
 
 

Wayzata Planning Commission  
 

Meeting Agenda 
 

Monday, November 21, 2016 
 

Community Room 
600 Rice Street East 
Wayzata, Minnesota 

 
6:00 p.m. Workshop Meeting  
 

1. Discuss 2017 Planning Commission Work Plan 
 
7:00 p.m. Regular Meeting 
 

1. Call to Order & Roll Call 
 

2. Approval of Agenda 
 
3. Approval of Minutes 

a. October 17, 2016 Meeting 
b. November 7, 2016 Meeting 

 
4. Old Business Items: 

a. Meyer Place on Ferndale – 105 Lake Street E 
• Rezoning, PUD Concept and General Plans, and Design Review 

 
5. New Business Items: 

a. Urness Residence – 1443 Westwood La S 
• Review of House Plans 

 
6. Other Items: 

a. Review of Development Activities 
b. Next Meeting is December 5, 2016 

  
7. Adjournment 
 
 

NOTES: 1   Members of the Planning Commission and some staff may gather at the Wayzata Bar and Grill 
immediately after the meeting for a purely social event.  All members of the public are welcome. 
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WAYZATA PLANNING COMMISSION 1 
DRAFT MEETING MINUTES 2 

OCTOBER 17, 2016 3 
 4 

 5 
AGENDA ITEM 1. Call to Order and Roll Call 6 
 7 
Chair Iverson called the meeting to order at 7:02 p.m. 8 
 9 
Present at roll call were Commissioners: Gruber, Gonzalez, Iverson, Murray, Flannigan and 10 
Gnos.  Absent: Commissioner Young.  Director of Planning and Building Jeff Thomson and City 11 
Attorney David Schelzel were also present.  12 
 13 
 14 
AGENDA ITEM 2. Approval of Agenda 15 
 16 
Commissioner Gonzalez made a motion, Seconded by Commissioner Gruber to approve the 17 
October 17, 2016 meeting agenda as presented.  The motion carried unanimously. 18 
 19 
 20 
AGENDA ITEM 3. Approval of Minutes 21 
 22 

a.) September 19, 2016 Planning Commission Meeting 23 
 24 
Commissioner Gonzalez requested the minutes of the September 19, 2016 meeting be amended 25 
as follows: on page 9, line 10, insert “a” prior to the word “home” and on page 11, line 31 26 
replace “benefit” with “burden”. 27 
 28 
Commissioner Gruber made a motion, Seconded by Commissioner Flannigan to approve the 29 
September 19, 2016 Planning Commission meeting minutes as amended by Commissioner 30 
Gonazalez.  The motion carried unanimously. 31 
 32 

b.) October 3, 2016 Planning Commission Meeting 33 
 34 
Commissioner Gonzalez made a motion, Seconded by Commissioner Murray to approve the 35 
October 3, 2016 Planning Commission meeting minutes as presented.  The motion carried 36 
unanimously. 37 
 38 
 39 
AGENDA ITEM 4. Old Business Items: 40 
 41 

a.) None. 42 
 43 
 44 
AGENDA ITEM 5. Public Hearing Items: 45 
 46 
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a.) Ovsyannikova Addition – 15610 Holdridge Rd E 1 
i.Preliminary and Final Plat Subdivision 2 

 3 
Director of Planning and Building Thomson stated the property owners, Anna Ovsyannikova and 4 
Yengeniy Ogranovich, have submitted a development application to subdivide the property at 5 
15610 Holdridge Rd E into two (2) single-family residential lots.  The existing house would 6 
remain and one (1) new home would be constructed on the new lot.  The proposal requires 7 
preliminary and final plat review.  The proposed lots would meet the minimum lot requirements 8 
for the R-2 Zoning District.  The proposed subdivision plans also provide the location and 9 
footprint of the proposed house, which would meet the requirements of the R-2 Zoning District 10 
for setbacks, lot coverage, and impervious surface.  The applicant has submitted house plans for 11 
the new home on Lot 2.  The proposed house would be 2-stories in height but would exceed the 12 
building height limit of the R-2 Zoning District due to the significant topography change from 13 
the front of the home to the rear of the home.  To be approved, the home plans would need to be 14 
adjusted to meet the height requirements for this district.  The proposed plans show the removal 15 
of 12 total trees, 11 significant trees and 1 heritage tree, with24.8% of the inches of significant 16 
trees and 23.1% of the inches of heritage trees being removed.  Under the City’s Tree 17 
Preservation Ordinance, the plans would not require mitigation for the significant tree removal, 18 
but would require replacement of 81-inches of trees for the 1 heritage tree that would be 19 
removed. 20 
 21 
Commissioner Gonzalez stated there is a large oak tree along the road and driveway that is 22 
marked to be removed but it is not being considered as a heritage tree.  She asked why this tree 23 
was not being replaced. 24 
 25 
Commissioner Flannigan asked what the grade change was from the street level to the back of 26 
the proposed home. 27 
 28 
Mr. Thomson stated the street is at an elevation of 977-feet and the garage floor is at 969-feet 29 
and the basement walkout is at 959-feet and the yard continues to slope downward from this 30 
point. 31 
 32 
Commissioner Flannigan asked if the rear yard would be usable or if it would be filled. 33 
 34 
Mr. Thomson stated the only grading proposed is in the one corner in the rear of the home.  They 35 
are not proposing to fill or grade the back of the property. 36 
 37 
The Applicant, Ms. Anna Ovsyannikova, 15610 Holdridge Road E, Wayzata, stated they have 38 
removed all of the buckthorn from the property, and the present property is too large for them to 39 
maintain. They would not use this portion of the property.  The proposed grading and retaining 40 
walls will address the runoff problems that affect neighboring properties.  She explained the 41 
wider cement board used for the exterior of the proposed home is also used in two (2) of the 42 
neighboring homes.   43 
 44 
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The Applicant, Mr. Yengeniy Ogranovich, 15610 Holdridge Road E, Wayzata stated this would 1 
be a good opportunity for the neighborhood to have this portion of the lot maintained as a new 2 
single family lot and kept clean.   3 
 4 
Ms. Ovsyannikova stated the driveway is laid out in the proposed plat to preserve the three (3) 5 
large oak trees that are in this area of the property.   6 
 7 
Mr. Thomson clarified the trees Commission Gonzalez referenced earlier as being removed are 8 
not going to be removed, but are marked as being in the City’s right-of-way. 9 
 10 
Commissioner Gonzalez asked if the applicant had removed any trees from the property that 11 
were not buckthorn. 12 
 13 
Ms. Ovsyannikova stated they had removed a large oak tree that was very close to the existing 14 
home in March of this year.  This particular tree was damaged and cracked down the middle.  15 
This made the tree dangerous and unstable. 16 
 17 
Commissioner Gruber asked how much fill would be brought onto the property. 18 
 19 
Ms. Ovsyannikova stated based on the comments from the general contractor and architect, they 20 
would use the dirt that would be removed for the walkout home for fill on the property.  She 21 
explained they had evaluated the property and the house location to ensure they would not need 22 
to excavate too much or bring in too much fill. 23 
 24 
Mr. Ogranovich stated they may have a need for 1-2 loads of fill.   25 
 26 
Commissioner Gonzalez stated the proposed home does not meet the height requirements for the 27 
District.  She asked if this would be changed. 28 
 29 
Ms. Ovsyannikova stated she had not been aware the height did not meet the requirements, and 30 
she would be meeting with the architect and would ask him to adjust the height to meet the 31 
requirements.   32 
 33 
Mr. Thomson stated the height requirement is 30-feet to the mid-point and 35-feet to the peak.  34 
The proposed home is 42-feet to the peak. 35 
 36 
Commissioner Flannigan asked why the lot was “L” shaped.  He also asked what had gone into 37 
the design of the home because it does not look interesting. 38 
 39 
Ms. Ovsyannikova stated they decided to split the property and create a second lot in such a way 40 
as to meet the required lot size and leave a portion of the flat part of the property with the 41 
existing structure, so there would be usable back yard space for both properties.  She stated that 42 
most of the homes on the Wayzata side are 1950s ranch style homes with straight lines.  The 43 
proposed home was designed to keep with this concept and blend with the neighborhood.  They 44 
would be creating interest by using different siding colors, white trim and accents, and stone.  45 
The windows are located in the back of the home so that they could enjoy the wooded property 46 
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and there is nothing to look at on the sides of the property so they did not put windows in these 1 
areas.  They could put in additional windows to add architectural interest. 2 
 3 
Chair Iverson asked how high the retaining walls were. 4 
 5 
Ms. Ovsyannikova stated the retaining walls would be approximately 2-3 feet in height and 6 
would be needed to support the driveway.   7 
 8 
Commissioner Gonzalez asked if there would be a patio attached to the proposed home because 9 
the property is almost at the maximum for hard cover. 10 
 11 
Ms. Ovsyannikova stated they were considering a small one off the kitchen. 12 
 13 
Mr. Ogranovich stated they are planning to have a patio on the back of the home by the walk out. 14 
 15 
Chair Iverson asked Mr. Thomson if the property were sold, and the new owners would want to 16 
bring in fill for the backyard, if this would come back to the Planning Commission for review.  17 
There are several open questions regarding the lot. 18 
 19 
Commissioner Flannigan asked if the owner would have to build the home proposed. 20 
 21 
Mr. Thomson stated if there is a change to the grading in the backyard, it would require 22 
administrative review of a grading permit. There are standards in the City’s Ordinances 23 
regarding drainage, grading, storm water management and the amount of fill that can be brought 24 
onto a property before it would require Council approval. Mr. Thomson stated that adding the 25 
home design as a condition of approval to the subdivision is a policy and practice question, and 26 
the Planning Commission could include a recommendation to the Council regarding that.    27 
 28 
Ms. Ovsyannikova stated they would like to have the Commission consider allowing them to do 29 
a small amount of grading to make the backyard of both lots a little flatter.   30 
 31 
Commissioner Gonzales stated that if there is additional dirt moved this would affect the trees on 32 
the property and the City does have a Tree Preservation Ordinance in effect.   33 
 34 
Ms. Ovsyannikova stated they would work with their landscape specialist to see what they could 35 
do and work with the Watershed District to find out what can be planted in this area.  She 36 
provided building material samples for the Commission to consider. 37 
 38 
Chair Iverson opened the public hearing at 7:40 p.m. 39 
 40 
Mr. Alex Clingaert, 15804 Holdridge Road E, Wayzata, stated he had concerns about how this 41 
project would affect the character of the neighborhood.  Part of the character of the neighborhood 42 
is the large lots with space between homes.  Subdividing this property would not meet the City’s 43 
goal of low density housing in this area, because it would be adding housing. 44 
 45 
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Mr. Tony Shink, 15600 Holdridge Road E, Wayzata, stated he is also concerned about this 1 
subdivision setting precedent for other properties in the neighborhood to subdivide and create 2 
more housing in the neighborhood.  More housing in the neighborhood would impact the streets 3 
and the plumbing in this neighborhood as well.  He asked if there was adequate infrastructure to 4 
support these properties subdividing.   5 
 6 
Ms. Suzanne Candell, 15804 Holdridge Road E, Wayzata, stated the proposed lot was 70% 7 
smaller than the average lot size for the surrounding properties.  She stated based on the 8 
inventory there would be two (2) heritage trees removed, not one as suggested.  This would 9 
change the character of the neighborhood as well.  It appears that there have been several other 10 
trees removed from the site prior to the application.  Because of the wetlands, she would like to 11 
see a more comprehensive environmental study performed before there are any decisions 12 
regarding this project.  According to Hennepin County Natural Resources map there is an 13 
Ecological Significant area noted on this property. 14 
 15 
Ms. Ann Glad, 15611 Holdridge Road E, Wayzata, stated the notice letter she had received from 16 
the City had stated there would be a lot width variance requested as part of the Application, and 17 
she has not heard any discussions on this. 18 
 19 
Chair Iverson stated there had been a miscalculation on the lot width, and a variance was not 20 
needed for the lot width. 21 
 22 
There being no one further who wished to speak, Chair Iverson closed the public hearing at 7:49 23 
p.m. 24 
 25 
Commissioner Gonzalez stated she had received an email from Bob Ambrose, 15803 Holdridge 26 
Road E, and he expressed concerns about the number of trees that have been removed from the 27 
property prior to this application.   28 
 29 
Commissioner Gruber stated there is environmental significance that the City was not aware of.  30 
She asked if Staff was aware of this significance. 31 
 32 
Mr. Thomson stated the City had reviewed this aspect of the Application, and the wetland 33 
referenced has been delineated. Based on this, there is a 30-foot buffer between the wetland and 34 
the proposed redevelopment.  He would check with the City Engineer to ensure the buffer is 35 
accurate, but can confirm that the City Engineer has reviewed the plans and does not see any 36 
problems with this aspect of the plans.   37 
 38 
Commissioner Gonzalez asked what requirements the City had for the wetlands when there 39 
would be a lot of grading and fill brought to the site.   40 
 41 
Mr. Thomson stated as part of any building permit application, the City requires an erosion 42 
control plan that indicates measures that would be used to prevent erosion onto surrounding 43 
properties and into the wetland during construction. The City monitors the erosion controls 44 
throughout construction to ensure that they are functioning properly. If there are problems with 45 
any of the erosion controls, the contractor or homeowner is required to fix the problem. 46 
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 1 
Commissioner Gruber stated the subdivision would create two (2) smaller lots, and based on the 2 
surrounding properties these smaller lots may not be in the character of the neighborhood.   3 
 4 
Commissioner Gonzalez stated she had reviewed the requirements of the Subdivision Ordinance 5 
and this proposal does not meet several of the requirements.  Item 2 of the requirements states 6 
building pads that result from a subdivision or lot combination shall preserve sensitive areas such 7 
as lakes, streams, wetlands, wildlife habitat, trees and vegetation.  She is not convinced that the 8 
trees that are to be preserved would survive redevelopment given the topography of the lot.  She 9 
expects there would be a lot of grading and a lot of fill, and the Commission does not have this 10 
information.  Item 4 states existing stands of significant trees shall be retained where possible, 11 
and Item 5 stated the creation of a lot or lots shall not adversely impact the scale, pattern or 12 
character of the City, its neighborhoods, or its commercial areas.  The proposal has a significant 13 
impact on the significant trees on the property because these will not be replaced, and the smaller 14 
lots created would change the character of the neighborhood.  She would not recommend 15 
approval of this project because it does not meet the letter or the spirit of the Ordinance. 16 
 17 
Commissioner Flannigan stated just because the property can be divided to make two (2) 18 
conforming lots does not mean that it should be done.  The remaining lot would be awkward.  19 
There is a reason the property is set up the way it is with the existing home located in the front 20 
corner of the property.  He does not believe the proposed home would fit with the character of 21 
the neighborhood, and the project does not meet the requirements of the Ordinance.   22 
 23 
Commissioner Murray stated this project would not fit with the character of the neighborhood, 24 
even though it meets all the lot zoning requirements.  He would not recommend approval of the 25 
project. 26 
 27 
Commissioner Gnos stated the applicant has worked hard on this project and is not economically 28 
driven.  The neighbors do not support the project, and they are the ones that are directly 29 
impacted.  His feeling is that this project does not make sense for this neighborhood.   30 
 31 
Chair Iverson stated she would not recommend approval of the project because the lot sizes do 32 
not meet the aesthetics and character of the neighborhood.   33 
 34 
Commissioner Gonzalez made a motion, Seconded by Commissioner Flannigan to direct Staff to 35 
prepare a Planning Commission Report and Recommendation recommending denial of the 36 
Preliminary and Final Plat Subdivision to subdivide the property 15610 Holdridge Road E based 37 
on the findings discussed at the meeting.  The motion carried unanimously. 38 
 39 
 40 
AGENDA ITEM 6.   Other Items: 41 
 42 

