WAYZATA CITY COUNCIL
Meeting Agenda

Wayzata City Hall Community Room, 600 Rice Street
Tuesday, February 4, 2020

7:00 PM - CITY COUNCIL MEETING
1.

Call to Order

2.

Pledge of Allegiance

3.

Roll Call

4.

Approve Agenda

5.

Public Forum (3min/person)
a.

Presentation of Hennepin County Sheriff's Office Annual Update by Sheriff David Hutchinson

b.

Introduction of Police Records Technician Jacalyn Norbury

c.

Swearing In of Police Officer Josh Vogel

6.

New Agenda Items

7.

Consent Agenda

8.

a.

Approval of City Council Workshop and Regular Meeting Minutes of January 7, 2020

b.

Approval of Check Register

c.

Approval of Municipal Licenses

d.

Adoption of Second Reading of Ordinance 795 Amending Chapter 512 for Tobacco Products

e.

Adoption of Resolution 04-2020 Appointing a Housing & Redevelopment Authority Commissioner

g.

Adoption of Resolution 05-2020 Establishing an Absentee Ballot Board

f.

Adoption of Resolution 06-2020 Appointing Election Judges for the 2020 Elections

h.

Approval of Professional Services Agreement with Goff Public, Inc. for Panoway on Wayzata Bay
Communication Services

New Business
a.

Consider Authorization for Submittal of Partners in Energy Application to Xcel Energy

b.

Consider Adoption of Resolution 07-2020 Approving Variances, Design Review, and Shoreland Impact
Plan/Conditional Use Permit for Lothenbach Family Offices at 401 Lake Street East

c.

Consider Adoption of Resolution 08-2020 Approving Planned Unit Development General Plan, Rezoning,
Design Review, Preliminary Plat, and Shoreland Impact Plan/Conditional Use Permit and Approval of First
Reading of Ordinance 796 for North Lake Townhomes at 215 Walker Avenue S and 529 Indian Mound East

9.

City Manager's Report and Discussion Items

10.

Public Forum (as necessary)

11.

Adjournment

Meeting Rules of Conduct:
Turn in white card for public forum and blue card for agenda item
Give name and address
Indicate if representing a group
Limit remarks to 3 minutes

Upcoming Meetings:
City Council - February 18, 2020
Planning Commission - February 3 & 19, 2020

Members of the City Council and some staff members may gather at the Wayzata Bar and Grill immediately after the meeting for a purely social event.
All members of the public are welcome.
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City of Wayzata
City Council Agenda Report
MEETING DATE: February 4, 2020
AGENDA ITEM: 7.a.
TITLE: Approval of City Council Workshop and Regular Meeting Minutes of January 7, 2020
PROPOSED MOTION: Approval of City Council Workshop and Regular Meeting Minutes of January 21, 2020
PREPARED BY: Kathy Leervig, City Clerk
REVIEWED BY: Jeff Dahl, City Manager
ACTION REQUESTED:
Staff recommends approval of the attached draft minutes.
FINANCIAL OR BUDGET CONSIDERATION:
N/A
BACKGROUND:
N/A
ATTACHMENTS:
1.
January 21, 2020 Workshop Minutes (Draft)
2.
January 21, 2020 CC Minutes (Draft)
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WAYZATA CITY COUNCIL
DRAFT - WORKSHOP MEETING MINUTES
January 21, 2020
5:00 p.m. Interview for Boards and Commission Candidate Terri Huml
Mayor Willcox called the meeting to order at 5:00 p.m. in the Community Room at Wayzata City Hall.
Council Members present: Buchanan, Koch, McCarthy and Plechash. Also present: City Manager Jeff
Dahl, Community Development Director Emily Goellner, Public Works Director/City Engineer Mike
Kelly, Scott Jordan, and Jessie Houlihan from Stahl Construction.
This fall, the City solicited applications for vacancies on all commissions including the Housing and
Redevelopment Authority. Currently, an open seat is still vacant. An application was received from
community member Terri Huml. The City Council interviewed the candidate and consensus was to
recommend appointment at the regular meeting on February 4, 2020.
5:10 p.m. Update of Panoway on Wayzata Bay Phasing & Logistics Plan
Mr. Dahl provided an update on the phasing and logistics plan for the first phase of the Panoway
Construction Project (Lake Street, Lake Street Plaza, and Dakota Rail Trail Regional Extension) and
construction impact mitigation tactics, prior to soliciting bids.
Ms. Houlihan from Stahl Construction summarized the feedback received and provided the preferred
phasing and logistics plan which address the main objectives of the construction project which were to
mitigate negative impacts to community stakeholders as well as property and business owners adjacent to
or near Lake Street; and to complete the construction as quick and financially efficient as possible. Ms.
Houlihan discussed the pros and cons of two different phasing options and ultimately recommended the
phasing option that would start the earliest and span only one construction season. The Council
concurred.
Ms. Houlihan and Mr. Dahl also discussed potential tools that could help reduce the impact on businesses
such as valet parking (public), allowing construction work during off hours to allow for the potential to
complete construction at an earlier date, a robust communication plan, increased signage for wayfinding
and on site, builders risk insurance, taking a pre-construction inventory, and waiving of fees.
6:00 p.m. Discussion of Long Term Options for Gianni's Patio
Mr. Dahl provided background on the CUP for a temporary outside patio extender on City Right-of-way
approved in 2012 for Gianni’s Restaurant. The owner of the restaurant, Terri Huml, discussed the various
options for the covered patio that affected the footprint size of the patio, the amount of potential seating,
the sidewalk size and placement, and amount of off-street parking. Mr. Jordan provided input on the
options from a design perspective. The Mayor and Council Members asked questions regarding the
impacts of each option and decided that the current plan for that patio, as shown in the current design
documents for the construction of Lake Street, was the best option at this point in the process. It was not
noted that there could be the potential for other options at a later date, but that the design documents
would not be altered at this point in the bid preparation process.
6:20 p.m. Review of Panoway on Wayzata Bay Marketing and Communications Launch Plan
Ms. Goellner discussed the Launch Plan and walked through the budget. Overall, the City’s portion
would be $70,000 and the Conservancy’s portion would be $30,000. The Council asked for ways to
reduce the total budget from $100,000. Goellner suggested that instead of budgeting for communication
work through December 2020 that the scope be adjusted to include work through the month of June. This
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would reduce the total budget by $30,000. The 70/30 cost split between the City and Conservancy would
remain. The Council agreed to this revision. They also agreed to revisit this again in June to decide
whether additional services and funding are necessary from July through December 2020. Goellner stated
that the Launch Plan and contract with consultants would be brought forward to the Council for
consideration at the regular meeting on February 4, 2020.
6:50 p.m. Update of City Hall Remodel Costs
Mr. Dahl provided an update on the City Hall Remodel Costs and how the funding in the General Fund
could be adjusted to absorb the costs of the remodel. Discussions included options to scale back the
project or generally approve as originally proposed with some modifications in furniture and materials.
Council directed staff to move forward with the project with minor modifications to the furniture in areas
that could be omitted.

The workshop meeting was adjourned at 06:55 pm.
Respectfully submitted,
Kathy Leervig
City Clerk
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WAYZATA CITY COUNCIL
DRAFT - MEETING MINUTES
January 21, 2020
AGENDA ITEM 1. Call to Order.
Mayor Willcox called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.
AGENDA ITEM 2. Pledge of Allegiance.
AGENDA ITEM 3. Roll Call.
Council Members present: Buchanan, Koch, McCarthy, and Plechash. Also present: City
Manager Dahl, Community Development Director Goellner, Assistant Planner Kieser, and
City Attorney Schelzel.
AGENDA ITEM 4. Approve Agenda.
Mr. Plechash made a motion, seconded by Mr. Koch, to approve the agenda, as presented.
The motion carried 5/0.
AGENDA ITEM 5. Public Forum.
a.
Overview and Kickoff of Diamond Lake Regional Trail Master Plan by Three
Rivers Park District
Danny McCullough, Three Rivers Park District Regional Trail System Manager, presented
an outline, Master Plan, and map for the newest Diamond Lake Regional Trail. He
explained the vision for the twenty-one-mile corridor was to be a ten-foot wide paved
multi-use trail. The Three Rivers Park District would be the primary party responsible for
development, Master Plan, land acquisition, etc. The Park District would work with
Wayzata’s Park Department on route alignment and options. They would also be at events
in communities this summer engaging the public and collecting feedback.
Mayor Willcox asked if this was designed to mesh with Dakota Trail. Mr.
McCullough answered yes, it would originate off the Lake Effect Project in downtown
Wayzata and head north. The goal was to connect all of the regional trails. Mayor Willcox
asked about the construction timeframe. Mr. McCullough explained it would take a while,
possibly ten years total. The plan was to construct it in logical segments connecting
regional trails together. Mayor Willcox asked if there was a natural corridor. Mr.
McCullough said they wanted it to be a natural trail, but it would run along the road in
some places. The Diamond Lake Regional Trail was meant to connect public parks and
points of interest.
b.
Plastic Policy
Morgan Truscott, 16400 Holdridge Road W, had attended the British Arrows awards and
was moved by an advertisement by Green Peace. He asked the City Council if it had
considered a ban on plastics similar to what some other cities had done.
Mayor Willcox asked Mr. Buchanan to respond as a member of the Energy and
Environment Committee. Mr. Buchanan said the Committee’s focus was primarily on
renewable energy, but suggested a Council workshop to consider what the Council might
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do. Mayor Willcox said the Council had not engaged on plastics, but thought it was a
worthy cause. He suggested it be discussed at the next agenda item.
AGENDA ITEM 6. New Agenda Items.
Mayor Willcox explained this item provided the opportunity for Council Members to
recommend new items or issues for the Council to consider. He asked for the Council’s
thoughts on considering a City plastic policy.
Mr. Koch supported having a workshop on the topic.
The rest of the Council agreed.
Mayor Willcox recommended the Energy and Environment Commission to put
together information and a recommendation for the Council to consider if appropriate. Mr.
Buchanan agreed the Commission would be happy to work on that.
AGENDA ITEM 7. Consent Agenda.
Mayor Willcox read the items on the consent agenda and asked if any Council member
wished to pull an item for further discussion.
Mr. Dahl, referencing Item 7.f., recognized Nate Leding and his work for the City.
He suggested inviting Mr. Leding back so he could be officially recognized.
Mayor Willcox, referencing Item 7.h., asked the City Manager to comment on the
Ordinance changes. Mr. Dahl noted the Federal law that went into effect recently and
explained the changes made the Ordinance consistent with Federal law. Mr. Koch asked
if removing the criminal penalties for a person under twenty-one was in line with the
Federal law. Mr. Schelzel explained the criminal penalties were in State law. The best
practice was to rely on the state statute.
Mayor Willcox asked for a motion to approve the Consent Agenda as presented.
Mr. Buchanan made a motion, seconded by Mrs. McCarthy, to approve the consent agenda:
a.
Approval of City Council Workshop and Regular Meeting Minutes of January 7,
2020
b.
Approval of Check Register
c.
Approval of Municipal Licenses
d.
Receipt of Police Activity Report
e.
Receipt of Building Activity Report
f.
Acceptance of Nate Leding’s Resignation from the Heritage Preservation Board
g.
Acceptance of Gary Orris’ Resignation from the Charter Commission
h.
Approval of First Reading of Ordinance 795 Amending Chapter 512 for Tobacco
Products
The motion carried 5/0.
AGENDA ITEM 8. New Business.
a.
Consider Accepting Section Foreman House Preservation Reports from New
History
Mr. Dahl stated the City Council contracted with New History in the Spring of 2019 to
create a preservation and re-use plan for the Section Foreman House.
Andrew Mullin, Wayzata Lake Effect Conservancy, reiterated the connection the
work had to do with the Conservancy’s fundraising. He said the Council’s perspective and
guidance on the use of the property was helpful so the Conservancy could do its work.
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Peter Brown, New History, said the mission of their firm was to help property
owners put significant historical properties back into service. He stated they had been
working with Wayzata City staff and other representatives of the community. The work
on the home had two basic goals. One was stabilization of the exterior prior to the current
winter weather and to develop a long-term plan for the future reuse of the building.
Quentin Collette, New History, discussed the four deliverables including conditions
assessment update, construction documents for stabilization, design framework for reuse,
and plan for reuse.
Mr. Plechash asked about project costs. Mr. Collette explained that in order to
answer that question additional work was needed because it depended on the level of
intervention and reuse. Mr. Mullin added that the plug number in the construction budget
of phase two was slightly less than $1 million. However, the Council’s guidance was
needed.
Mrs. McCarthy asked how many people the classroom would accommodate. Mr.
Collette said the architect would be able to refine the numbers, but they could assume the
capacity would be approximately fifteen to twenty people. Mrs. McCarthy asked if that
was sufficient space. Mr. Mullin said the plan was to create a cost saving outdoor
classroom to accommodate larger groups.
Mr. Buchanan asked how much of the stabilization work was completed. Mr. Dahl
replied approximately 90%. Mr. Buchanan asked if the planned use was finalized. Mr.
Dahl said there was an idea, but the next step would be to move forward with all the groups
that were involved. Mr. Mullin added the intent was around history and environment. Mr.
Buchanan asked if the public would have a chance to weigh in on the use. Mr. Dahl said
that was the next step
Mr. Koch thought the stabilization was most important. He liked the idea of
moving forward with an educational center and thought it was an important asset for the
City for historical purposes. He was opposed to including an elevator.
Mayor Willcox asked if the second floor was original. Sue Sorrentino, Wayzata
Historical Society, shared the two stories were original from 1902. In 1940 the part facing
the lake was added while it was still used as the Section Foreman house. The porch was
added during the 1960s under private ownership.
Mayor Willcox said the question was how much preservation verses adapting the
building to be able to accommodate a larger classroom. Mr. Brown said the building could
be restored using the ground floor and still be historic. If you use the second floor and add
an elevator, it would become less historic. The firm’s recommendation was to put the
ground floor back into use. Mayor Willcox asked if the restroom would be accessible. Mr.
Brown recommended having one accessible unisex toilet. There was already plumbing
and he believed one unisex toilet would fit on the ground floor.
Mayor Willcox asked the City Manager what action was needed from the Council.
Mr. Dahl said the Council should consider whether to accept the report. The next step
would be to move forward with the engagement process. Mr. Mullin added it would helpful
to engage New History to start the national registry process as it would open more funding
sources.
Mayor Willcox asked for a motion. Mrs. McCarthy made a motion, seconded by
Mr. Buchanan, to Accept the Conditions Assessment Update, Construction Documents for
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Stabilization, Design Framework for Reuse, and Plan for Reuse from New History. The
motion carried 5/0.
b.

Consider Adoption of Resolution 03-2020 Approving a Heritage Preservation
Site Designation for the Section Foreman House at 738 Lake Street East
Mr. Kieser presented the outline and the effect of a Heritage Preservation Site Designation.
He shared the Planning Commission’s discussion, Public Hearing, and report and
recommendation.
Dan Gustafson, Heritage Preservation Board Chair, said the Board was excited to
see the application before the Council. He thanked everyone involved for the work that
had already been done. The Board was open to partnering with the Conservancy and New
History on the national application.
Mayor Willcox asked what a national designation meant to the City. Meghan
Elliott, New History Founder and Principal, said the local designation was a city process
and would aid in decision making for reuse of the building. The national registration was
a federal designation that was honorary only. There was not any federal oversight through
the registration process. There would be oversight if the City applied for federal money
through grants.
Mayor Willcox asked staff about the federal designation of the Depot. Mr. Dahl
said there could have been an issue if the City wanted to add bathrooms. Ms. Elliott added
the main reasons to apply for the national registration were funding and the honor.
Mr. Koch asked about the cost in applying for the national registration. Ms. Elliott
said the typical benchmark was $10,000; however, the City had already completed a lot of
the work.
Mayor Willcox asked if there was any further discussion or comments. Hearing
none, he asked for a motion on the draft Resolution. Mr. Buchanan made a motion,
seconded by Mr. Plechash, to Adopt Resolution No. 03-2020, Designating the Section
Foreman House at 738 Lake Street East a Heritage Preservation Site. The motion carried
5/0.
c.
Presentation of 2019 Annual Report
Mr. Dahl presented the 2019 Annual Report for the City of Wayzata. He talked about the
Administration including City Manager’s Office, Lake Effect/Panoway on Wayzata Bay
Initiative, Licensing, Communications, Finance, Human Resources, and Motor Vehicle;
Community Development including Planning and Building Inspections; Fire Department;
Police Department; and, Public Works Department. The Strategic Plan Priorities were to
maintain and enhance community amenities, maintain and enhance infrastructure, increase
operational effectiveness, and manage thoughtful development.
Mrs. McCarthy thanked Mr. Dahl for the report and commented on the amount of
work done in a year. She noted the water usage increased by 9%, but thought the usage
had been going down over time. Mr. Dahl said the per capita usage was going down, but
the overall use was increasing due to more businesses/residents and the rehab of the water
tower. He said he would get more detail from City Engineer/Public Works Director Kelly.
Mayor Willcox added his thanks. He said the staff accomplished a lot and did it
with a smile.
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AGENDA ITEM 9. City Manager's Report and Discussion Items.
a.
Upcoming Events/Announcements
None.
b.
Council Member Updates/Announcements
Mrs. McCarthy asked a follow-up question on the pedestrian/vehicle accident on Wayzata
Boulevard. She had not heard an update, but wanted to respond to residents with questions.
Mr. Dahl said he had spoken with the Police and Fire Departments. The crash was a result
of a vehicle heading westbound that did not stop at the stop light. He said he would provide
more information to the Council.
AGENDA ITEM 10. Public Forum Continued (if necessary).
There were no comments.
AGENDA ITEM 11. Adjournment.
There being no further business, Mayor Willcox asked for a motion to adjourn. Mrs.
McCarthy made a motion, seconded by Mr. Plechash to adjourn. Mayor Willcox adjourned
the meeting at 8:32 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

Kathy Leervig
City Clerk
Drafted by Sarah Peterson
TimeSaver Off Site Secretarial, Inc.
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City of Wayzata
City Council Agenda Report
MEETING DATE: February 4, 2020
AGENDA ITEM: 7.b.
TITLE: Approval of Check Register
PROPOSED MOTION: To Approve the Payment of Checks for December 2019 and January 2020
PREPARED BY: Kathy Ovshak, Senior Accountant
REVIEWED BY: Jeff Dahl, City Manager
ACTION REQUESTED:
Staff recommends approval of the payment of checks.
FINANCIAL OR BUDGET CONSIDERATION:
N/A
BACKGROUND:
N/A
ATTACHMENTS:
1.
Detail Check Register - December 2019 & January 2020
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CITY OF WAYZATA

01/29/20 12:25 PM
Page 1

*Check Detail Register©

Batch: 012120PAY,012420PAY,012720PAY,012820PAY

Check #

Check Date

Vendor Name

Amount

Invoice

Comment

10100 Old National
01/24/20
115468
G 640-10150

01/28/20
115469
E 640-47000-253

CASH - OLD NATIONAL
ATM
Total
ARTISAN BEER COMPANY
Beer For Resale

$9,000.00

ATM1/24/20 ATM FILL

$9,000.00

$35.60

3398162

BEER RESALE

E 640-47000-253

Beer For Resale

$228.30

3398163

BEER RESALE

E 640-47000-253

Beer For Resale
Total

$529.15

3400915

BEER RESALE

$793.05

BELLBOY BAR SUPPLY CORP.
Liquor For Resale
Freight

$714.98
$9.41

0082390100 LIQ RESALE
0082390100 FREIGHT

E 640-47000-251

Liquor For Resale

$150.98

0082482800 LIQUOR

E 640-47000-259

Freight

E 640-47000-254

Soft Drinks/Mix For Resal
Total

01/28/20
115470
E 640-47000-251
E 640-47000-259

01/28/20
115471
E 640-47000-252
E 640-47000-259

BOURGET IMPORTS
Wine For Resale
Freight
Total

$1.79

0082482800 FREIGHT

$108.64

0100788400 MISC.MIX

$985.80

$120.00
$1.75

BRASS FOUNDRY BREWING CO.
Beer For Resale
$190.00
Total
$190.00

01/28/20
115473
E 640-47000-251

BREAKTHRU BEVERAGE MN
Liquor For Resale
Freight

E 640-47000-252
E 640-47000-259

Wine For Resale
Freight

WINE
FREIGHT

E-3111

BEER

$121.75

01/28/20
115472
E 640-48000-253

E 640-47000-259

168138
168138

$4,148.65

1081086625 LIQUOR

$114.02

1081086625 FREIGHT

$1,122.66
$16.91

1081086626 WINE
1081086626 FREIGHT

E 640-48000-251

Liquor For Resale

$228.00

1081086763 LIQUOR

E 640-48000-252
E 640-47000-251

Wine For Resale
Liquor For Resale

$82.47
$3,154.85

1081086763 WINE
1081089578 LIQUOR

E 640-47000-259

Freight

E 640-47000-252

Wine For Resale

E 640-47000-259
E 640-47000-251

Freight
Liquor For Resale

E 640-47000-251

Liquor For Resale

E 640-47000-252
E 640-47000-251

Wine For Resale
Liquor For Resale
Total

01/28/20
115474
E 640-48000-253

$26.10
$1,307.99

1081089578 FREIGHT
1081089579 WINE

$19.09 1081089579 FREIGHT
($45.24) 2080263658 LIQUOR
($676.45) 2080264063 LIQUOR
($97.45) 2080264077 WINE
($1,525.55) 2080265990 LIQUOR
$7,876.05

BREAKTHRU BEVERAGE
Beer For Resale

$132.50

1091101788 BEER

E 640-48000-253

Beer For Resale

$536.00

1091101789 BEER

E 640-47000-253
E 640-48000-253

Beer For Resale
Beer For Resale

$2,979.55
$265.00

1091103725 BEER
1091103906 BEER

Page 11 of 379

CITY OF WAYZATA

01/29/20 12:25 PM
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*Check Detail Register©

Batch: 012120PAY,012420PAY,012720PAY,012820PAY

Check #

Check Date

Vendor Name

Amount

Invoice

Comment

E 640-48000-253

Beer For Resale

$343.00

E 640-47000-253

Beer For Resale

$2,292.45

1091106434 BEER

E 640-48000-253

Beer For Resale
Total

$205.00

1091106466 BEER

01/28/20
115475
E 640-48000-253

1091103907 BEER

$6,753.50

CAPITOL BEVERAGE SALES
Beer For Resale

$994.00

4111348

BEER

E 640-48000-253

Beer For Resale

$709.00

4111417

BEER

E 640-47000-253

Beer For Resale

$748.21

6994939

BEER

E 640-47000-253

Beer For Resale
Total

$3,051.99

6994969

BEER

01/28/20
115476
E 640-48500-210
E 640-48500-217

$5,503.20

CINTAS CORPORATION
Operating Supplies (GEN
Uniforms

$113.07
$25.92

E 640-48000-210

Operating Supplies (GEN

$30.07

E 630-40000-499
E 640-48500-210

Miscellaneous
Operating Supplies (GEN

$55.40
$106.07

E 640-48500-217

Uniforms

$25.92

4040593576 KITCHEN UNIFORMS

E 640-48000-210

Operating Supplies (GEN

$30.07

4040593576 BAR SUPPLIES

E 640-48500-210

Operating Supplies (GEN
Total

$501.18

CLEAR RIVER BEVERAGE CO.
Beer For Resale
Total

$405.50

01/28/20
115477
E 640-47000-253

01/28/20
115478
E 640-48500-415

01/28/20
115479
E 640-48000-253

COZZINI BROS., INC.
Other Equipment Rentals
Total

$114.66

$405.50

$45.59

4039908546 KITCHEN SUPPLIES
4039908546 KITCHEN UNIFORMS
4039908546 BAR SUPPLIES
4040496061 MV SUPPLIES
4040593576 KITCHEN SUPPLIES

5015700081 KITCHEN SUPPLIES

522000

BEER

C7547211

KNIFE EXCHANGE

$45.59

DAHLHEIMER DISTRIBUTING CO.
Beer For Resale
$409.00

107-01888

BEER

E 640-48000-253

Beer For Resale

$190.00

107-01935

BEER

E 640-47000-253
E 640-47000-253

Beer For Resale
Beer For Resale

$500.00
$462.40

113-02521
113-02600

BEER
BEER

E 640-47000-253

Beer For Resale

$799.78

116-01026

BEER

E 640-48000-253

Beer For Resale
Total

$180.00

1180403

BEER

$2,541.18

01/28/20
115480
E 640-48000-404

FOREMOST BUSINESS SYSTEMS INC.
Repairs/Maint - Machin/Eq
$37.50
Total
$37.50

76855

SOFTWARE SUPPORT

01/28/20
115481
E 640-47000-253
E 640-47000-253

HOHENSTEINS INC.
Beer For Resale
Beer For Resale
Total

185477
187987

BEER RESALE
BEER RESALE

$863.70

INBOUND BREWCO
Beer For Resale

$100.00

6043

BEER

01/28/20
115482
E 640-47000-253

$743.70
$120.00
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01/29/20 12:25 PM
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*Check Detail Register©

Batch: 012120PAY,012420PAY,012720PAY,012820PAY

Check #

Check Date

Vendor Name

Amount
Total

01/28/20
115483
E 640-47000-253

Invoice

Comment

$100.00

JJ TAYLOR DISTRIBUTING OF MN_
Beer For Resale
$5,457.55

3043580

BEER

E 640-47000-253

Beer For Resale

$1,005.95

3059411

BEER

E 640-47000-253
E 640-48000-253

Beer For Resale
Beer For Resale

$3,889.90
$760.00

3059438
3061581

BEER
BEER

E 640-48000-253

Beer For Resale
Total

$929.30

3068241

BEER

$1,033.70

1471652

LIQUOR

$8.82

1471652

FREIGHT
LIQUOR
FREIGHT

01/28/20
115484
E 640-47000-251

JOHNSON BROS.-ST.PAUL
Liquor For Resale

$12,042.70

E 640-47000-259

Freight

E 640-47000-251
E 640-47000-259

Liquor For Resale
Freight

$1,216.60
$13.86

1476365
1476365

E 640-47000-252

Wine For Resale

$2,418.00

1476366

WINE

E 640-47000-259
E 640-47000-252

Freight
Wine For Resale

$20.16
$600.00

1476366
1481345

FREIGHT
WINE

E 640-47000-259

Freight

E 640-47000-251

Liquor For Resale

E 640-47000-259
E 640-47000-252

Freight
Wine For Resale

E 640-47000-259

Freight

E 640-47000-251
E 640-47000-259

Liquor For Resale
Freight

E 640-47000-252

Wine For Resale

E 640-47000-259

Freight

E 640-47000-251
E 640-47000-259

$6.30

1481345

FREIGHT

$244.00

1481346

LIQUOR

$2.52
$2,811.54

1481346
1481347

FREIGHT
WINE

$36.23

1481347

FREIGHT

$2,474.76
$22.30

1482502
1482502

LIQUOR
FREIGHT

$448.15

1482503

WINE

$8.82

1482503

FREIGHT

Liquor For Resale
Freight

$1,320.90
$16.38

1485197
1485197

LIQUOR
FREIGHT

E 640-47000-252

Wine For Resale

$2,011.30

1485198

WINE

E 640-47000-259
E 640-47000-251

Freight
Liquor For Resale

$39.06
$3,601.00

1485198
1487255

FREIGHT
LIQUOR

E 640-47000-259

Freight

$42.84

1487255

FREIGHT

E 640-47000-252

Wine For Resale

$513.50

1487256

E 640-47000-259
E 640-47000-251

Freight
Liquor For Resale
Total

01/28/20
115485
E 640-48500-255

01/28/20
115486
E 640-47000-252
E 640-47000-259

WINE
FREIGHT
LIQUOR

$18,712.54

KARLSBURGER FOODS, INC.
FOODIngredients For Res
Total

$256.90

LIBATION PROJECT
Wine For Resale

$440.00

27275

WINE RESALE

$6.00

27275

FREIGHT

294067
294695

CIGARETTES
CIGARETTES

Freight
Total

01/28/20
115487
E 640-47000-256
E 640-47000-256

$7.56 1487256
($205.76) 587566

M.AMUNDSON LLP
MISC.MDSE.RESALE
MISC.MDSE.RESALE

$256.90

000516864

FOOD

$446.00

$1,322.68
$1,277.46
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*Check Detail Register©

Batch: 012120PAY,012420PAY,012720PAY,012820PAY

Check #

Check Date

Vendor Name

Amount
Total

01/28/20
115488
E 640-48500-255

Invoice

Comment

$2,600.14

MAIN STREET BAKERY
FOODIngredients For Res

$127.50

371472

FOOD RESALE

E 640-48500-255

FOODIngredients For Res

$168.80

371611

FOOD RESALE

E 640-48500-255
E 640-48500-255

FOODIngredients For Res
FOODIngredients For Res

$137.30
$208.00

371781
371923

FOOD RESALE
FOOD RESALE

E 640-48500-255

FOODIngredients For Res
Total

$75.00

372002

FOOD RESALE

$716.60

MAVERICK WINE CO.
Wine For Resale

$434.56

402035

WINE

$3.00

402035

FREIGHT

$267.84
$3.00

404620
404620

WINE
FREIGHT

01/28/20
115489
E 640-47000-252
E 640-47000-259

Freight

E 640-47000-252
E 640-47000-259

Wine For Resale
Freight
Total

01/28/20
115490
E 640-47000-253

$708.40

MODIST BREWING CO. LLC
Beer For Resale

$410.50

10758

BEER

E 640-48000-253

Beer For Resale

$195.00

10965

BEER

E 640-47000-253

Beer For Resale
Total

$88.50

11149

BEER

$694.00

NEW FRANCE WINE COMPANY
Wine For Resale
Freight

$128.00
$2.00

153203
153203

WINE RESALE
FREIGHT

E 640-47000-252

Wine For Resale

$422.00

153453

WINE RESALE

E 640-47000-259
E 640-47000-252

Freight
Wine For Resale

$4.00
$180.00

153453
153639

FREIGHT
WINE RESALE

E 640-47000-259

Freight

$2.00

153639

FREIGHT

01/28/20
115491
E 640-47000-252
E 640-47000-259

Total
01/28/20
115492
E 640-48500-255

$738.00

NORTHWESTERN FRUIT COMPANY
FOODIngredients For Res
($26.85) 919098

FOOD

E 640-48500-255
E 640-48500-255

FOODIngredients For Res
FOODIngredients For Res

$418.80
$500.00

919141
919290

FOOD
FOOD

E 640-48000-251

Liquor For Resale

$171.40

919290

LIQUOR

E 640-48500-255

FOODIngredients For Res

$474.90

919573

FOOD

E 640-48500-255

FOODIngredients For Res
Total

$920.90

919691

FOOD

77895
77895

WINE RESALE
FREIGHT

01/28/20
115493
E 640-47000-252
E 640-47000-259

PAUSTIS & SONS
Wine For Resale
Freight

E 640-47000-252

Wine For Resale

E 640-47000-259

Freight
Total

01/28/20
115494
E 640-47000-254

PEPSI COLA
Soft Drinks/Mix For Resal

$2,459.15

$551.00
$7.00
$1,054.00

78550

WINE RESALE

$11.25

78550

FREIGHT

48760064

MISC.BEV

$1,623.25

$151.90
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Batch: 012120PAY,012420PAY,012720PAY,012820PAY

Check #

Check Date

Vendor Name

Amount
Total

01/28/20
115495
E 640-48000-251

Invoice

Comment

$151.90

PHILLIPS WINES & SPIRITS
Liquor For Resale

$499.63

2683326

LIQUOR

E 640-48000-251

Liquor For Resale

$571.47

2687082

LIQUOR

E 640-47000-251
E 640-47000-259

Liquor For Resale
Freight

$427.50
$3.78

2689222
2689222

LIQUOR
FREIGHT

E 640-47000-252

Wine For Resale

$199.00

2689223

WINE

E 640-47000-259

Freight

$3.78

2689223

FREIGHT

E 640-47000-252
E 640-47000-259

Wine For Resale
Freight
Total

$805.00
$16.38

2691907
2691907

WINE RESALE
FREIGHT

6525883

SERVICE

45555

FOOD

01/28/20
115496
E 640-48000-409

01/28/20
115497
E 640-48500-255

01/28/20
115498
E 640-48500-210

PLUNKETT'S PEST CONTROL
Maint services & Improv
Total
RANCHERS LEGACY MEAT CO.
FOODIngredients For Res
Total

$2,526.54

$82.66
$82.66

$443.60
$443.60

REINHART FOODSERVICE
Operating Supplies (GEN

$0.00

KITCHEN SUPPLIES

E 640-48000-210

Operating Supplies (GEN

$0.00

BAR SUPPLIES

E 640-48000-210
E 640-48500-210

Operating Supplies (GEN
Operating Supplies (GEN

$0.00
$0.00

BAR SUPPLIES
KITCHEN SUPPLIES

E 640-48000-342

Promotions - Food/Drinks

$0.00

PROMO FOOD

E 640-48000-210
E 640-48000-210

Operating Supplies (GEN
Operating Supplies (GEN

$0.00
$0.00

BAR SUPPLIES
BAR SUPPLIES

E 640-48000-342

Promotions - Food/Drinks

$0.00

PROMO FOOD

E 640-48000-254

Soft Drinks/Mix For Resal

$0.00

E 640-48000-210
E 640-48500-255

Operating Supplies (GEN
FOODIngredients For Res

E 640-48000-342
E 640-48000-254
E 640-48000-251

MISC.BEV.

