

The Planning Commission shall consider possible adverse effects of the 
preliminary plat. Its judgment shall be based upon, but not limited to, the 
following factors: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

standards contained herein. 
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11. The proposed subdivision or lot combination shall not tend to or actually 
depreciate the values of neighboring properties in the area in which the 
subdivision or lot combination is proposed. 

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

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

 
3.2 Parkland Dedication Fee (Section 805.37) 
 
 Section 805.37 of the Subdivision Ordinance requires a parkland dedication of 

land or fee in lieu for new single family lots at the time of recording of the Final 
Plat.  As the proposed Subdivision creates one (1) new lot, the Applicant would be 
required to dedicate land or pay a fee in lieu for the one (1) new lot.  

 
3.3 Premature Subdivision (Sections 805.16-18) 

The Subdivision Ordinance requires the City Council to deny any preliminary plat 
of a proposed subdivision deemed premature for development.  Section 805.16.  
The burden is on the applicant to show that the proposed subdivision is not 
premature.  Section 805.18.  Under Section 805.17 of the Subdivision Ordinance, 
a subdivision may be deemed premature should any of the conditions listed in 
Section 805.17 exist, including inadequate drainage, inadequate water supply, 
inadequate roads, inadequate waste disposal systems, and inconsistency with 
the Comprehensive Plan, in ability to provide public improvements, and MEQB 
policies. 

 
Section 4. Action Steps. 
 
After considering the items outlined in this report and the public hearing held at the 
meeting, the Planning Commission should direct staff to prepare a Planning 
Commission Report and Recommendation, with appropriate findings, reflecting a 
recommendation on the application for review and adoption at the next Planning 
Commission meeting.  
 
Attachments: 
Attachment A: 

• Existing conditions survey 
• Preliminary plat, erosion control/grading plan, and tree survey 
• Final plat 
• Preliminary house plans for Lot 1 
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