a.) Review of Development Activities 43 
 44 
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Director of Planning and Building Thomson stated the City Council is meeting on October 18, 1 
and they will be reviewing several of the development applications the Commission has seen 2 
recently at that time.  There is a Volunteer Appreciation dinner on November 17.    3 
 4 
Commissioner Flannigan asked that the City Council be asked to look at what is happening with 5 
the trees.  He is concerned that people have the ability to cut down trees prior to bringing an 6 
application for development to the City.  There is a gap in the Tree Ordinance and homeowner’s 7 
rights.  If this gap is not addressed, then the Tree Ordinance is not effective.   8 
 9 
Chair Iverson asked if the City’s trees should be included in the Tree Preservation plan, and 10 
noted that this is something that the City Council will have to determine. 11 
 12 
Mr. Thomson stated the City Council did have a workshop on the Tree Ordinance, and there are 13 
two (2) primary issues related to the Commissioners’ comments: First, the policy decision of the 14 
Council as to whether or not homeowners that are not proposing construction should be allowed 15 
to remove trees without restrictions, and (2) how this affects development applications.  At the 16 
workshop, the Council confirmed that the Ordinance is written as intended by Council, and that a 17 
homeowner should be allowed to remove trees on their property without restriction if they are 18 
not doing any construction.  The City Council did ask Staff to look at adding a “look back” and a 19 
“look forward” clause to the Ordinance to address the removal of trees prior to submitting a 20 
development application.  21 
 22 
Commissioner Gonzalez stated she would like to see the Commissions look into how they treat 23 
lots that meet all the setback and lot dimension requirements except there is a steep slope on the 24 
property that would make development difficult.  There is a provision in the Lake Overlay 25 
District, and this may be something that should be applied to the entire City. 26 
 27 
Commissioner Gruber stated the last Council meeting included discussions on the City Budget, 28 
the dissolution of the Communications Advisory Board, and the Beacon Five project that the 29 
Planning Commission had reviewed.   The City Council approved the project with the condition 30 
that the Garrison Landing and Beacon Five work to put trees between the two properties.  The 31 
City Council also had the first reading of the Floodplain Ordinance amendment.   32 
 33 

b.) Next Meeting is November 7, 2016 34 
 35 
Mr. Thomson noted that the next meeting of the Planning Commission is scheduled for Monday, 36 
November 7, 2016 at 7pm. 37 
 38 
AGENDA ITEM 7.  Adjournment. 39 
 40 
Commissioner Gruber made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Murray to adjourn the 41 
meeting.  The motion carried unanimously. 42 
 43 
The Planning Commission meeting was adjourned at 8:18 p.m. 44 
 45 
Respectfully submitted, 46 
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Tina Borg 2 
TimeSaver Off Site Secretarial, Inc. 3 
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WAYZATA PLANNING COMMISSION 1 
DRAFT MEETING MINUTES 2 

NOVEMBER 7, 2016 3 
 4 

 5 
AGENDA ITEM 1. Call to Order and Roll Call 6 
 7 
Chair Iverson called the meeting to order at 7:02 p.m. 8 
 9 
Present at roll call were Commissioners: Young, Gruber, Gonzalez, Iverson, Murray, Flannigan 10 
and Gnos.  Absent: None.  Director of Planning and Building Jeff Thomson and City Attorney 11 
David Schelzel were also present.  12 
 13 
 14 
AGENDA ITEM 2. Approval of Agenda 15 
 16 
Commissioner Gruber made a motion, Seconded by Commissioner Gonzalez to approve the 17 
November 7, 2016 meeting agenda as presented.  The motion carried unanimously. 18 
 19 
 20 
AGENDA ITEM 3. Approval of Minutes 21 
 22 

a.) None. 23 
 24 
 25 
AGENDA ITEM 4. Old Business Items: 26 
 27 

a.) Ovsyannikova Addition – 15610 Holdridge Rd E 28 
i. Preliminary and Final Plat Subdivision 29 

 30 
Chair Iverson stated the applicant had requested to speak to the Planning Commission. 31 
 32 
Applicant, Ms. Anna Ovsyannikova, 15610 Holdridge Road E, Wayzata, stated the biggest 33 
concern the Planning Commission had expressed at its previous meeting was that the smaller lots 34 
and increased density would change the character of the neighborhood.  She provided pictures 35 
that showed where the proposed home would sit and how this would fit with the character of the 36 
neighborhood.  She noted other properties in the neighborhood are “L” shaped and elongated.  37 
She stated that the Commission had also expressed concerns that other properties in this 38 
neighborhood would subdivide if the application was approved, but explained this is not possible 39 
because other properties do not have the same opportunities this particular lot has such as 40 
available frontage. 41 
 42 
Applicant, Mr. Yengeniy Ogranovich, 15610 Holdridge Road E, Wayzata, stated there are no 43 
other properties in the neighborhood that have a large frontage.  He stated the character of the 44 
neighborhood is in the frequency of the homes, and not the actual lot sizes, because the size of 45 
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the lot cannot be seen from the street.  If there is another home along the street, it would add to 1 
the character of the neighborhood.   2 
 3 
Ms. Ovsyannikova explained how they planned to use the hill and slope of the property in their 4 
design, and how there were other homes built using this same hill.  They had talked with several 5 
builders.  She stated the roof of one of the homes in the neighborhood is the only thing visible 6 
from the street due to how the home sits in the sloped topography of the property.  She clarified 7 
the property has a very small section of wetland.  They had hired a professional company to 8 
produce a delineation report, and during construction there are particular guidelines on how to 9 
protect these wetlands.  They will have a large buffer and a temporary fence to protect the 10 
wetland area.  She clarified that there would not be damage to the trees outside of those 11 
designated for removal and if there were, then these trees would be replaced with code 12 
appropriate replacement trees.  She stated the number of trees previously removed from the 13 
property had been overstated by the neighbors.  They had removed all of the damaged and 14 
diseased trees.  They did not remove any trees that should not have been removed.  They 15 
replaced all of the trees that had been removed. The property looks cleaned, maintained and 16 
woodsy.  The neighbors had complimented them on the cleanup, and they had discussed the 17 
subdivision with neighbors prior to making an application and there had been no complaints.  18 
She was surprised to have these neighbors complain during the public hearing.  The project is 19 
meeting all of the City’s zoning requirements, and they are not seeking any variances. 20 
 21 
Mr. Ogranovich stated the height of the home had been modified to meet the zoning 22 
requirements. 23 
 24 
Commissioner Gonzalez stated she had made her vote on the recommendation based on the 25 
information they had at the last meeting, and the information presented tonight was new.  She 26 
asked what her options were because she had made a good faith decision at the last meeting. 27 
 28 
City Attorney Schelzel stated the vote at the last meeting does not constrain how the 29 
Commissioners vote tonight.  The vote at the last meeting had been to direct staff to prepare a 30 
draft report and recommendation of denial based on the information available as of the last 31 
meeting.  The Commission has new information and responses from the applicant for the 32 
concerns that had been presented, and the Commission can take this information into account as 33 
it votes tonight.  The Commission could vote to adopt the draft report with a recommendation for 34 
denial, or they could direct staff to prepare a new draft report and recommendation of approval if 35 
they feel the new information changes their recommendation on the application.   36 
 37 
Commissioner Flannigan stated there is not an opportunity for the neighbors that are in favor of 38 
the project to speak.  He asked if there would be another opportunity for a public hearing for this 39 
project. 40 
 41 
Mr. Schelzel stated all of the public had an opportunity to speak on the project at the public 42 
hearing that had been held at the Commission’s last meeting in October.  Generally, when an 43 
application goes to the City Council, the Council gives the public another opportunity to speak 44 
on the application.   45 
 46 
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Commissioner Flannigan stated he stands behind his concerns expressed at the previous meeting, 1 
and would recommend denial of the application. 2 
 3 
Commissioner Gonzalez stated her recommendation is not based on the public comments alone.  4 
She looks at the City’s codes and applies these standards to the application.  Based on the 5 
information this application does not meet the requirements of the code for the reasons stated at 6 
the previous meeting.  There is no information on the amount of fill that would be brought to the 7 
site or the amount of grading that will be required.  She would recommend adopting the draft 8 
report and recommendation of denial as presented.  9 
 10 
Commissioner Gruber stated she would also stand by the denial recommendation based on the 11 
comments from the previous meeting. 12 
 13 
Commissioner Murray stated based on the information presented, he would not recommend 14 
denial.  Aesthetically this project would fit into the character of the neighborhood and enhance 15 
the neighborhood. 16 
 17 
Commissioner Gnos stated based on the information presented he would reconsider his decision 18 
at the last meeting to recommend denial of the application.   19 
 20 
Commissioner Young stated the request is reasonable, and he would support the application. 21 
 22 
Chair Iverson stated she would recommend denial based on the City’s code standards, grading, 23 
public comments and Commission comments from the previous meeting. 24 
 25 
Commissioner Murray stated the applicant had informed them that the grading and fill would be 26 
minimal. 27 
 28 
Chair Iverson stated they did not have the exact information in front of them. 29 
 30 
Commissioner Flannigan made a motion, Seconded by Commissioner Gruber to adopt the 31 
Planning Commission Report and Recommendation, as presented, recommending denial of the 32 
proposed subdivision and preliminary and final plat at 15610 Holdridge Road E.  The motion 33 
carried: 4 ayes – 3 nays (Young, Murray, Gnos). 34 
 35 
 36 
AGENDA ITEM 5. Public Hearing Items: 37 
 38 