$0.00
$4,259.96

117891

BAR SUPPLIES
FOOD

Promotions - Food/Drinks

$39.24

117891

PROMO FOOD

Soft Drinks/Mix For Resal
Liquor For Resale

$83.81
$70.82

117891
117891

MISC.BEV.
LIQUOR
FOOD

E 640-48500-255

FOODIngredients For Res

$3,073.84

121446

E 640-48500-210

Operating Supplies (GEN

$25.11

121446

KITCHEN SUPPLIES

E 640-48000-342
E 640-48000-254

Promotions - Food/Drinks
Soft Drinks/Mix For Resal

$20.34
$85.81

121446
121446

PROMO FOOD
MISC.BEV.

E 640-48000-251

Liquor For Resale

$14.68

121446

LIQUOR

E 640-48500-255
E 640-48000-210

FOODIngredients For Res
Operating Supplies (GEN

$2,863.97
$111.75

123615
123615

FOOD
BAR SUPPLIES

E 640-48000-254

Soft Drinks/Mix For Resal

$85.80

123615

MISC.BEV.

E 640-48000-251

Liquor For Resale

$23.92

123615

LIQUOR

E 640-48500-255
E 640-48500-210

FOODIngredients For Res
Operating Supplies (GEN

$3,958.78
$156.83

125755
125755

FOOD
KITCHEN SUPPLIES

E 640-48000-342

Promotions - Food/Drinks

$98.82

125755

PROMO FOOD

E 640-48000-254
E 640-48000-251

Soft Drinks/Mix For Resal
Liquor For Resale

$131.89
$63.21

125755
125755

MISC.BEV.
LIQUOR

Page 15 of 379

CITY OF WAYZATA

01/29/20 12:25 PM
Page 6

*Check Detail Register©

Batch: 012120PAY,012420PAY,012720PAY,012820PAY

Check #

Check Date

Vendor Name

Amount

Invoice

Comment

E 640-48500-255

FOODIngredients For Res

$4,091.32

129234

E 640-48500-210

Operating Supplies (GEN

$91.57

129234

FOOD
KITCHEN SUPPLIES

E 640-48000-342
E 640-48000-254

Promotions - Food/Drinks
Soft Drinks/Mix For Resal

$59.58
$261.81

129234
129234

PROMO FOOD
MISC.BEV.

E 640-48000-251

Liquor For Resale

E 640-48500-255
E 640-48500-210

FOODIngredients For Res
Operating Supplies (GEN

$162.79

129234

LIQUOR

$3,006.83
$8.99

129235
129235

FOOD
KITCHEN SUPPLIES

$135.33

129235

BAR SUPPLIES

$50.42

129235

LIQUOR

$3,897.20
$62.32

133969
133969

FOOD
KITCHEN SUPPLIES

E 640-48000-210

Operating Supplies (GEN

E 640-48000-251

Liquor For Resale

E 640-48500-255
E 640-48500-210

FOODIngredients For Res
Operating Supplies (GEN

E 640-48000-342

Promotions - Food/Drinks

$20.34

133969

PROMO FOOD

E 640-48000-254
E 640-48000-251

Soft Drinks/Mix For Resal
Liquor For Resale
Total

$215.70
$33.73

133969
133969

MISC.BEV.
LIQUOR

01/28/20
115499
E 640-47000-340

SAVEON
Advertising

$4,129.34
Total

01/28/20
115500
E 640-47000-252
E 640-47000-259

SMALL LOT MN
Wine For Resale
Freight
Total

01/28/20
115501
E 640-47000-251
E 640-47000-259
E 640-47000-259

$27,266.51

SOUTHERN GLAZER`S OF MN
Liquor For Resale
Freight
Freight

202CI-49852 STORE ADVERTISING

$4,129.34

$164.04

34484

WINE

$5.00

34484

FREIGHT

$7,020.84

1911196

LIQUOR

$45.01
$1.28

1911196
1913694

FREIGHT
FREIGHT

$169.04

E 640-47000-251

Liquor For Resale

$2,591.35

1913695

LIQUOR

E 640-47000-259
E 640-47000-251

Freight
Liquor For Resale

$18.96
$70.68

1913695
1913696

FREIGHT
LIQUOR

E 640-47000-259

Freight

$0.21

1913696

FREIGHT

E 640-47000-252

Wine For Resale

$1,614.00

1913697

WINE RESALE

E 640-47000-259
E 640-47000-251

Freight
Liquor For Resale

$30.72
$1,032.00

1913697
1913698

FREIGHT
LIQUOR

E 640-47000-259

Freight

$11.52

1913698

FREIGHT

E 640-47000-251
E 640-47000-259

Liquor For Resale
Freight

$124.33
$0.43

1916232
1916232

LIQUOR
FREIGHT

E 640-47000-251

Liquor For Resale

$3,339.13

1916233

LIQUOR

E 640-47000-259

Freight

$23.26

1916233

FREIGHT

E 640-47000-252
E 640-47000-259

Wine For Resale
Freight

$1,020.00
$23.04

1916234
1916234

WINE RESALE
FREIGHT

E 640-47000-251

Liquor For Resale

$288.00

1916235

LIQUOR

E 640-47000-259
E 640-47000-252

Freight
Wine For Resale

$3.84
$2,400.00

1916235
5054148

FREIGHT
WINE RESALE

E 640-47000-259

Freight

$64.00

5054148

FREIGHT

E 640-47000-251

Liquor For Resale

E 640-47000-252

Wine For Resale

($536.00) CM1898184 LIQUOR
($1,200.00) CM9198365 WINE
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Batch: 012120PAY,012420PAY,012720PAY,012820PAY

Check #

Check Date

Vendor Name

Amount
Total

01/28/20
115502
E 640-47000-253

Invoice

Comment

$17,986.60

STEEL TOE BREWING
Beer For Resale

$100.00

32136

BEER

E 640-48000-253

Beer For Resale

$150.00

32148

BEER

E 640-47000-253
E 640-48000-253

Beer For Resale
Beer For Resale
Total

$183.00
$200.00

32275
32289

BEER
BEER

01/28/20
115503
E 640-48500-210
E 640-48500-415

01/28/20
115504
E 640-48000-409

01/28/20
115505
E 640-48000-210

01/28/20
115506
E 640-47000-252
E 640-47000-259

SUNBURST CHEMICALS, INC.
Operating Supplies (GEN

$0.00

Other Equipment Rentals
Total

$92.58

T.D. ANDERSON INC.
Maint services & Improv
Total

$110.00

TOLL GAS & WELDING SUPPLY
Operating Supplies (GEN
Total
TRADITION WINE & SPIRITS
Wine For Resale
Freight
Total

01/28/20
115507
E 640-48500-210
E 640-48000-210

$633.00

$92.58

$110.00

$60.87

KITCHEN SUPPLIES
0013116

DISHWASHER LEASE

471713

BEER LINE SERVICE

10334294

SUPPLIES

$60.87

$320.00

21428

WINE RESALE

$15.00

21428

FREIGHT

$335.00

TRIMARK
Operating Supplies (GEN
Operating Supplies (GEN

$100.86
$183.00

99Z03M
99Z03N

KITCHEN SUPPLIES
BAR SUPPLIES

E 640-48500-210

Operating Supplies (GEN

$372.05

99Z03N

KITCHEN SUPPLIES

E 640-48000-210
E 640-48500-210

Operating Supplies (GEN
Operating Supplies (GEN

$130.77
$124.98

99Z2X0
99Z2X0

BAR SUPPLIES
KITCHEN SUPPLIES

E 640-48000-210

Operating Supplies (GEN

$17.82

99Z5BY

BAR SUPPLIES

E 640-48500-210

Operating Supplies (GEN

$231.87

99Z5BZ

KITCHEN SUPPLIES

E 640-48500-210
E 640-48000-210

Operating Supplies (GEN
Operating Supplies (GEN
Total

$312.72
$176.47

99Z5C0
99Z5C0

KITCHEN SUPPLIES
BAR SUPPLIES

01/28/20
115508
E 640-48000-210

TRIO SUPPLY COMPANY
Operating Supplies (GEN

$1,650.54

$79.54

584873

BAR SUPPLIES

E 640-48500-210

Operating Supplies (GEN

$676.42

584873

KITCHEN SUPPLIES

E 640-48000-342
E 640-48000-251

Promotions - Food/Drinks
Liquor For Resale

$68.38
$73.70

584873
584873

PROMO FOOD
LIQUOR

E 640-48000-342

Promotions - Food/Drinks

$34.19

586643

PROMO FOOD

E 640-48500-210
E 640-48000-210

Operating Supplies (GEN
Operating Supplies (GEN

$702.57
$41.54

586643
587458

KITCHEN SUPPLIES
BAR SUPPLIES

E 640-48500-210

Operating Supplies (GEN

$650.08

587891

KITCHEN SUPPLIES

E 640-48000-342

Promotions - Food/Drinks

$68.38

587891

PROMO FOOD

E 640-48000-251

Liquor For Resale

$32.88

587891

LIQUOR
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Batch: 012120PAY,012420PAY,012720PAY,012820PAY

Check #

Check Date

Vendor Name

Amount
Total

01/28/20
115509
E 640-47000-210
E 640-47000-254

TRUE BRANDS
Operating Supplies (GEN
Soft Drinks/Mix For Resal
Total

Invoice

Comment

$2,427.68

$0.00
$392.14

SUPPLIES
593559

MISC MDSE

$392.14

01/28/20
115510
E 640-47000-253

UNMAPPED BREWING COMPANY
Beer For Resale
$216.00
Total
$216.00

897

BEER

01/28/20
115511
E 640-47000-210

VAN PAPER COMPANY
Operating Supplies (GEN
Total

527517

STORE SUPPLIES

$120.00

0250458

LIQUOR

$504.00
$12.50

0250458
0250458

WINE
FREIGHT

01/28/20
115512
E 640-47000-251
E 640-47000-252
E 640-47000-259

01/28/20
115513
E 640-47000-252

VINOCOPIA
Liquor For Resale
Wine For Resale
Freight
Total

$636.50

WINE COMPANY
Wine For Resale

$866.00

132346

WINE RESALE

$9.90

132346

FREIGHT

E 640-47000-259

Freight

E 640-47000-252
E 640-47000-252

Wine For Resale
Wine For Resale

E 640-47000-259

Freight

($53.33) 132786
$1,576.00 133061
$16.50

Total
01/28/20
115514
E 640-48000-252

$182.62
$182.62

WINE
WINE RESALE

133061

FREIGHT

$2,415.07

WINE MERCHANT
Wine For Resale

$1,076.42

7270255

WINE

Wine For Resale
Freight

$1,062.00
$21.42

7270289
7270289

WINE
FREIGHT

E 640-47000-252

Wine For Resale

$1,152.00

7270290

WINE

E 640-47000-254

Soft Drinks/Mix For Resal

$24.00

7270290

MISC.MIX

E 640-47000-259
E 640-48000-252

Freight
Wine For Resale

$11.34
$792.00

7270290
7270667

FREIGHT
WINE

E 640-47000-252

Wine For Resale

$1,124.00

7270807

E 640-47000-259
E 640-47000-252

Freight
Wine For Resale
Total

E 640-47000-252
E 640-47000-259

01/28/20
115515
E 640-47000-252
E 640-47000-259

WINEBOW
Wine For Resale
Freight

WINE
FREIGHT
WINE

$4,909.48

$351.79
$3.50

Total
01/28/20
115516
E 640-47000-253

$7.56 7270807
($361.26) 731029

MN00073421 WINE RESALE
MN00073421 FREIGHT

$355.29

WOODEN HILL BREWING COMPANY
Beer For Resale
$314.10
Total
$314.10

2037

BEER
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Batch: 012120PAY,012420PAY,012720PAY,012820PAY

Check #

Check Date

01/28/20
115517
E 640-47000-252
E 640-47000-259

01/29/20
115518
E 101-43100-240

Vendor Name

Amount

Invoice

Comment

WRS IMPORTS LLC
Wine For Resale
Freight
Total

$138.00
$2.50

2454
2454

WINE
FREIGHT

$140.50

ACME TOOLS
Small Tools and Minor Eq

$181.49

7252472

TOOLS

E 101-45200-240

Small Tools and Minor Eq

$181.49

7252472

TOOLS

E 610-40000-240

Small Tools and Minor Eq

$181.51

7252472

TOOLS

E 620-40000-240

Small Tools and Minor Eq
Total

$181.50

7252472

TOOLS

$725.99

BANK OF AMERICA
Radio Units
Total

$463.23

01/29/20
115519
E 101-42200-323

01/29/20
115520
E 101-41940-409

01/29/20
115521
E 101-42100-306

01/29/20
115522
E 101-45200-217

CMT JANITORIAL SERVICES
Maint services & Improv
Total

G 101-21717

01/29/20
115524
E 640-48000-404

$2,595.00

$666.50

COUSIN, SAM
Uniforms

$190.00

$666.50

2316

MONTHLY CLEANING

103113892

PRE EMPLOYMENT PHYSICAL - PD

2020

UNIFORMS - BOOTS

$190.00

DELTA DENTAL OF MINNESOTA
Dental Insurance
$2,487.60
Dental Insurance
Total

FD RADIO SERVICE

$2,595.00

CONCENTRA
Personnel Expense
Total

Total
01/29/20
115523
G 101-21717

$463.23

$660.15

RIS00026221 DENTAL INS. - FEB.2020
RIS00026221 DENTAL INS. - FEB.2020

$3,147.75

DEPUTY REGISTRAR 126
Repairs/Maint - Machin/Eq

$19.25

BAR

E 101-43300-404
E 101-42200-404

Repairs/Maint - Machin/Eq
Repairs/Maint - Machin/Eq

$38.50
$19.25

ENGINEERI 2020 FLEET TABS
FD
2020 FLEET TABS

E 101-42400-404

Repairs/Maint - Machin/Eq

$19.25

INSPECTION 2020 FLEET TABS

E 101-45200-404
E 620-40000-404

Repairs/Maint - Machin/Eq
Repairs/Maint - Machin/Eq

$134.75
$86.62

PARKS
SEWER

E 640-47000-404

Repairs/Maint - Machin/Eq

$19.25

STORE

2020 FLEET TABS

E 101-43100-404

Repairs/Maint - Machin/Eq

$192.50

STREETS

2020 FLEET TABS

E 610-40000-404

Repairs/Maint - Machin/Eq
Total

WATER

2020 FLEET TABS

$616.00

01/29/20
115525
E 305-40000-304

$86.63

2020 FLEET TABS

2020 FLEET TABS
2020 FLEET TABS

EHLERS
Legal Fees

$580.00

82646

TIF CONSULTING

E 314-40000-304

Legal Fees

$580.00

82646

TIF CONSULTING

E 316-40000-304

Legal Fees

$580.00

82646

TIF CONSULTING

E 305-40000-304
E 314-40000-304

Legal Fees
Legal Fees

$1,629.17
$1,629.17

82647
82647

TIF CONSULTING
TIF CONSULTING
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Batch: 012120PAY,012420PAY,012720PAY,012820PAY

Check #

Check Date

E 316-40000-304

Vendor Name
Legal Fees
Total

Amount

Invoice

$1,629.16

82647

ELAN-CARDMEMBER SERVICES
Equipment
$8,162.00
Total
$8,162.00

01/29/20
115527
E 101-42100-404

EMERGENCY AUTOMOTIVE
Repairs/Maint - Machin/Eq
Total

01/29/20
115529
E 630-40000-200

01/29/20
115530
E 101-41940-210

01/29/20
115531
G 101-21722

01/29/20
115532
E 101-42100-217

ESG COMPANY, INC.
Repairs/Maint - Machin/Eq
Total

01/29/20
115534
E 101-42100-210

01/29/20
115535
E 610-40000-309

01/29/20
115536
E 101-45200-499
E 101-45200-217
E 101-45200-433

01/29/20
115537
E 101-41940-210

$645.00

FERGUSON ENTERPRISES, INC.
Operating Supplies (GEN
Total

$95.94

GALLS
Uniforms

$92.04

$95.94

$105.11

$25.00
$25.00

HACH COMPANY
Contractual Services
Total

$132.28

HOME DEPOT
Operating Supplies (GEN

EQUIPMENT REPAIRS

44856

MV BUS.CARDS

7230331

SUPPLIES

2470202

VISION INS.

14940807

PD UNIFORMS

0000824
0000824

MONTHLY LOCATES
MONTHLY LOCATES

$50.00

$119.89

Uniforms
Dues, Licensing & Semina
Total

817805

$3.99

GRAINGER, INC.
Operating Supplies (GEN
Total

HOEFKER, TROY
Miscellaneous

SQUAD MAINT.

$105.11

$3.99

GOPHER STATE ONE CALL
Permit Fees/Gopher State
Permit Fees/Gopher State
Total

SVC27798

$645.00

$92.04

Total
01/29/20
115533
E 610-40000-313
E 620-40000-313

$45.00

I-PADS FOR PLANNING COMMISSION

$45.00

EXCEL DOCUMENT MGMT.
Office Supplies (GENERA
Total

FIDELITY SECURITY LIFE
Vision Insurance
Total

TIF CONSULTING

$6,627.50

01/29/20
115526
E 409-40000-540

01/29/20
115528
E 101-45200-404

Comment

$119.89

$132.28

9419426599 SUPPLIES

11784117

WATER ANALYSIS

$69.87

PHONE CASE & SCREEN PROTECTOR

$46.98
$57.00

UNIFORM ALLOWANCE
PARKS SEMINAR

$173.85

$49.66

BLDG.MAINT.SUPPLIES
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Batch: 012120PAY,012420PAY,012720PAY,012820PAY

Check #

Check Date

Vendor Name

Amount
Total

INGERSOLL RAND INDUSTRIAL TECH
Well & F.P. Equipment
$1,458.83
Total
$1,458.83

01/29/20
115539
E 610-40000-433

ITRON, INC.
Dues, Licensing & Semina

01/29/20
115540
E 101-43100-499

01/29/20
115541
E 101-42200-404

01/29/20
115542
E 101-45200-433
E 101-45200-331

01/29/20
115543
E 101-42120-304

KELLY, MICHAEL JR.
Miscellaneous
Total
KIRVIDA FIRE, INC.
Repairs/Maint - Machin/Eq
Total
KLAPPRICH, KURT
Dues, Licensing & Semina
Mileage & Expense Accou
Total
JEFFREY W. LAMBERT, P.A.
Legal Fees
Total

Comment

$49.66

01/29/20
115538
E 610-40000-242

Total

Invoice

$2,509.42

25109412

WTP#3 PARTS

543913

MOBILE WATER METER READING COLLECTOR
MAINT.AGREEMENT

$2,509.42

$17.97

SUPPLIES

$17.97

$336.23

8508

FD TRUCK REPAIRS

$336.23

$45.00

SEMINAR

$40.00

SEMINAR

$85.00

$2,846.25

JAN.2020

LEGAL SERVICES

$2,846.25

01/29/20
115544
G 101-21707

LAW ENFORCEMENT LABOR SERVICES
Police union dues
$589.00
Total
$589.00

JAN.2020

PD UNION DUES

01/29/20
115545
E 101-42100-309

LAW ENFORCEMENT TECHNOLOGY
Contractual Services
$8,076.19
Total
$8,076.19

258963

SOFTWARE MAINT.

01/29/20
115546
E 404-40000-437

LMCD
Payments to Organization
Total

1-2020 LEVY 1ST QTR.2020 LEVY PAYMENT

01/29/20
115547
E 101-43100-220
E 101-43100-220

01/29/20
115548
E 101-42100-434

01/29/20
115549
E 101-41500-404

MACQUEEN EQUIPMENT, INC.
Repair/Maint Supply (GEN
Repair/Maint Supply (GEN
Total

$11,550.25
$11,550.25

$102.18

P24608

PARTS

$91.84

P24702

PARTS

2020-01

GUN RANGE RENTAL

$194.02

MAPLE GROVE, CITY OF
Training and schools
Total

$390.00

MARCO
Repairs/Maint - Machin/Eq
Total

$655.83

$390.00

$655.83

INV7229856 MAINT.CONTRACT
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Batch: 012120PAY,012420PAY,012720PAY,012820PAY

Check #

Check Date

01/29/20
115550
E 101-41940-321

01/29/20
115551
E 101-41940-321

Vendor Name

Amount

MEDIACOM
Telephone

Invoice

$47.98
Total

$47.98

Total

$327.80

MEDIACOM
Telephone

Comment
SERVICE

$327.80

SERVICE

01/29/20
115552
E 670-40000-499

METRO WATERSHED PARTNERS
Miscellaneous
$350.00
Total
$350.00

WAYZATA-M 2020 MEMBERSHIP DUES

01/29/20
115553
E 620-40000-386

METROPOLITAN COUNCIL
Other Utilities
Total

0001104969 SEWER SERVICE

01/29/20
115554
E 235-40000-302

$40,966.40
$40,966.40

MILLER, FRED
Consultants

$1,800.00
Total

01/29/20
115555
E 610-40000-433

01/29/20
115556
G 101-21715

MN AWWA
Dues, Licensing & Semina
Total
MN NCPERS LIFE INSURANCE
PERA Term Life
Total

$580.00

$32.00

01/29/20
115558
E 610-40000-433

MN RURAL WATER ASSOCATION
Dues, Licensing & Semina
$125.00

01/29/20
115559
E 101-42200-433

MN STATE FIRE CHIEFS ASSOC.
Dues, Licensing & Semina
Total

$125.00

LICENSE RENEWAL - SCHRUPP & MONTAGUE

83080002202 LIFE INS.

POIRIER

SEMINAR REGISTRATION-POIRIER

RADERMAC SEMINAR REGISTRATION-RADERMACHER
RADERMAC SEMINAR REGISTRATION-RADERMACHER

$250.00

$400.00

1142

2020 DUES

$400.00

01/29/20
115560
E 101-42100-404

MORRIE'S MINNETONKA FORD
Repairs/Maint - Machin/Eq
$1,049.83
Total
$1,049.83

01/29/20
115561
E 101-45200-331

MYHRAN, BENNETT
Mileage & Expense Accou
Total

$37.95

NAPA AUTO PARTS-LONG LAKE
Small Tools and Minor Eq

$42.30

01/29/20
115562
E 101-43100-240

200004891

$32.00

MN POLLUTION CONTROL AGENCY
Dues, Licensing & Semina
$390.00
Total
$390.00

Dues, Licensing & Semina
Total

WCTV

$580.00

01/29/20
115557
E 620-40000-433

E 620-40000-433

0200262

$1,800.00

$37.95

F6CS420688 SQUAD REPAIRS

CONF.MILEAGE

3270-464666 TOOLS
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Batch: 012120PAY,012420PAY,012720PAY,012820PAY

Check #

Check Date

Vendor Name

Amount
Total

01/29/20
115563
E 232-40000-210

Invoice

Comment

$42.30

NORTHERN TOOL & EQUIPMENT
Operating Supplies (GEN

$26.87

4061134357 SUPPLIES

$5.38

4061134368 SUPPLIES

Operating Supplies (GEN
Total

$32.25

OFFICE DEPOT
Office Supplies (GENERA

$159.77

42340997500 SUPPLIES

E 101-42200-200
E 630-40000-200

Office Supplies (GENERA
Office Supplies (GENERA

$15.75
$51.91

42342167600 SUPPLIES
42342167600 SUPPLIES

E 640-47000-200

Office Supplies (GENERA

$83.97

42342167700 SUPPLIES

E 101-41500-200

Office Supplies (GENERA

$27.29

42342167800 SUPPLIES

E 101-41940-210
E 101-42100-200

Operating Supplies (GEN
Office Supplies (GENERA
Total

$761.76
$88.89

42724406200 SUPPLIES
42975276700 SUPPLIES

$1,189.34

OLD REPUBLIC
Consultants
Total

$2,377.75

E 232-40000-210

01/29/20
115564
E 101-41500-200

01/29/20
115565
E 670-40000-302

01/29/20
115566
E 640-47000-321

$2,377.75

71178267

WETLAND BANK

POPP TELECOM
Telephone

$100.00

SERVICE

E 640-48000-321

Telephone

$100.00

SERVICE

E 101-41940-321
E 610-40000-323

Telephone
Radio Units

$285.88
$89.77

SERVICE
SERVICE

E 620-40000-323

Radio Units

$33.64

SERVICE

E 101-42100-309

Contractual Services
Total

$32.19

SERVICE

01/29/20
115567
E 650-47500-384
E 650-47500-384

$641.48

RANDY'S SANITATION
Refuse/Garbage
Refuse/Garbage

$9,138.89
$30.55

E 650-47500-384

Refuse/Garbage

$1,292.36

KARTS

E 650-47500-384
E 650-47500-386

Refuse/Garbage
Other Utilities

$1,084.45
$4,691.62

DRIVEUP
DISPOSAL

E 101-41940-386

Other Utilities

E 650-47600-309

Contractual Services

$4,008.79

RECYCLING

E 650-47800-384
E 650-47800-386

Refuse/Garbage
Other Utilities

$6,689.91
$85.50

ORGANICS
ORGANICS DISPOSAL

E 640-47000-384

Refuse/Garbage

$150.00

STORE

E 640-48000-384

Refuse/Garbage
Total

$877.01

BAR

01/29/20
115568
E 101-42100-331
E 101-42100-433
E 101-42100-331

115569

01/29/20

$498.54

LABOR
STICKERS

CH/PW

$28,547.62

RISVOLD, MICHAEL
Mileage & Expense Accou
Dues, Licensing & Semina

$149.51
$92.24

Mileage & Expense Accou
Total

$246.75

$5.00

DEPT.MTG.SUPPLIES
POST LICENSE - VOGEL
PARKING

SOUTHWEST ASSESSING
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Batch: 012120PAY,012420PAY,012720PAY,012820PAY