a.) Meyer Place at Ferndale – 105 Lake Street E 39 
i. Rezoning, PUD Concept and General Plans, and Design Review 40 

 41 
Director of Planning and Building Thomson stated the applicant, Homestead Partners, and the 42 
property owner, Meyer Properties, have submitted a development application to redevelop the 43 
Meyer Brothers Dairy at 105 Lake Street E.  The development application includes demolition of 44 
the existing vacant commercial building and construction of a new 3-story building.  The 45 
building would include up to 21 residential condominium units and 52 underground enclosed 46 
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parking spaces.  As part of the application, the applicant is requesting approval of Rezoning from 1 
C-4A to PUD/Planned Unit Development, Concurrent PUD Concept and General Plan of 2 
Development, and Project Design.  The proposed project deviates from two of the requirements 3 
of the current C-4A zoning district, relating to height and uses, which could be permitted in a 4 
PUD District.  Specifically, the C-4A district has a maximum building height of 30feet or 2-5 
stories, and requires that at least 50 percent of the building frontage on the Lake Street ground 6 
level must be for retail or service commercial uses.  It also requires that new buildings on Lake 7 
Street must be developed with more than one of the following uses: retail, service, residential, 8 
and office.  The applicant is requesting a rezoning to PUD to allow for a taller building, and the 9 
proposed building would be 100 percent residential use, not meeting the retail, service, and 10 
mixed use requirements of the C-4A zoning district.  The proposed project also does not meet 11 
several of the City’s design standards, including building recession, façade transparency, 12 
Ferndale sidewalk, building materials, and roof color, thus requiring deviation approval.  The 13 
proposed project provides 2.5 parking stalls per dwelling unit, which meets the requirements of 14 
the City’s Parking Ordinance.  He clarified the maximum number of units that would be allowed 15 
would be 21 if the project is approved. 16 
 17 
Commissioner Gonzalez asked if the City Engineer had reviewed the Storm Water Management 18 
Plan for the project. 19 
 20 
Mr. Thomson stated the City Engineer had reviewed the original plan, and he would verify if 21 
there were any changes required.  There is some environmental contamination on this site, and 22 
the applicant is not able to do infiltration. So, they have amended the plans to provide stormwater 23 
management through filtration, and this had been previously approved by the City Engineer. 24 
 25 
Applicant’s architect and representative, Mr. Tim Whitten, Whitten Associates, 4159 Heatherton 26 
Place, Minnetonka, stated the current development plan is based on the comments from the 27 
Planning Commission, City Council and neighbors during the previous application process.  He 28 
reviewed the key differences from the previous application, including a reduction in the building 29 
mass, reduction in the number of units, removal of the roof patio to reduce the height, 30 
introduction of garden areas, removing guest parking on the north side, a prairie style four-sided 31 
architecture, a step back for the third level on all elevations, and space at the corner of Lake 32 
Street and Ferndale dedicated for public benefit.  He noted that they have met with the neighbors 33 
and received positive feedback.  He reviewed the Design Standards deviations requested, and 34 
explained the reasons for requesting the deviations. He explained they would be willing to 35 
expand a 5-foot sidewalk to join the driveway from the neighborhood.  He said City Engineer 36 
Kelly will ensure the Storm Water Management Plan meets the City’s requirements. 37 
 38 
Commissioner Gruber asked if 1800 square feet would be the smallest unit size available, and 39 
what the price range would be for these units. 40 
 41 
Mr. Whitten stated the smallest unit would probably be approximately 1800 square feet.  They 42 
have not priced out the building yet, so he could not give an accurate price point, but right now it 43 
is about $500 square foot retail.   44 
 45 
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Commissioner Gonzalez thanked Mr. Whitten for working with the neighbors and addressing 1 
their concerns.  She asked if guest parking would be in the underground garage. 2 
 3 
Mr. Whitten stated there is short term parking available along Lake Street and overnight guest 4 
parking in the parking garage. 5 
 6 
Commissioner Gonzalez stated the Design Standards require a bicycle rack for commercial 7 
developments and this is a commercial site.  She asked where this would be placed. 8 
 9 
Mr. Whitten stated there is a bicycle rack in the parking structure.  He stated they could also 10 
include this is the public space if the Commission wants. 11 
 12 
Commissioner Gonzalez asked how far the building is setback from the property line. 13 
 14 
Mr. Whitten stated they are 5-feet on the south or Lake Street side, 20-feet from the north, 10-15 
feet from the east, and 5-feet from west.  Along Lake Street, the sidewalk goes to the lot line then 16 
there is 5-feet for the planter and then the building.  He explained the car wash on the property to 17 
the east is 2-feet from the property line. So, it makes it look like their building is close to the car 18 
wash, but they are actually 10-feet from the property line at the closest points. 19 
 20 
Commissioner Flannigan asked if the single drive in and out of the garage would create any type 21 
of traffic concerns with cars going in and out at the same time.  He also asked why they would 22 
have the pond. 23 
 24 
Mr. Whitten stated the drive is 16-feet wide so there would not be any problems.  The single 25 
drive just means there is only one entrance to the underground parking.  He stated the pond is a 26 
detention pond to hold the water while the ground filtrates it, and would essentially be a rain 27 
garden. 28 
 29 
Commissioner Flannigan asked if Mr. Whitten would recommend planting trees in the 30 
boulevard. 31 
 32 
Mr. Whitten stated he would recommend planting trees in the boulevard, but he does not think a 33 
12-foot wide sidewalk is necessary.  He would recommend a narrower sidewalk and more green 34 
space. 35 
 36 
Chair Iverson asked if the building residents would be able to wash their cars in the underground 37 
garage and if so, is it included in the storm water management plans. 38 
 39 
Mr. Whitten stated they are currently discussing this option as part of the common area and if 40 
this would be something residents would want.  Once the project is approved they will discuss 41 
this with potential buyers.  He stated if they do proceed with a car wash, they would be sure to 42 
include this in the storm water management plan and the City Engineer will ensure they do 43 
everything to meet the code. 44 
 45 
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Commissioner Flannigan stated it was a nuisance to have a tree in the middle of the sidewalk, 1 
and it was not visually appealing if these spaces were empty because the tree had died. 2 
 3 
Chair Iverson stated they could consider having these trees outside of the sidewalk so they are 4 
healthier. 5 
 6 
Commissioner Gonzalez asked if this project would tax the City’s services, such as sewer and 7 
water. 8 
 9 
Mr. Thomson stated at a macro level, the Comprehensive Plan looks at these services and the 10 
projected needs of an area. The units within this project are within the number of units projected 11 
for this site in the Comprehensive Plan.   12 
 13 
Chair Iverson asked if Mr. Whitten would consider a double unit window on the north elevation, 14 
so that it looks less industrial. 15 
 16 
Mr. Whitten stated as they advanced through the floor plans this was happening.  They are 17 
treating this side the same as the rest of the building.  Single windows are usually in bathrooms 18 
and dressing rooms.   19 
 20 
Chair Iverson opened the public hearing at 8:23 p.m. 21 
 22 
There being no one wishing to address the Planning Commission, Chair Iverson closed the 23 
public hearing at 8:24 p.m. 24 
 25 
Commissioner Young stated this was a spectacular design, and the balance with the 26 
neighborhood input and stakeholders was noted.  He would support the design deviations 27 
requested. 28 
 29 
Commissioner Gruber stated she does not support this project because of the mass of the 30 
building on this site.  There are a lot of expensive condominiums in the City, and they do not 31 
need more.  She would like to see more green space on the site, and something besides 32 
condominiums.   33 
 34 
Commissioner Gonzalez stated the Council would need to decide how many condominiums are 35 
too many, and how much development the City wants.  She expressed concerns over the traffic 36 
this project would generate.  She does agree that this is a difficult site, and it would be difficult to 37 
develop as a commercial site. There is too much retail and office space in the City currently.  38 
This proposal is a good use of the site, and she appreciated there were no variance requests with 39 
the application.  She stated the only design deviation she is concerned about is the setback for the 40 
second floor.  This standard was established to break up the height of large buildings on Lake 41 
Street.   42 
 43 
Commissioner Murray stated the vision the City has for density for this area would have to be 44 
discussed by the City Council.  The east side of Lake Street does not have the lake feel or the 45 
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Wayzata feel because of the large buildings.  He expressed concerns on the true amount of 1 
density the City is going to hit.  He does like the look of the building proposed. 2 
 3 
Commissioner Flannigan stated he likes the changes that have been made with the current 4 
proposal, and appreciates the reduction in density.  He expressed concerns about the scale and 5 
mass for residents on the Ferndale side of the building.  The value or affordable housing is 6 
something that needs to be addressed by the City and not property owners.  He stated he would 7 
support the project as presented. 8 
 9 
Commissioner Gnos stated he liked the progress of the project, and the finished product would 10 
be a better benefit for the City and residents.  He appreciated the applicants looking at the 11 
landscape and the willingness to extend the sidewalk.  He would support this project. 12 
 13 
Chair Iverson asked how the Commission felt about no retail in this location and this end of Lake 14 
Street.  She does like the design of the building but would like something with more of a lake 15 
feeling with separate entrances, and with less mass and scale.  She does not think that these 16 
options have been explored.  She expressed concern that the City is losing sight of affordable 17 
housing.  A different type of building may help the retail business in Wayzata in the winter 18 
months. 19 
 20 
Commissioner Young stated this is on the cusp of single family housing and is a dangerous 21 
intersection for people.  Having a restaurant or coffee shop would add another element of traffic 22 
coming in and out of this site, and increasing the need for more parking.  This type of retail could 23 
make a dangerous area more dangerous for the residents.   24 
 25 
Chair Iverson stated this is at the bike trailhead and could be an opportunity for retail.   26 
 27 
Commissioner Murray stated the nearby car wash and the pink building would be other 28 
opportunities for potential retail in this area. 29 
 30 
Commissioner Flannigan stated retail use would be a decision that the City Council would need 31 
to make.  This is a transition area, and retail would not have to be included in this project.  He 32 
stated the economics today made retail and office space on the first floor difficult to have. 33 
 34 
Commissioner Gruber would recommend the City Council look at the density and affordable 35 
housing in Wayzata.  This is a dangerous area, and this building is massive and would create 36 
more traffic in this area.  More visioning for this area may be needed. 37 
 38 
Commissioner Young made a motion to direct Staff to prepare a draft Planning Commission 39 
Report and Recommendation with appropriate findings recommending approval for the 40 
Rezoning from C-4A to PUD/Planned Unit Development, Concurrent PUD Concept and General 41 
Plan of Development Review, and Design Review with the requested deviations. 42 
 43 
Chair Iverson asked if the Commission would want to add a condition that the City Engineer 44 
review and approve the Storm Water Management Plans. 45 
 46 
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Commissioner Young asked if the Commission would want to also recommend the applicant 1 
work with the adjacent property’s Townhome Association to extend the sidewalk. 2 
 3 
Mr. Schelzel asked if the Commission would want to recommend a different sidewalk width as 4 
well. 5 
 6 
Mr. Thomson stated if the Commission’s direction was to explore something less than the 12-7 
foot sidewalk with the grass boulevard, then this would be a deviation, and the applicant would 8 
need to look at it.  This is feedback the applicant can explore. 9 
 10 
Commissioner Young stated this could be something the applicant brought to the City Council 11 
during the next step. 12 
 13 
Commissioner Young made a renewed motion, Seconded by Commissioner Flannigan, to direct 14 
Staff to prepare a draft Planning Commission Report and Recommendation with appropriate 15 
findings recommending approval for the Rezoning from C-4A to PUD/Planned Unit 16 
Development, Concurrent PUD Concept and General Plan of Development Review, and Design 17 
Review with the requested deviations as submitted for Meyer Place at Ferndale located at 105 18 
Lake Street E.   19 
 20 
Commissioner Gonzalez urged the applicant consider the second-floor setback along Lake Street. 21 
 22 
The motion carried: 4 ayes – 3 nays (Gruber, Iverson, Murray). 23 
 24 
 25 
AGENDA ITEM 6.   Other Items: 26 
 27 

a.) Review of Development Activities 28 
 29 
Director of Planning and Building Thomson stated that November 17 was the City’s annual 30 
Volunteer Appreciation Dinner at City Hall.  He noted that the City is working with the applicant 31 
for the Bushaway Road Third Addition project, and the City Council will review the 15610 32 
Holdridge subdivision at the next Council meeting.  The City Council did approve the Parking 33 
Ramp, and construction activity at the site has started.  The construction contract is for a no roof 34 
parking ramp, but the City is looking at potential funding for the roof option to be added in the 35 
future.  The City Council also approved the plans and specifications for the proposed new cell 36 
tower at the Middle School, and this will be a December to February Planning Commission and 37 
City Council review item. 38 
 39 
Commissioner Gonzalez stated when the development applications slow down, the Planning 40 
Commission will need to look at some of the City’s Ordinances, including restricting 41 
development on steep slopes. 42 
 43 
Chair Iverson stated the City should also look at setbacks. 44 
 45 
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Mr. Thomson stated the Planning Commission could hold a workshop at the next meeting, or the 1 
first meeting in December.   2 
 3 
Chair Iverson suggested having the workshop 1 hour before the next regular meeting. 4 
 5 
Commissioner Flannigan requesting adding discussions regarding trees in sidewalks along Lake 6 
Street, and sidewalks along Ferndale. 7 
 8 
Commissioner Gruber suggested including discussions regarding subdivisions, in terms of 9 
appropriate size and density. 10 
 11 
Commissioner Gonzalez stated the Commission should also review the Design Standards so 12 
there are less deviations requested. 13 
 14 

b.) Next Meeting is November 21, 2016 15 
 16 
Chair Iverson stated the next regular meeting of the Planning Commission would be Monday, 17 
November 21, and there would also be a special workshop meeting at 6:00 p.m. on November 21 18 
prior to the regular meeting. 19 
 20 
AGENDA ITEM 7.  Adjournment. 21 
 22 
Commissioner Murray made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Flannigan to adjourn the 23 
meeting of the Planning Commission.  The motion carried unanimously. 24 
 25 
The Planning Commission meeting was adjourned at 9:08 p.m. 26 
 27 
Respectfully submitted, 28 
 29 
Tina Borg 30 
TimeSaver Off Site Secretarial, Inc. 31 
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Date: November 18, 2016 
 
To:  Planning Commission 
 
From: Jeff Thomson, Director of Planning and Building 
 
Subject: Meyer Place on Ferndale 
 
Application Information 
The applicant, Homestead Partners, and the property owner, Meyer Properties, have submitted a 
development application to redevelop the Meyer Brothers Dairy site at 105 Lake Street E. The 
development application includes demolition of the existing vacant commercial building and 
construction of a three story building. The building would include up to 21 residential condominium 
units and 52 underground enclosed parking spaces. The development application includes the 
following: 
 

• Rezoning from C-4A to PUD/Planned Unit Development 
 

• Concurrent PUD Concept and General Plan of Development Review 
 

• Design Review with the following deviations: 
o Building recession between first and second floor of the building 
o Width of the sidewalk along Ferndale Rd 
o Tan roof color 

 
Planning Commission Review 
The Planning Commission reviewed the development application and held a public hearing at 
its meeting on November 7, 2016. After discussing the application, the Planning Commission 
directed staff to prepare a Planning Commission Report and Recommendation for approval of 
the development application.  
 
Revised Plans 
The applicant has submitted revised plans for the project which address the comments and 
questions raised by the Planning Commission. The revised plans include the following 
changes, which are also outlined in the updated design critique: 
 

• Additional glass has been added to the first floor elevation along Lake Street. The 
building now includes 50% glass, which meets the design standard. The application no 
longer requires a deviation from this design standard.  
 

• The amount of cement fiber board on the exterior elevations has been reduced and the 
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amount of wood has been increased. All four of the building elevations are comprised of 
at least 90% of permitted exterior building materials, and the fiber cement board accent 
material is less than 10% of all building elevations. The proposed building complies with 
all exterior building material requirements, and the design deviation is no longer 
required.   

 
• The applicant has provided additional information regarding the second floor along Lake 

Street. The second story along Lake Street would be stepped back for 23% of the 
building length. The second story is stepped back 12 to 15 feet from the first floor in the 
balcony locations. The applicant has also indicated that both the first and second floors 
are stepped back from the property line along Lake Street, which breaks up the mass of 
the building and meets the intent of the design standard.  
 

• Additional windows have been added to the rear elevation of the building that faces the 
residential properties to the north.  
 

Planning Commission Action 
City staff has drafted the attached Planning Commission Report and Recommendation, which 
recommends approval of the development application.  
 
Attachments 

• Draft Planning Commission Report and Recommendation 
• Updated Design Critique 
• Revised Plans 



 
 

WAYZATA PLANNING COMMISSION  

November 21, 2016 

REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION OF APPROVAL  
OF PUD REZONING, CONCURRENT PUD CONCEPT AND GENERAL PLAN OF 

DEVELOPMENT, AND PROJECT DESIGN FOR NEW THREE STORY RESIDENTIAL 
DEVELOPMENT AT 105 LAKE STREET EAST 

 
DRAFT  

 
 
 
 
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION 
 
1. Approval of Rezoning from C-4A to PUD/Planned Unit District for new 

residential condominium development 
2. Approval of Concurrent PUD Concept and General Plan of Development for 

new residential condominium development 
3. Approval of Project Design 
 
 
 
REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION 
 
Section 1. BACKGROUND 
 
1.1 Project. Homestead Partners, and the property owner, Meyer Properties, (together, 

the “Applicant”) have submitted a development application (the “Application”) to 
redevelop the Meyer Brothers Dairy site at 105 Lake Street E into a new residential 
planned unit development, involving demolition of the existing vacant commercial 
building and construction of a new three story residential building with up to 21 
residential condominium units and 52 underground enclosed parking spaces (the 
“Project”).  

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

approval of the following land use requests: 
 

A.  Rezoning from C-4A to PUD/Planned Unit Development: The property is 
currently zoned C-4A, and the Applicant is requesting a rezoning to PUD (the 
“Rezoning” or “Zoning Amendment”).     
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B. Concurrent PUD Concept and General Plan of Development:  A rezoning to 
PUD requires both concept and general plan of development review. The 
applicant is requesting concurrent review of both the concept plan and 
general plan, as shown on Attachment B. (the “PUD Concept and General 
Plan”).    

 
B.  Design: Construction of a new building requires design review and approval 

of the design (“Project Design”) under the standards of Section 801.09.1.5 of 
the Zoning Ordinance (“Design Standards). The Applicant is requesting 
approval of the design elements of the building, as well as certain deviations 
from the Design Standards, further detailed in the Design Critique and Staff 
Report, that pertain to (i) building recession; (ii) Ferndale sidewalk; and (iii) 
roof color (the “Deviations”). 

 
1.3 Property. The address, property identification number and owner of the parcel 

comprising the subject property (the “Property”) are: 
 

 105 Lake Street E  06-117-22-23-0034  Meyer Properties  
 
1.4 Land Use Designations. The Property falls within the following land use districts: 

  
Current zoning: C-4A/Limited Central Business District 
Comp plan designation: Central Business District 

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

published in the Wayzata Sun Sailor on October 27, 2016. A copy of the notice 
was mailed to all property owners located with 350 feet of the Property on October 
28, 2016. The required public hearing was held at the November 7, 2016 Planning 
Commission meeting. 

 
Section 2. STANDARDS 
 
2.1 Zoning Ordinance Amendments / Rezoning. 

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

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

official City Comprehensive Plan. 
 

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

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

2.2 Planned Unit Developments (PUDs). 
 

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

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

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

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

and experienced land planners, architects, landscape architects, and 
engineers. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Comprehensive Plan.  (PUD is not intended as a means to vary 
applicable planning and zoning principles.) 
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8. A more desirable and creative environment than might be possible 
through the strict application on zoning and subdivision regulations of 
the City. 

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

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

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

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

the PUD. 
 

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

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

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

 
6. Operating and Maintenance Requirements. Whenever common private 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

12. Landscaping.  All landscaping associated with the PUD must be 
according to a detailed plan approved by the City Council.  In 
assessing the plan, the City Council shall consider the natural features 
of the particular site, the architectural characteristics of the proposed 
structure and the overall scheme of the PUD plan. 