Check #

Check Date

Vendor Name

Amount

E 101-41550-302

Consultants

E 101-41550-210

Operating Supplies (GEN
Total

01/29/20
115570
E 101-42200-323

$4,436.00

SPRINT
Radio Units

Comment
MONTHLY ASSESSING

$867.42

SUPPLIES

$5,303.42

$26.00
Total

01/29/20
115571
E 101-42100-210
E 101-42100-217

Invoice

523093316-2 FD SERVICE

$26.00

STREICHER'S
Operating Supplies (GEN
Uniforms

$49.98
$24.98

I1405886
I1406403

PD SUPPLIES
PD UNIFORM

E 101-42100-217

Uniforms

$34.99

I1406962

PD UNIFORM

E 101-42100-217

Uniforms

$58.97

I1407155

PD UNIFORM

E 101-42100-217
E 101-42100-217

Uniforms
Uniforms

$111.99
$23.96

I1407193
I1408428

PD UNIFORM
PD UNIFORM

E 101-42100-217

Uniforms

$37.99

I1409314

PD UNIFORM

2859620M

FD SUPPLIES

26309

BLDG.SUPPLIES

Total
01/29/20
115572
E 101-42200-210

01/29/20
115573
E 101-41940-210

01/29/20
115574
G 802-20862

01/29/20
115575
E 101-41100-302

STRYKER SALES CORP
Operating Supplies (GEN
Total
SUPPLY SOLUTIONS LLC
Operating Supplies (GEN
Total
THE GROCER`S TABLE LLC
326 BROADWAY-GROCE
Total
TIME SAVER
Consultants

$342.86

$1,162.80
$1,162.80

$89.04
$89.04

$1,600.00

ESCROW R ESCROW REFUND

$1,600.00

$573.43

M25394

MTG.MINUTES

$12.75
$12.75

117768
117768

SAFETY SUPPLIES
SAFETY SUPPLIES

Safety equip/testings

$12.75

117768

SAFETY SUPPLIES

Safety equip/testings
Safety equip/testings

$12.75
$56.19

117768
117808

SAFETY SUPPLIES
SAFETY SUPPLIES

E 101-45200-241

Safety equip/testings

$56.19

117808

SAFETY SUPPLIES

E 610-40000-241

Safety equip/testings

$56.19

117808

SAFETY SUPPLIES

E 620-40000-241
E 101-43100-241

Safety equip/testings
Safety equip/testings

$56.19
$40.08

117808
118108

SAFETY SUPPLIES
SAFETY SUPPLIES

E 101-45200-241

Safety equip/testings

$40.08

118108

SAFETY SUPPLIES

E 610-40000-241
E 620-40000-241

Safety equip/testings
Safety equip/testings
Total

$40.08
$40.08

118108
118108

SAFETY SUPPLIES
SAFETY SUPPLIES

$436.08

VIKING TROPIES, INC.
Operating Supplies (GEN

$231.00

2616

FD RETIREMENT CLOCK

Total

$573.43

USA BLUE BOOK
Safety equip/testings
Safety equip/testings

E 610-40000-241
E 620-40000-241
E 101-43100-241

01/29/20
115576
E 101-43100-241
E 101-45200-241

01/29/20
115577
E 101-42200-210
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Batch: 012120PAY,012420PAY,012720PAY,012820PAY

Check #

Check Date

Vendor Name

Amount
Total

VISU-SEWER CLEAN & SEAL, INC.
Maint/Replac - System
$2,870.00
Total
$2,870.00

01/29/20
115579
E 101-45200-331

WILLIAMS, TRAVIS
Mileage & Expense Accou

01/29/20
115580
G 802-20847

01/29/20
115581
E 101-45203-381

30997

PEAVEY LANE

$85.98

MILEAGE & SEMINAR

$51.77

MILEAGE & SEMINAR

Dues, Licensing & Semina
Total

$137.75

WSB & ASSOCIATES
250 Superior-CommonWe
Total

$30.00

XCEL ENERGY
Electric Utilities

Comment

$231.00

01/29/20
115578
E 620-40000-405

E 101-45200-433

Invoice

$30.00

R-013318-00 250 SUPERIOR/COMMONWELL ESCROW PROJECT

$4,859.67

SERVICE

$18.56
$705.43

SERVICE
SERVICE

Electric Utilities

$0.00

SERVICE

Electric Utilities
Electric Utilities

$1,348.53
$3,146.56

SERVICE
SERVICE

E 620-40000-381

Electric Utilities

$979.77

SERVICE

E 101-41940-381

Electric Utilities

$38.86

SERVICE

E 101-41940-381
E 101-42200-381

Electric Utilities
Electric Utilities

E 610-40000-381
E 640-47000-381
E 640-48000-381

Total
10100 Old National

$11,097.38
$300,968.17

20100 Accounts Payable
01/21/20
115417
E 101-41940-404
E 101-41940-404

01/21/20
115418
E 101-42200-323

ABSOLUTE MECHANICAL
Repairs/Maint - Machin/Eq
Repairs/Maint - Machin/Eq
Total
ANCOM
Radio Units

E 101-42200-217

01/21/20
115420
E 101-42200-323

01/21/20
115421
E 101-42200-323
E 101-41940-321

12528

BOILER REPAIRS

12529

BOILER REPAIRS

39955

FD RADIOS

$835.00
$2,055.00

249836
249837

FD UNIFORMS
FD SUPPLIES

$484.55

249838

FD UNIFORMS

$635.00

$2,228.00
Total

01/21/20
115419
E 101-42200-217
E 101-42200-210

$260.00
$375.00

ASPEN MILLS
Uniforms
Operating Supplies (GEN
Uniforms

$2,228.00

Total

$3,374.55

AT&T MOBILITY
Radio Units
Total

$203.78

$203.78

SERVICE

AT&T MOBILITY
Radio Units

$424.00

SERVICE

Telephone

$424.00

SERVICE
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Batch: 012120PAY,012420PAY,012720PAY,012820PAY

Check #

Check Date

01/21/20
115422
E 101-42100-323

01/21/20
115423
E 101-45200-409

01/21/20
115424
E 101-41940-499

01/21/20
115425
E 640-48500-210

Vendor Name

Amount
Total

$848.00

Total

$270.00

BCA
Radio Units

$270.00

CONSORT
Maint services & Improv
Total

$1,016.49

Invoice

Comment

00000584569 RADIO CONNECTION

INV0068635 DORI POLES & PENNANTS

$1,016.49

CULLIGAN-BOTTLED WATER
Miscellaneous
Total

$111.35

CULLIGAN-METRO
Operating Supplies (GEN
Total

$113.98

$111.35

$113.98

2442957

SUPPLIES

1356015

SUPPLIES

01/21/20
115426
E 101-41940-401

DAYSPRING WINDOW CLEANING
Repairs/Maint Buildings
$1,765.00
Total
$1,765.00

01/21/20
115427
E 237-40000-240

FIRE EQUIPMENT SPECIALTIES, IN
Small Tools and Minor Eq
$2,767.00

10490

FD TOOLS

Uniforms

10498

FD TOOLS

6140196

PARTS

16206

LAKE EFFECT COMMUNICATIONS

E 101-42200-217

$6,009.00
Total

01/21/20
115428
E 640-48000-404

01/21/20
115429
E 233-40000-302

GENERAL PARTS LLC
Repairs/Maint - Machin/Eq
Total
GOFF PUBLIC
Consultants

01/21/20
115430
E 610-40000-313
E 620-40000-313

01/21/20
115431
E 101-42120-308

01/21/20
115432
E 101-42100-323

$8,776.00

$959.04
$959.04

$3,182.05
Total

GOPHER STATE ONE CALL
Permit Fees/Gopher State
Permit Fees/Gopher State
Total
HENN.CNTY.ACCTG.SERVICES
Prisoner Care
Total
HENN.CNTY.INFO.TECH.DEPT.
Radio Units

12-142271-1 WINDOW WASHING

$3,182.05

$21.60

9120824

MONTHLY LOCATES

$21.60

9120824

MONTHLY LOCATES

$43.20

$345.00

1000141862 PRISONER PROCESSING

$345.00

$986.07

1000141537 PD RADIO LEASE

E 409-42100-540
E 101-43100-323

Equipment
Radio Units

$1,048.79
$222.50

1000141537 PD RADIOS
1000141593 RADIO LEASE

E 101-45200-323

Radio Units

$222.50

1000141593 RADIO LEASE

E 610-40000-323

Radio Units

$125.16

1000141593 RADIO LEASE

E 620-40000-323
E 409-40000-540

Radio Units
Equipment

$125.20
$786.89

1000141593 RADIO LEASE
1000141593 PW RADIOS
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Batch: 012120PAY,012420PAY,012720PAY,012820PAY

Check #

Check Date

Vendor Name

E 101-42200-323

Radio Units

E 409-42200-540

Equipment

Amount
$765.99
$1,331.02
Total

Invoice

Comment

1000141601 FD RADIO LEASE
1000141601 FD RADIOS

$5,614.12

01/21/20
115433
G 650-20818

HENNEPIN COUNTY TREASURER
Garbage Tax - Cnty 15.5
$2,798.22
Total
$2,798.22

DEC.2019

COUNTY REFUSE TAX

01/21/20
115434
E 408-40000-302

HTG ARCHITECTS
Consultants
Total

18788

CITY HALL REMODEL

$432.40
$432.40

01/21/20
115435
E 101-42200-240

JEFFERSON FIRE & SAFETY INC.
Small Tools and Minor Eq
$2,068.00
Total
$2,068.00

PB000255

FD TOOLS

01/21/20
115436
E 101-45200-415

JIMMY`S JOHNNYS
Other Equipment Rentals
Total

159485

PARKS SERVICE

8438

FIRE TRUCK REPAIRS

01/21/20
115437
E 101-42200-404

01/21/20
115438
E 101-42100-309

01/21/20
115439
E 101-41940-401

$254.64
$254.64

KIRVIDA FIRE, INC.
Repairs/Maint - Machin/Eq
Total

$1,271.98

LEXISNEXIS RISK DATA
Contractual Services
Total

$33.00

$1,271.98

$33.00

12145502019 PD SERVICE

LIFE SUPPORT INNOVATIONS LLC
Repairs/Maint Buildings
$1,634.00

1775

AED'S

E 101-42100-404

Repairs/Maint - Machin/Eq

$817.00

1775

AED'S

E 640-47000-401
E 640-48000-401

Repairs/Maint Buildings
Repairs/Maint Buildings
Total

$408.50
$408.50

1775
1775

AED'S
AED'S

356996

PARTS

LAKE EFFECT LOBBYIST

01/21/20
115440
E 101-43100-220

LITTLE FALLS MACHINE, INC.
Repair/Maint Supply (GEN
Total

$3,268.00

$582.60
$582.60

01/21/20
115441
E 233-40000-302

LOCKRIDGE GRINDAL NAUEN PLLP
Consultants
$3,333.33
Total
$3,333.33

DEC.2019

01/21/20
115442
E 101-45200-306

MEDEXPRESS URGENT CARE MN
Personnel Expense
$192.00
Total
$192.00

1437150C39 PRE EMPLOYMENT PHYSICAL

01/21/20
115443
E 101-42400-309

METRO WEST INSPECTION SERVICES
Contractual Services
$5,581.25
Total
$5,581.25

2239

115444

01/21/20

BLDG.INSPECTION SERVICES

METROPOLITAN COUNCIL
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Batch: 012120PAY,012420PAY,012720PAY,012820PAY

Check #

Check Date

Vendor Name

Amount

G 101-20831

MWCC (SAC)

$2,485.00

R 101-00000-34190

Charges for Services/Gen
Total

01/21/20
115445
E 640-48000-401

01/21/20
115446
E 640-48000-409
E 640-47000-409

01/21/20
115447
G 101-20813
R 101-00000-34190

01/21/20
115448
E 610-40000-310

01/21/20
115449
E 101-43100-229

01/21/20
115450
E 101-45200-210

01/21/20
115451
E 101-42100-434

MIDWEST GREASE
Repairs/Maint Buildings
Total
MINNEHAHA BLDG.MAINT.INC.
Maint services & Improv
Maint services & Improv
Total

Invoice
DEC.2019

($24.85) DEC.2019

ADMIN FEE FOR SAC FEES

$200.00

PI.253437

MAINT.

180148833
180148834

BLDG.MAINT.
BLDG.MAINT.

$200.00

$68.82
$47.31
$116.13

Charges for Services/Gen
Total

$5,582.66

MN DNR WATERS
Plan Review
Total

$4,089.65

NAPA AUTO PARTS-LONG LAKE
Operating Supplies (GEN
Total

DEC.2019 SAC FEES

$2,460.15

MN DEPT.OF LABOR & INDUSTRY
Surcharge Payable
$5,815.27

MORRELL & MORRELL, LP
Dirt, Sand and gravel
Total

Comment

BLDG.SURCHARGE 4TH QTR.2019

($232.61)

$4,089.65

$124.87

BLDG.SURCHARGE 4TH QTR.2019

2019

DNR ANNUAL FEE

16005

DELIVERY OF WINTER SAND/SALT MIX

$124.87

$7.71

3270-463120 PARTS

$7.71

NORTH MEMORIAL
Training and schools
Total

$280.00

SOUTHERN GLAZER`S OF MN
Liquor For Resale
Freight

$202.46
$1.28

1901115
1901115

E 640-47000-252

Wine For Resale

$360.00

5050903

WINE RESALE

E 640-47000-259

Freight

$1.28

5050903

FREIGHT

01/21/20
115452
E 640-47000-251
E 640-47000-259

Total

$280.00

SRF CONSULTING GROUP, INC.
Consultants
$1,102.20
Total
$1,102.20

01/21/20
115454
E 101-42100-217
E 101-42100-217

STREICHER'S
Uniforms
Uniforms
Uniforms
Total

115455

01/21/20

LIQUOR
FREIGHT

$565.02

01/21/20
115453
E 239-40000-302

E 101-42100-217

PD TRAINING

11484.00-18 COMP.PLAN

$115.98
$5.99

I1401295
I1404916

PD UNIFORMS
PD UNIFORM

$56.97

I1405737

PD UNIFORM

$178.94

SW NEWS MEDIA

Page 28 of 379

CITY OF WAYZATA

01/29/20 12:25 PM
Page 19

*Check Detail Register©

Batch: 012120PAY,012420PAY,012720PAY,012820PAY

Check #

Check Date

Vendor Name

Amount

Invoice

Comment

E 101-41500-350

Printing & Publishing

$54.45

2083997

SECTION FOREMAN HOUSE LEGAL NOTICE

E 101-41500-350

Printing & Publishing

$59.40

2086292

2020 BUDGET LEGAL NOTICE

G 802-20848
G 802-20855

545 INDIAN MOUND
401 LAKE ST.-LOTHENB
Total

$69.30
$59.40

2086293
2086294

215 WALKER / 545 INDIAN MOUND ESCROW
401 LAKE ESCROW

$242.55

TESSMAN SEED CO.
Chemicals and Chem Pro
Total

S305271

ICE MELT

$567.50

1900383

WATER ANALYSIS

01/21/20
115456
E 101-45200-216

01/21/20
115457
E 610-40000-309

01/21/20
115458
E 640-48000-306
E 640-47000-306

01/21/20
115459
E 610-40000-405
E 610-40000-405

01/21/20
115460
E 101-42100-323

01/21/20
115461
E 101-43100-210

01/21/20
115462
E 101-42100-404

TRI-CITY
Contractual Services
Total
TRUSTED EMPLOYEES
Personnel Expense
Personnel Expense
Total
VALLEY-RICH CO., INC.
Maint/Replac - System
Maint/Replac - System
Total
VERIZON WIRELESS
Radio Units
Total
VILLAGE CHEVROLET
Operating Supplies (GEN
Total
WAYZATA BAY CAR WASH
Repairs/Maint - Machin/Eq
Total

$567.50

$63.00
$63.00

$0.00

BACKGROUND CHECK SERVICE

$40.00

SRNI100151 BACKGROUND CHECK SERVICE

$40.00

$5,282.08
$4,186.79

27883
27900

WATER MAIN BREAKS
WATER MAIN BREAKS

$9,468.87

$200.05

9846146266 PD SERVICE

$200.05

$4.24

326414

SUPPLIES

DEC.2019

SQUAD MAINT.

$4.24

$256.40
$256.40

01/21/20
115463
G 316-20200

WAYZATA BAY SENIOR HOUSING,INC
Note Payable
$958,687.72
Total
$958,687.72

2019

TIF PAYMENT

01/21/20
115464
E 101-49200-496

WAYZATA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
Contigencies
$3,957.00
Total
$3,957.00

9864

LIGHT UP THE LAKE FESTIVAL

01/21/20
115465
E 101-41500-433

WAYZATA ROTARY CLUB
Dues, Licensing & Semina
Total

1245

DAHL DUES & MEALS

63206

WTP MODEM UPDATES

01/21/20
115466
E 610-40000-242

WIN-911
Well & F.P. Equipment
Total

$368.00
$368.00

$1,030.00
$1,030.00
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Batch: 012120PAY,012420PAY,012720PAY,012820PAY

Check #

Check Date

01/21/20
115467
E 430-40000-309
E 430-40000-309

Vendor Name
WSB & ASSOCIATES
Contractual Services
Contractual Services
Total
20100 Accounts Payable

Amount
$1,220.00
$3,329.75

Invoice

Comment

R-010640-00 SUPERIOR/WAYZ.BLVD
R-013587-00 2019 STREETS

$4,549.75
$1,043,443.39

Fund Summary
10100 Old National
101 GENERAL FUND
232 CEMETARY

$40,020.18
$32.25

235 CABLE TV

$1,800.00

305 DOWNTOWN TIF DISTRICT 6
314 WIDSTEN

$2,209.17
$2,209.17

316 BAY CENTER
404 PARK AND TRAIL CIP
409 EQUIP REVOLVING
610 WATER FUND
620 SEWER FUND
630 MOTOR VEHICLE
640 LIQUOR
650 SOLID WASTE

$2,209.16
$11,550.25
$8,162.00
$5,297.46
$45,766.95
$199.35
$150,132.41
$27,022.07

670 STORMWATER

$2,727.75

802 ESCROW PROJECTS

$1,630.00
$300,968.17

20100 Accounts Payable
101 GENERAL FUND
233 LAKFRONT IMPROVE
237 FIRE DEPT PULL TABS
239 COMP PLAN - LAND USE
316 BAY CENTER
408 GENERAL CIP
409 EQUIP REVOLVING
430 STREET CIP
610 WATER FUND

$45,539.07
$6,515.38
$2,767.00
$1,102.20
$958,687.72
$432.40
$3,166.70
$4,549.75
$14,798.28

620 SEWER FUND

$146.80

640 LIQUOR
650 SOLID WASTE

$2,811.17
$2,798.22

802 ESCROW PROJECTS

$128.70
$1,043,443.39
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City of Wayzata
City Council Agenda Report
MEETING DATE: February 4, 2020
AGENDA ITEM: 7.c.
TITLE: Approval of Municipal Licenses
PROPOSED MOTION: To Approve the Municipal Licenses as Attached
PREPARED BY: Kathy Leervig, City Clerk
REVIEWED BY: Jeff Dahl, City Manager
ACTION REQUESTED:
Staff recommends approval of Municipal Licenses.
FINANCIAL OR BUDGET CONSIDERATION:
N/A
BACKGROUND:
N/A
ATTACHMENTS:
1.
List of Municipal Licenses for City Council Approval and Municipal Licenses which received
Administrative Approval (informational only).
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02/04/2020
LIST OF MUNICIPAL LICENSES FOR CITY COUNCIL APPROVAL
Recommended for approval, pending staff review for completeness of application materials
Dea Mar Salon & Day Spa
Keri Fullerton - Dea Mar Salon & Day Spa

2020 Massage Business License
Wayzata, MN
2020 Massage Provider License
Wayzata, MN

WERE APPROVED ADMINISTRATIVELY
2020 Gas Fitter's License Renewals

Midwest Tree Experts MN, Inc.

Hopper's Mini Donuts

2020 Tree Removal and Treatment License Renewals
Maple Grove, MN
2019 Temporary Food License for the Wayzata Chilly Open on 2/8/2020
Minneapolis, MN
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City of Wayzata
City Council Agenda Report
MEETING DATE: February 4, 2020
AGENDA ITEM: 7.d.
TITLE: Adoption of Second Reading of Ordinance 795 Amending Chapter 512 for Tobacco Products
PROPOSED MOTION: To Adopt the Second Reading of Ordinance 795 Amending Chapter 512 for Tobacco
Products
PREPARED BY: Kathy Leervig, City Clerk
REVIEWED BY: Jeff Dahl, City Manager
ACTION REQUESTED:
Staff recommends adoption of the second reading.
FINANCIAL OR BUDGET CONSIDERATION:
N/A
BACKGROUND:
A new federal law makes it illegal to sell tobacco products to anyone under the age of 21. This includes ecigarettes and vaping products. The change was included in H.R. 1865, Further Consolidated Appropriations
Act of 2020, which President Trump signed into law on December 20 (see 21 U.S.C. 387f(d)(3)(A)(ii)).
The law is effective now. The U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA) has the power to enforce the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act that was amended to increase the minimum age for sales of tobacco products
to 21. The FDA has stated that the implementation date of the age increase was December 21, 2019.
In addition to amending the ordinance to reflect the legal age to 21, the text was amended to include tobacco
products related to vaping.
The City Attorney reviewed the ordinance and recommended the following changes:



Change in the Administrative Penalties to increase the fee and/or suspension/revocation; and
Remove language pertaining to criminal penalties for someone under 21 possessing tobacco products.

Law enforcement efforts are focused on retailers that sale products to under age rather than those under age
possessing tobacco products.
The first reading of the ordinance was approved by the Council on January 21st.
ATTACHMENTS:
1.
Ordinance 795
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CITY OF WAYZATA
HENNEPIN COUNTY, MINNESOTA
ORDINANCE NO. 795
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 512 (TOBACCO PRODUCTS) OF THE
WAYZATA CITY CODE
THE CITY OF WAYZATA ORDAINS:
Section 1.
Amendment. Chapter 512 of the Wayzata City Code (FOOD ESTABLISHMENTS) is
hereby amended to read in its entirety as follows (struck text deleted; underlined text added):

CHAPTER 512 – TOBACCO PRODUCTS
512.01 - Definitions.
The following words and terms when used in this Chapter shall have the following meanings:
A. "Person" means one or more natural persons; a partnership, including a limited partnership; a
corporation; a trust; a political subdivision of the State; or any other type of business organization.
B. "Self-Service Merchandising" means a method of displaying tobacco-related products so that they
are accessible to the public without the intervention of an employee.
C. "Tobacco Product" means any product containing, made, or derived from tobacco, including, but not
limited to cigarettes, cheroots, oil cartages perique, granulated, plug cut, crimp cut, ready, rubbed and
other smoking tobacco; snuff, snuff flower, Cavendish, plug and twist tobacco; fine cut and other chewing
tobaccos; shorts, refuse scripts, clippings, cuttings, and sweepings of tobacco; and other kinds and forms
of tobacco, prepared in such a manner as to be suitable for chewing, sniffing, or smoking in a pipe or
other device.
D.
"Tobacco-Related Device” means any device intentionally designed or intended to be used in a
manner to smoke, chew, inhale, sniff, or otherwise consume tobacco or tobacco products, including, but
not limited to cigarette papers, pipes, e-cigarettes, and vaping kits. Tobacco-related devices include
components of tobacco-related devices that are marketed or sold separately.
"Cigar Only Tobacco Products" means cigars only and no other tobacco products.
(Ord. 590 [2-27-1997])
512.02 - License Required.
No person shall directly, indirectly or by means of any mechanical device keep for sale or retail, sell at
retail or otherwise dispose of any tobacco products Tobacco Product or Tobacco-Related Device within
the City without first having been issued a license therefor.
(Ord. 590 [2-27-1997])
512.03 - Responsibility of Licensee.
Every licensee is responsible for the conduct of its employees while on the licensed premises. Any sale or
transfer of tobacco products a Tobacco Product or Tobacco-Related Decive by an employee to a person
under 18 21 years of age shall be considered an act of the licensee for the purpose of imposing an
administrative fine or license suspension or revocation.
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512.04 - License Fee.
No license shall be issued under this Chapter until the appropriate license fee shall be paid in full. The fee
for a license under this Chapter shall be established in the City's schedule of fees.
(Ord. 590 [2-27-1997]; 2008 Recodification)
512.05 - Licensing Procedures.
All licenses issued under this Chapter shall be issued in conformance with the provisions of Chapter 501
of this Code. In addition, no license shall be issued:
A.

To any person who has been the subject of a revocation of a previous license for the retail sale of
tobacco products Tobacco Products or Tobacco-Related Devices.

B.

To any person for the sale of Tobacco Products or Tobacco-Related Devices tobacco products at
any place other than his established place of business.

C. For the sale of tobacco products Tobacco Products or Tobacco-Related Devices at a movable place
of business.
D.

At more than one location. If any person maintains more than one location for the retail sale of
Tobacco Products or Tobacco-Related Devicestobacco products, then each location must be
separately licensed.

(Ord. 590 [2-27-1997])
512.06 - Prohibited Acts.
It shall be a violation of this Chapter for any person to do the following:
A.

Sell, give or furnish any tobacco products to any person under the age of 18 21 years.

B.

Sell, give, furnish or dispense tobacco products by vending machine, unless the vending machine
is electronically activated for each transaction by the licensee or a person in their employ, and the
machine is in direct view of the person activating it.

C.
Sell or offer for sale Tobacco Products or Tobacco-Related Devices tobacco products by means of
self-service merchandising.
(Ord. 590 [2-27-1997])
512.07 - Administrative Penalties.
Each license issued hereunder shall be subject to administrative fines, suspension or revocation for
violation of any provisions of this Chapter or the laws of the State of Minnesota. The City Manager or his
designee shall proceed in the manner as prescribed herein and is authorized to take the following action:
First (1st) Offense Within Two Years: $100.00200.00 and/or one day license suspension.
Second (2nd) Offense Within Two Years: $250500.00 and/or two day license suspension.
Third (3rd) Offense Within Two Years: $500750.00 and/or thirty three day license suspension.
Four or More Offenses: $1,000.00 and/orL license revocation.
(Ord. 590 [2-27-1997])
512.08 - Notice and Hearing.
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The licensee shall be notified in writing of the proposed action to be taken and the reasons therefor and
shall be given ten days to request a hearing before the City Council for a determination of the action to be
taken. If the licensee does not request a hearing within the ten days, then the City Manager shall make
such order as he deems proper. If the licensee makes a request for a hearing then one shall be held
before the City Council in accordance with the provisions of Section 501.09 of this Code. After
considering all the evidence, the City Council shall make a determination concerning the action to be
taken against the licensee.
(Ord. 590 [2-27-1997])
512.09 - Criminal Penalties.
A.
B.
C.

D.

It shall be a gross misdemeanor for anyone to sell tobacco products to a person under the age of 18
years.
It shall be a misdemeanor for anyone to furnish tobacco products to a person under the age of 18
years.
It shall be a petty misdemeanor for anyone under the age of 18 years to use, purchase, attempt to
purchase or possess tobacco products. This provision shall not apply to a person under the age of
18 years who is employed in an establishment licensed to sell tobacco products who is selling or
stocking them.
All other violations of this Chapter shall be a misdemeanor.

Section 3.
3.1

Effective Date.

This Ordinance will become effective upon passage and publication.

Adopted by the City Council this 4TH day of February 4, 2020.

ATTEST:

Ken Willcox
Mayor

Jeffrey Dahl
City Manager
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First Reading: January 21, 2020
Second Reading: February 4, 2020
Publication: February 13, 2020
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City of Wayzata
City Council Agenda Report
MEETING DATE: February 4, 2020
AGENDA ITEM: 7.e.
TITLE: Adoption of Resolution 04-2020 Appointing a Housing & Redevelopment Authority Commissioner
PROPOSED MOTION: To Adopt Resolution 04-2020 Appointing a Housing & Redevelopment Authority
Commissioner
PREPARED BY: Kathy Leervig, City Clerk
REVIEWED BY: Jeff Dahl, City Manager
ACTION REQUESTED:
Staff recommends adoption of the attached Resolution.
FINANCIAL OR BUDGET CONSIDERATION:
N/A
BACKGROUND:
Each year, the Council makes appointments to the various commissions and committees at the City. Following
interviews and appointments in December, the City received an application from community member Terri
Huml for an open vacancy on the Housing and Redevelopment Authority (HRA). Ms. Huml was interviewed by
the Council at the January 21 workshop.
ATTACHMENTS:
1.
Resolution 04-2020
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CITY OF WAYZATA
RESOLUTION NO. 04-2020
RESOLUTION APPOINTING A HOUSING & REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY COMMISSIONER
BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of Wayzata, Minnesota as follows:
Section 1. BACKGROUND
1.1

Vacancy. Earlier in 2019, one (1) commissioner resigned his seat on the Wayzata Housing &
Redevelopment Authority Board (the “HRA”), leaving an open seat vacant until December 31,
2023.

1.2

Applicants. In October of 2019, the City Council solicited applications from those who wished
to be considered by the Council to fill the vacancy on the HRA. One (1) application was
received in January 2020.

Section 2. STANDARDS
2.1

City Council Appointment. Section 18 of the Revised Charter of the City of Wayzata empowers
the City Council to create and appoint a HRA.

Section 3. CITY COUNCIL ACTION
3.1 The City Council of Wayzata hereby finds the following person eligible to serve as a
commissioner on the Wayzata Housing & Redevelopment Authority Board and appoints her as a
member of the HRA as follows:
1.

Terri Huml shall serve a four-year term to expire on December 31, 2023.

Adopted by the Wayzata City Council this 4th day of February, 2020.

ATTEST:

_________________________________
Mayor Kenneth Willcox

__________________________________
City Manager Jeffrey Dahl
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ACTION ON THIS RESOLUTION:
Motion for adoption:
Seconded by:
Voted in favor of:
Voted against:
Abstained:
Absent:
Resolution adopted.
I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of Resolution No. 04-2020 adopted by the
City Council of the City of Wayzata, Minnesota, at a duly authorized meeting held on February 4,
2020.
_________________________________
City Clerk Kathy Leervig

SEAL
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City of Wayzata
City Council Agenda Report
MEETING DATE: February 4, 2020
AGENDA ITEM: 7.g.
TITLE: Adoption of Resolution 05-2020 Establishing an Absentee Ballot Board
PROPOSED MOTION: To Approve Resolution 05-2020 Establishing an Absentee Ballot Board
PREPARED BY: Kathy Leervig, City Clerk
REVIEWED BY: Jeff Dahl, City Manager
ACTION REQUESTED:
Staff recommends adoption of the Resolution appointing Absentee Ballot Board Election Judges.
FINANCIAL OR BUDGET CONSIDERATION:
The City has budgeted for the compensation of Election Judges in 2020 for the primary and general elections.
Election judge pay for the Presidential Nomination Primary (PNP) election is a reimbursable expense from the
State.
BACKGROUND:
State law provides that voters can vote early by absentee ballot at any election. For all county/state/federal
elections, absentee voting takes place in the office of the county auditor, or if the municipal clerk has been
designated to administer absentees – in the office of the municipal clerk. Ballots are provided to voters
beginning at least 46 days before each election.
The absentee ballot board is a special board of election judges or election administrators (deputy clerks) that
process and count returned absentee ballots, and assist with voting activities. After receiving the envelopes,
two or more members of the board must examine each return envelope and mark it as accepted or rejected.
The law specifies the conditions for accepting or rejecting an envelope.
ATTACHMENTS:
1.
Resolution 05-2020
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RESOLUTION NO. 05-2020
ESTABLISHING AN ABSENTEE BALLOT BOARD
WHEREAS, the City of Wayzata is required by Minnesota Statutes 203B.121,
subd. 1 to establish an Absentee Ballot Board effective February 4, 2020; and
WHEREAS, this board will bring uniformity in the processing of accepting or
rejecting returned absentee ballots in the City of Wayzata; and
WHEREAS, the Absentee Ballot Board would consist of a sufficient number
of election judges as provided in Sections 204B.19 to 204B.22 or deputy clerks
trained in the processing and counting of absentee ballots.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Wayzata City Council hereby
establishes an Absentee Ballot Board consisting of a sufficient number of election
judges as provided in sections 205B.19 to 204B.22 or deputy clerks to perform the
task; and
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Wayzata City Council that the absentee
ballot board judges for the March 3, 2020 Presidential Nomination Primary (PNP),
August 11, 2020 Primary and November 3, 2020 General Election be appointed as
presented by the City Clerk, per Exhibit A attached hereto and made a part hereof,
and further authorizing the City Clerk to appoint additional judges as needed; and
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Wayzata City Council that all members
appointed to the Hennepin County Absentee Ballot Board as authorized under Minn.
Statute 204B.21, subd. 2, under the direction of the Hennepin County Election
Manager, to act as the City of Wayzata Absentee Ballot Board when reviewing
absentee ballots received at the Hennepin County Government Center.
2020.

Passed and adopted by the Wayzata City Council this 4th day of February,

Kenneth Willcox, Mayor

Attest:

Jeffrey Dahl, City Manager
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CERTIFICATION:
Motion for adoption:
Seconded by:
Voted in favor of:
Voted against:
Abstained:
Absent:
Resolution:
I hereby certify that the attached and foregoing Resolution is a true and correct copy
of the Resolution duly adopted by the City Council of the City of Wayzata,
Minnesota, at a duly authorized meeting held on February 4, 2020.
_______________________________
Kathy Leervig, City Clerk
SEAL
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Exhibit A

City of Wayzata Absentee Ballot Board Election Judges for the March 3, 2020
Presidential Nomination Primary, August 11, 2020 Primary Election and the
November 3, 2020 General Election:
Lori Krismer
Kathy Leervig
Sharon McGowan
Kay Midura
Susan Ankeny
David Bergerson
Mary Coleman
Paul Gardner
Kim Gharrity
Kent Howe
Jim Richter
Bonnie Schwalbe
Brad Sleeper
Lynda Sleeper
Judy Starkey
Joy Truax

Page 44 of 379

City of Wayzata
City Council Agenda Report
MEETING DATE: February 4, 2020
AGENDA ITEM: 7.f.
TITLE: Adoption of Resolution 06-2020 Appointing Election Judges for the 2020 Elections
PROPOSED MOTION: To Adopt Resolution 06-2020 Appointing Election Judges for the 2020 Elections
PREPARED BY: Kathy Leervig, City Clerk
REVIEWED BY: Jeff Dahl, City Manager
ACTION REQUESTED:
Staff recommends adoption of the Resolution appointing Election Judges for the 2020 Elections.
FINANCIAL OR BUDGET CONSIDERATION:
The City has budgeted for the compensation of Election Judges in 2020.
BACKGROUND:
The City Clerk recommends election judges to be appointed for the upcoming elections, and then
in accordance with Minnesota Statutes 204B.21, the City Council makes the appointments at least 25 days
before the election.
ATTACHMENTS:
1.
Resolution 06-2020
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RESOLUTION NO. 06-2020
RESOLUTION APPOINTING ELECTION JUDGES FOR THE 2020 ELECTIONS
WHEREAS, in accordance with Minnesota Statutes 204B.21, the governing body
of the municipality shall appoint election judges for precincts in that municipality.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of Wayzata,
Minnesota, that the City Council of Wayzata approves the appointment of the following
election judges who are eligible to serve as election judges for the voting precinct in the
City of Wayzata for the 2020 elections (presidential nomination primary, primary and
general), and authorizes the City Clerk to make any substitutions or additions of election
judges as necessary.
Susan
Elaine
Robert
Merrily
Lindsay
David
Sarah Jane
Mary
Anne
Paul
Kim
Donna
Kent
Pete

Ankeny
Ambrose
Ambrose
Babcock
Bashioum
Bergerson
Cole
Coleman
Creed
Gardner
Gharrity
Hanson
Howe
Ice (Head Judge)

Lisa
Susan
Sandra
Lori
Emily
Sharon
Jim
Barbara (Tudie)
Bonita
Brad
Lynda
Judith
Joy

Jarosh
Johnson
Kako
Krismer
McGrath
McGowan
Richter
Ross
Schwalbe
Sleeper
Sleeper
Starkey
Truax

Adopted by the Wayzata City Council this 4th day of February, 2020.
__________________________
Kenneth Willcox, Mayor
Attest: _______________________
Jeffrey Dahl, City Manager
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CERTIFICATION:
Motion for adoption:
Seconded by:
Voted in favor of:
Voted against:
Abstained:
Absent:
Resolution:
I hereby certify that the attached and foregoing resolution is a true and correct copy of
the Resolution Appointing Election Judges for the 2020 Elections duly adopted by the
City Council of the City of Wayzata, Minnesota, at a duly authorized meeting held on
February 4, 2020.
Kathy Leervig, City Clerk

SEAL
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City of Wayzata
City Council Agenda Report
MEETING DATE: February 4, 2020
AGENDA ITEM: 7.h.
TITLE: Approval of Professional Services Agreement with Goff Public, Inc. for Panoway on Wayzata Bay
Communication Services
PROPOSED MOTION: To Approve the Professional Services Agreement with Goff Public, Inc. for Panoway
on Wayzata Bay Communication Services
PREPARED BY: Emily Goellner, Community Development Director
REVIEWED BY: Jeff Dahl, City Manager
ACTION REQUESTED:
Staff recommends approval of the attached agreement.
FINANCIAL OR BUDGET CONSIDERATION:
The proposed cost for these services is estimated at $49,000 through June 2020, which represents two-thirds
of the total budget of $70,000. The "two thirds portion" represents City-related services. The remaining onethird of work, totaling $21,000, would be funded by the Wayzata Conservancy. These services are geared
more towards Conservancy-specific activities.
Upon completion of the work in June, the City will determine whether to move forward with additional
communications support. These costs would be funded out of the Lakefront Improvement Capital
Improvement Fund.
BACKGROUND:
Late in 2019, the City and the Wayzata Conservancy approved a new marketing launch that provides a name
to the Lake Effect Initiative now that the City is moving forward with construction. After several meetings and
engagement led by the Conservancy, Panoway on Wayzata Bay was selected and the Council directed staff
to move forward with a Launch Plan to help communicate the new identity and advocate for the project.
Goff Public, Inc. prepared a proposal for the Launch Plan in partnership with True Voice Communications and
Fuzzy Duck that was discussed at the January 21 City Council Workshop. The Council requested that, instead
of committing to ongoing communications work through December of 2020, services be committed through the
month of June. The amended proposal is attached and will be presented at the meeting.
The Council directed staff to return to a City Council Workshop in May or June to discuss a communications
plan for the remainder of 2020.
Please note that this communications plan for "Panoway" will be integrated with the construction-related
communications that Navigate Wayzata and Stahl Construction are leading.
ATTACHMENTS:
1.
Professional Services Agreement with Goff Public, Inc. & Panoway on Wayzata Bay Communications
Proposal
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CITY OF WAYZATA
PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT

THIS PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT (the “Agreement”) is made effective
__________________, 2020 (“Effective Date”) by and between the City of Wayzata, Minnesota
(the “City”) and Goff Public, Inc., a Minnesota corporation with an address of 444 Cedar Street,
Suite 910, Saint Paul, MN 55101 (“Contractor”) for the professional services and related
deliverables described herein, and contains the terms and conditions applicable to all of
Contractor’s services and associated deliverables for the City.
In consideration of the mutual promises and covenants contained in this Agreement, and for other
good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which is acknowledged, the parties
agree as follows:
I.
SCOPE OF SERVICES AND DELIVERABLES
Contractor will provide the public relations, communications, and project management services
and deliverables (collectively, the “Services”) that are described in the PANOWAY ON
WAYZATA BAY COMMUNICATIONS PROPOSAL, dated January 22, 2020, attached hereto
as Attachment A (the “Statement of Work”), according to the project team (which will include
Contractor’s subcontractors Fuzzy Duck and True Voice for creative work), project scope, services
descriptions, deliverables, and timeline described therein, and in accordance with best practices
and industry standards.
II.

PROJECT REPRESENTATIVES
A.
B.

City’s main point of contact shall be the City Manager.
Contractor’s main point of contact for the Services shall be Sara Swenson and
Ashley Aram.

III.
COMPENSATION AND BILLING
As consideration for the provision of the Services and all costs associated therewith, the City agrees
to pay the Contractor at the hourly rate one hundred ninety-five dollars ($195) an hour for services
rendered, not to exceed the sum of seventy thousand dollars ($70,000) in year 2020, unless
otherwise increased by the City Manager, which Contractor agrees shall be adequate to provide
the Services contemplated in the Statement of Work.
Contractor will invoice the City monthly for Services provided in accordance with Agreement,
and include with such invoices detailed descriptions of the Services provided by the Contractor to
the City. City shall pay Contractor for all undisputed invoices within thirty (30) days of receipt of
such invoices.
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IV.
CHANGE OF SCOPE OF SERVICES
City may request, and Contractor may suggest, changes or additions to the Services. In such event,
City and Contractor will work together on the details of such changes (including any adjustments
to Contractor’s compensation and the specifications, timeline and deliverables described in
Attachment A), and if agreed upon in writing by both City and Contractor, such changes shall be
an amendment to this Agreement.
V.
INSURANCE
Contractor, at its expense, shall procure and maintain in force for the duration of this Agreement
the following minimum insurance coverages:
A.
General Liability. Contractor agrees to maintain commercial general liability
insurance in a minimum amount of $1,000,000 per occurrence; $2,000,000 annual
aggregate. The policy shall cover liability arising from premises, operations, products
completed operations, personal injury, advertising injury, and contractually assumed
liability. City shall be endorsed as additional insured.
B.
Automobile Liability. If Contractor operates a motor vehicle in performing the
Services under this Agreement, Contractor shall maintain commercial automobile liability
insurance, including owned, hired, and non-owned automobiles, with a minimum liability
limit of $1,000,000 combined single limit.
C.
Professional (Errors and Omissions) Liability Insurance. Contractor will
maintain professional liability insurance for all claims Contractor may become legally
obligated to pay resulting from any actual or alleged negligent act, error, or omission
related to Contractor’s professional services required under this Agreement. Contractor is
required to carry the following minimum limits: $1,000,000 per occurrence; $2,000,000
annual aggregate. The retroactive or prior acts date of such coverage shall not be after the
Effective Date, and Contractor shall maintain such insurance for a period of at least three
(3) years following completion of the Services. If such insurance is discontinued, extended
reporting period coverage must be obtained by Contractor to fulfill this requirement.
D.
Workers’ Compensation. Contractor agrees to provide workers’ compensation
insurance for all its employees in accordance with the statutory requirements of the State
of Minnesota. Contractor shall also carry employers’ liability coverage with minimum
limits as follows: (i) $500,000 – Bodily Injury by Disease per employee; (ii) $500,000 –
Bodily Injury by Disease aggregate; and (iii) $500,000 – Bodily Injury by Accident.
Contractor shall, prior to commencing the Services, deliver to the City a Certificate of Insurance
as evidence that the above coverages are in full force and effect. The insurance requirements may
be met through any combination of primary and umbrella/excess insurance. Contractor’s policies
shall be the primary insurance to any other valid and collectible insurance available to City with
respect to any claim arising out of Contractor’s performance under this Agreement. Contractor’s
policies and Certificate of Insurance shall contain a provision that coverage afforded under the
policies shall not be cancelled without at least thirty (30) days advanced written notice to the City.
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VI.
INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR RELATIONSHIP
City and Contractor agree that Contractor is an “independent contractor” and not an employee of
City. Contractor shall be solely and entirely responsible for its acts and for the acts of its
employees, agents, and subcontractors in connection with the Services. Contractor shall be
responsible for the compensation and benefits of Contractor’s employees and for payment of all
federal, state and local taxes payable with respect to any amounts paid to Contractor under this
Agreement. No payroll or employment taxes of any kind shall be withheld or paid by City with
respect to payments to Contractor, including but not limited to, FICA, FUTA, federal and state
personal income tax, state disability insurance tax and state unemployment tax. Contractor shall
not be entitled to any benefits from City, including, without limitation, insurance benefits, sick and
vacation leave, workers’ compensation benefits, unemployment compensation, disability,
severance pay, or retirement benefits.
VII. TERMINATION
This Agreement shall continue in effect until terminated by either party upon such party giving the
other no less than 30 days prior written notice of termination. Termination of this Agreement for
any reason shall not affect any provision of this Agreement that by its nature is intended to survive
termination.
VIII. OTHER TERMS
A.
Entire Agreement; Amendments. This Agreement and the attachments
referenced herein represent the entire agreement between Contractor and City. Any terms
in attachments which conflict with the main body of this Agreement shall be limited,
controlled and superseded by the terms in the main body of this Agreement. This
Agreement supersedes any prior or contemporaneous representations or agreements, either
written or oral. No amendment or modification of the terms of this Agreement, except as
may be expressly authorized herein, may be made and will not be effective unless agreed
upon in writing by City and Contractor.
B.
Assignability. The rights and obligations of Contractor under this Agreement shall
not be assignable or transferable without the prior written approval of the City.
C.
Compliance of all Laws; Ability to Perform; Representations. Contractor shall
comply with all applicable federal, state, and local laws, rules, regulations, codes,
ordinances and orders. Contractor has in effect and will maintain in effect all permits,
licenses, and other authorizations necessary for the performance of the Services. Contractor
is not aware of any fact or circumstance which would prevent Contractor from performing
in accordance with this Agreement. Contractor represents and warrants that Contractor has
the requisite training, skills, and experience necessary to provide the Services contemplated
by this Agreement, and that the Services will be performed using personnel, equipment,
and material qualified and suitable to perform the Services requested. Contractor shall be
solely responsible for its negligent acts, errors and omissions while performing Services
under this Agreement. Contractor will perform the Services with reasonable care and skill,
in a diligent and professional manner and in accordance with accepted professional
practices and industry standards.
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D.
Assurances and Indemnification. Contractor assures the City, and represents and
warrants, that the information it has provided in its Statement of Work is accurate and not
misleading in any material respect. Contractor shall defend and indemnify City, its
employees, officials, and agents, against all claims, demands and actions, and all related
costs and expenses (including reasonable attorneys’ fees) for injury, death, disability or
illness of any person, or damage to property, arising out of the Services or any breach of
any representation or term of this Agreement by Contractor.
E.
Payment of Others. Contractor shall pay all of Contractor’s employees, agents,
and subcontractors furnishing services, labor, equipment, or materials incidental to the
performance of Contractor’s obligations under this Agreement.
F.
Rights in Deliverables. All deliverables associated with the Services, and all data,
information, ideas, designs, plans, trademarks, branding elements, and creative works
associated therewith, shall be the exclusive property of City, including all intellectual
property rights therein. City and Contractor agree that such are works made for hire for
City, and to the extent they do not qualify as such, Contractor hereby assigns all rights
therein to City.
G.
Contractor’s Obligations Upon Termination. Upon the expiration or termination
of this Agreement, Contractor shall furnish City with all deliverables and work in progress
associated with the Services as of the effective date of termination. City shall have the
unfettered right and freedom to use all such deliverables and work in progress as it sees fit,
and to hire third parties to complete all outstanding Services as of the effective date of
termination.
H.
Headings. The headings in this Agreement are intended solely for convenience of
reference and shall be given no effect in the construction or interpretation of this
Agreement.
I.
Notices. All notices or communications relating to this Agreement shall be in
writing and shall be deemed given upon hand delivery or deposit in the United States mail,
return receipt requested, and addressed as follows:
To the City:
Wayzata City Hall
600 East Rice Street
Wayzata, MN 55391
Attention: City Manager

To Contractor:
Goff Public, Inc.
444 Cedar Street, Suite 910, Saint
Paul, MN 55101
Attention: Sara Swenson

J.
Governing Law; Jurisdiction; Data Practices Act. This Agreement shall be
construed in accordance with governed by the laws of the State of Minnesota. The parties
agree to submit to the jurisdiction of the courts of the State of Minnesota, and that any
litigation regarding this Agreement will be brought in the state or federal courts that lie in
Hennepin County, Minnesota. Contractor agrees to abide by the applicable provisions of
the Minnesota Government Data Practice Act, Minnesota Statutes, Chapter 13. Contractor
understands that all of the data created, collected, received, stored, used, maintained, or
4
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disseminated by Contractor in performing those functions that the City would perform is
subject to the requirements of Chapter 13, and Contractor must comply with those
requirements as if it were a government entity. This does not create a duty on the part of
Contractor to provide the public with access to public data if the public data is available
from the City, except as required by the terms of this Agreement.
K.
Waiver. The waiver by either party of any breach or failure to comply with any
provision of this Agreement by the other party shall not be construed as or constitute a
continuing waiver of such provision or a waiver of any other breach of or failure to comply
with any other provision of this Agreement.
L.
Savings Clause. If any court finds any portion of this Agreement to be contrary to
law, invalid, or unenforceable, the remainder of this Agreement will remain in full force
and effect.
M.
Counterparts. This Agreement may be executed in multiple counterparts, each of
which shall be deemed an original, but all of which together shall constitute one and the
same document.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Agreement as of the Effective Date.
CITY:

CONTRACTOR:

City of Wayzata, a Minnesota Municipal
corporation

Goff Public, Inc., a Minnesota corporation

By: __________________________
Kenneth Willcox, Mayor

By: _______________________________
Heidi Larson, Chief Financial Officer

By: __________________________
Jeffrey Dahl, City Manager
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ATTACHMENT A
STATEMENT OF WORK
PANOWAY ON WAYZATA BAY COMMUNICATIONS PROPOSAL
January 22, 2020
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TO:

JEFF DAHL, CITY OF WAYZATA
ANDREW MULLIN, LAKE EFFECT CONSERVANCY

FROM:

SARA SWENSON, GOFF PUBLIC
ASHLEY ARAM, GOFF PUBLIC
BRIAN LUCAS, TRUE VOICE COMMUNICATIONS
EDDIE ULRICH, FUZZY DUCK

DATE:

JANUARY 22, 2020

RE:

PANOWAY ON WAYZATA BAY COMMUNICATIONS PROPOSAL

Thank you for the opportunity to submit our ideas to drive interest, understanding and enthusiasm for
Panoway on Wayzata Bay in 2020. Through the soft launch and groundbreaking and as the project
moves forward over the coming years, we have an opportunity to educate people about this regional
asset. Our efforts will help generate excitement and support, embrace change, encourage fundraising,
and foster anticipation for a brighter future for the city and the lakefront. Goff Public, True Voice
Communications and Fuzzy Duck have valued our professional relationship with the City of Wayzata and
the Lake Effect Conservancy. We look forward to the opportunity to build on the work we have already
accomplished together.

SCOPE OF WORK
January-March 2020
●

Messaging and training
$5,000
Timing: Key messages and Q&A developed; develop tagline and “re” statements in January;
messaging session in January/February
o

Develop key messages to communicate the current status of the Wayzata waterfront
improvements; specifically, the transition from the project envisioning process, called
the Lake Effect, to the project implementation, called Panoway on Wayzata Bay.

o

Develop internal reactive Q&A document to prepare spokespeople for common and/or
tough questions.

o

Develop tagline to help communicate key brand elements.

o

Develop “re” statements (e.g., “reconnect with nature”) for the six key pillars.
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o
●

●

●

Hold messaging training session to ensure project spokespeople feel comfortable using
the messaging.

Philanthropy fact sheets
Timing: January/February

$3,500

o

Redesign existing fact sheets with Panoway branding.

o

Generate support and excitement by highlighting former, current and future project
philanthropy efforts through storytelling and fact sheets.

o

Refine fact sheet content so that it will cover both phase one (The Lake Effect) and
phase two (Panoway on Wayzata Bay) of the project.

o

Create designs/iconography and content focused on the six key pillars of Panoway
including new branding.

Website
Timing: January-March

$4,500

o

In January, update the language on conservancy and city websites (including Lake Effect,
Navigate Wayzata) to match the new language, branding and messaging of Panoway on
Wayzata Bay.

o

Keeping the original website’s template and HTML intact, update the following features
of the project’s website for full clarity and ease beginning in February and fully
implemented in advance of the launch event in March:
▪

Update the copy and logo to remove Lake Effect mentions.

▪

Update all URLs to match the new project information and branding.

Social media (Conservancy, City and Chamber channels)
Timing: January-March
o

o

$5,500

Create a content calendar using the newly developed messaging that addresses the six
project pillars:
▪

Improved lake access and community space

▪

Environmental sustainability

▪

STEM-based waterfront “living classroom”

▪

Historic preservation

▪

Supporting art and urban greenspace

▪

Bolstering Wayzata’s business community

Create up to six custom-created visual content pieces to complement primary written
content.
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●

●

●

●

Owned channels
Timing: January-March

$4,000

o

Write a message for the City, Chamber and Conservancy e-newsletter channels that
highlights the status of the project, next steps and teases the new name.

o

Customize regular messages addressing the six project pillars and include inspiring
renderings and/or Panoway graphics to generate buzz about the next phase through:
▪

Portal (monthly newsletter from the City of Wayzata)

▪

Wayzata Weekly (weekly newsletter from the City of Wayzata)

▪

E-GATEWAY (weekly newsletter from the Greater Wayzata Area Chamber of
Commerce)

▪

Email blast (Wayzata Lake Effect Conservancy)

Media relations
Timing: January-March

$4,000

o

Media relations activities during the soft launch phase should be reactive with the
exception of pitching stories with longer lead times.

o

Pitch proactive, long-form stories in January 2020 to provide reporters enough time to
cover the Panoway on Wayzata Bay in advance of the spring launch. Publications to
pitch should include:
▪

Artful Living

▪

Mpls/St. Paul Magazine

Stakeholder/donor meetings
Timing: January-March

$1,000

o

Identify key stakeholders, community influencers and current/future donors (e.g.,
Historical Society, Preservation Board, etc.).

o

Assist as needed with meetings to help these stakeholders understand the new name,
identify joint communications opportunities and pitch fundraising opportunities so they
can serve as champions of the new name and project identity.

Brand ambassador training
Timing: February/March

$7,500

o

Using the developed key messages, conduct media training sessions with key
spokespeople, board members and fundraising ambassadors to help them develop their
skills in telling the Panoway story.

o

Incorporate basic coaching on interview/presentation skills and assist in the
development and honing of each spokesperson’s “elevator speech.”
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March 2020
●

Groundbreaking event
Timing: March
o

$21,000

The primary goal with the event(s) related to the Panoway hard launch is to portray an
overall feeling of celebration, community and inclusion while officially launching the
Panoway brand. The more traditional groundbreaking image of well-dressed business
people with shovels and hard hats will be replaced with a gathering involving
community members of all ages sharing stories from the past and celebrating the future
memories that will be made there. The event would coincide with the launch of
communications platforms, like the website, e-newsletter and social media.
Additional information from event organizer Twirl Events is attached to the proposal.
The budget includes event organizing costs, tent, table and bonfire rentals, as well as a
branded giveaway. Fuzzy Duck would provide graphic design services.

March-June 2020
●

Ongoing communications and strategy
Timing: March-June

$14,000

o

The ongoing communications and strategy budget would include approximately 18
hours per month of consultant time for biweekly strategy calls and ongoing
communications efforts to keep the momentum going for future Panoway fundraising.
These communications would coordinate with the city’s Navigate Wayzata efforts, but
would go beyond construction-related updates.

o

Ongoing efforts would include media relations, social media content calendar, owned
content and graphic design.

ABOUT THE TEAM
Goff Public
Goff Public is an independent communications agency based in Minnesota. We are skilled, experienced
problem solvers who tell our clients’ stories, advocate for their interests and protect their reputations.
We deliver results and have the track record to prove it.
As a Goff Public client, you would have access to the collective knowledge and passion of our entire firm.
We assign a multiple-person team to each client so that someone is always available to assist you. Goff
Public’s core team for this project would include Sara Swenson and Ashley Aram, who together have
nearly two decades of experience building and implementing communications strategies for
governments that successfully engage and inform key audiences.
•

Sara Swenson, Director
Sara is a persuasive, sophisticated communicator. She combines her deep knowledge of
traditional media strategies with emerging and new techniques to help clients build
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comprehensive communications plans. Sara is also a key member of Goff Public’s media training
and crisis communications teams.
A passionate advocate for her community, Sara has worked with local governments and on
economic development and construction projects across the Twin Cities for a decade – including
CHS Field, the Ford Site, Palace Theater, Rice Creek Commons and Dorothy Day Place. Her
experience also includes extensive work with local and tribal governments, philanthropy, health
care, and higher education institutions. The common thread through all of Sara’s work is a
particular focus on helping citizens better understand and engage with their community and
their government.
•

Ashley Aram, Senior Account Manager
Rely on Ashley for sound strategy and flawless execution. Trained as a professional journalist
and with experience ranging from Fortune 200 companies to local government, Ashley’s passion
for and expertise in strategic communications never quits. She is an expert at crafting strong
messages for multiple audiences and platforms, and she helps clients break into the toughest
news cycles. Ashley has extensive experience working with local governments to develop and
implement communications and engagement campaigns surrounding everything from major
developments to local construction projects. She also excels at helping clients navigate crisis
situations with sound advice and thoughtful strategy.
Ashley spent years in the office of former Saint Paul Mayor Chris Coleman, serving as press
secretary and then as senior communications advisor. She started her career in corporate
communications at Land O’Lakes, Inc., where she worked on everything from social media to
public relations and internal communications.

True Voice Communications
Brian Lucas founded True Voice Communications in 2018 to focus on helping organizations and
individuals showcase their best selves through strategic and authentic storytelling. Brian comes from a
journalism background, working as a reporter for Minnesota Public Radio and later as a television
reporter in Wisconsin.
Brian’s strategic communications career started at Fleishman Hillard, an international public relations
agency, where he worked on clients including the Avenue of the Arts, the Blandin Foundation and the
Student Pledge Against Gun Violence. Brian left the agency world to work at Best Buy, Children’s
Hospitals and Clinics of Minnesota, and then the University of Minnesota, where he led communications
for all of the University's health sciences schools.
Brian is the author of Here Comes the Sun: A Young Family’s Journey Through Cancer, the 2014 Midwest
Book Award winner for best memoir. He served as the board chair for the Leukemia and Lymphoma
Society. In 2006, Brian was named to the Twin Cities Business Journal’s annual “40 under 40” list of
influential members of the local business community. He is a graduate of the Leadership Twin Cities
program and completed the Policy Fellows program at the University of Minnesota Humphrey School of
public affairs.