 
13. Setbacks.  The front, rear and side yard restrictions on the periphery of 

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

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

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

2.3 Design Standards.  All new nonresidential building construction in the City must 
comply with the Design Standards found in Section 9 of the Zoning Ordinance.  The 
Project falls within the Lake Street Design District, and the relevant design standards 
applicable to the Project are outlined in the attached “Design Critique” (Attachment 
A).  Deviations from the Design Standards may be permitted under Sec. 801.09.21 
(with the exception of Section 7 of the Design Standards) if City Council (after 
considering the Planning Commission’s recommendation) makes a finding that the 
negative impact of such deviation is outweighed by one or more of the following 
factors: 

 
1. The extent to which the project advances specific policies and 

provisions of the City’s Comprehensive Plan. 
 

2. The extent to which the deviation permits greater conformity with other 
Standards, policies behind the Standards, or with other Zoning 
Ordinance standards. 

 
3. The positive effect of the project on the area in which the project is 

proposed. 
 

4. The alleviation of an undue burden, taking into account current leasing, 
housing and commercial conditions. 
 

5. The accommodation of future possible uses contemplated by the 
Design Standards, the Zoning Ordinance or the Comprehensive Plan. 
 

6. A national, state or local historic designation. 
 

7. The project is the remodeling of an existing building which largely 
otherwise conforms to the Design Standards. 

 
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: 
 
3.2  Zoning Ordinance Amendments / Rezoning. The proposed use associated with the 

Project (the “Proposed Use”) would not have an adverse effect on surrounding 



CITY OF WAYZATA  DRAFT - PC Report and Recommendation                    Page 7 
 
 

properties or the community, and meets the standards for a zoning ordinance 
amendment: 

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

designation of the Property, and meets the policies of the Comp Plan for the 
Central Business District (CBD), which call for a mix of commercial, office, 
and residential uses in the area; high quality development; design and 
architecture that compliments the area; ease of vehicular and pedestrian 
traffic; improvements to sidewalks, walkways and street furniture; enhanced 
street trees and landscaping elements; orderly transition between 
commercial/office areas of the CBD and adjacent residential neighborhoods; 
upper story housing with third floor setbacks; and redevelopment of property 
in need of redevelopment. 
 

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

Zoning Ordinance, except those for which approvals of Deviations have been 
requested. 
 

D.  The Proposed Use would not adversely impact surrounding properties, as 
noted by multiple neighboring property owners that have expressed support 
of the Project. 

 
E.  The Proposed Use would not negatively impact property values in the area. 
 
F.  The existing transportation facilities can meet the traffic demand of the 

Proposed Use. 
 
G. The Proposed Use would not exceed service capacity of public services and 

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

 
3.2 PUD.  The PUD Concept Plan meets the purpose and intent of the PUD Ordinance. 
 

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

B. The PUD meets the land use designation for the Property, and is consistent 
with the goals and objectives of the comprehensive plan. 
 

C.  The PUD creates a more desirable and creative environment than would be 
possible under the existing C-4A/Limited Central Business District. 

 
D. In addition, the PUD meets all of the following PUD general standards listed 

in Section 801.33.2.A of the Zoning Ordinance for residential PUDs: 
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1. Health Safety and Welfare. The Project will not be detrimental to the 

health, safety and welfare of residents of the community and the 
surrounding area, and conforms with the overall intent and purpose of 
the PUD Ordinance as noted in this Report.  

 
2. Ownership.  The Applicant owns all of the property to be included in 

the PUD. 
 

3. Comprehensive Plan Consistency.  The Project is consistent with the 
City’s Comprehensive Plan as noted in this Report.   
 

4. Sanitary Sewer Plan Consistency.  The Project is consistent with the 
City’s Sanitary Sewer Plan. 
 

5. Common Open Space.  The Project will provide common private and 
public open space and facilities at least sufficient enough to meet the 
minimum requirements established in the Comprehensive Plan, and 
the Development Agreement with the Applicant for the Project should 
contain provisions to assure the continued operation and maintenance 
of such. 

 
6. Operating and Maintenance Requirements. The Development 

Agreement for the Project and future Property Owners Association 
governing documents should contain provisions to assure the 
continued operation and maintenance of the common private and 
public open space and service facilities provided within the Project. 

 
7. Staging of Public and Common Open Space.  The Development 

Application is not planned as a staged development. The Project, 
including the common private and public open space, would all be 
constructed at one time. 
 

8. Density.  The Project density standards are acceptable to the City and 
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. 
 

9. Utilities.  As a condition of approval, all utilities associated with the 
PUD must be installed underground and meet the utility connection 
requirements of Section 801.33.2.A.10. 
 

10. Utility Connections.  As a condition of approval, all utilities associated 
with proposed PUD must meet the utility connection requirements of 
Section 801.33.2.A.10. 
 

11. Roadways.  The Project will not have roadways. 
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12. Landscaping.  The Applicant has submitted a detailed and acceptable  
landscaping plan that considers the natural features of the Property 
and surrounding area, the architectural characteristics of the proposed 
structure and the overall scheme of the Project. 

 
13. Setbacks.  The front, rear and side yard restrictions on the periphery of 

the Project meet the standards of the previous zoning district.   
 
14. Height.  The maximum building height in the Project will not exceed 

thirty five (35) feet and three (3) stories. 
 

3.3 Project Design.  The Project meets the applicable provisions of the Design 
Standards except for the Deviations as shown in the attached Design Critique. Any 
negative impacts of the Deviations are outweighed by the following factors: 

 
1.  The extent to which the Project advances specific policies and 

provisions of the City’s Comprehensive Plan, as noted in this Report. 
 

2.  The extent to which the deviations permit greater conformity with other 
Standards, policies behind the Standards, or with other Zoning 
Ordinance standards, as noted in the record. 

 
3.  The positive effect of the Project on the area in which the Project is 

proposed. 
 
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 following land 
use requests in the Application: 

 
 1. Rezoning from C-4A to PUD/Planned Unit District for new residential 

condominium development 
2. Concurrent PUD Concept and General Plan of Development for new 

residential condominium development 
3. Project Design, including the Deviations 

 
4.2 Recommended Conditions of Approval. The Planning Commission recommends the 

above approvals be conditioned upon the following: 
 

1. The Applicant must enter into a stormwater maintenance agreement with the 
City that will cover design, installation, maintenance, and inspection of all 
stormwater management systems approved as part of this Application, which 
will be recorded against the Property. 

 
2. The Applicant must revise the PUD Concept and General Plans to extend the 
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sidewalk along Ferndale Rd S further to the north to connect to Edgewood 
Court. The design of the sidewalk must be the same as the Ferndale Rd S 
sidewalk shown on the PUD Concept and General Plans, and must be 
located within the City’s right of way. The final sidewalk design must be 
reviewed and approved by the City Engineer.  

 
3. The Applicant and/or the Property Owners’ Association must enter into an 

agreement with the City for maintenance of the common open area in the 
southwest corner of the Property, as depicted on the Site Plan. 

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

and all laws and regulations applicable to the Project. 
 
5 All expenses of the City of Wayzata related to processing the Application, 

including consultant, expert, legal, and planning fees incurred, must be fully 
reimbursed by the Applicant. 

 
6. The Applicant must enter into a Development Agreement with the City for the 

Project, that addresses the conditions of approval and the requirements of the 
Zoning Ordinance, in a form acceptable to the City Attorney. 

 

Adopted by the Wayzata Planning Commission this 21st day of November 2016.  

 

Voting In Favor: 
Voting Against:  
Abstaining: 
Absent:   
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Attachment A 
 

Design Critique 
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Attachment B 
 

PUD Concept and General Plans 
 



Meyer Place on Ferndale – 105 Lake St E 
Design Critique (Based on Architectural Plans dated 11/3/2016 and revised 11/14/2016 and 11/15/2016, Civil Plans 
dated 10/4/2016, and Landscape Plan dated 11/4/2016) 
November 17, 2016 

 
  Comments  Compliance 
Building Uses     
801.09.2.1 – Lake Street District 
All new buildings east of Barry Avenue on Lake Street shall 
have retail usage at least eighty percent (80%) of the 
ground floor facing Lake Street. The remaining twenty 
percent (20%) of the ground floor frontage may only be 
used for walkways, public access, or public facilities. Retail 
activities shall comprise a total of at least fifty percent (50%) 
of the usage of the total building footprint. 
 
 

 The site is located west of Barry Avenue.  Not Applicable 

     
Building Recesses      
801.09.3.1.A – All Districts 
Building facades shall be articulated through the use of 
pilasters and/or recesses that create visible shadow lines 
and dimensions especially on the street level 

 The proposed building utilizes pilasters 
and recesses to provide articulation of the 
façades. 

 Yes 

801.09.3.1.B 
Street level landscaped courtyards, outdoor seating areas 
and gathering areas shall be incorporated into building and 
site plan design. 

 The project includes planters along the 
Lake Street and Ferndale road frontages 
and a potential public feature at the 
intersection adjacent to the main entrance 
to the building. The plans also include two 
benches incorporated into the planter 
walls along Lake Street.  

 Yes 

     



Meyer Place 
Design Critique 

November 17, 2016 
 

 2 

  Comments  Compliance 
Building Width     
801.09.4.1 All Districts – New Buildings 
In order to reduce the scale of longer façades and to 
eliminate the long horizontal expressions of buildings, 
divisions or breaks in materials shall be included  and at 
least three of the following design strategies shall be 
incorporated into the design: 
 

1.  Window bays 
2.  Special treatment at entrances 
3.  Variations in roof lines or parapet detailing 
4.  Awnings 
5.  Building setbacks or articulation of the facade 
6.  Rhythm of elements 

 

 The proposed building includes special 
treatment at the building entrance, 
variations in roof lines, articulation of the 
façade with varying building lines and 
recessions, and a rhythm of elements 
along each building elevation. 

 Yes 
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Upper Story Setbacks     
801.09.5.1.A – All Districts – New Buildings 
 
Building height shall conform to the height of the 
applicable zoning district.  Where three (3) story buildings 
are permitted, the third (3rd) story must be recessed from 
all façades fronting public right of ways at least a 
distance equal to the vertical distance of the 3rd story 
height from the second (2nd) floor footprint, or an average 
of ten (10) feet across the facade, but no portion of the 
3rd story structure shall be closer than six (6) feet to the 
2nd story façade.  The 3rd story façade shall be designed 
with railings, pillars, dimensional windows, building 
recesses or other similar design techniques to break up 
the 3rd story façade. 

 The third level is fully recessed from the 
lower levels of the building. The third floor 
is stepped back between 10 and 18 feet 
along both Ferndale Rd and Lake Street.  

 Yes 

801.09.5.1.B – All Districts – New Buildings 
 
The façades fronting public right-of-ways of every two 
and three story building, longer than sixty (60) feet, must 
have a recessed second story of approximately twenty-
five percent (25%) of the façade’s length, setting back a 
minimum of six (6) feet from the face of the first floor 
façade.  The required third floor setback must follow the 
frontal plane of the second story setback. 

 The second story along Lake Street 
would be stepped back for 23% of the 
building length. The second story is 
stepped back 12 to 15 feet from the first 
floor in the balcony locations. The 
applicant has also indicated that the both 
the first and second floors are stepped 
back from the property line along Lake 
Street, which breaks up the mass of the 
building and meets the intent of the 
design standard. 

 Deviation Required 

801.09.5.1.C – All Districts – New Buildings 
Wintertime sun orientation, solar access, and views of Lake 
Minnetonka are significant issues within the Design 
Districts.  Building height should not negatively and 
significantly impact neighboring properties. 

 The proposed plans include a shadow 
study which shows the building would 
create minimal shading onto adjacent 
buildings. The plans also include a profile 
views of the proposed building as viewed 
from surrounding properties.  