Fuzzy Duck
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Fuzzy Duck was founded over 25 years ago and has provided design, development and marketing
services to a variety of individuals, businesses, municipalities, organizations and educational institutions.
Our communication and audience-driven approach allows us to listen to our clients’ needs, think about
the underlying challenges, and create distinctive and effective visual solutions that meet and exceed our
client’s goals.
Experience:
•

Team of professionals with multiple areas of skills and experience

•

Located in Wayzata – familiar with the area, its residents and its businesses

•

Creative marketing and visual communication strategy

•

Visual branding, graphic design and motion graphics

•

Web design, development and digital marketing

•

Content strategy and creation

At Fuzzy Duck, our internal philosophy follows a “Listen. Think. Create” process and we continually apply
this approach to all our projects. Simply put, we “Listen.” to our clients in order to discover their specific
needs and goals, “Think.” through strategies to meet their needs and accomplish their goals, and then
“Create.” and implement unique and effective communications and solutions.
When the project requires, Fuzzy Duck has extensive experience in web and digital marketing. We were
an early adopter of mobile responsive sites, and have been creating engaging online experiences for well
over 15 years.
Our clients range from small business start ups to global companies such as Pentair and General Mills.
Our experience in the commercial and corporate markets allows us to bring a fresh perspective to every
project we are involved in.
•

Eddie Ulrich, Founder & President
A long-time community resident and Wayzata business owner, Eddie has contributed as both a
volunteer and a business partner to the city and surrounding businesses and organizations. His
local client relationships are both numerous and long-lived.
With awards for entrepreneurism and over 26 years of personal experience, Eddie’s business
background, combined with his talent for brand positioning and messaging, has resulted in
repeated success stories for Fuzzy Duck’s clients.
Beyond overseeing Fuzzy Duck’s daily operations, Eddie’s roles include marketing strategist,
working directly with clients to help establish their branding and messaging strategies, as well as
creative director, ensuring that the creativity and quality level remain high on all projects.
Creatively, he has worked on everything from children’s books to independent feature films.
These experiences have strengthened his role at Fuzzy Duck by honing his abilities to simplify
and convey concise, purposeful messages through visual and written communications.
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BUDGET
SCOPE OF WORK
Soft launch/preparations for hard launch
January-March 2020
• Messaging and training
• Philanthropy fact sheets
• Website
• Social media
• Owned channels
• Media relations
• Stakeholder/donor meetings
• Brand ambassador training
Groundbreaking event
March 2020
Ongoing communications
March-June 2020
TOTAL

BUDGET
$35,000
• $5,000
• $3,500
• $4,500
• $5,500
• $4,000
• $4,000
• $1,000
• $7,500
$21,000
$14,000
$70,000
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City of Wayzata
City Council Agenda Report
MEETING DATE: February 4, 2020
AGENDA ITEM: 8.a.
TITLE: Consider Authorization for Submittal of Partners in Energy Application to Xcel Energy
PROPOSED MOTION: To Authorize Staff to Submit Partners in Energy Application to Xcel Energy.
PREPARED BY: Nick Kieser, Assistant Planner
REVIEWED BY: Emily Goellner, Community Development Director, Jeff Dahl, City Manager
ACTION REQUESTED:
Staff and the Energy and Environment Committee recommend approval of the Partners in Energy application.
FINANCIAL OR BUDGET CONSIDERATION:
There is no direct impact on the General Fund Budget besides staff time. It is hoped that as a result of the
program, the City will ultimately save significant dollars by utilizing energy more efficiently.
BACKGROUND:
The Energy and Environment Committee was created to recommend cost saving opportunities that the City
could utilize along with the following four pertinent focus items:
Renewable energy options for the City and community.
City purchasing practices and operations to best conserve energy and save money.
Ways the City and community can reduce greenhouse gas emissions.
Ways to educate the public on energy conservation and renewable energy.
To accomplish these goals and objectives, at a recent meeting the Energy and Environment Committee
recommended to the City Council that the City apply for the Partners in Energy (PiE) Program. PiE is a free
program working alongside Xcel Energy and the Center for Energy and Environment (CEE) to help
communities create and reach their energy goals. This is a two-year collaboration with Xcel to develop an
energy plan. The first 4-6 months will be used for stakeholder engagement to create the plan and the
remaining months to implement the plan with Xcel and CEE. The program will involve collaboration between
City Staff, the Energy and Environment Committee, Xcel Energy and CEE. Xcel estimates that the program
will require staff time of 10-16 hours per month during the first 6 months and 5-10 hours a month during
implementation of the plan.
The Energy and Environment Committee finds that this program will help them significantly to reach the goals
of the Committee set for them by the City Council and to provide a framework for the next two years. Xcel
Energy and CEE have worked with many different communities in Minnesota to create plans that adhere to
the different goals of each community. Throughout the program, Xcel provides resources and expertise to help
Wayzata determine and reach the goals of the community. If the City Council approves the PiE application
and Wayzata is selected to participate within the program, the Energy and Environment Committee's work
plan will be revised to fit the framework of the PiE program.
Xcel Energy will be present at the Council meeting to provide more insight on the PiE program. The
applications for PiE are due in January and July of each year, but Xcel has given the City the opportunity to
extend the application deadline in order for the City Council to consider approval of an application on February
4, 2020.
In addition to information about PiE, attached is the Draft Work Plan of the Energy and Environment
Committee which will be presented at a future Council Meeting once the City's status of the PiE Program is
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confirmed.
ATTACHMENTS:
1.
Partners in Energy Information, Presentation, Memorandum of Understanding, Application, and Energy
and Environment Committee Work Plan
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Your plan. Your goals.
Powered by Partners in Energy.
Each community we serve has its own unique priorities and vision for energy. Energy is a
dynamic topic, and it’s changing rapidly with new ways to save, the growth of renewables,
electric vehicles and changing regulations. With these competing priorities and stretched
resources, creating and maintaining an energy-conscious culture within your community
can be a missed opportunity in meeting energy and sustainability goals.
Partners in Energy is here to help.
We understand how important your community energy initiatives are. That’s why we offer
Partners in Energy as a collaborative solution to reach your goals. We can jump-start your
energy planning, help your team develop goals that match your priorities and provide
support putting plans into action.

Support where you need it
Partners in Energy includes free services to empower communities. We match our support
to fit your needs — whether it is to develop a comprehensive energy action plan or a plan to
support a goal or vision already in place. Our energy planning resources will drive informed
decisions on behalf of your community and incorporate input from everyone involved —
residents, local businesses, staff and stakeholders. Once your plan is in place, we provide
resources to help make it come to life. These resources can include marketing, project
management, and tracking and reporting progress.
Your commitment can either be a two-year initiative or a shorter, accelerated timeline for a
more laser-focused approach. Our solutions are scalable to fit the unique possibilities within
your community. Regardless of where you start, you will have access to our energy advisory
staff to take your planning to the next level.

Partners in Energy deliverables
1

Facilitation of interactive planning workshops.

2

E nergy usage and program participation data reports to inform plan
development and implementation tracking.

3

Development of energy action plan documents.

4

Outreach support and development of marketing materials to help
implement your plan.

5

Energy expertise and guidance throughout the process.
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Additional resources to boost results
In addition to our team, tools and resources, we provide opportunities for you to interact and network with other communities participating
in Partners in Energy.

Community Summits
Your team can attend in-person events
with like-minded communities to share
best practices. We provide educational
opportunities that feature experts on
current energy topics or opportunities to
learn from each other.

Office Hours

Online Portal

Office Hours is a monthly webinar packed
with useful information.
Experts present on trending topics
— ranging from energy efficiency,
renewables or outreach — in an
environment that offers an opportunity to
ask questions and share experiences.

Our portal is designed to provide storage
and access to documents related to your
community’s work. It connects you to a
variety of community program materials, a
collateral library, toolkits for outreach and
education, as well as collaboration forums.

Commonly Asked Questions about Partners in Energy
Q. How can Partners in Energy benefit our community?
A. Partners in Energy provides your community with supplemental resources to drive
energy planning and implementation. Your community can reach a common vision for
your energy future, which can serve as a north star in making energy related decisions.
Or, it may provide a path forward to meet environmental commitments. Your community
is positioned as an environmental leader — and your businesses and residents are
provided the tools to help them reduce greenhouse gas emissions and save energy and
money. Recognition as a participating community and the resulting impacts can position
your community as a desirable location for new businesses and motivate local businesses
and residents to save energy and money and meet environmental commitments.
Q. What resources will the community need to provide?
A.	Partners in Energy is designed to support your community in an initiative you
ultimately own. Your community is responsible for providing:
• 	A single point of contact to support planning, lead implementation and recruit other
community participants.
• 	Meeting space for any workshops for community-based work to develop an
energy action plan.
• A timely review of documents developed through this process.
• 	Any historical documents related to energy planning that are relevant to
our current work.
• Good faith evaluation of any recommendations that result from the collaboration.
• A commitment to keeping our work moving forward in a timely fashion.
Q. What will Partners in Energy cost our community?
A.	The services Xcel Energy provides are free for participating communities within
our service territories in Colorado and Minnesota. Your community may identify
implementation projects and outreach activities that may require budget dollars.
If you are in a community served by Xcel Energy outside those states and interested
in energy planning, please contact us to discuss options.

Ready to participate?
We accept applications biannually.
Download an application to find
out timing by visiting
xcelenergy.com/PartnersInEnergy
or contact us for questions at
PartnersinEnergy@xcelenergy.com
or 800.369.4362.

xcelenergy.com | © 2019 Xcel Energy Inc. | Xcel Energy is a registered trademark
of Xcel Energy Inc. | 19-06-203
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Partners in Energy Overview
City of Wayzata
February 4, 2020

1
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Partners in Energy Scope
• Partners in Energy is a two-year collaboration with Xcel
Energy to develop and implement your individual community
energy plan goals.
• Opportunity to engage stakeholders, create goals and
strategies, and develop a work plan to be successful.

Developing the Plan
(4-6 months)

2

Implementation with
Partners in Energy
(18-20 months)

Continued
Implementation
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How it Works
1.

Communities apply to participate

2.

Includes all of Xcel Energy’s programs and services

3.

Planning phase with facilitated workshops and resources

4.

Implementation phase with co-branding and strategy support from Xcel
Energy

5.

3

a)
b)
c)

Applications accepted two times a year (January & July)
xcelenergy.com/PartnersinEnergy
1-800-369-4362

a)
b)
c)

Education on energy information and billing options
Rebates & programs to save energy
Renewable energy programs

a)
b)

Opportunity to leverage work you’re already doing
Energy Action Team recruitment

a)

Energy Action Team support

Memorandum of Understanding for planning and implementation phases
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Energy Action Team
• Community lead: serves as liaison and coordinator
– Approx. 60-100 hours over 6 months of planning, 5-10 hours a month
during implementation
Energy Action Team
• Energy Action Team: stakeholder group
Participants
to develop goals and strategies
– Approx. 15-20 hours over 6 months of
planning, implementation support as needed

• Partners in Energy: facilitate workshops
and provide direct implementation support
– Primary point of contact throughout process

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

4

Homeowners
Renters
City staff
Small and large business
Chamber or Rotary
leaders
K-12 schools
Faith-based leaders
Civic leaders
Commission/committee
representatives
Energy utilities
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Minnesota & Wisconsin
Communities
This image cannot currently be displayed.

Developing their Plans
• City of Eau Claire, WI
• City of Minnetonka
• Saint Paul Public Schools
Implementing their Plans with Partners in Energy
• City of Bloomington
• City of Faribault
• City of Fridley
• City of Hastings
• City of Northfield
• City of Saint Paul
Continued implementation
• City of Eden Prairie
• City of Edina
• City of Mahtomedi
• City of Maplewood
• City of Oak Park Heights
• City of Red Wing
• City of Rosemount
• City of St. Cloud
• City of St. Louis Park
• City of Shorewood
• City of Winona
• Lake Street Corridor in Minneapolis
• Ramsey Co. Parks and Recreation Dept.
Map Credit: Google Maps 2019

5
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Community Benefits

Tools and resources
to develop and
execute an energy
action plan

Engages residents
and/or businesses
toward a communitydriven common goal

Community energy
data to see baseline
performance and
assist in tracking
implementation
success

6

Energy action plan
development at no
cost to the
community
(est. value $30K-$50K)

Supports economic
development by
leveraging utility
programs to drive
improvements and
energy savings.
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Energy Action Plan
• Ultimate planning phase
outcome
• Plan for pursing the
Community’s Energy
Vision
• Guides implementation

7
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Resources
A variety of resources are available to support the
planning and implementation phase.

Facilitation
& Guidance

Project
Management

Data &
Measurement
8

Program
Expertise

Marketing &
Communications
Page 73 of 379
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Additional Resources
The Exchange
• Webinars and Office Hours
• In-person events to inform and provide networking
opportunities

Partners in Energy Portal
• xcelenergycommunities.com
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Xcel Energy’s Benefits
• Develop a better understanding of the energy needs of communities we
serve
• Better align the services and programs we offer with customer needs to
save energy and advance clean energy goals
• Strengthen relationships with the community and support the Xcel Energy
philosophy of community engagement

Photo by Meet Minneapolis / CC BY

10

Photo by Tina Chen / CC BY

Photo by Tanner Ford / CC BY
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Example: City of Eden Prairie
• Goal:

– Reduce GHGs 30% by 2025,
80% by 2050

• Focus areas:

– Residential Energy
– Large Commercial & Industrial
Energy Users
– Public, Nonprofit, and Service
Organizations

• Implementation highlights:

– New website resource guide with
business and residential
financing and rebate information
– Home Energy Squad® buy-down
– Leveraging City channels for
social media, newsletters, and
event tabling
– Renewable energy challenge
– Presentations to Rotary, trade
partners, and congregations

11
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Example: City of Shorewood
• Goal:

– Engage Shorewood businesses and
residents in 500 energy saving
programs annually
– Engage 300 or more subscribers in
Xcel Energy’s Windsource® and/or
Renewable Connect® by 2020

• Focus areas:

– Residential
– Non-residential
– Renewable Energy

• Implementation highlights:

– Renewable energy program
campaign, including guide on how to
install solar panels on your home
– Home Energy Squad® buy-down
– Leveraging City channels for social
media, newsletters, and event tabling
– 1:1 engagement with businesses
through “blitz”

12
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Memorandum of Understanding
Phase 1 – Plan Development
Community Contact Name
Community Name
Community Address
Congratulations on being selected to participate in Xcel Energy’s Partners in Energy. This
offering is designed to provide your community with the tools and resources necessary to
develop and implement an energy action plan that reflects the vision your community has for
shaping energy use and supply in its future. Participation is intended to span 24 months with the
initial 6-8 months dedicated to developing a strategic energy action plan and the remaining time
focused on implementing that plan.
The intent of this Memorandum of Understanding is to confirm Community Name’s intent to
participate in the initial plan development phase of Partners in Energy and outline the
commitment that your community and Xcel Energy are making to this collaborative initiative.
The primary objective of this phase of Partners in Energy is to develop your energy action plan.

In order to achieve this Xcel Energy will provide:


Consulting support to assist in identifying potential community stakeholders and
constructing or delivering an invitation or informational announcement regarding the
planning process.



Data analysis of community energy use and Xcel Energy program participation to the
extent that it is legally and technically prudent and feasible. The results can be used to
identify potential opportunities to implement plan strategies. Xcel Energy will attempt to
integrate data provided by Community Name into the analysis if feasible.



Professional facilitation of 3-5 plan development work sessions with the community
stakeholder group to develop the energy action plan’s vision, focus areas, goals and
implementation strategies.



Assistance as needed in synthesizing the community and program data collected with
the vision of the community to identify attainable goals that align with suitable strategies
and tactics.



Development of the documented energy action plan that will incorporate inputs from the
stakeholder planning team and will be accessible to the community.



Commitment to delivering an actionable and complete energy action plan within 8
months of Community Name and Xcel Energy signing this Memorandum of
Understanding.
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XCEL ENERGY PARTNERS IN ENERGY
Memorandum of Understanding
Plan Development Phase

Although participation in the Plan Development phase of Partners in Energy requires no
monetary contribution, Community Name does agree to provide:


A single contact point to recruit active and engaged stakeholders, coordinate planning
meeting logistics and distribute deliverables, and lead participation of the community in
the planning process.



Community staff engagement in developing workshop agendas, participating in regular
check-in meetings, and supporting follow-up work between workshops.



Commitment to ensuring community stakeholder engagement throughout the planning
workshops. This could include consultation with key community stakeholders who may
be relevant to the plan but not present on the energy action planning team to gain input
on proposed goals and strategies.



Timely review of the energy action plan document, as well as shepherding the
completed plan through stakeholder review process.



Good-faith evaluation of the recommendations and analysis provided, as well as fair
consideration of the potential strategies and tactics identified to ensure alignment with
the City’s goals and priorities.



Meeting facilities to host the stakeholder group during the development of the plan.



Identification of existing community energy plans, programs, or initiatives that could be
leveraged in successful development and delivery of this plan.



Commitment to delivering an actionable and complete energy action plan within a 9month timeframe of Community Name’s and Xcel Energy signing this Memorandum of
Understanding. Within this period, Community Name is committed to completing the
formation of the energy action planning team and the development and approval of the
energy action plan.



Public distribution of the work products developed with the support of Xcel Energy’s
Partners in Energy.

2
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XCEL ENERGY PARTNERS IN ENERGY
Memorandum of Understanding
Plan Development Phase

Resource Commitment Summary
Plan Development Phase
Community Name
Xcel Energy


Single point of contact





Support in maintaining community
stakeholder engagement throughout
the planning process.

Assistance identifying and recruiting
stakeholders



Analysis of community energy use and
program participation



Involvement in development and
review of energy action plan content.



Facilitation of planning sessions



Meeting facilities





Access to existing energy-related
plans and programs

Training and guidance developing goals
and strategies





Commitment to completing the plan
development and approval

Documentation and delivery of the
energy action plan



Commitment to completing energy action
plan development



Agreement that the energy action
plan resulting from this work will be
available to the public

The Memorandum of Understanding for the Implementation Phase of Partners in Energy will be
developed upon completion of the energy action plan and will outline Community Name’s goals
and the resource commitment from Xcel Energy and Community Name.
Legal Applicability and Waiver
This is a voluntary agreement and not intended to be legally binding for either party. This
Memorandum of Understanding has no impact, nor does it alter or modify any existing
Franchise Agreement or other existing agreements between Xcel Energy and Community
Name. Parties agree that this Memorandum of Understanding is to memorialize the intent of the
Parties regarding Partners in Energy but does not create a legal agreement between the
Parties. It is agreed by the Parties that nothing in this Memorandum of Understanding will be
deemed or construed as creating a joint venture, trust, partnership, or any other legal
relationship among the Parties. This Memorandum of Understanding is for the benefit of the
Parties and does not create third party rights. Nothing in this Memorandum of Understanding
constitutes a waiver of Community Name ordinances, Community Name regulatory jurisdiction,
or Minnesota’s utility regulatory jurisdiction.
Single Points of Contact
All communications pertaining to this agreement shall be directed to community contact name
on behalf of Community Name and Tami Gunderzik on behalf of Xcel Energy.

3
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XCEL ENERGY PARTNERS IN ENERGY
Memorandum of Understanding
Plan Development Phase

Xcel Energy is excited about this opportunity to support Community Name in advancing its
goals. The resources outlined above and provided through Partners in Energy are provided as a
part of our commitment to the communities we serve and Xcel Energy’s support of energy
efficiency and renewable energy as important resources to meet your future energy needs.
Thank you again for your continued interest in Xcel Energy’s Partner in Energy. We look forward
to assisting Community Name in developing its energy action plan.

For Community Name:

For Xcel Energy:

Signature:
___________________________________

Signature:
_________________________________

Name:
___________________________________

Name:
_________________________________

Title:
___________________________________

Title:
_________________________________

Date:
___________________________________

Date:
__________________________________

4
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Application
Colorado | Minnesota

Partners in Energy
More communities are realizing energy planning plays a critical role in helping them reach their energy goals. The benefits of wise energy choices are diverse.
Through collaborative work with citizens, businesses, and governments, a community can shave dollars off utility bills, promote renewable energy, drive resource
conservation, and contribute to greenhouse gas reduction goals. Since 2014, Partners in Energy has been helping communities gather these stakeholders to
develop and implement energy action plans that address the challenges of local energy priorities with actionable strategies and resources. In addition to offering
support for community-based energy action plan development and implementation, Partners in Energy is evolving to include a broader spectrum of community
engagement that includes supporting returning Partners in Energy communities as they define new goals and strategies, working with communities that have
existing energy goals and strategies but need help implementing them, supporting smaller communities or geographic areas (i.e., districts or neighborhoods) that
may benefit from a more tailored approach, or even convening collaborations that don’t fit the traditional definition of a community but are focused on increased
efficiency and renewable energy opportunities in unusual settings.
Partners in Energy continues to offer tools, data, and expertise to help communities analyze their energy trends, establish energy goals, identify energy strategies,
and implement their energy priorities. Through the Partners in Energy process, Xcel Energy supports communities in convening stakeholders to develop custom
roadmaps to achieve their energy goals. Xcel Energy also helps communities implement their energy strategies. The planning and implementation process is
tailored to the unique needs and priorities of each community. Accepted communities will participate in a scoping meeting to determine the pathway that best
aligns with your community’s interests and capabilities.
Partners in Energy is offered at no cost to participating communities in Colorado and Minnesota, with the expectation that both Xcel Energy and the community will
invest in the process. This investment includes staff and financial resources from Xcel Energy during both the planning and implementation phases. It also includes
community staff time during both the planning and implementation phases and your community’s plan may require financial support to implement strategies.
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Partners in Energy

Application

Partners in Energy 800.369.4362

Colorado | Minnesota

Clear

Xcel Energy wants to work with motivated, engaged, and action-oriented communities and champions who are willing to commit to the process and the outcomes.
This application will help us better determine good community alignment for our limited, but valuable, resources. While completing the application does not
guarantee acceptance as a participant, your application will be evaluated against other applicants using criteria that include, but may not be limited to, community
size and structure, planning experience, stakeholder capacity, available resources (staff and otherwise), and willingness to share results publicly.
If you have questions about the application or the opportunity, please visit xcelenergy.com/PartnersInEnergy, email us at PartnersInEnergy@xcelenergy.com
or call 800.369.4362.
Applications will be accepted two times per year—January and July. Return this application by 5:00 p.m. CST on the 15th of the month in January or July.
We reserve the right to cancel any or all application cycles at the sole discretion of Xcel Energy.

Qualifying customers
Communities in Colorado and Minnesota with retail energy services from Xcel Energy qualify to participate in Partners in Energy.

Community customer information
Company name 							
Community jurisdiction (e.g., city, association, partnerships, county):______________________________________________________________________
Contact name______________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Title

Phone 					

Address__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
City

Email 					

Community profile
Approximate business count

Approximate household count 					

Approximate population							
Approximate area in square miles							
Would you be able to provide a GIS a shapefile of your community that would define the geographic boundaries of the area?
Yes

No

Current community energy-related utility providers (e.g. gas service providers)
1) Name of company 							
Fuel type

Area served 					

2) Name of company 							
Fuel type

Area served 					

3) Name of company 							
Fuel type
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Area served 					
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Partners in Energy
Partners in Energy 800.369.4362

Application
Colorado | Minnesota

Interest in Partners in Energy
Describe your interest in Partners in Energy and how you think Partners in Energy could provide value.

What is/are the most pressing energy-related issue(s) facing your community today?

If you’re accepted as a participant in Partners in Energy, what additional approvals within your community would you need to obtain prior to starting?
(examples: City Council, City Manager, Sustainability Commission, etc.)
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Partners in Energy
Partners in Energy 800.369.4362

Application
Colorado | Minnesota

Planning and energy management experience
Does your community currently have any sustainability or energy plans, policies, codes, regulations or initiatives? If yes, please identify them and indicate the
date(s) they were last revised. (Describe your interest in Partners in Energy and how you think Partners in Energy could provide value.)

Describe any energy programs or energy management activities your community has participated in over the past two years. Please include goals/targets and
results if applicable. This can include initiatives to track energy use in any part of your community (e.g., public buildings), a neighborhood energy challenge,
etc. If you have participated in Partners in Energy before, what strategies would you like to pursue with additional support from Partners in Energy, and why?
Additionally, please explain if your community is already engaged with Xcel Energy in other ways.

Community resources and commitment
Please indicate who in your community would be the point person (or people) to manage your Partners in Energy participation and describe his/her/their applicable
experience and background relative to planning, energy and /or sustainability. Describe his/her/their availability to support this initiative through both strategy
development and implementation (include multiple people as applicable for each stage). Describe whether they are paid staff or volunteers and the extent to
which managing and/or implementing energy or sustainability initiatives is a component of their job duties.
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Partners in Energy

Application

Partners in Energy 800.369.4362

Colorado | Minnesota

While Partners in Energy is offered to communities at no cost, communities are responsible for expenses associated with implementation. Does your community
have staff, volunteer, budget or other funding resources to implement the energy initiatives that will be identified in the Partners in Energy process?
Yes

No

If yes, please describe.

Community involvement
One of the keys of Partners in Energy is engaging representatives from your community to participate in developing and implementing strategies to meet your
community goals. These representatives should be varied and willing to commit their time to the process. They may include city or town staff members, business
association representatives, large local business representatives, local nonprofit staff members, school district staff members, county government officials, etc.
Please describe who from the community you would anticipate engaging in developing your energy strategies. (Please list six to eight possible representatives.)

Partners in Energy is designed to promote communities learning from each other and sharing best practices. Are you willing to share your community work
through Partners in Energy with community members and other participating communities? Will you allow your final work products to be shared publicly?
Yes
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No

If no, please explain.
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Partners in Energy

Application

Partners in Energy 800.369.4362

Colorado | Minnesota

Is there anything else you would like us to consider when evaluating your application?

Customer declaration
I certify that the information in this application is accurate and complete and I am authorized to make this application on behalf of my community. Your signature
confirms your community is interested in participating in Partners in Energy and is willing to enter into a Memorandum of Understanding with Xcel Energy that will
define responsibilities and expectations of both parties.
Community name							
Contact name							
Title							
By checking the box and indicating my name below, I am signing this application in declaration of its accuracy.
Name			

Title			

xcelenergy.com | © 2019 Xcel Energy Inc. | Xcel Energy is a registered trademark
of Xcel Energy Inc. | 19-09-526
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Draft 2020 Energy & Environment Committee Work Plan
2020 Focus Items:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Start Tracking Energy and Water Consumption
Propose Partners in Energy Program to Council
Research/Propose GreenStep Cities Program
Create Website Page with Information about the Committee
Research Programs/Initiatives/Grants for City Implementation
Research Renewable Energy Options for City Facilities
Create Annual Report and Future Work Plan

2020 Timeline:
January

Create Energy and Environment Committee/Introductions
Approve Recommendation to City Council to Apply for the Partners in Energy Program

February

Research Benchmarking Opportunities for Energy and Water Consumption in City
Owned Facilities
Review Partners in Energy Council Decision
Research GreenStep Cities Program

March

Implement Benchmarking Strategy
Research Grants/Programs/Initiatives Residents and the City can utilize for Cost Saving
Opportunities

April

Review Benchmarking Strategy
Continue Research Grants/Programs/Initiatives Residents and the City can utilize for
Cost Saving Opportunities

May

Discuss Grants/Programs/Initiatives Residents and the City can utilize for Cost Saving
Opportunities
Discuss Information/Materials that can be added to the City Website Page

June

Present Information to the City Council
EV Event

July

Discuss Council Feedback/Direction
Research any Specific Grants/Programs/Initiatives More in Depth

August

Tour an Existing Efficient City Facility

September

Discuss Work Plan/Agenda for 2021

October

Follow-up on Work Plan/Agenda for 2021
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Discuss Information for the Annual Report
November

Review Draft Annual Report and Agenda

December

No Meeting

January

Review Committee Processes and Make up
Report to the City Council
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City of Wayzata
City Council Agenda Report
MEETING DATE: February 4, 2020
AGENDA ITEM: 8.b.
TITLE: Consider Adoption of Resolution 07-2020 Approving Variances, Design Review, and Shoreland
Impact Plan/Conditional Use Permit for Lothenbach Family Offices at 401 Lake Street East
PROPOSED MOTION: To Adopt Resolution 07-2020 Approving Variances, Design Review and a Shoreland
Impact Plan/Conditional Use Permit to allow the construction of a mixed use, office and retail building at 401
Lake Street East
PREPARED BY: PeggySue Imihy, Planning Consultant
REVIEWED BY: Emily Goellner, Community Development Director, Jeff Dahl, City Manager
ACTION REQUESTED:
Staff and the Planning Commission recommend adoption of the attached Resolution approving the Variances,
Design Review, and a Shoreland Impact Plan/Conditional Use Permit to allow the construction of a mixed use,
office, and retail building at 401 Lake Street East.
FINANCIAL OR BUDGET CONSIDERATION:
The applicant will be charged the appropriate building permit fees. There is no park dedication because there
is no subdivision/combination of properties.
BACKGROUND:
The applicant, Peterssen Keller Architecture, and the property owner, Lothenbach Props VI, LLC, have
submitted a development application to redevelop the property at 401 Lake Street East. The applicant is
requesting approval of a variance to the allowed Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 2.0 and a variance to the required
first floor retail percentage of 50% in the C-4 Central Business Zoning District. The applicant is also requesting
review of the Design Standards for the Lake Street District and approval of a Shoreland Impact
Plan/Conditional Use Permit for impervious surface coverage greater than the allowed 25% in the Shoreland
Overlay District. The attached staff report provides additional details and analysis of the requests.
A similar proposal was submitted by the applicant in August 2019 and reviewed by the Planning Commission
in October 2019. After the Planning Commission voted unanimously to deny the application, it was withdrawn.
After hosting an additional neighborhood meeting in November 2019, the applicant submitted this application
in December 2019.
A public hearing for the applications was held at the January 6, 2020 Planning Commission meeting. The
Planning Commission voted 5-1 to direct staff to prepare a draft Report and Recommendation for approval of
the requested applications.
ATTACHMENTS:
1.
Resolution, PC Report, Staff Report and All Attachments
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CITY OF WAYZATA

Resolution No. 07-2020

Page 1

RESOLUTION NO. 07-2020
RESOLUTION APPROVING F.A.R. AND RETAIL VARIANCES,
PROJECT DESIGN, AND SIP/CUP FOR 401 LAKE ST E
WHEREAS, Peterssen / Keller Architecture, and the property owner, Lothenbach
Props VI, LLC, (collectively, the “Applicant”) have submitted a development application
(the “Application”) requesting approval of (i) F.A.R. Variance; (ii) Retail Percentage
Variance; (iii) Design of the project, including Deviations; and (iv) Impervious Surface
CUP in connection with the construction of a new 3 story, 19,910 square-foot mixed use
office and street level retail building (the “Project”) on the property located at 401 Lake
St E (the “Property” and legally described on Attachment A); and
WHEREAS, the Wayzata Planning Commission, pursuant to the Zoning
Ordinance, held a public hearing on the Application on January 6, 2020, and adopted a
Report and Recommendation to the City Council to approve the Application on January
23, 2020, a copy of which is attached to this Resolution as Attachment B (“PC Report
and Recommendation”).
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of Wayzata,
Minnesota as follows:
A.
Based on the Application materials, additional materials submitted by the
Applicant, staff reports, public comment and information presented at the public
hearings, the standards of the Wayzata Zoning Ordinance, and the findings and
recommendations of the PC Report and Recommendation, all of which are incorporated
by reference in this Resolution, the City Council of the City of Wayzata hereby finds,
confirms and memorializes that the Application meets the applicable requirements of
Wayzata’s Zoning Ordinance.
B.
Based on the foregoing, the (i) F.A.R. Variance; (ii) Retail Percentage
Variance; (iii) Design of the Project, including Deviations; and (iv) Impervious Surface
CUP, all as defined in the PC Report and Recommendation, are hereby APPROVED,
subject to satisfaction of the following:
1.