 Yes 
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Roof Design     
801.09.6.1 – All Districts 
“Green” roofs, roof garden terraces, arbors and other similar 
structures are encouraged on roofs of building.  
 

 The proposed building does not include 
any green roofs.  

 Not Applicable 

801.09.6.2.A – All Districts – Roof Materials 
The roof material for all sloped roofs in all districts shall be 
slate, untreated copper, pre-finished metal, cedar shake or 
asphalt shingle in dark colors. 
 
801.09.6.2.B – All Districts – Roof Materials 
The roof material for all flat roofs in all districts shall be 
treated synthetic membrane or other similar material in dark 
colors. 
 

 The proposed building has a flat roof 
which would consist of a tan membrane 
material. 
 
 

 Deviation Required 
 

 
Screening of Rooftop Equipment     
801.09.7.1 – Lake Street and Bluff Districts 
No mechanical equipment for a building may be located on 
the roof deck. All such mechanical equipment must be 
located within the interior of the structure. 

 The proposed plans do not include any 
mechanical equipment on the roof of the 
building. 

 Yes 
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  Comments  Compliance 
Facade Transparency     
801.09.8.2 – Lake Street District 
No less than fifty percent (50%) of the ground level façade 
of any building fronting Lake Street shall be transparent 
glass. No less than twenty-five percent (25%) of the ground 
level side and rear façade facing a public right of way, 
parking area or open space shall be transparent glass. 

 The proposed building is comprised of 
50% glass on the ground level along Lake 
Street, and 36% glass along Ferndale 
Road.    

 Yes 

     
     
     
Ground Level Expression     
801.09.9.1 – All Districts  
In multi-story buildings, the ground floor shall be 
distinguished from the floors above by the use of at least 
three of the following elements:  
 
1.  An intermediate cornice line 
2.  A difference in building materials or detailing 
3.  An offset in the façade 
4.  An awning, trellis, or loggia 
5.  Arcade 
6.  Special window lintels  
7.  Brick/stone corbels 
 

 The proposed building includes an 
intermediate cornice line, a difference in 
building materials between the first and 
second floor, and special window lintels 
on the first floor elevations.    
 

 Yes 

 
Entries     
801.09.10.1 – All Districts 
The front facade of all buildings shall be landscaped with 
window boxes or planters with seasonally appropriate 
plantings.   The main entries shall face the primary street 
at sidewalk grade. 
 

 The proposed plans include landscaped 
planters along both Lake Street and 
Ferndale Rd. 

 Yes 
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Building Materials and Quality     
801.09.11.1.A – Primary Opaque Surfaces – All Districts 
Other than the accent materials listed in 801.09.11.G, 
ninety percent (90%) of the non-glass surfaces of each 
elevation of the exterior building façade shall be 
composed of one or more of the following materials:  

1. Brick 
2. Stone 
3. Cast stone 
4.  Factory finished and certified wood, including, but 

not limited to: 
a. Wood shingles (cedar shingles six (6) inch 

maximum exposure) 
b. Lap-siding (six (6) inch maximum width) 

5.  Stucco 
 

 The non-glass surfaces of the building 
are primarily comprised of brick, stone, 
wood, and cast stone. The south and 
north elevations would be comprised of 
more than 90% of these materials. The 
east and west elevations would be 
comprised of 98% and 90% of these 
materials, respectively.  
 
 
 
 
 

 Yes 
 

801.09.11.1.B – Façade Coverage – All Districts 
The primary opaque surface materials of all free standing 
buildings must be the same on all facades of the building.  
 

 The proposed building includes the same 
materials, brick, stone, wood and cast 
stone, on all four sides of the building.  

 Yes 

801.09.11.1.C – Type of Brick – All Districts 
On all facades of a free-standing building where brick is 
used, full course modular, Roman, Norman or other 
standard size brick must be used. 
 

 The plans indicated that a standard size 
brick would be used. 

 Yes 

 



Meyer Place 
Design Critique 

November 17, 2016 
 

 7 

801.09.11.1.D – Façade Detail – All Districts 
1.  Brick and/or stone façades shall be well detailed and 

dimensionally designed in order to avoid fractional 
cuts and odd pieces.  All outside brick corners must 
be full bricks (custom if necessary), with no mitering, 
forming continuous vertical joints.  

 
2. The narrow face of an exposed stone butt joint, at     

corners, must be a minimum dimension of two (2) 
inches.  Mitered and quirked stone corners are also 
acceptable. 

 

 The brick detail would be reviewed with 
the final building design.  

 Yes 

801.09.11.1.E – Brick Joints – All Districts 
1. The mortar for brick must be dark grey or in the color 

range of the brick.  All  joints must be concave or ‘v’ 
joint.  No mortar may be used beyond the face of the 
brick.  

 
2. All brick walls must be built to avoid efflorescence  
 

 The brick will include a charcoal concave 
mortar no larger than ¼ inch.  

 Yes 

801.09.11.1.F – Stone Joints – All Districts 
Stone joints shall be no larger than one-fourth (1/4) inch. 
 

 The stone detail would be reviewed with 
the final building design. 

 Yes 
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801.09.11.1.G – Accent Materials – All Districts 
Only the following materials may be used for lintels, sills, 
cornices, bases, and decorative accent trims, and must 
be no more than 10 percent (10%) of the non-glass 
surfaces of each elevation of the exterior building façade:   

 
1. Stone 
2. Cast stone 
3. Copper (untreated) 
4. Rock faced stone 
5. Aluminum or painted steel structural shapes 
6. Fiber cement board 
7. Premium grade wood trim with mitered outside 

corners.  Examples of premium grade wood are 
cedar, redwood, and fir.  

8. EIFS 
 

 The accent materials for the lintels, sills, 
cornices, bases and decorative accent 
trims would be cast stone, stone, wood, 
and fiber cement board. The amount of 
fiber cement board would be less than 
10% on all building elevations.  
 
 

 Yes 
 

801.09.11.1.H - Parapets, Flashing, Coping – All Districts 
1. Only the following materials may be used for 

parapets, flashing and coping:  
a.   copper (untreated) 
b.   brick 
c.   stone 
d.   cast stone 
e.   premium grade wood. 
 

2. Pre-finished, painted .032 aluminum may only be 
used as a standard parapet coping with a maximum 
exposed edge of five (5) inches. 

 The proposed flashing would be painted 
aluminum that complies with these 
requirements.   
 

 Yes 
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801.09.11.1.I – Awnings – All Districts 
1. Only the following types of awnings may be used: 
 

a. Fabric awnings of a heavy canvas in dark solid 
colors or other colors that are approved as part of 
the design review process 

b. Highly detailed, ornate metal in dark colors 
c. Glass awnings  
 

2. Backlit awnings are prohibited. 
 

3. Awnings with text or graphic material may be 
permitted but require approval via the sign permit 
process of the Zoning Ordinance. 

 

 The proposed building plans do not 
include any awnings. 

 Not Applicable 

801.09.11.1.J – Balconies – All Districts 
Balconies shall be accessible and useable by persons.  
Fake or unusable balconies are prohibited.  All balconies 
shall remain within the property line.  Metal railings with 
members painted dark, or glass panels are permitted. 
 

 The proposed building includes balconies 
that would be accessible and usable by 
persons living in the building.  

 Yes 

801.09.11.1.K – Glass – All Districts 
Glass shall not be mirrored, reflective or darkened.  Slight 
green, bronze and grey tints are acceptable.  Spandrel 
glass shall not be counted as transparent glass for the 
purposes of calculations under the transparency 
requirements of Section 801.09.8 of the Standards, but 
may be used for detailing purposes.  Environmentally 
appropriate glass, such as Low-emissivity glass, shall be 
used in all projects 

 The proposed glass would not be 
mirrored, reflective, or darkened. 

 Yes 

801.09.11.1.L – Door Systems – All Districts 
Unless there are building security concerns, main entry 
doors shall be primarily glass.  If, for security reasons, a 
main entry door is not possible or practical, a main entry 
door must be well detailed.  Appropriately designed wood 
doors may be utilized for retail and office buildings.    
 

 The proposed entry doors would be 
glass. 

 Yes 
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  Comments  Compliance 
Franchise Architecture     
     
801.09.12.1 – All Districts 
A. Typical or standardized franchise architecture 

(including building design that is the trade dress 
of, or identified with a particular chain, franchise or 
business and is repetitive in nature) is prohibited.   

 
B. Large, bold or bright signage, trade dress or logos 

must be altered and scaled down to meet the 
purpose of these standards as articulated herein, 
and must not be repeated on the facades of the 
principal structure more than once.  All new, 
altered and/or proposed signage for buildings 
must be submitted for review under Section 801. 
09.18 by the Planning Commission at the time of 
Design Standards Review application 

 The proposed building would not be 
franchise architecture. 

 Not Applicable. 
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  Comments  Compliance 
Walkways     
801.09.13.1 – Lake Street District 
A. Continuous sidewalks at least twelve (12) feet in width 
shall be provided along all public street frontages. 
 
B. Lighted sidewalks shall extend between rear and side 
parking areas and building entrances. All sidewalk lighting 
must project downward. 
 
C. Buildings with street frontage exceeding fifty (50) feet 
shall have at least one (1) bench. 
 
D. All sidewalk surfaces must match the exposed 
aggregate/brick accent sidewalks on Lake Street. 

 The proposed site plan includes a 12-foot  
Sidewalk along Lake Street that would 
meet the City’s Lake Street sidewalk 
specifications of exposed aggregate 
surface with concrete accents. Two 
benches would be provided along Lake 
Street.  
 
The Ferndale Road street frontage 
includes adding a 6-foot wide concrete 
sidewalk with a landscaped boulevard 
with street trees between the road and 
the sidewalk.  

 Deviation Required. 
The streetscaping 
along Lake Street 
meets the 
requirements, but 
the sidewalk on 
Ferndale does not.  
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  Comments  Compliance 
Landscaping     
801.09.14.1 – All Districts 
A. Seasonal landscaping shall be used in all Design 

Districts, including use of window boxes, hanging 
flowers baskets, vines and/or other similar 
seasonal landscaping.  If feasible, garden areas 
and ornamental trees shall be used at the street 
level. 

 
B. Window boxes, hanging baskets and planters with 

seasonally appropriate plantings shall be used 
around entries to buildings.   

 
C. Vines shall be used to cover walls with more than 

one hundred (100) square feet of uninterrupted 
surface area.   

 
D. Streetscaping shall include all of the following:   

1. Boulevard species trees, with at least three (3) 
caliper inches.  

2. Exposed aggregate sidewalks with brick 
accents  

3. Street lights 
4. Benches (if building length is 50 feet or 

greater), which utilize existing city bench 
designs. 

5. Flowers   
 

 The proposed landscape plan includes 
landscaped planers with seasonal 
plantings at the building entrance and 
along Lake Street and Ferndale Road. 
The proposed streetscaping along Lake 
Street includes six hackberry trees that 
would be located in tree grates within the 
sidewalk. The streetscaping along 
Ferndale Road includes six hackberry 
trees that would be located in the 
landscaped boulevard between the 
sidewalk and the street. All of the street 
trees would be 3 caliper inches in size. 
Two benches would be provided along 
Lake Street.   
 

 Yes 
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801.09.14.2 – Lake Street District 
A. Established Lake Street landscape treatments shall be 
followed in accordance with the specifications of the 
Wayzata Engineering Guidelines set forth in Wayzata City 
Code. Exposed aggregate with brick accent sidewalks shall 
be used. 
 
B. Approved boulevard trees, planted in sidewalk areas, 
shall be planted no more than twenty six (26) feet on center 
from each other. 

 The proposed sidewalk along Lake Street 
meets the City’s guidelines and 
specifications for width and materials.  
 
The proposed landscaping plans includes 
boulevard trees along Ferndale Road and 
Lake Street. 

 Yes 
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  Comments  Compliance 
Parking Lot Landscaping     
801.09.15.1 – All Districts 
A landscaped buffer strip at least five (5) feet wide shall be 
provided between all parking areas and the sidewalk or 
street.  The buffer strip shall consist of shade trees 
appropriately spaced for the particular Design District, and a 
decorative metal fence, masonry wall or hedge. A solid wall 
or dense hedge shall be no less than three (3) feet and no 
more than four (4) feet in height. 
 

 The proposed plans do not include any 
surface parking areas. 

 Not Applicable 

Surface Parking     
801.09.16.1 – All Districts 
A. Off-street parking shall be located to the rear of 

buildings. When parking must be located in a side 
yard adjacent to the street, a landscaped buffer 
shall be provided in accordance with the Design 
Standards.  The street frontage occupied by 
parking shall not exceed sixty (60) feet per 
property.   

 
B. Side-by-side parking lots creating a parking area 

frontage longer than sixty (60) feet are prohibited, 
except where a heavily landscaped buffer of at 
least twenty (20) feet wide completely separates 
both lots. 

 
C. Side yard parking shall not extend beyond the 

front yard setback of the primary building on the 
property.   

 
D. Front yard parking is prohibited.   
 
E. There shall be no corner parking.  
 

 The proposed plans do not include any 
surface parking areas. 
 

 Not Applicable 
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  Comments  Compliance 
801.09.16.2 – All Districts – Bicycle Parking 
Commercial developments requiring more than twenty (20) 
parking spaces shall provide  at least four (4) bicycle 
parking spaces in a convenient, visible, preferably sheltered 
location.   
 

 This section is not applicable to the 
residential building.  

 Not Applicable 

     
Parking Structures     
801.09.17.1 – All Districts 
Parking structures shall meet the following standards, 
along with all other applicable building code standards:  
 
A. The ground floor façade abutting any public street 

or walkway shall be architecturally compatible with 
surrounding commercial or office buildings. 

 
B. The parking structure shall be designed in such a 

way that sloped floors do not dominate the 
appearance of the façade. 

 
C. Windows or openings shall be similar to those of 

surrounding buildings. 
 
D. Vines and other significant landscaping shall be 

used to minimize the visual impact of the parking 
structure. 

 This section is not applicable, as there is 
no parking ramp associated with the 
project. 

 Not Applicable 
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801.09.17.2 – Lake Street District 
A. If any part of a parking structure abuts Lake Street, that 
entire portion of the ground floor façade shall be occupied 
by at least eighty percent (80%) retail usage, extending to a 
depth of at least thirty (30) feet. 
 
B. The ground floor level of a parking structure shall not 
come within forty (40) feet of Lake Street. 
 
C. The top decks of parking structures visible from adjacent 
properties shall be designed with trellises and landscaping 
sufficient to screen at least fifty percent (50%) of the visible 
area. 

 This section is not applicable, as there is 
no parking ramp associated with the 
project. 

 Not Applicable 
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  Comments  Compliance 
Signs     
801.09.18.1 – All Districts 
A. Compatibility 

1. Signs shall be architecturally compatible with the 
style, composition, materials, colors and details 
of the building, and with other signs on nearby 
buildings.  Signs shall be an integral part of the 
building and site design. 
 

2. A sign plan shall be developed for buildings 
which house more than one (1) business.  Signs 
need not match, but shall be compatible with one 
another.  Franchise or national chains must 
comply with these Sign Standards to create 
signs compatible with their context. 

 
3. When illuminated signs are proposed, only the 

text and/or logo portion of the sign may be 
illuminated.  Illuminated signs must be 
compatible with the location.  Illumination of the 
sign to highlight architectural details is permitted.  
Fixtures shall be small, shielded, and directed 
towards the sign rather than toward the street, 
so as to minimize glare for pedestrians and 
adjacent properties. 

 
4. Sign plans must be submitted for review as part 

of an Applicant for Design Approval.  Proposed 
signs must also conform to the requirements of 
Section 801.27 of the Wayzata Zoning 
Ordinance.   

 The building includes two wall signs on 
the ground floor elevation of the building, 
which would be located at the main 
entrance to the building at Lake Street 
and Ferndale Road. The signs would be 
black metal lettering attached directly to 
the building face.  

 

 Yes 
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801.09.18.2 – Permitted Signs – Lake Street District 
A. Only the following types of signs are permitted in the 
Lake Street District: 
     1. Awning, canopy or marquee signs 
     2. Wall signs 
     3. Monument or ground signs 
     4. Projecting signs 
     5. Window signs (small accent signs) 
     6. Roof signs if located on pitched-roof buildings, below 
the peak of the roof 

 The proposed signs are both wall signs.  Yes 



Meyer Place 
Design Critique 

November 17, 2016 
 

 19 

 
 

  Comments  Compliance 
Parking Lot and Building Lighting     
801.09.19.1 – All Districts 
A. Parking lot lighting shall be designed in such a way 

as to be in scale with its surroundings, and reduce 
glare.   

B. Cutoff fixtures shall be located below the mature 
height of trees located in parking lot islands so as to 
minimize ambient glow and light pollution. 

C. Pedestrian-scale lighting, not exceeding thirteen 
(13) feet in height, shall be located on walkways and 
adjacent to store entrances.  All sidewalk lighting 
must be projected downwards.  City light standard 
shall be followed for all public streets. 

D. Light posts shall be of a dark color.  
E. Lighting fixtures shall be compatible with the 

architecture of the building. 
F. Lights attached to buildings shall be screened by the 

building’s architectural features to eliminate glare to 
adjacent properties.  All façade lighting must be 
projected downwards. 

G. All lighting fixtures shall comply with City Code 
Section 801.16.6 as it relates to glare. 

 

 The building elevations include an 
exterior light example, which would be a 
down-cast wall sconce attached to the 
building.  

 Yes 



A-00 Cover Sheet
A-01 Site Plan
A-02 Lower Level Floor Plan
A-03 First Level Floor Plan
A-04 Second Level Floor Plan
A-05 Third Level Floor Plan
A-06 Roof Level
A-10 A Unit Enlarged Plan
A-11 B Unit Enlarged Plan
A-12 C Unit Enlarged Plan
A-13 D Unit Enlarged Plan
A-14 E & F Unit Enlarged Plans
A-15 G Unit Enlarged Plan
A-16 H & I Unit Enlarged Plan
A-17 Common Area Enlarged Plan
A-20 Section
A-21 South & North Elevations
A-22 West & East Elevations
A-30 3D View from Lake St and Ferndale
A-31 3D View from the Northwest
A-32 3D View from the Northeast
A-33 3D View from the Southeast
A-34 3D View from the South
A-35 Garden View
A-36 Public Feature View
A-40 Neighborhood Study
A-41 Neighborhood Study
A-42 Shadow Study
A-43 Setback Exhibit

3 NOV 2016

MEYER PLACE, WAYZATA, MN



10' - 0"

LAKE STREET E. 

FE
RN

D
A

LE
 R

D
.

PROPERTY LINE

RETAINING 
WALL

PUBLIC 
FEATURE ENTRY

PAVERS PLANTER

SIDEWALK

SI
D

EW
AL

K

DRIVE

RETAINING WALL

RETAINING 
WALL

RETAINING WALL

GUEST PARKING

GARDEN
GARDEN

RAIN GARDEN

MAIN LEVEL BUILDING AREA: 24,325 SF

25' - 0"

22
' -

 0
"

BENCH BENCH

3 NOV 2016scale:  3/64" = 1'-0"1 Site Plan



A-22 2

A-21

1

A-221

A-21

2

STAIR
STAIR

M

ELEV EQ

ELEV

ELEV VEST

TRASH/
RECYCLING

42
' -

 5
"

14
' -

 0
"

6

5

4

9

HC

BIKES6

7 4 7 4

M

52 P.S.

ST
ST

ST ST

ST

ST ST

1
A-20

80' - 0"

42
' -

 0
"

26
' -

 0
"

10' - 0" 83' - 0" 10' - 0" 79' - 0"

79
' -

 0
"

46
' -

 1
0 

1/
2"

13' - 0"10' - 0" 10' - 0" 15' - 0" 20' - 0" 20' - 0" 15' - 0" 29' - 0" 25' - 0" 29' - 0" 15' - 0" 14' - 0" 8' - 0" 14' - 0" 25' - 0"

1'
 - 

0"

scale:  3/64" = 1'-0"1 LOWER LEVEL FLOOR PLAN

3 NOV 2016



A-22 2

A-21

1

A-221

A-21

210' - 0"

UNIT A
UNIT G

UNIT B

14
' -

 0
"

15' - 0" 40' - 0" 15' - 0" 13' - 0" 25' - 0"

COMMON

UNIT D

UNIT D

UNIT C

13' - 0" 15' - 0" 14' - 0" 17' - 6"

83' - 0" 10' - 0"

10' - 0"

10' - 0"

12
' -

 0
"

UNIT B

16' - 0"16' - 0"

14
' -

 0
"

14
' -

 0
"

14
' -

 0
"

14' - 0"8' - 0"

16
' -

 5
"

1'
 - 

0"

1'
 - 

0"

24' - 0" 36' - 0" 6' - 0" 14' - 0" 14' - 0 5/8"5' - 11 3/8" 36' - 0" 9' - 11 3/8"14' - 0 5/8"

14
' -

 0
"

ELEV

STAIRSTAIR

1
A-20

16
' -

 0
"

16
' -

 0
"

12
' -

 0
"

12
' -

 0
"

36' - 6" 10' - 0" 36' - 6"

1' - 0"

12
' -

 0
"

12
' -

 0
"

14
' -

 0
"

24
' -

 0
"

14
' -

 0
"

1'
 - 

0"11' - 0" 11' - 0"3' - 0"

12
' -

 0
"

10' - 0"

12
' -

 0
"

12' - 0"

14
' -

 0
"

18
' -

 0
"

scale:  3/64" = 1'-0"1 FIRST LEVEL FLOOR PLAN

3 NOV 2016



A-22 2

A-21

1

A-221

UNIT A

UNIT A

UNIT B

UNIT C

UNIT D

UNIT D

UNIT B

UNIT C

14
' -

 0
"

36' - 0" 6' - 0" 14' - 0"

1' - 0"

14
' -

 0
"

14
' -

 0
"

STAIR

ELEV

STAIR

14' - 0" 10' - 0"

1' - 0"
16

' -
 0

"
14

' -
 0

"
24

' -
 0

"
14

' -
 0

"
12

' -
 0

"
16

' -
 5

"
14

' -
 0

"

1'
 - 

0"

1' - 0"

1' - 0"

15' - 0" 20' - 0" 20' - 0" 15' - 0" 13' - 0" 16' - 0" 25' - 0" 16' - 0" 13' - 0" 15' - 0" 14' - 0" 8' - 0" 14' - 0" 17' - 6"

1'
 - 

0"

15
' -

 0
"

16
' -

 0
"

12
' -

 0
"

12
' -

 0
"

12' - 0"