The Applicant must secure all necessary building permits for
construction, and follow all laws and regulations applicable to the
Project, including building codes and land use regulations.

2.

The Applicant must build and complete the Project in conformance,
in all material respects, with the plans depicted in the Application.
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CITY OF WAYZATA

Resolution No. 07-2020
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3.

Final Grading, Drainage, and Erosion Plans for the Project the must
be approved by the City Engineer prior to the issuance of building
permits and submitted to the City for review.

4.

The Applicant must install (a) safety mechanisms at the entrances
of the ramps, (b) a mechanism that limits the lowest level parking to
office users, and (c) signage for designated parking for public/retail
users.

5.

The Applicant must incorporate natural and lattice screening along
areas of the parking structure which were originally shown as open
in the plans submitted with the Application to enhance screening
and separation between the Project and neighboring property.

6.

The Applicant must enter into a Development Agreement with the
City, with terms and in a form acceptable to the City Attorney, that
incorporates, among other things, the approvals and conditions of
this City Council approval resolution, addresses all public
improvements associated with the Project, and in which the
Applicant and any future Property owners agree to fully defend and
indemnify the City for anything related to the Project, the Property
and property-related rights.

7.

All expenses of the City of Wayzata, including consultant, expert,
legal, and planning fees incurred must be fully reimbursed by the
Applicant.

Adopted by the Wayzata City Council this 4th day of February, 2020.

Ken Willcox, Mayor
ATTEST:

Jeffrey Dahl, City Manager
ACTION ON THIS RESOLUTION:
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Motion for adoption:
Seconded by:
Voted in favor of:
Voted against:
Abstained:
Absent:
Resolution adopted.
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I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of a resolution adopted by
the City Council of the City of Wayzata, Minnesota, at a duly authorized meeting held on
February 4, 2020.
__________________________________
Kathy Leervig, City Clerk
SEAL

Attachment A
Legal Description of Property
Attachment B
PC Report and Recommendation
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Attachment A
Legal Description and Information of Property
Address
PID
Legal Description
Abstract or
Torrens
Certification
NO.

401 Lake Street E
06-117-22-31-0103
Stephens' Rearrangement of Blocks 3 and 4 Townsite of Wayzata
Torrens
1471810
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Attachment B
PC Report and Recommendation
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WAYZATA PLANNING COMMISSION
January 23, 2020
REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION OF APPROVAL
OF F.A.R. VARIANCE, RETAIL PERCENTAGE VARIANCE, PROJECT DESIGN,
AND SHORELAND IMPACT PLAN/CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT
AT 401 LAKE STREET ST E

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION
1.
2.
3.
4.

Approval* of F.A.R. Variance
Approval* of Retail Percentage Variance
Approval* of Design of Project
Approval* of Shoreland Impact Plan/CUP for Impervious Surface
* with certain conditions listed at the end of this Report

REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION
Section 1.

BACKGROUND

1.1

Proposed Development. Peterssen / Keller Architecture, and the property owner,
Lothenbach Props VI, LLC, (collectively, the “Applicant”) have submitted a
development application (the “Application”) to redevelop the property at 401 Lake
Street E (the “Property”). The proposed redevelopment involves the demolition
of the existing building on the site, and construction of a new 3 story, 19,910
square-foot mixed use office and street level retail building (the “Project”).

1.2

Approvals Requested. The Application includes requests for approval of
the following:
A.

Variance from Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) Standard: A variance from the C4 Central Business District maximum floor area ratio (F.A.R.) of 2.0 to
allow for the Project’s proposed F.A.R. of 2.33 (the “F.A.R. Variance”).
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B.

Variance from Retail Percentage Standard: A variance from the C-4
Zoning District requirement that at least 50 percent of the building frontage
on the ground floor along Lake Street be used for retail or service
commercial use, and comprise at least 50 percent of the ground floor
building footprint, to allow for the Project’s proposed 22 percent ground
floor retail use (the “Retail Percentage Variance”).

C.

Design: The design elements of the Project (the “Design”) as further
detailed in the Design Critique attached to this Report as Exhibit B,
including three deviations from the Design Standards detailed therein
related to (i) percentage of retail use space on ground floor; (ii) street level
landscaping; and (iii) sidewalk design (collectively, the “Deviations”).

D.

Shoreland Impact Plan/Conditional Use Permit for Impervious Surface: A
shoreland impact plan/conditional use permit for an impervious surface
coverage that exceeds 75% of the lot coverages to allow for the Project’s
proposed 100 percent impervious surface coverage (the “Impervious
Surface CUP”).

Property. The legal description of the Property is attached to this Report, as
Exhibit A, and the address, property identification numbers and owner of the
Property are:
Address
401 Lake St E

1.4

Owner
Lothenbach Props VI, LLC

C-4/Central Business District
Central Business District
S/Shoreland Overlay District
Lake Street Design District

Notice and Public Hearing. Notice of the public hearing on the Application was
published in the Wayzata Lakeshore Weekly on December 26, 2019 and mailed
to all property owners located within 350 feet of the Property on December 26,
2019. The public hearing on the Application was held at the January 6, 2020
Planning Commission meeting.

Section 2.
2.1

PID
06-117-22-31-0103

Land Use Designations. The Property is zoned and guided as follows:
Zoning:
Comp Plan designation:
Overlay districts:

1.5

Page 2

STANDARDS

F.A.R.; Variances. The maximum Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.) (floor area of a
building, divided by the area of the lot on which it sits) in the C-4 Central
Business District is 2.0. Sec. 978.07.C. Criteria in Sec. 905.01 C. for granting a
variance from such F.A.R. are:

Page 99 of 379

CITY OF WAYZATA

2.2

PC Report and Recommendation

Page 3

A.

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

B.

Variances may be granted when the Applicant for the variance establishes
that there are practical difficulties in complying with this Ordinance.

C.

“Practical difficulties,” as used in connection with the granting of a
variance, means that:
(i)
the property owner’s proposal for the property is reasonable but not
permitted by Zoning Ordinance;
(ii)
the plight of the landowner is due to circumstances unique to the
property, and not created by the landowner; and
(iii)
the variance, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the
locality.

D.

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

E.

Variances shall be granted for earth sheltered construction as defined in
Minnesota Statutes, section 216C.06, subdivision 14, when in harmony
with this Ordinance.

F.

The City Council shall not permit as a variance any use that is not allowed
under this Ordinance for property in the zoning district where the affected
person’s land is located, except the City Council may permit as a variance
the temporary use of a one family dwelling as a two family dwelling.

G.

The City Council may impose conditions in the granting of variances. A
condition must be directly related to and must bear a rough proportionality
to the impact created by the variance.

H.

An application for a variance shall set forth reasons that the variance is
justified under the criteria of this section in order to make reasonable use
of the land, structure or building.

Ground Level Retail; Variances. In the C-4 Zoning District, at least 50 percent of
the building frontage on the ground floor along Lake Street must be used for
retail or service commercial use and should comprise at least 50 percent of the
ground floor building footprint. Sec. 978.06.C. Criteria for granting a variance
are noted above.
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Design Standards; Deviations. All new non-residential building construction in
the City must comply with the Design Standards found in Chapter 909 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. 909.29 (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:
A.

The extent to which the project advances specific policies and provisions of
the City’s Comprehensive Plan.

B.

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

C.

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

D.

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

E.

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

F.

A national, state or local historic designation.

G.

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

Shoreland Impact Plan/Conditional Use Permit for Impervious Surface.
A.

Impervious Surface. The Shoreland Overlay District establishes a
maximum impervious surface of 25% of the lot area. Impervious surface
coverage may be allowed to exceed 75%of the total lot area when the
following stipulations are met:
1.

All structures and practices are in place for the treatment of
stormwater runoff.

2.

A shoreland impact plan/conditional use permit is submitted and
approved as provided for in Section 991.19.A of the Zoning
Ordinance, subject to the conditions listed in Section 991.19.C of
the Zoning Ordinance.

Page 101 of 379

CITY OF WAYZATA

PC Report and Recommendation

Page 5

B.

Shoreland Impact Plan. Except for situations listed in Sec. 991.19.B.,
landowners or developers desiring to develop land or construct any
dwelling or any other artificial obstruction on land located within any
Shoreland District within the City of Wayzata shall first submit a
conditional use permit application as regulated by Chapter 904 of this
Ordinance and a plan of development, hereinafter referred to as
"Shoreland Impact Plan," which shall set forth proposed provisions for
sediment control, water management, maintenance of landscaped
features, and any additional matters intended to set forth proposed
changes requested by the applicant and affirmatively disclose what, if
any, change will be made in the natural condition of the earth, including
loss of change of earth ground cover, destruction of trees, grade
courses and marshes. The plan shall minimize tree removal, ground
cover change, loss of natural vegetation, and grade changes as much
as possible, and shall affirmatively provide for the relocation or
replanting of as many trees as possible which are proposed to be
removed. The purpose of the shoreland impact plan shall be to
eliminate and minimize as much as possible potential pollution, erosion
and siltation.

C.

General CUP Criteria. Section 904.02.F states that the Planning
Commission and City Council shall consider possible adverse effects
of a proposed conditional use. Their judgment shall be based upon
(but not limited to) the following factors:
A.

The proposed action in relation to the specific policies and
provisions of the official City Comprehensive Plan.

B.

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

C.

The proposed use's conformity with all performance standards
contained herein (i.e., parking, loading, noise, etc.).

D.

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

E.

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

F.

Traffic generated by the proposed use is in relation to capabilities
of streets serving the property.

G.

The proposed use's impact upon existing public services and
facilities including parks, schools, streets and utilities, and the
City's service capacity.
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SIP/CUP Conditions. All conditional use permits for consideration under
Section 991 shall be subject to the following stipulations.
1.

The projects shall be analyzed to determine the impact of
impervious surfaces, stormwater runoff, floodplain, and water
quality implications. Only those projects shall be allowed where
the adverse impacts have been mitigated through approved
means to the extent possible.

2.

Stormwater treatment measures including, but not limited to,
sediment basins (debris basins), desilting basins or silt traps,
installation of debris guards, and microsilt basins on stormwater
inlets, oil skimming devices, etc. shall be required subject to the
review of the City Engineer and the Minnehaha Creek Watershed
District on projects where applicable.

3.

Projects shall be analyzed in terms of provisions for maintenance
and enhancement of landscape features, and change in the
natural condition of the soil, trees, grade courses and marshes.
The vegetative planting plan shall contain trees, when fully
mature, that will exceed the building height. The plan shall also
minimize tree removal, ground cover change, loss of natural
vegetation, and grade changes as much as possible. It shall
further provide for the relocation or replanting of trees which are
proposed to be removed.

4.

Projects shall be analyzed in terms of the appearance of the
structure when viewed from the lake's surface. Building materials,
and color shall be analyzed to determine which facade and roof
materials minimize the appearance and blend the structure into
the shoreland and vegetation.

5.

Building heights shall be analyzed to determine the impact on
surrounding structures and views from the lake surface or other
shores. Structures shall not be allowed to exceed a height beyond
that is allowed by the base zoning district or cannot be screened
by landscaping or other design measures.

6.

Residential densities on a project basis shall not be allowed to
exceed the maximum allowed density of the base zoning district
for which the project is proposed. For higher density residential
development and planned unit developments, the density shall not
be allowed to exceed the density standards as specified in the R-5
District of this Ordinance.

7.

Lot coverage on a project basis shall be restricted to the
provisions for maximum impervious surface coverage as provided
for in this Ordinance.
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8.

Overall residential densities in the shoreland area shall not exceed
the surplus development capacity for residential density, as
calculated for Lake Minnetonka, Gleason and Peavey Lakes, as
specified in the Wayzata Comprehensive Plan/Shoreland
Management Plan, as may be amended.

9.

Overall lot coverage in the shoreland area shall not exceed the
surplus development capacity for impervious surface coverage
calculated for Lake Minnetonka, Gleason and Peavey Lakes, as
specified in the Wayzata Comprehensive Plan/Shoreland
Management Plan, as may be amended.

10.

All projects shall be in conformance with the Stormwater
Management Plan for the City of Wayzata, May 1988, as may be
amended and/or approved by the City Engineer.

11.

All projects shall be in conformance with the Wayzata
Comprehensive Plan/Shoreland Management Plan, as may be
amended.

12.

All projects shall be subject to the review of the Minnehaha Creek
Watershed District.

FINDINGS OF FACT

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

F.A.R. Variance. The F.A.R. Variance meets the standards for granting a
variance under the Zoning Ordinance:
A.

The F.A.R. Variance is in harmony with the general purposes and intent of
the Zoning Ordinance and is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan in
that the Project allows for a mix of uses which strengthen the Central
Business District as the shopping, employment, and entertainment
destination of Wayzata.

B.

The Applicant has established that there are practical difficulties in
complying with the F.A.R requirement..

C.

Practical difficulties include the fact that:
(i)

the Applicant’s proposal for the Property is reasonable but not
permitted by Zoning Ordinance;
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the plight of the Applicant is due to circumstances unique to the
Property’s size and location on Lake Street, and not created by the
landowner, and driven in large part by the high water table in the
area and a desire to provide all parking on site; and
the F.A.R. Variance, if granted, will not alter the essential character
of the locality which consists of buildings which are a similar size
and scale to the Project.

D.

Economic considerations alone are not the reason for the F.A.R. Variance.

E.

The Applicant has explained the reasons that the F.A.R. Variance is
justified under the criteria for granting variances in order to make
reasonable use of the land, structure or building.

Retail Percentage Variance. The Retail Percentage Variance meets the
standards for granting a variance under the Zoning Ordinance:
A.

The Retail Percentage Variance is in harmony with the general purposes
and intent of the Zoning Ordinance and is consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan in that it would allow for and include ground floor
retail consistent with the area and goals of the Comprehensive Plan in that
the Project would add retail on Lake Street where there is not currently
retail, increasing retail vitality on the main thoroughfare of the Central
Business District.

B.

The Applicant has established that there are practical difficulties in
complying with the requirement for the amount of retail use on the ground
floor.

C.

Practical difficulties include the fact that :
(iv)
(v)

(vi)

D.

the Applicant’s proposal for the Property is reasonable but not
permitted by Zoning Ordinance;
the plight of the Applicant is due to circumstances unique to the
Property, and not created by the landowner, and driven in large part
by a desire to meet the parking requirements for the Project on the
Property while still providing retail on the ground floor along Lake
Street; and
the Retail Percentage Variance, if granted, will not alter the
essential character of the locality, which is a mix of office and retail
similar to the Project.

Economic considerations alone are not the reason for the Retail
Percentage Variance.
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The Applicant has explained the reasons that the Retail Percentage
Variance is justified under the criteria for granting variances in order to
make reasonable use of the land, structure or building.

Project Design and Deviations. The Project meets the applicable provisions of
the Design Standards as reflected in the Design Critique attached to this Report
as Exhibit B except for the Deviations, which relate to (i) percentage of retail use
space on ground floor; (ii) street level landscaping; (iii) sidewalk design and (iiii)
percentage of accent materials to allow for screening in open parking areas.
The Commission finds that there would be a positive effect on the area where the
building is proposed by allowing these Deviations, and that the reasons
supporting (i) the Retail Percentage Variance also support the Deviation related
to retail use space on the ground floor, and (ii) the other Deviations are at the
request of the City and relate to the City’s pending projects and plans for the
Lake Street streetscape and improvements. To the extent there are any negative
impacts of the Deviations, those impacts are outweighed by one or more of the
following factors:

3.4

A.

The extent to which the Project advances specific policies and provisions
of the City’s Comprehensive Plan, as noted in the record.

B.

The extent to which the Deviation related to retail use space on the ground
floor would alleviate an undue burden, taking into account current leasing,
housing, and commercial conditions.

C.

The positive effect of the Project on the area in which the Project is
proposed, including renovation of an important section of Lake Street.

Shoreland Impact Plan/Conditional Use Permit for Impervious Surface. The
provisions of Section 991.19 and 904.02.F of the Zoning Ordinance have been
considered and are satisfactorily met.
A.

B.

Shoreland Impact Plan.
1.

All structures and practices are or will be in place for the treatment
of storm water runoff for the Project as reviewed and approved by
the City Engineer.

2.

A Shoreland Impact Plan has been approved by the City Engineer.

General CUP Criteria.
1.

The Project and associated use is compatible with the specific
policies and provisions of the official City Comprehensive Plan.
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2.

The Project and associated use is compatible with present and
future uses of the area.

3.

The Project and associated use conforms with all performance
standards contained in the Zoning Ordinance, except those for
which a CUP and variance is requested.

4.

The Project and associated use will not have a negative effect upon
the surrounding area.

5.

The Project and associated use will not have a negative impact
upon surrounding property values.

6.

The Project and associated use will not increase traffic above
capacity.

7.

The Project and associated use will not negatively impact existing
public services and facilities including parks, schools, streets and
utilities, and the City’s service capacity.

SIP/CUP Conditions.
1.

The Project has been analyzed and the impact of impervious
surfaces, stormwater runoff, floodplain, and water quality
implications have been mitigated through approved means to the
extent possible.

2.

Stormwater treatment measures used for the Project are subject
to the review of the City Engineer and the Minnehaha Creek
Watershed District where applicable.

3.

The Project has been analyzed in terms of provisions for
maintenance and enhancement of landscape features, and
change in the natural condition of the soil, trees, grade courses
and marshes. The vegetative planting plan shall contain trees,
when fully mature, that will exceed the building height. The plan
shall also minimize tree removal, ground cover change, loss of
natural vegetation, and grade changes as much as possible. It
shall further provide for the relocation or replanting of trees which
are proposed to be removed.

4.

The Project has been analyzed in terms of the appearance of the
structures and will not generally be visible when viewed from the
lake's surface.

5.

Building heights have been analyzed to determine the impact on
surrounding structures and views from the lake surface or other
shores. Structures will not exceed a height beyond that is allowed
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by the base zoning district or cannot be screened by landscaping
or other design measures.

Section 4.
4.1

6.

Residential densities of the Project will not exceed the maximum
allowed density of the base zoning district for which the Project is
proposed. The density of the Project will not exceed the density
standards as specified in the R-5 District of this Ordinance.

7.

Lot coverage of the Project will be restricted to the provisions for
maximum impervious surface coverage provided for in the Zoning
Ordinance.

8.

The Project will not cause the overall residential densities in the
shoreland area to exceed the surplus development capacity for
residential density, as calculated for Lake Minnetonka, Gleason
and Peavey Lakes, as specified in the Wayzata Comprehensive
Plan/Shoreland Management Plan.

9.

The Project will not cause the overall lot coverage in the shoreland
area to exceed the surplus development capacity for impervious
surface coverage calculated for Lake Minnetonka, Gleason and
Peavey Lakes, as specified in the Wayzata Comprehensive
Plan/Shoreland Management Plan.

10.

The Project is in conformance with the Stormwater Management
Plan for the City of Wayzata, May 1988, as may be amended
and/or approved by the City Engineer.

11.

The Project is in conformance with the Wayzata Comprehensive
Plan/Shoreland Management Plan.

12.

The Project will be subject to the review of the Minnehaha Creek
Watershed District.

RECOMMENDATION

Planning Commission Recommendation. Based on the findings in section 3 of
this Report, the Planning Commission recommends APPROVAL of the (i)
F.A.R. Variance; (ii) Retail Percentage Variance; (iii) Design of the Project,
including Deviations; and (iv) Impervious Surface CUP requested in the
Application, subject to the following conditions:
A.

The Applicant must secure all necessary building permits for construction,
and follow all laws and regulations applicable to the Project, including
building codes and land use regulations.
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B.

The Applicant must build and complete the Project in conformance, in all
material respects, with the plans depicted in the Application.

C.

Final Grading, Drainage, and Erosion Plans for the Project the must be
approved by the City Engineer prior to the issuance of building permits
and submitted to the City for review.

D.

The Applicant must install safety mechanisms at the entrances of the
ramps, a mechanism that limits the lowest level parking to office users,
and signage for parking for public/retail users.

E.

The Applicant must incorporate natural and lattice screening along areas
of the parking structure which were originally shown as open to enhance
screening and separation between the Project and neighbors.

F.

All expenses of the City of Wayzata, including consultant, expert, legal,
and planning fees incurred must be fully reimbursed by the Applicant.

Adopted by the Wayzata Planning Commission this 23rd day of January 2020.

Christine Plantan
Chair, Planning Commission

Voting For Approval Recommendation: Douglas, Parkhill, Flannigan, Plantan, Merriam
Voting Against Approval Recommendation: Iverson
Abstaining: none
Absent: Bashioum
Attachments:
Exhibit A: Legal Description of Property
Exhibit B: Design Critique
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WAYZATA PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING MINUTES
January 6, 2020
AGENDA ITEM 1. Call to Order
Chair Flannigan called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.
AGENDA ITEM 2. Roll Call
Present at roll call were Commissioners: Flannigan, Plantan, Douglas, Merriam, Parkhill, and
Iverson. Absent: Bashioum. Community Development Director Emily Goellner, Assistant
Planner Nick Kieser, Planning Consultant PeggySue Imihy, and City Attorney David Schelzel
were also present.
AGENDA ITEM 3. Approval of Agenda
Chair Flannigan asked for a motion to approve the agenda for the meeting.
Commissioner Plantan made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Douglas, to approve the
January 6, 2020 agenda as presented. The motion carried unanimously.
AGENDA ITEM 4. Consent Agenda
a.) Approval of the December 16, 2019 Meeting Minutes
b.) Report and Recommendation of Approval for a Heritage Preservation Site
Designation for the Section Foreman House at 738 Lake Street East
Chair Flannigan read the items on the consent agenda and asked if any Commissioner wished to
pull an item for discussion.
Hearing no such request, he asked for a motion to approve the Consent Agenda as presented.
Commissioner Iverson made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Plantan, to approve the
Consent Agenda as presented. The motion carried unanimously.
AGENDA ITEM 5. Public Hearing Items:
a.) Consider Development Application for Variances, Design Review, and Shoreland
Impact Plan/Conditional Use Permit for Lothenbach Family Offices at 401 Lake
St E
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Planning Consultant, PeggySue Imihy, stated that the applicant, Peterssen/Keller Architecture, and
the property owner, Lothenbach Props VI, LLC, have submitted a development application to
redevelop the property at 401 Lake Street E. The applicant is proposing to demolish the existing
building on the site and construct a three-story, 19,910 square-foot office-retail building. The
building would have 2,250 square feet of retail on the ground floor and 11,815 square feet of office
space on the second and third floors. The building would also have 4,150 square feet of green roof
area, with a 450 square-foot rooftop patio space, accessible from staircase or elevator to the roof.
The remaining square footage of the building would be used for parking.
The application requests variances for the maximum allowable floor area ratio (FAR) of 2.0 and
the required first floor retail percentage of at least 50% in the C-4 Central Business Zoning District.
The application also requests review and approval of the project design under the applicable
Design Standards for the Lake Street District, and approval of a Shoreland Impact
Plan/Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for impervious surface coverage greater than the allowed 25%
in the Shoreland Overlay District.
The applicant previously appeared with another application for the property at the October 7, 2019
Planning Commission meeting, requesting approval of a Concept Plan for a Planned Unit
Development and a variance from the maximum allowable building height. The Planning
Commission recommended denial of that application due to concerns regarding building height,
the lack of sufficient parking, and the scale and massing of the proposed building. Following that
meeting with the Planning Commission, the applicant withdrew their application to consider ways
to address the Planning Commission’s concerns. The new application no longer requests approval
of a Planned Unit Development and is in compliance with the height requirements and
accommodates all required parking on-site. The applicant was also able to reduce the FAR from
2.44 to 2.33.
The property lies within the C-4 Central Business District, Shoreland Overlay District, and Lake
Street Design District. The 2030 and 2040 Comprehensive Plan Designation for the property is
Central Business District.
As part of the current application, the applicant is requesting a variance for the proposed FAR from
the maximum of 2.0 to 2.33. The applicant identified the parking requirement, the size of the
parcel, and the high-water table as reasons for the increased FAR. The proposed building meets
the requirement of City Code §978.06.C that at least 50% of the building frontage on the ground
floor along Lake Street be used for retail or service commercial use, but does not comprise at least
50% of the ground floor building footprint. The applicant has asked for a variance to reduce the
required minimum amount of retail on the ground floor building footprint from 50% to 22% and
has identified the need to accommodate parking, the size of the site, and the high-water table as
practical difficulties faced in meeting this standard.
The applicant is also requesting three deviations from the Design Standards. The first is consistent
with the requested variance regarding retail percentage on the ground floor. The second and third
design deviation were requested by City Staff and pertain to outdoor landscaping, sidewalk, and
lighting requirements that will be impacted by the Lake Effect plans that will be incorporated along
Lake St E.
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A Shoreland Impact Plan/Conditional Use Permit is required under City Code §991.19.A. The
proposed project would cover the entire site, creating 100% impervious coverage. Stormwater
treatment measures include the installation of a green roof system.
The proposed plan for parking would locate 13 parking spaces on the ground floor, 22 spaces on
the underground floor of an enclosed ramp, and an additional 5 spaces located on the northern part
of the site. In total, the site would have 40 spaces for parking. The City Engineer/Public Works
Director has reviewed the parking structure and his recommendation of approval includes
conditions. These conditions include the installation of safety mechanisms at the entrances of the
ramps, installation of a mechanism that limits the lowest level parking to office users, and signage
for parking for public/retail users.
The applicant has provided a landscape plan, which includes replacing 35 inches of the 40 inches
of tree caliper inches required to be replaced. The five inches which cannot be accommodated in
the right-of-way will need to be paid for with the Tree Ordinance’s Fee in Lieu of planting, at a
cost of $160 per caliper inch, for a total of $800.
The site currently has 83% impervious surface between the parking lot and the existing building.
The proposed plan would increase the impervious coverage to 100%, which is allowed within the
Shoreland Overlay District so long as the applicant receives approval of a CUP/Shoreland Impact
Plan. The applicant has proposed a green roof system, where vegetation and soil act as a sponge,
absorbing and filtering water that would normally run off the site. The proposed roof would
decrease runoff from the site, and the existing runoff patterns would remain unchanged. The City
Engineer/Public Works Director has found the mitigation of stormwater runoff to be a suitable
best management practice. A building permit cannot be issued until approval from the Minnehaha
Creek Watershed District is received.
The construction of the proposed building will create a landlocking of 407 Lake St E on the east
side since there is not an alley behind the building. The Applicant has reached an agreement with
407 Lake St. E to continue to allow their trash to be picked up at 401 Lake St. E. The Fire Marshal
was contacted, and it was determined that the landlocking of 407 Lake St. E would not impede
their ability to adequately address a fire on the property.
Chair Flannigan asked if the current property was retail. He also asked for clarification of other
retail uses in the vicinity of the property.
Planner Imihy stated that the properties next to the parcel are not currently retail.
Chair Flannigan asked for information regarding rooftop systems, their longevity, and potential
maintenance issues.
Planner Imihy replied that the applicant can likely speak to the longevity and maintenance of such
technologies. She added that many cities award bonuses for green rooftop systems being
incorporated into buildings.
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Commissioner Merriam stated that there is a retail business directly across from the subject
property, as well as an increase of retail properties as one moves along Lake St. She also asked
if the FAR would be affected if all of the parking were located at the north side of the building and
in a three-story parking ramp.
Planner Imihy responded that FAR includes everything that is seen above grade. The sub terrain
parking on this property is not included in the FAR calculation. She explained that FAR is intended
to offer a correlation of density or of appearance, in essence a measure of scale.
Commissioner Douglas asked if there was a difference between the 2030 and 2040 Comprehensive
Plan Designation for the property, what was the required retail percentage for two identified
properties, and how is the water table impact determined.
Planner Imihy stated that the 2030 and 2040 Comp Plan have the same designation for the property.
She did not know the retail percentage required for the two identified business but stated that they
could look up the answer. She stated that most properties in close proximity to Lake Minnetonka
are going to have a high-water table. She does not believe that the discussed property was required
to produce soil borings.
Commissioner Parkhill asked for clarification regarding required parking being determined by the
size of offices and their square footage. He further asked if the Code allowed rooftop seating.
Planner Imihy stated that square footage drives the determination of required parking. She also
stated that the City doesn’t have a Code section that expressly prohibits rooftop patios.
There being no further question from the Commission for Staff, Chair Flannigan invited the
Applicants to address the Commission regarding the application.
Applicant’s representative, Greg Keup, 420 Kimberly Ln N Plymouth, stated that the Lothenbach
Family offices are currently located in Wayzata and they look forward to that becoming permanent.
He stated that the team joining him to speak included their Architect and General Contractor. He
added that their team has worked hard to listen to the feedback given from the previous Planning
Commission meeting as well as the numerous meetings held with neighbors to the property.
Applicant’s Attorney, Carol Lansing, Faegre Baker Daniels, Minneapolis, stated that she wanted
to provide a little more framework around the standards for the FAR variance as the Commission
considers the presentation the team will provide. She provided a clarification regarding the term
“reasonable” as it applies to the practical difficulties aspect of the variance standard.
Applicant’s Architect, Gabriel Keller, 1526 West 25th St. Minneapolis, stated that the Planned Unit
Development that the Planning Commission considered in the previous application was the path
recommended to the team. They have changed their direction to requesting a variance request due
to the feedback received. He stated that they are making three requests in their application. He
added that the other requests in the application were accommodations to Staff’s requests due to
the anticipated Lake Effect plans. He stated that because of the unique size of the property, it is
impossible to meet the parking requirements and the retail percentage requirements. He discussed
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other similar properties with similar practical difficulties that were granted variances. He added
that soil borings were completed to determine the height of the water table. He provided visuals
of different configurations of the property and stated that there wasn’t a way to meet both the
parking and the retail percentage requirements of the Code. He shared information regarding green
roofs. He stated that they require minimal maintenance, are more visually appealing, and help
extend the longevity of the roof by 3-5 times longer than a typical roof.
Applicant’s Architect, Ryan Fish, 4329 29th Ave S Minneapolis, stated that the FAR would be
below 2.0 if the partially underground parking was removed from the equation.
Chair Flannigan asked the Commission for questions for the applicant.
Commissioner Parkhill asked for the percentage of parking that is below grade.
Mr. Fish stated that approximately 45% of the volume is underground, but difficult to determine
due to the slope. He identified a space on a diagram that is both above and below grade.
Commissioner Parkhill asked if the identified space was removed from the FAR calculation would
the design be at 2.0 FAR.
Mr. Fish stated that the identified area as well as an outside covered area would account for the
difference in the achieved and required FAR.
Commissioner Douglas asked for clarification regarding an elevation diagram on page 69 of the
Commissioner’s packet. She asked if the area was open to the parking area.
Mr. Keller stated that the area can be accessed by walking or driving and is part of the retail use
space that the City had requested. They had thought to propose a screen of vines at the location
but discovered that wouldn’t meet City Code requirements.
Commissioner Iverson asked for clarification regarding a rooftop job drawing that states “recessed
plumbing vent area, screen from bluff and neighboring properties”. She asked for the height and
a description of the item.
Mr. Fish stated that the description is an attempt to creatively hide pipes.
Commissioner Merriam asked about a statement indicating that an ornamental 12-foot-tall tree
would be part of the rooftop terrace landscape.
Mr. Keller responded that the third floor will have a center section that is open to the sky and
surrounded in glass for the connected offices to view. A tree will be planted in this section and
would not project above the building roof plane.
Commissioner Iverson asked about the mechanical screens and potentially how much noise would
be expected in that area. She further asked if the adjacent area was residential of commercial.