10' - 0" 36' - 6" 10' - 0" 36' - 6" 10' - 0" 14' - 0" 6' - 0" 36' - 0" 10' - 0" 14' - 0"

10' - 0"

10' - 0" 10' - 0"

12
' -

 0
"

14
' -

 0
"

18
' -

 0
"

3 NOV 2016

scale:  3/64" = 1'-0"1 SECOND LEVEL FLOOR PLAN



A-22 2

A-21

1

A-221

A-21

2

UNIT E UNIT H

36' - 6" 10' - 0" 36' - 6"
14' - 0"

UNIT F UNIT G UNIT G
UNIT I

STAIR

ELEV

STAIR

1
A-20

45' - 4 1/2"

10' - 7 1/2" 10' - 7 1/2"

52' - 4 1/2" 11' - 0"

27
' -

 7
 1

/2
"

44
' -

 0
"

1' - 0" 14' - 0" 40' - 0" 15' - 0" 83' - 0" 15' - 0" 53' - 6"

12
' -

 0
"

28
' -

 0
"

28
' -

 0
"

DECK

DECK

DECK DECK DECK

DECK

36' - 6" 10' - 0" 36' - 6"

2'
 - 

0"

3 NOV 2016

scale:  3/64" = 1'-0"1 THIRD LEVEL FLOOR PLAN



3 NOV 2016

scale:  3/64" = 1'-0"1 ROOF LEVEL



35
' -

 0
"

4'
 - 

0"

2'
 - 

10
"

1'
 - 

6"

AVERAGE GRADE

TOP OF ELEVATOR

BUILDING HEIGHT

3 NOV 2016

scale:  3/32" = 1'-0"1 Building Section



MATERIAL CALCULATIONS
STONE 18%
PRECAST 9%
BRICK 35%
CEMENT BD 9%
WOOD 30%

MAIN LEVEL
WINDOWS/DOORS 50%

MATERIAL CALCULATIONS
STONE 6%
PRECAST 6%
BRICK 55%
CEMENT BD 4%
WOOD LAP 29%

15 NOV 2016

scale:  1" = 20'-0"1 SOUTH ELEVATION

scale:  1" = 20'-0"2 NORTH ELEVATION



STONE

LAP SIDING

METAL ROOF

BRICK

STONE

BRICK

PRECAST
PRECAST

MATERIAL CALCULATIONS
STONE 16%
PRECAST 9%
BRICK 30%
CEMENT BD 2%
WOOD LAP 43%

CEMENT BD

FIRST LEVEL
FLOOR PLAN
4' - 3 5/8"

SECOND LEVEL
FLOOR PLAN

15' - 0"

GARAGE LEVEL
FLOOR PLAN

-6' - 0"

THIRD LEVEL
FLOOR PLAN
25' - 7 1/4"

ROOF LEVEL
35' - 10 3/4"

TOP OF ROOF
36' - 10 3/4"

TOP OF
ELEVATOR
40' - 10 3/4"

EL. 942.2

EL. 952.5

EL. 963.2

EL. 973.8

EL. 985.1

AVG. GRADE
EL. 950.1

35
' -

 0
"

4'
 - 

0"

A-22
3

MATERIAL CALCULATIONS
STONE 12%
PRECAST 8%
BRICK 30%
CEMENT BD 10%
WOOD LAP 39%

MAIN LEVEL
WINDOWS/DOORS 36%

BLACK METAL LETTERING

14 NOV 2016

scale:  1/16" = 1'-0"1 EAST ELEVATION

scale:  1/16" = 1'-0"2 WEST ELEVATION

MAIN LEVEL INCLUDES A MINIMUM OF 35% GLASS. THE GLASS WILL NOT 
BE MIRRORED, REFLECTIVE OR DARKENED BUT WILL HAVE A SLIGHT 
GREY TINT.

A MINIMUM OF 80% OF ALL EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS WILL BE BRICK, 
STONE, WOOD.

THE BRICK IS TO BE DARK CHARCOAL OR TAN WITH CONCAVE MORTAR 
NO LARGER THAN 1/4".

CORNICES AND DECK COLUMNS ARE TO BE FIBER CEMENT BOARD BUT 
NO GREATER THAN 20% OF THE NON-GLASS SURFACES.

LINTELS AND SILLS ARE TO BE PRECAST STONE.

FLASHING AT PARAPETS AND ROOF EDGES ARE TO BE .032" PAINTED 
ALUMINUM WITH A MAXIMUM EXPOSED EDGE OF 5".

TRELLISES ARE TO BE BLACK METAL.

DECK RAILINGS ARE TO BE BLACK METAL WITH CABLE RAILING.

ROOF MEMBRANE COLOR TO BE TAN.

EXTERIOR LIGHT
SAMPLE:

BRICK SAMPLES:

STONE SAMPLE:

PAINT COLORS:

scale:  1/4" = 1'-0"3 SIGNAGE DETAIL



27
' -

 1
0"

15' - 0"

12
' -

 0
"

13' - 0"

12
' -

 0
"

13' - 0" 15' - 0"

27
' -

 1
0"

17' - 6"

15
' -

 0
"

56' - 0" 83' - 0" 53' - 6"

222' - 6"

73.5' SETBACK/222.5' TOTAL
= 33% SETBACK

ROW

SIDEWALK

5'
 - 

0"

14 NOV 2016

scale:  3/64" = 1'-0"1 SECOND LEVEL FLOOR PLAN SETBACK EXHIBIT



14 NOV 2016

scale:1 Second Floor Setback Exhibit



14 NOV 2016

scale:1 Second Floor Setback Exhibit



A-22 2

A-21

1

A-221

A-21

2

1999 SF

UNIT E

2073 SF

UNIT H

1059 SF

UNIT F

2363 SF

UNIT G

2363 SF

UNIT G

1692 SF

UNIT I

STAIR

ELEV

STAIR

10' - 0"

11' - 0"

11' - 0"

16' - 0"

15' - 0"

16
' -

 5
"

17
' -

 5
"

11
' -

 0
"

12
' -

 0
"

15
' -

 0
"

14
' -

 0
"

12
' -

 0
"

11
' -

 0
"

3 NOV 2016

scale:  3/64" = 1'-0"1 THIRD LEVEL FLOOR PLAN SETBACKS



MEYER PLACE MATERIAL CALCULATIONS 11/14/16

SOUTH

stone precast brick cement bd wood total

1030.17 505.35 2016.41 527.22 1709.2 5788.35

18% 9% 35% 9% 30% 100%

first level at face

glass total

960.61 1914.3 50%

EAST

stone precast brick cement bd wood total

473.42 268.26 860.98 47.41 1246.85 2896.92

16% 9% 30% 2% 43% 100%

NORTH

stone precast brick cement bd wood total

389.2 382.35 3574.97 257.78 1893.31 6497.61

6% 6% 55% 4% 29% 100%

WEST

stone precast brick cement bd wood total

309.03 203.19 776.88 263.47 1009.8 2562.37

12% 8% 30% 10% 39% 100%

first level

glass total

534.32 1485 36%





















 
 

Planning Report 
Wayzata Planning Commission  

November 21, 2016 
 
 
Project Name: Urness Residence 
Addresses of Request:  143 Westwood La S 
Prepared by:   Jeff Thomson, Director of Planning and Building 
City Council Review:  December 6, 2016 (Tentative)   
“60 Day” Deadline:  January 7, 2017 
 
 
Development Application 
 
Introduction 
The applicant, Hendel Homes, has submitted building plans for construction of a new 
home at 143 Westwood La S. The property is part of the MacMillan Place subdivision 
that was approved by the City Council in April 2015. The subdivision includes two 
single-family residential lots with a shared driveway from Westwood Lane. The City 
Council resolution approving the subdivision included a condition that states: 
 
“The Applicant and/or future homeowner shall submit final building plans for each 
residence in the Proposed Subdivision for review and approval by the Planning 
Commission and City Council that are compatible with the characteristics and quality of 
the existing homes in the neighborhood as required under Section 805.14.E.8, and 
obtain approval of such plans prior to the issuance of any building permit for the 
Proposed Subdivision.” 
 
The applicant has submitted the house plans for review and approval by the Planning 
Commission and City Council. The proposed site plan and building plans are included 
as Attachment A. 
 
Project Location. 
The property identification number and owner of the property are as follows: 
 
Address PID Owner 
143 Westwood La S 01-117-23-12-0005 White Birch Property/Development Group 
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Map 1: Project Location 

 
 

Relevant Property Information 
 Current zoning: R-1/Low Density Single Family Residential District 
Comp plan designation:  One Acre Single Family 
Total lot area: 90,968 sq. ft. 

 
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-1/Low Density 
Single Family 
Residential District 

One Acre Single Family 

East Single-family homes R-1/Low Density 
Single Family 
Residential District 

One Acre Single Family 

South Single-family homes R-1/Low Density 
Single Family 
Residential District 

One Acre Single Family 

West Highway 12 N/A N/A 
 
Analysis of Application 
 
Zoning 
The following table outlines the zoning requirements for the property:  
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Table 1: Proposed House 
 R-1 Requirement Proposed 
Front setback (east) 45 ft. (min.) 400+ ft. 
Side setback (north) 20 ft. (min.) 25 ft. 
Side setback (south) 20 ft. (min.) 45 ft. 
Rear setback (west) 50 ft. (min.) 185 ft. 
Lot coverage 15% (max.) Undetermined 
Impervious surface 25% (max.) Undetermined  
Height 3 stories or 40 ft. to midpoint 31 ft. 

City staff has requested additional information from the applicant regarding the lot 
coverage and impervious surface.  
 
House Plans 
The proposed plans include detailed elevations and floor plans for the new house. The 
proposed house would be two levels with a walk-out basement on the back of the home. 
The house would include a four car attached garage with driveway access from 
Westwood Lane S. The primary exterior materials consist of stone, standing seam metal 
canopies, and an asphalt shingle roof.   
 
Driveway Access 
The approved subdivision plans included widening the driveway that serves the existing 
house to 20 feet. The driveway would be shared between the two lots. The proposed 
site plan includes a change to the driveway configuration. The two lots would share a 
single driveway access from Westwood Lane. However, the driveway would split at the 
front of the properties, and two separate driveways would be provided for the lots. The 
revised driveway plan would remove two spruce trees, but the rest of the spruce hedge 
would remain. The proposed driveway would need to be 20 feet in width to meet the fire 
code access requirements.   
 
Tree Preservation 
The proposed plans include the removal of four trees and nine cedars along the edge of 
the driveway court. The trees to be removed include one heritage tree, a 30-inch maple 
tree just west of the proposed screen porch.  The maple tree is classified as a heritage 
tree and would require replacement at a ratio of 2 inches for every 1 inch removed. The 
applicant would therefore be required to plant 60 inches of trees on the site. The 
remainder of the trees that would be removed are significant trees. The significant trees 
removed would be less than 25 percent of the total inches of trees on the site. 
Therefore, no mitigation would be required for the removal of the significant trees.  

 
Applicable Code Provisions for Review 
 
Preliminary Plat Criteria (Section 805.14.E) 
The City Council condition requiring review and approval of the home design on Lot 1 is 
based on the ordinance criteria for preliminary plat review pertaining to the proposed 
house: 
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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. 

 
Action Steps 
 
After considering the items outlined in this report, the Planning Commission should 
consider making a motion which approves the preliminary house plans for 143 
Westwood La S, based on the finding that the design meets the standards of City Code 
Section 805.14.E.8, and satisfies the condition of Resolution No. 17-2015.  
 
Attachments: 
Attachment A: Proposed House Plans 
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