Page 114 of 379

PC01062020- 6

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46

Community Development Director, Emily Goellner stated that the adjacent property to the
mechanical screening area would be commercial.
Mr. Keller stated that they are not at the construction phase of having specifics. He added that the
HVAC subcontractor indicated that there would be no difficulty meeting code regarding noise
levels.
Commissioner Iverson asked Staff how noise levels are measured. She indicated that she has
gotten noise complaints from residents at another location near a commercial building. She added
that the City needs to do a better job at monitoring those noise level requirements.
Mr. Keller stated that noise levels will be a factor of the equipment chosen for the project. He
clarified that the screening is pointed towards the back space of the Masonic temple.
Commissioner Plantan asked Staff as well as the applicant if additional screening could be added
to the parking garage with the understanding that the City Code contained restrictions regarding
screening specifics.
Commissioner Parkhill asked how much parking is required for the retail and office space.
Mr. Fish stated that the zoning code is three parking spaces for every thousand feet. The retail
would require approximately 7-8 spaces.
There being no further questions from the Commission for the applicant, Chair Flannigan opened
the public hearing on the application at 7:24 p.m.
Property owner of 315 Manitoba Ave, and owner proxy for 445 Lake, Charles Nolan, stated that
many significant improvements have been made since the public hearing on the last application.
He continues to have two issues with the plan. He agreed that moving from a PUD to a variance
was appropriate. Unfortunately, he does not believe that the circumstances are even close to being
met to qualify for a variance. He stated that the test for being granted a variance includes that the
difficulty cannot be self-created, and that economics cannot play a part in the need for a variance.
Planner Imihy clarified that the standard is economics cannot be the only consideration for granting
a variance.
Mr. Nolan stated that the applicant wants everyone to believe that it is the properties uniqueness
that is creating a need for a variance. He added that the property is a complete rectangle with two
frontages and the dimensions perfectly maximize the ability to put parking on the site. He also
stated that the increasing grade does not create a hardship but instead allows for parking to be
hidden underground and benefits the FAR calculation. He believes the problem is self-created and
the building is too big for the site. He stated that his building will look down on this building, and
he is concerned with the terrace and the lack of control over the space and its use.
Representative for the properties of 306 through 324 Manitoba, Darren Schmidt, stated that his
properties are to the north of the project. He believed that the current proposal is much improved
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over the previous one. He continued to have concerns regarding the rooftop and its use. He stated
that other properties have been imposed with limitations and that should be the same for the current
proposal. He stated that the parking stalls on the north side of the building should have screening.
He would also like to see trash screening. He stated that the north side of the buildings grading
will impact snow loading and he would like to see a formal agreement to address the issue.
There being no one else wishing to comment on the application, Chair Flannigan closed the public
hearing at 7:35 p.m.
Chair Flannigan asked for the Commission to provide feedback regarding the application.
Commissioner Merriam stated that the Swans building and another building at Broadway have
FAR’s greater than 2.0. She asked for the City approvals that allowed for the increase in FAR to
be granted.
Planner Imihy stated that both of the identified projects were reviewed by the Planning
Commission and approved by City Council, and increased FARs as part of a Planned Unit
Development.
Director Goellner stated that she could look into past approval documents to provide more
information.
Chair Flannigan asked for the City Code regarding the rooftop and the potential uses allowed.
Director Goellner stated that the City Code does allow a rooftop terrace with parapet walls or
protective railing with a height on no more than 35 feet. The City Code does not regulate the
activity or use of a rooftop terrace.
Planner Imihy stated that there was another property that was given restrictions regarding the use
of a rooftop, but that was due to mechanicals being present on the roof.
Commissioner Parkhill asked if average grade is used to calculate FAR.
Planner Imihy stated that the average grade is used to determine building height. The FAR is
determined by visual impact and not by using the average grade calculation. It doesn’t matter how
much of the parking is below grade as long as its visible it will be included in the FAR.
Director Goellner stated that the Zitzlof building at 305 and 309 Lake has 55% retail use. They
were granted a variance to FAR due to circumstances unique to the property, and in large part due
to the desire to maintain the historical aesthetic of the bank façade and the desire to provide
enclosed parking within the building. That was included in the floor area rather than as a surface
parking lot. The other property that Commissioner Douglas inquired about was Wayzata Blue.
She stated that the property is west of Berry Ave and is not required to have 50% retail.
Commissioner Merriam asked if Director Goellner asked if there was information regarding the
Broadway building.
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Director Goellner stated that she believes that it was considered unique and that and FAR deviation
was granted, but she would look for more information.
Commissioner Merriam asked for the square footage of the retail space, and the type of retail that
would be pursued.
Mr. Keller stated that it is too early to determine what the retail space would be used for. He would
anticipate a clothing store, but they would have to meet the City requirements.
Commissioner Plantan asked if a setback to the second or third floor was considered to allow the
property to meet the 2.0 FAR.
Mr. Keller stated that they reduced the building a lot to accommodate the required parking space.
Further reductions in the building would create difficulty and limitations to balancing the necessary
elements of the building and its proposed uses.
Chair Flannigan stated that application is interesting, and he appreciates the applicant attempting
to address the concerns that were raised in the review of the previous application. He stated that
the building appears to be lighter and more airy than other buildings. He appreciates the comments
by Mr. Nolan and believes that there are practical difficulties in meeting the parking and the
required FAR. He stated that the building architecture overcomes the excess calculation of the
FAR. He thinks that the property is unique in the grading, the parking requirement, the retail
requirement, and he could agree with an approval of the FAR calculation.
Commissioner Douglas stated agreement with Chair Flannigan.
Commissioner Plantan stated her appreciation for the applicant’s willingness to work with the
community and attempts to address the concerns raised with the previous application. She does
not believe the applicant has unique circumstances. She believes that there is likely a way to meet
the 2.0 FAR while still being economically responsible. She agreed with allowing the retail floor
percentage reduction, but not due to unique circumstances but rather to accommodate parking.
She stated that the property will contribute to the retail vibrancy on Lake Street. She would agree
with the Design review deviations that the City has requested and in regard to the Shoreland
Impact. She would like to add a couple of requirements or conditions that would include an
agreement with the City for the snow loading of the adjacent buildings, open areas of north and
east side parking garage to add screening, adding hours of operation to the rooftop use, and
regulations limiting the height of objects on the rooftop to not extend above the five foot railings.
Commissioner Merriam agreed with much that has been said. She stated that there are many
balconies on buildings in town and they are not regulated. She is not certain how rooftop terraces
are different. She acknowledged that she is not knowledgeable of the issues, but she has listened
to the concerns.
Chair Flannigan stated that there are a number of cities that love the rooftop use, but he
acknowledged that he does not live or work closely to one to have a different experience or opinion.
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Commissioner Iverson stated that she agreed with most of what has been said. She would like to
see the FAR be brought down. She agreed with Mr. Nolans’ comment regarding density and scale.
She would like the city to look at the Shoreland Impact Plan and the lack of green space in anything
other than sidewalks. She is concerned with the project utilizing 100% of the site and the lack of
greenspace. She is concerned the impact of the future. She would like to see greenspace on the
first level.
Commissioner Douglas stated that the rooftop will likely be utilized once a year for fireworks.
She stated that she lives in downtown Wayzata, and she doesn’t see the terraces utilized very often.
Commissioner Parkhill appreciated the challenge of incorporating the required 40 parking spots
into the project. He stated that changes requested are reasonable. He stated that if the City Code
does not have regulations regarding the use of a roof top terrace, then it should likely not be an
important factor. He would like to have the FAR reduced.
Chair Flannigan would like to see screening for the parking stalls and the trash. He asked if there
were other remedies to consider regarding the stormwater handling.
Planner Imihy stated that the Shoreland Impact Plan conditional use permits is a conditional use
permit that can be issued as long as the applicant meets all of the conditions of the permit. City
Engineer Kelly did find that the plan for stormwater handling to be in line with best practices. The
City Code allows applicants to go up to 100% impervious surface so long as they can remediate
the effects of that impervious.
Commissioner Plantan asked about an application for a roof top terrace on Swans corner.
Planner Imihy stated that she believed that the issue with the referenced proposal was that it
included a cupola that was too large and too tall, and so the removal of that element removed the
rough elements for the proposal.
Director Goellner provided follow up information regarding the Broadway Place development at
326 Broadway Avenue. She stated that the property was in the planned unit development district
approved for the project, and there is no FAR standard for a PUD district.
Commissioner Iverson asked if they could make a condition that prohibits storing any items on the
rooftop.
Chair Flannigan added that a condition could be that nothing is allowed on the rooftop.
Commissioner Iverson stated that she would agree to Chair Flannigan’s condition. She added that
she thinks that the green roof is brilliant, and she thinks the country should move that direction.
She questioned if there has been enough discussion regarding green roofs, and if the Planning
Commission should gather more information and present their findings to the City. She asked if
they could get additional time to gain more knowledge regarding the topic before making a
decision on the application.

Page 118 of 379

PC01062020- 10

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46

Director Goellner stated that the City’s concern for rooftops would mostly be related to nuisances
by human activity, which is not predictable, but the City can enforce nuisance ordinances if
necessary.
City Attorney, David Schelzel, stated that any conditions need to be reasonably related to a land
use request being made. City Code does not currently prohibit the use of the rooftop. If the
Commission would like to pursue the matter more, he believes more discussion is warranted to
determine how a proposed condition would relate to something the applicants are requesting.
Commissioner Iverson stated that City Code does not have a statement allowing rooftop terraces
activities.
Mr. Schelzel responded that there are limits to what the space can be used for due to it being in a
particular zoning district. The use would need to be something related to the proposed office or
retail uses in the building. There are also tools in the code that could be used to address nuisances,
noise and similar issues.
There being no further discussion among the Commissioners, Chair Flannigan asked for a motion
on the application.
Commissioner Parkhill made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Douglas, to direct staff to
prepare a draft Planning Commission Report and Recommendation, with appropriate findings,
reflecting a recommendation of approval of the FAR variance of 2.33, the variance for the ground
floor retail percentage of 22%, a deviation of the design standards for retail activity of 22% of the
total first floor footprint, a deviation from the design standards of City Code §909.06.A.2 and City
Code §909.16.A (so Lake Effect Plans can be incorporated), and the Shoreland Impact
Plan/Conditional Use Permit to allow 100% impervious coverage with the stormwater treatments
measures that include a green roof system with the recommendation of providing screening for the
northern side of the ramp for the property at 401 Lake St E, for review and adoption at the next
Planning Commission meeting.
Commissioner Douglas asked if the screening on the north side of the parking ramp could be
required.
Planner Imihy stated that the applicant removed screening from the identified area due to the
resulting need to obtain an additional design deviation for an increase of metal percentage. She
asked for clarification if the Commission would like the applicant to pursue the deviation.
Chair Flannigan stated that he would agree that something would need to be in that location. He
would like to see coverage.
Commissioner Parkhill amended the motion to include a Design Standards deviation for additional
metal or plantings to provide screening on the north side of the parking ramp.
Commissioner Douglas seconded the motion. The motion carried 5 ayes and 1 nay (Iverson).
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Commissioner Iverson asked to express her reason for voting nay to be on the record. She stated
that her vote is based on the Shoreland Impact Plan, and that she is not comfortable with allowing
100% of the site to be covered by impervious surfaces. She would like the City Council to have
further discussion regarding the issue.
Chair Flannigan asked for a timeline for the application.
Director Goellner stated that the report and recommendation would come back to the Planning
Commission at the January 23, 2020 meeting and then to the City Council in early February.
b.) Consider Development Application for Planned Unit Development General Plan,
Design Review, Preliminary Plat, Zoning Map Amendment, and Shoreland
Impact Plan/Conditional Use Permit for North Lake Townhomes at 215 Walker
Ave S and 545 Indian Mound E
Planning Consultant PeggySue Imihy stated that the applicant, Walker Partners Limited
Partnership, and the property owner, RE Clark Land Invest, LLC, have submitted a development
application to redevelop the properties at 545 Indian Mound E and 215 Walker Ave S. The
applicant is proposing to demolish the existing commercial building on the site and construct
seven, two-story townhomes, split between three buildings. Two of the homes would face Indian
Mound E, while the other five would face Walker Ave S. The development would have a private
driveway to access the garages, which are located to the rear of the homes.
The application requests review and approval of a General Plan for a Planned Unit Development
(PUD), a deviation from the requirement that the buildings be located no closer than one-half the
sum of the building heights of the two buildings, and a deviation from the setback requirements
requiring new structures to be set back no less than 15 feet from the back of the curb line along
roadways. The applicant is also requesting a rezoning from C-1: Office and Limited Commercial
to PUD. The property is subject to the Design standards of the Bluff District and the applicant
requests four deviations from these standards. They are requesting that the stone joints in the
building materials be allowed to be larger than one-fourth of an inch, to allow for mechanical
equipment to be located on the exterior of the building, to omit the streetscape features that require
a bench, exposed aggregate, and additional streetlighting, and to allow for six-foot arborvitae
between the driveway and the adjacent property to the west.
The property is currently zoned C-1 Office and Limited Commercial District. The 2030
Comprehensive Plan Designation is Mixed Use Business District. The 2040 Comprehensive Plan
Designation is Mixed Use Commercial/Residential. The property is also in the Shoreland Overlay
District and the Bluff District Design District.
The Planning Commission reviewed a PUD Concept Plan for this proposed development at their
meeting on June 1, 2019. The Plan showed eight townhomes split between two buildings. After
receiving feedback from the Planning Commission and the City Council about the massing and
bulk of the two buildings, the applicant has modified the concept in their PUD General Plan to
remove one unit and break up the development into three buildings. The General Plan lowered
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Development Application
Introduction
The applicant, Peterssen / Keller Architecture, and the property owner, Lothenbach Props
VI, LLC, have submitted a development application to redevelop the property at 401 Lake
Street E. The applicant is proposing to demolish the existing building on the site and
construct a three-story, 19,910 square-foot office-retail building. The building would have
2,250 square feet of retail on the ground floor and 11,815 square feet of office space on
the second and third floors. The building would also have 4,150 square feet of green roof
area, with a 450 square-foot rooftop patio space, accessible from staircase or elevator to
the roof. The remaining square footage of the building would be used for parking.
The application requests variances from the allowable floor area ratio (FAR) of 2.0 and
the required first floor retail percentage of 50% in the C-4 Central Business Zoning District.
The application also requests review of the Design Standards for the Lake Street District
and approval of a Shoreland Impact Plan/Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for impervious
surface coverage greater than the allowed 25% in the Shoreland Overlay District.
The application previously appeared as an item on the October 7, 2019 Planning
Commission meeting, where the applicant requested approval of a Planned Unit
Development and a variance to the allowable building height. The Planning Commission
recommended denial of the Applicant’s requests due to concerns regarding building
height, the lack of sufficient parking, and the scale and massing of the building. The
minutes from the October 7, 2019 Planning Commission meeting are included as an
attachment.
Following the first meeting with the Planning Commission, the applicant withdrew their
application to consider ways to address the Planning Commission‘s concerns. The new
application no longer requests a Planned Unit Development. It is in compliance with the
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height requirements and now accommodates all parking on-site. The applicant was also
able to reduce the FAR from 2.44 to 2.33.
Property Information
The property identification number and owner of the property is as follows:
Address
401 Lake St E

PID
06-117-22-31-0103

Owner
Lothenbach Props VI, LLC

The current zoning and comprehensive plan land use designation for the property is as
follows:
Zoning District:
2030 Comp Plan Designation:
2040 Comp Plan Designation:
Overlay Districts:

C-4 Central Business District
Central Business District
Central Business District
Shoreland Overlay District
Lake Street Design District

Project Location
The property is located on the northeast corner of Lake Street E and Manitoba Ave S:
Map 1: Aerial Photograph of Area, 2019 Map 2: Aerial Photograph of Site, 2019

Source: Hennepin County Interactive Property Map
Application Requests
As part of the submitted development application, the applicant is requesting approval of
the following items:
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A. Variance for FAR: City Code § 978.07.C establishes that the maximum FAR be
2.0 within the C-4 Central Business District.
The applicant is requesting a variance to this standard to allow for a FAR of
2.33.The applicant identified the parking requirement, the size of the parcel,
and the high water table as reasons for the increased FAR. A detailed narrative
from the application is attached to this staff report. When evaluating this
request, City Code § 905.01 Variances, should be considered. The standards
from this section of code are included at the end of this staff report.
B. Variance to Retail Percentage on the Ground Floor: City Code § 978.06.C
attached the special limitation and condition that at least 50 percent of the
building frontage on the ground floor along Lake Street must be used for retail
or service commercial use and should comprise at least 50 percent of the
ground floor building footprint.
The proposed building meets the requirement that at least 50 percent of the
building frontage on the ground floor along Lake Street must be used for retail
or service commercial uses, but the applicant has asked for a variance to
reduce the required amount of retail on the ground floor building footprint from
50% to 22%. The applicant identified the need to accommodate parking, the
size of the site, and the high water table as practical difficulties faced in
attempting to meet this standard.
A detailed narrative from the application is attached to this staff report. When
evaluating this request, City Code § 905.01 Variances, should be considered.
The standards from this section of code are included at the end of this staff
report.
C. Design Review: The subject property lies within the Lake Street District and is
subject to the design standards as outlined in City Code § 909.
The applicant is requesting three deviations from the Design Standards:
1. Consistent with their request for a variance to the retail percentage on the
ground floor, the applicant is requesting a deviation from the requirement
in City Code § 909.05.A that retail activities shall comprise a total of at
least 50 percent of the usage of the total building footprint.
2. The applicant has asked for a deviation from the requirement in City Code
§ 909.06.A.2 that street level landscaped courtyards, outdoor seating
areas, and gathering areas shall be incorporated into building and site
plan design. This deviation was led by City staff so that Lake Effect plans
can be incorporated along Lake St E.
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3. Similarly to above, the applicant has asked for a deviation from City Code
§ 909.16.A. – Lake Street District which requires that the project have:
a. Continuous sidewalks at least 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 50 feet shall have at least
one bench.
d. All sidewalk surfaces must match the exposed aggregate/brick
accent sidewalks on Lake Street.
This deviation was led by City staff so that Lake Effect plans can be
incorporated along Lake St E.
A full review of the design standards in City Code § 909 has been analyzed
by staff and are attached to this report.
D. Shoreland Impact Plan/Conditional Use Permit: Per City Code § 991.19.A, an
applicant desiring to develop land or construct any dwelling or any other
artificial obstruction on land located within any Shoreland Overlay District shall
first submit a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) application.
The proposed project would cover the entire site, creating 100% impervious
coverage. Stormwater treatment measures include the installation of a green
roof system.
Comprehensive Plan
The Draft 2040 Comprehensive Plan is currently under review by the Metropolitan
Council. Until its official adoption, the City is will continue to be guided by the 2030
Comprehensive Plan. The land use designation for the subject property in the 2030
Plan is Central Business District. The Central Business District is intended to promote a
diversity of retail, office, service, and residential land uses at a high level of
development quality to enhance it as a regional destination. This land use designation
assigned to the properties along the main thoroughfare of Lake Street, which is
generally referred to as downtown. The subject property, as well as the parcels adjacent
to it, and properties east and west along Lake Street, are guided for Central Business
District in the 2030 Comprehensive Plan. The Draft 2040 Comprehensive Plan land use
designation for the subject property is also Central Business District.
Adjacent Land Uses
The following table outlines the uses, zoning, and comprehensive plan land use
designations for adjacent properties:
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Direction
North
East
South
West

Adjacent Use
Commercial at
324 Manitoba
Ave S
Commercial at
407 Lake St E
Historic Train
Depot
Commercial
315 Lake St E

Comp Plan Land Use
Designation
2030: Central Business District
2040: Central Business District

Zoning
C-4 / Central
Business District
C-4 / Central
Business District
R-2 Medium Density
Single Family
Residential District
C-4 / Central
Business District

2030: Central Business District
2040: Central Business District
2030: Park
2040: Parks
2030: Central Business District
2040: Central Business District

Public Hearing Notice
The public hearing notice was published in the Wayzata Lakeshore Weekly on December
26, 2019. The public hearing notice was also mailed to all property owners located within
500 feet of the subject property on December 26, 2019.
Analysis of Application
City staff has reviewed the pertinent information and City Code requirements for the
proposed project and provides the following analysis and information:
Zoning
The property is currently zoned C-4 and is located within the Shoreland Overlay District.
The following table outlines the zoning standards for the C-4 and Shoreland Overlay
Districts as well as what the applicant proposed previously for this project as a PUD in
October 2019:
C-4
Zoning
Height (max.)

Floor Area
Ratio (max.)
Impervious
Surface
(max.)

3 stories
and 35
feet,
whichever
is less
2.0
None

Shoreland
Overlay
District
35 feet

3 stories, 38.5 feet

3 stories, 35’ to
glass guardrail
40’ to top of
elevator penthouse

None

2.44

2.33

Previously
Proposed PUD

25%, or 75%
100.0%
with stormwater
management, or
100% with
Shoreland
Impact
Plan/CUP

Proposed Project

100%
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C-4
Zoning
Property Line
Setbacks
(min.)
Lot Area
(min.)

None

Shoreland
Overlay
District
None

12,000 sq. Same as
ft.
underlying
zoning district
Required Open None
No requirement
Space
for commercial
development

Previously
Proposed PUD

Proposed Project

All yards: 0 ft

All yards: 0 ft

10,595 sq. ft

10,595 sq. ft

2nd Floor: ~1,200
sq. ft. of patio and
765 sq. ft. of green
roof

3rd Floor: 4,150
square feet of
green roof area

3rd Floor: 450 sq. ft.
patio and 4,000 sq.
ft. of green roof
Height
The maximum building height in the C-4 District is 35 feet and three stories, whichever is
less. The applicant does not request a variance for height. A rooftop terrace which is
occupiable is present on the plan and is accessed by a staircase and an elevator. Access
on the roof is permitted as the guard rail utilized for fall protection is no taller than 35 feet.
The proposed plans also show an elevator penthouse, which would be no taller than 40
feet and is allowed per City Code § 919.02.B by right.
Floor Area Ratio (FAR)
The City Code § 902.02 defines Floor Area Ratio as the ‘floor area of a building or
buildings on any lot divided by the area of such lot. The floor area ratio requirements as
set forth under each zoning district shall determine the maximum floor area allowable for
a building or buildings (total floor area of both principal and accessory buildings) in direct
ratio to the gross area of the zoning lot.”
The applicant is requesting a variance to the FAR to allow for 2.33 instead of the required
2.0. In the previous request from this applicant, the proposed FAR was 2.44. The
applicant was able to lower the FAR some by lowering the overall height of the building.
Staff has worked with the applicant to calculate the FAR and determine which portions of
the building square footage should be counted. It was determined that ground floor
parking garage and the semi-enclosed above ground parking should be calculated in the
FAR, as they are both visible while standing at grade and is also accessible from the
street. The underground parking is considered to be a basement and not calculated as
part of the FAR.
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The applicant has identified the size of the site and the high water table as practical
difficulties which make it impossible to comply with the regulation. The applicant argues
that the size of the parcel is small and thus the proposed building is comparable in
massing to neighboring buildings, but the FAR is higher because of the smaller lot area.
Given the proximity to Lake Minnetonka, the water table (water below the ground) is
higher than in other areas in the City, making it challenging to build below grade. If the
water table were lower, the applicant could consider putting all parking fully below grade,
however some parking remains above grade and is counted as part of the FAR.
Staff finds that the applicant has been diligent in finding solutions for both accommodating
all parking onsite and lowering the FAR. In order to meet the FAR requirement, the square
footage must be reduced by 3,354 square feet.
Ground Floor Retail Percentage
The proposed plans indicate that 22% of the ground floor would have retail space, for a
total of 2,250 square feet of retail usage. The footprint of the ground floor is 10,194 square
feet. The C-4 district has a requirement that 50% of the ground floor be retail, which would
require 5,097 square feet of retail usage.
The applicant has requested this variance so that the required amount of parking be
provided in the northern part of the structure. This variance request is correlated to the
request for a variance to the FAR. The applicant asserts that given the size of the site,
both the requirement for 50% retail on the ground floor and the required parking to support
the building could not be accommodated together.
Staff finds that the construction of a new building with retail and office uses would be
consistent with the goals of the Comprehensive Plan. The intent of the Ground Floor
Retail Percentage requirement is to create street-level retail opportunities, which would
be accomplished with this project. Additionally, as the applicant points out in their
narrative, much of the retail activity in the downtown is located east of the intersection of
Lake St E and Walker Ave S. From Manitoba Ave to the west, much of Lake St is
residential and office uses. Thus, Staff finds that a building with a reduced retail footprint
would be a reasonable use of the property and would not alter the essential character of
the neighborhood.
Parking
The City’s parking ordinance establishes the minimum number of parking stalls that must
be provided in a development based on the uses in the building. The applicant has
proposed approximately 2,250 square feet of retail and 11,815 square feet of office space,
which would require 39 parking spaces per the City’s code.
The proposed plan would locate 13 spaces on the ground floor and 22 spaces on the
underground floor of an enclosed ramp, which would be accessed by Manitoba Ave S.
Another 5 spaces would be located in a semi-enclosed, above-ground structure on the
northern part of the site. In total, the site would have 40 spaces for parking.
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City Code § 920.05.E.02 allows the City Engineer to determine the stall size requirements
for parking ramps or similar facilities. City Engineer/Public Works Director Mike Kelly has
reviewed the parking structure and his recommendation of approval is attached to this
staff report. While Kelly approves of the design, it is his recommendation that the following
conditions are added:
• The installation of arms, mirrors, sensors, and other mechanisms at both the
entrance to the ramp and the entrance to the lowest floor of the ramp
• The installation of a mechanism which limits the lowest level of the parking garage
to office users
• Signage designating the northern, above ground spaces for the public/retail users
Tree Preservation
Per City Code § 936.04.A, the applicant is allowed to remove 10% of the trees on-site
without required replacement. The applicant has proposed to remove 44 inches of trees
on the subject property to accommodate development and 40 of these inches are required
to be replaced. The applicant has provided a landscape plan, which proposes seven new
trees on the site, totaling 35 replaced inches of trees. These trees would be located within
the City’s right-of-way as the building will be built up to the lot line. The five inches which
cannot be accommodated in the right-of-way will need to be paid for with a Fee in Lieu of
planting at a cost of $160.00 per caliper inch, for a total of $800. Additionally, the trees
planted in the boulevard will remain the responsibility of the property owner. Details of
this arrangement would be finalized in a Development Agreement required by the City.
Stormwater Management Plan
The site currently has 83% impervious surface between the parking lot and the existing
building. The proposed plan would increase the impervious coverage to 100%, which is
allowed within the Shoreland Overlay District so long as the applicant receives a CUP for
a Shoreland Impact Plan. The goal of this plan is to help mitigate the effects of increased
stormwater and sediment runoff due to the increase in impervious surface. The applicant
has proposed a green roof system, where vegetation and soil act as a sponge, absorbing
and filtering water that would normally run off the site. The proposed roof would decrease
runoff from the site, and the existing runoff patterns would remain unchanged. Remaining
runoff will drain into the City’s stormwater system, as it currently does.
The applicant’s proposed plans to mitigate the stormwater runoff have been reviewed by
the City Engineer/Public Works Director and have been found to be a suitable best
management practice (BMP). Approval by the Minnehaha Creek Watershed District will
be required before a building permit is issued. Staff recommends approving the Shoreland
Impact Plan CUP with the standard conditions as required by City Code § 991.19.C.
Design Review
The proposed project must be reviewed against City Code § 909, which regulates design
standards for the Lake Street District.
The applicant is requesting three deviations from the Design Standards:
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1. Consistent with their request for a variance to the retail percentage on the
ground floor, the applicant is requesting a deviation from the requirement in
City Code § 909.05.A that retail activities shall comprise a total of at least 50
percent of the usage of the total building footprint.
The Lake Street Design District requires that 50% of the total building footprint
be retail. As previously discussed, the proposed plans indicate that 22% of the
ground floor would have retail space and the second and third floors would be
office. While the applicant has offered to located retail on the second floor, it
seems impossible for the proposed building to supply enough parking for any
more than the 2,250 square feet of retail proposed. Additionally, the intent of
the ordinance is to have a building which contribute to the street activation
through ground floor retail. Adding retail on the second floor would likely not be
attractive to a tenant due to the lack of street access or presence. In
summation, the applicant is requesting a deviation from this standard in the
design district.
2. The applicant has asked for a deviation from the requirement in City Code §
909.06.A.2 that street level landscaped courtyards, outdoor seating areas and
gathering areas shall be incorporated into building and site plan design.
This deviation was led by City staff so that Lake Effect plans can be
incorporated along Lake St E. Reconstruction along Lake St. E is planned to
begin in spring 2020 and given the concurrent redevelopment of this property,
staff prefers that plans along the streetscape match the plans for Lake Effect.
To accomplish this, deviations from the Design Standards must be granted.
The Lake Effect plans are similar to the Design Standards for the Lake Street
District, but not an exact match.
3. Similarly to above, the applicant has asked for a deviation from City Code §
909.16.A. – Lake Street District, which requires that the project have:
a. Continuous sidewalks at least 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 50 feet shall have at least
one bench.
d. All sidewalk surfaces must match the exposed aggregate/brick
accent sidewalks on Lake Street.
This deviation was again, led by City Staff so that Lake Effect plans can be
incorporated along Lake St E. Concurrent reconstruction of Lake St E and the
redevelopment of the property have led to the request for this deviation. The Lake
Effect plans are similar to the Design Standards for the Lake Street District, but not
an exact match.
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A full review of the design standards in City Code § 909 has been analyzed by staff and
are attached to this report.
Trash Storage and Fire Access for 407 Lake St E
The construction of this building will create a scenario in which the building at 407 Lake
St E becomes landlocked on the east side since there is not an alley behind the buildings.
The owner of 407 Lake St E(the Masonic Building) has previously approached the City
with the concern that they will lose access for trash and recycling hauling services, as
they currently bring trash to 401 Lake St E for pick-up. The City does not own any rightof-way or access behind the parcels to allow for a trash hauling truck to access 407 Lake
St E. As part of this application process, the City lacks authority to require that the owners
of 401 Lake St E provide access to 407 Lake St E from the east, but it is strongly
encouraged. The property owners have reached an agreement that 407 Lake St E will
continue to be able to bring trash to the 401 Lake St E building to be hauled. The trash
hauler will pick trash and recycling up from Manitoba Ave S.
The Fire Marshal was also contacted regarding whether or not the landlocking on the east
side would create access issues for fighting a fire, were it to occur. The Fire Marshal is
confident that a fire could be fought adequately from Lake St. A more in-depth review of
the Fire Code and Building Code would be conducted with a building permit application.
Grading and Utilities
The proposed plans for grading and utilities were reviewed and approved on a conceptual
level by the City Engineer. The applicant has negotiated for access to locate a sanitary
sewer easement for a manhole on the property at 407 Lake Street since the previous
application was brought forward on October 27, 2019. There are no further comments
on these plans. A more in-depth review of these plans and final approval would be granted
by the Public Works Department with a building permit application.
Public Meeting
The applicant and the Property Owner hosted a meeting with adjacent neighbors on
November 25, 2019, and 12 neighbors attended. The applicant presented the new plans
and highlighted the areas which were changed based on neighborhood and Planning
Commission feedback. Their changes to the proposal included:
• An increase in parking spaces from 19 to 40
• A larger 2nd floor setback along Manitoba Ave S to meet the Design Standards
• A decrease in the overall building height
• A reduction in materials which are considered “accent materials” and limited to
10% on each façade by the Design Standards
Neighbors had questions regarding snow removal and site drainage patterns, where trash
storage would be located for the building at 407 Lake St E, and the applicants requested
variances. A letter from the applicant summarizing the meeting is attached to this staff
report.
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Primary Issues to Consider
1. Variance to the FAR:
a. Does the property owner have circumstances which are unique to the
property, and not created by the landowner; which prevent the applicant
from meeting the required FAR?
b. Would allowing an increased FAR alter the essential character of the
locality?
2. Variance to the Ground Floor Retail Percentage:
a. Does the property owner have circumstances which are unique to the
property, and not created by the landowner; which prevent the applicant
from meeting the required amount of ground floor retail percentage?
b. Is a building with a reduced amount of retail on the ground floor in
harmony with the general purposes and intent of the C-1 Zoning
Ordinance and consistent with the Comprehensive Plan?
c. Would allowing a decrease in ground floor retail percentage alter the
essential character of the locality?
3. Design Review:
a. Would the proposed deviations have a positive effect on the area in which
the project is proposed?
b. Does allowing the deviations alleviate an undue burden, taking into
account current leasing, housing, and commercial conditions?
4. Shoreland Impact Plan CUP
a. Have the adverse impacts of additional impervious surface been
mitigated through approved means to the extent possible?
Standards of Planning Commission Review of Application Requests
The variance request is a quasi-judicial review and decision, meaning that the Planning
Commission acts similar to a judge in a courtroom and applies the relevant rules of the
Zoning Ordinance to this particular property and proposed development. The Planning
Commission should recommend approval of the Floor Area Ratio and Ground Floor Retail
Percentage variance requests by the applicant if the Commission determines that they
meet all of the Zoning Ordinance requirements in City Code § 905.01 C.
Action Steps
After considering the items outlined in this report and the public hearing held at the
meeting, the Planning Commission should direct staff to prepare a Planning Commission
Report and Recommendation, with appropriate findings, reflecting a recommendation on
the application for review and adoption at the next Planning Commission meeting.
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Attachments
Design Review, Dated December 30, 2019
Applicant’s Narrative, dated December 11, 2019
Lothenbach Neighborhood Meeting Notes & Response, dated November 25, 2019
Proposed Plans, dated December 11, 2019
Memorandum on Parking Garage from City Engineer/Public Works Director Mike Kelly,
PE, dated December 27, 2019
Minutes from the October 7, 2019 Planning Commission Meeting
Proposed Lake Effect Plans
Applicable Code Provisions for Review
Staff has analyzed the facts provided by the applicant in comparison with the criteria for
approval. While several criteria appear to be met, staff has highlighted in bold criteria that
may require additional discussion with the Planning Commission.
Zoning Ordinance Variances (§ 905.01 C.)
The criteria for granting a variance includes the following conditions governing
considerations of variance requests.
1. Variances shall only be permitted when they are:
a) In harmony with the general purposes and intent of this Ordinance;
and
b) Consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.
2. Variances may be granted when the Applicant for the variance establishes
that there are practical difficulties in complying with this Ordinance.
3. "Practical difficulties," as used in connection with the granting of a
variance, means that:
a) The property owner's proposal for the property is reasonable but not
permitted by this Ordinance;
b) The plight of the landowner is due to circumstances unique to the
property, and not created by the landowner; and
c) The variance, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the
locality.
4. Economic considerations alone do not constitute practical difficulties.
Practical difficulties include, but are not limited to, inadequate access to direct
sunlight for solar energy systems.
5. Variances shall be granted for earth sheltered construction as defined in
Minn. Stats. § 216C.06, Subd. 14, when in harmony with this Ordinance.
6. The City Council shall not permit as a variance any use that is not allowed
under this Ordinance for property in the zoning district where the affected
person's land is located, except the City Council may permit as a variance the
temporary use of a one family dwelling as a two family dwelling.
7. The City Council may impose conditions in the granting of variances. A
condition must be directly related to and must bear a rough proportionality to
the impact created by the variance.
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8. An application for a variance shall set forth reasons that the variance is
justified under the criteria of this section in order to make reasonable
use of the land, structure or building.
Deviations from the Design Standards – All Districts § 909.29.A
With the exception of Section 909.10 of the Design Standards, a deviation from any
section of the Design Standards shall require a finding by the City Council (after
considering the Planning Commission's recommendation) 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.
Shoreland Impact Plan / Conditional Use Permit § 991.19.C
Conditions. All conditional use permits for consideration under this Section shall be
subject to the following stipulations.
1. The projects shall be analyzed to determine the impact of impervious
surfaces, stormwater runoff, floodplain, and water quality implications.
Only those projects shall be allowed where the adverse impacts have been
mitigated through approved means to the extent possible.
2. Stormwater treatment measures including, but not limited to, sediment basins
(debris basins), desilting basins or silt traps, installation of debris guards, and
microsilt basins on stormwater inlets, oil skimming devices, etc. shall be required
subject to the review of the City Engineer and the Minnehaha Creek Watershed
District on projects where applicable.
3. Projects shall be analyzed in terms of provisions for maintenance and
enhancement of landscape features, and change in the natural condition of the
soil, trees, grade courses and marshes. The vegetative planting plan shall
contain trees, when fully mature, that will exceed the building height. The plan
shall also minimize tree removal, ground cover change, loss of natural
vegetation, and grade changes as much as possible. It shall further provide for
the relocation or replanting of trees which are proposed to be removed.
4. Projects shall be analyzed in terms of the appearance of the structure when
viewed from the lake's surface. Building materials, and color shall be analyzed to
determine which facade and roof materials minimize the appearance and blend
the structure into the shoreland and vegetation.
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5. Building heights shall be analyzed to determine the impact on surrounding
structures and views from the lake surface or other shores. Structures shall not
be allowed to exceed a height beyond that is allowed by the base zoning district
or cannot be screened by landscaping or other design measures.
6. Residential densities on a project basis shall not be allowed to exceed the
maximum allowed density of the base zoning district for which the project is
proposed. For higher density residential development and planned unit
developments, the density shall not be allowed to exceed the density standards
as specified in the R-5 District of this Ordinance.
7. Lot coverage on a project basis shall be restricted to the provisions for maximum
impervious surface coverage as provided for in this Ordinance.
8. Overall residential densities in the shoreland area shall not exceed the surplus
development capacity for residential density, as calculated for Lake Minnetonka,
Gleason and Peavey Lakes, as specified in the Wayzata Comprehensive
Plan/Shoreland Management Plan, as may be amended.
9. Overall lot coverage in the shoreland area shall not exceed the surplus
development capacity for impervious surface coverage calculated for Lake
Minnetonka, Gleason and Peavey Lakes, as specified in the Wayzata
Comprehensive Plan/Shoreland Management Plan, as may be amended.
10. All projects shall be in conformance with the Stormwater Management Plan for
the City of Wayzata, May 1988, as may be amended and/or approved by the City
Engineer.
11. All projects shall be in conformance with the Wayzata Comprehensive
Plan/Shoreland Management Plan, as may be amended.
12. All projects shall be subject to the review of the Minnehaha Creek Watershed
District.
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The Design Review is based on the plans submitted on December 11, 2019 by the Petersson/Keller Architecture:

Building Uses
909.05.A – Lake Street District
All new buildings east of Barry Avenue on Lake Street
shall have retail usage at least 80 percent of the ground
floor facing Lake Street. The remaining 20 percent 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 50 percent of the usage of the
total building footprint.

Comments

Compliance

The applicant has proposed a building
which has retail usage along 90% of the
ground floor facing Lake Street but only
22% of the total building footprint is
retail. A deviation from this requirement
has been requested by the applicant.

The Planning
Commission should
determine if a
deviation should be
granted.

Pilasters and recesses are shown in the
middle of the building to create shadow
lines and dimensions.

Yes

Plans for the City’s project, Lake Effect
will include street level landscaping
including benches and a planting area.

The Planning
Commission should
determine if a
deviation should be
granted.

Building Recesses
909.06.A.1. – 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
909.06.A.2
Street level landscaped courtyards, outdoor seating areas
and gathering areas shall be incorporated into building and
site plan design.

A deviation from this requirement has
been requested by the applicant and is
recommended by staff so that the
streetscape along Lake St is consistent
with the Lake Effect Plan.

1
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Comments
Building Width
909.07. 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.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

The building has window bays, variations
in the parapet and a rhythm of elements,
in addition to a setback in the third story
to accomplish this design standard.

Compliance

Yes

Window bays
Special treatment at entrances
Variations in roof lines or parapet detailing
Awnings
Building setbacks or articulation of the facade
Rhythm of elements

Upper Story Setbacks
909.08.A.1. – 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 3 rd
story height from the second (2nd) floor footprint, or an
average of ten (10) feet across the facade, but no
portion of the 3 rd story structure shall be closer than six
(6) feet to the 2 nd story façade. The 3 rd story façade
shall be designed with railings, pillars, dimensional
windows, building recesses or other similar design
techniques to break up the 3 rd story façade.

Comments
The building is three stories and 35 feet.
The third story of the building is recessed
6 feet from the face of the second floor.

Compliance
Yes

2
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909.08.A.2 – 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 twentyfive 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.
909.08.A.3. – 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.
Roof Design
909.09.A. – All Districts
“Green” roofs, roof garden terraces, arbors and other
similar structures are encouraged on roofs of building.
909.09.B.1. – 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.
909.09.B.2. – 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.

On the façade along Manitoba Ave S,
27% of the second floor is recessed six
feet from the face of the first floor.

Yes

The building height is within the required
35 feet, as allowed by the Wayzata
Zoning Code.

Yes

Comments

Compliance

A green roof has been incorporated into
this project.

Yes

The roof is flat, and not sloped

N/A

Materials other than the green roof are in
dark colors and synthetic membrane.

Yes
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Screening of Rooftop Equipment
909.10.A. – 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.

Facade Transparency
909.11.A. Glass Calculations – All Districts
Applications for design approval must include facade
diagrams that contain calculations of glass and solid
surfaces. Calculations of facade areas for multiple story
building shall be measured from grade to the floor above.
Calculations of facade areas for one story buildings shall
be measured from grade to the roof deck.
909.11.B. – Lake Street District
No less than 50 percent of the ground level facade of any
building fronting Lake Street shall be transparent glass. No
less than 25 percent of the ground level side and rear
facade facing a public right-of-way, parking area or open
space shall be transparent glass.

All mechanical equipment is located
within the interior of the structure.

Yes

Comments

Compliance

These calculations are found on sheet
A-201 in the plan submittal.

Yes

Along Lake St the building has 51.9%
transparent glass. Along Manitoba Ave,
the building has 47% transparent glass.

Yes

4
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Ground Level Expression
909.12 – 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:
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.

An intermediate cornice line
A difference in building materials or detailing
An offset in the façade
An awning, trellis, or loggia
Arcade
Special window lintels
Brick/stone corbels

Entries
909.13. – 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 ground floor uses different building
materials (B), is arcaded (E), and has
special window lintels (F) to create a
distinction from the above floors.

Yes

Planters are shown along the
streetscape. The main entry faces Lake
Stt at sidewalk grade.

Yes

5
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Building Materials and Quality
909.14.A. – Primary Opaque Surfaces – All Districts
Other than the accent materials listed in 909.14.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
909.14.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.
909.14.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.

Comments

Compliance

The exterior material used in the building
are stone panels. The following is a list
of the percentages of primary opaque
surfaces on each façade:
North: 95.4%
East: 92.2%
South: 91.3%
West: 90.8%

Yes

The primary opaque surface is the same
on all sides of the building

Yes

Brick is not used on the façade.

Yes
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909.14.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.

The proposed stone work complies with
this design requirement.

Yes

Brick is not used on the façade.

N/A

The proposed stone joints are less than
one-fourth (1/4) inch

Yes

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.
909.14.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
909.14.F. – Stone Joints – All Districts
Stone joints shall be no larger than one-fourth (1/4) inch.

7
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909.14.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:

The proposed project has less than 10%
of the materials listed in City Code
section 909.14.G.

Yes

The proposed flashing and parapet is
prefinished, painted .032 aluminum
which is under five (5) inches. The
coping along the second floor roof is
stone.

Yes

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Stone
Cast stone
Copper (untreated)
Rock faced stone
Aluminum or painted steel structural shapes
Fiber cement board
Premium grade wood trim with mitered outside
corners. Examples of premium grade wood are
cedar, redwood, and fir.
8. EIFS
909.14.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.

8
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909.14.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.

The proposed project has one awning
made of black painted aluminum panel
Alucobond Plus and/or structural steel
shapes.

Yes, subject to an
Encroachment
Agreement with the
City.

The awning extends past the property
line and will require an Encroachment
Agreement with the City.

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

909.14.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.
909.14.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 909.11 of the
Standards but may be used for detailing purposes.
Environmentally appropriate glass, such as Lowemissivity glass, shall be used in all projects.

The balcony is located on the second
floor and is accessible and useable. The
railings are glass panels.

Yes

The proposed glass is not mirrored,
reflective or darkened, and is lowemissivity.

Yes

9
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909.14.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.
Franchise Architecture
909.15. – 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.

The proposed entry doors would be
glass.

Yes

Comments
This is not a franchise building.

Compliance
Yes

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 909.22 by the Planning Commission at
the time of Design Standards Review application

10
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Walkways
909.16.A. – Lake Street District
1. Continuous sidewalks at least 12 feet in width shall
be provided along all public street frontages.
2. Lighted sidewalks shall extend between rear and
side parking areas and building entrances. All
sidewalk lighting must project downward.
3. Buildings with street frontage exceeding 50 feet
shall have at least one bench.

Comments
Plans for the City’s project, Lake Effect
will include a concrete sidewalk,
benches and a planting area.
A deviation from this requirement has
been requested by the applicant and is
recommended by staff so that the
streetscape along Lake St. is consistent
with the Lake Effect Plan.

Compliance
The Planning
Commission should
determine if a
deviation should be
granted.

4. All sidewalk surfaces must match the exposed
aggregate/brick accent sidewalks on Lake Street.

11
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Landscaping
909.17 – All Districts
1.
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.
2.

Window boxes, hanging baskets and planters
with seasonally appropriate plantings shall be
used around entries to buildings.

3.

Vines shall be used to cover walls with more than
one hundred (100) square feet of uninterrupted
surface area.

4.

Streetscaping shall include all of the following:
a) Boulevard species trees, with at least three
(3) caliper inches.
b) Exposed aggregate sidewalks with brick
accents
c) Street lights
d) Benches (if building length is 50 feet or
greater), which utilize existing city bench
designs.
e) Flowers

Comments

Compliance

Window boxes, hanging flowers or vines
have not been included as part of the
project, but the project includes seasonal
planters at the street level. Garden areas
and window boxes at the street level are
not feasible.

Yes

Planters with seasonally appropriate
planted are located along Lake St.

Yes

There is not a façade which is more than
100 square feet of uninterrupted surface
area.

Yes

Boulevard trees and other elements as
of the proposed Lake Effect plan have
been incorporated into the Proposed
plan.

Yes

12
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909.17.B. – Lake Street District
1. 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.
2. Approved boulevard trees, planted in sidewalk
areas, shall be planted no more than 26 feet on
center from each other.

The sidewalk will have exposed
aggregate with brick accents.

Yes

Boulevard trees no less than 26 feet
apart will be planted along sidewalk
areas.

Yes
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Parking Lot Landscaping
909.18 – 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.
Surface Parking
909.19 – 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.

Comments

Compliance

A surface lot is not proposed for this
project.

N/A

A surface lot is not proposed for this
project.

N/A

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.

A surface lot is not proposed for this
project.

N/A

C.

Side yard parking shall not extend beyond the
front yard setback of the primary building on the
property.

A surface lot is not proposed for this
project.

N/A

D.

Front yard parking is prohibited.

A surface lot is not proposed for this
project.

N/A

E.

There shall be no corner parking.

A surface lot is not proposed for this
project.

N/A
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909.20 – 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.

Comments

Compliance

Four (4) bicycle spaces are provided in
the covered, above ground parking area.

Yes

Parking Structures
909.21.A. – All Districts
Parking structures shall meet the following standards,
along with all other applicable building code standards:
1.

The ground floor façade abutting any public
street or walkway shall be architecturally
compatible with surrounding commercial or office
buildings.

The façade of the parking structure
which abuts Manitoba Ave is designed to
be architecturally compatible with the
building.

Yes

2.

The parking structure shall be designed in such a
way that sloped floors do not dominate the
appearance of the façade.

The floors of the parking structure are
not visible from the exterior.

Yes

3.

Windows or openings shall be similar to those of
surrounding buildings.

There are not windows into the parking
structure.

Yes

4.

Vines and other significant landscaping shall be
used to minimize the visual impact of the parking
structure.

Vines and landscaping are not needed,
as the structure is located within the
building.

Yes
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909.21.B. – Lake Street District
1. If any part of a parking structure abuts Lake
Street, that entire portion of the ground floor
facade shall be occupied by at least 80 percent
retail usage, extending to a depth of at least 30
feet.
2. The ground floor level of a parking structure shall
not come within 40 feet of Lake Street.
3. The top decks of parking structures visible from
adjacent properties shall be designed with
trellises and landscaping sufficient to screen at
least 50 percent of the visible area.

The parking structure does not abut
Lake St.

Yes

The ground floor of the parking structure
is greater than 40 feet away from Lake
St.
There is not a top deck of a parking
structure which is visible from adjacent
properties.

Yes
Yes
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Signs
909.22 – 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.

Comments

Compliance

Proposed signage for “401 Lake Street”,
“Garage Parking” and “Visitor Parking”
are architecturally compatible with the
building and are an integral part of the
building and site design.

Yes, subject to City
staff review of a final
Sign Permit.

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
Chapter 927 of the Wayzata Zoning Ordinance.
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909.23.A. – Permitted Signs – Lake Street District
Only the following types of signs are permitted in the Bluff
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 proposal includes wall signage.

Yes
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Parking Lot and Building Lighting
909.24 – 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 916.06 as it relates to glare.

Comments

Compliance

Lighting fixtures are compatible with the
architecture of the building and are
compliant with the City Code as it
replaces to glare. All lighting is projected
downwards.

Yes, subject to a
final review of the
lighting plan with the
Building Permit
Application.

The following items are items are subject to additional approvals:
1. Building Lighting is subject to a final review and approval with the Building Permit Application
2. Final signage is subject to review and approval Sign Permit.
3. Building Awning are required to obtain an Encroachment Agreement
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Technical
Memo
To:

Ryan Fish, Peterssen/Keller Architecture

From:

Ed Terhaar, P.E.

Date:

December 9, 2019

Subject: Updated Parking Study for 401 Lake Street East in Wayzata, MN
I hereby certify that this report was prepared by me or under my direct supervision and that I am a duly Licensed
Professional Engineer under the laws of the State of Minnesota.

__________________________________ DATE: December 9, 2019
Edward F. Terhaar
License No. 24441

Purpose and Background
This memorandum presents the updated results of our parking study for the proposed office
and retail development at 401 Lake Street East in Wayzata. Prior to updating, we confirmed
the project scope and parking demand calculations with WSB, who reviewed the original
study on behalf of the City. The information and results presented in this report are based
on these discussions.
The study has been updated to account for changes to the amount of office and retail space
and the number of parking spaces provided on-site. The study includes parking demand
calculations and identification of available public parking near the site.
Proposed Development Characteristics
The proposed project consists of replacing the existing office building with a new three story
office and retail building. The new building will have 2,250 square feet of retail space and
11,815 square feet of office space. These square footage totals are gross floor area, which
includes common areas for each use. The building will have 40 on-site parking spaces.
Parking Demand Calculations
Parking data from the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) was used to determine the
expected peak parking demand. Data provided in the ITE publication Parking Generation,
5th Edition, indicates that the retail and office uses peak at various times during the day.
Based on the ITE data, the peak weekday parking demand occurs between 11 a.m. and 2
p.m.
Since the exact tenants are not yet known, a variety of office and retail uses were studied to
determine a range for the peak parking demand. The office and retail uses and parking
rates studied are shown in Table 1.

Wenck | Colorado | Georgia | Minnesota | North Dakota | Wyoming
Toll Free 800-472-2232 Web wenck.com
-
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Ryan Fish
Peterssen/Keller Architecture
December 9, 2019

Table 1
Land Uses and Peak Parking Demand Information
Peak Parking Demand
Land Use
(spaces per 1,000 square feet)
General Office
2.39
Small Office
2.56
Single Tenant Office
3.10
Shopping Center
1.95
Apparel Store
1.13
Liquor Store
1.72
Copy, Print, and Ship Store
3.01
Using the land uses and parking rates shown in Table 1, the peak parking demand ranges
from 27 to 39 spaces.
Public Parking Availability
As presented in the August 28, 2019 report, a considerable number of public parking spaces
were available in the Wayzata Marquee and Mill Street Parking ramps. In addition,
unrestricted on-street parking spaces were also available near the project.
The WSB review indicated the City is considering a public parking lot in the northwest
quadrant of Barry Avenue and Lake Street that could be converted to the public parking
ramp in the future. This site is located approximately 550 feet from the proposed building.
Overall Parking Impact
The weekday peak parking demand using ITE data for the proposed building ranges from 27
to 39 spaces. The total of 40 on-site spaces provided for the project is 1 space greater than
the maximum ITE demand. Therefore, the proposed on-site parking is expected to
accommodate the peak parking demand.
In addition, parking usage observations indicated ample parking is available in the nearby
public parking facilities.
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Lothenbach Neighborhood Meeting Notes & Response
November 25, 2019
Ryan Fish (P/K), Greg Keup (client), Jesse Robbins (client), Emily Goellner (city) & approx.. 8
Present:
- 12 neighbors

I.

Presentation
• P/K presented photos of the existing site and building before moving to 3D images of the proposed building and
preliminary plans. We discussed how the new design reflected solutions to the concerns that were brought up at the
last neighborhood meeting by going thru the previous concerns and presenting the design solutions. At this point,
we moved to questions and comments and brought up the 3d model images again to discuss concerns more at
length.

II. Solutions to previous neighborhood concerns:
• Design proposal increased the number of parking spaces from 19 spaces to 40 spaces:
o Current design exceeds minimum code required parking of 39 spaces for the building uses and size.
o A parking variance is no longer being requested.
o Some parking spaces will be open for retail uses and others designated and controlled for tenant use based
on vehicle size.
• 2nd floor setback along Manitoba was increased from approx. 8% to 27% of the length of the facade:
o Current design exceeds the minimum code requirement that 25% of the second-floor façade be set back.
o A design deviation for the second-floor setback is no longer being requested.
o Previous and current design meet all other setback requirements.
• Building height was decreased from 38’-6” to 35’-0”:
o Current design meets code limit of 35’-0” for building height.
o Elevator penthouse meets code exception height limit of 40’.
o A height variance is no longer being requested.
o A significant portion of building is lower than 35’-0”.
• Reduced amount of accent materials to below 10%:
o Current design meets or is less than the code specified maximum of 10% accent materials per façade
elevation.
o A design deviation for the percentage of accent materials is no longer being requested.
o Additional exterior stone was added to the north and northeast facades to help alleviate neighbor’s
concerns.
III. Questions & Comments (response given in the meeting is in italics and further response in bold italics)
•

•
•
•

Neighbor to the north expressed concerns about the drainage and snow drifting between the new building and their
existing building. We discussed that we were coordinating with structural engineer on snow drifting concerns and
the civil engineer for drainage concerns. After the meeting, the client and neighbor scheduled a meeting to discuss
drainage and drifting solutions and work towards finding a solution that was agreeable to both parties.
The neighbor to the east wondered whether there would still be access for shared trash. We showed how the
design would allow for it.
We discussed how the project was still requesting less than 50% retail area on the ground floor. We illustrated why
we were still requesting this deviation/variance. There was no additional neighborhood response to this item.
We also explained that the project was still requesting a variance for FAR. We showed that the request was reduced
from 2.44 to 2.33 and that it was below other requests by recent projects for a FAR variance. There was no additional
neighborhood response to this item.
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GENERAL NOTES
1. SEE SHEET L001 FOR GENERAL NOTES.
2. REFER TO ARCHITECTURAL DRAWINGS FOR BUILDING INFO.
3. ELECTRICAL CONTRACTOR, MECHANICAL CONTRACTOR, AND
IRRIGATION CONTRACTOR TO COORDINATE WITH PAVING, CONCRETE,
AND WALL CONTRACTORS ON SLEEVE LOCATIONS UNDER DRIVEWAYS,
WALKS, AND WALLS.
4. REFER TO SHEET L010 FOR EXISTING CONDITIONS PLAN FOR BOUNDARY
INFORMATION. ALL CONSTRUCTION STAKING MUST BE PERFORMED BY A
REGISTERED LAND SURVEYOR
5. DO NOT SCALE THE DRAWINGS. WRITTEN DIMENSIONS ARE TO BE USED
FOR ALL LAYOUT WORK.
6. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL IMMEDIATELY NOTIFY THE LANDSCAPE
ARCHITECT OF ANY LAYOUT DISCREPANCIES.
7. ALL SITE ELEMENTS SHALL BE STAKED IN THE FIELD AND APPROVED BY
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION.
8. AUTOCAD FILE AVAILABLE TO CONTRACTOR UPON REQUEST FOR
FIELD LAYOUT.

211 1ST STREET NORTH, SUITE 350
MINNEAPOLIS, MN 55401
t 612 345 4275
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GENERAL NOTES
1. SEE SHEET L001 FOR GENERAL NOTES.
2. REFER TO ARCHITECTURAL DRAWINGS FOR BUILDING INFO.
3. ELECTRICAL CONTRACTOR, MECHANICAL CONTRACTOR, AND
IRRIGATION CONTRACTOR TO COORDINATE WITH PAVING, CONCRETE,
AND WALL CONTRACTORS ON SLEEVE LOCATIONS UNDER DRIVEWAYS,
WALKS, AND WALLS.
4. REFER TO SHEET L010 FOR EXISTING CONDITIONS PLAN FOR BOUNDARY
INFORMATION. ALL CONSTRUCTION STAKING MUST BE PERFORMED BY A
REGISTERED LAND SURVEYOR
5. DO NOT SCALE THE DRAWINGS. WRITTEN DIMENSIONS ARE TO BE USED
FOR ALL LAYOUT WORK.
6. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL IMMEDIATELY NOTIFY THE LANDSCAPE
ARCHITECT OF ANY LAYOUT DISCREPANCIES.
7. ALL SITE ELEMENTS SHALL BE STAKED IN THE FIELD AND APPROVED BY
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION.
8. AUTOCAD FILE AVAILABLE TO CONTRACTOR UPON REQUEST FOR
FIELD LAYOUT.
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GENERAL NOTES
1. SEE SHEET L001 FOR GENERAL NOTES.
2. REFER TO ARCHITECTURAL DRAWINGS FOR BUILDING INFO.
3. ELECTRICAL CONTRACTOR, MECHANICAL CONTRACTOR, AND
IRRIGATION CONTRACTOR TO COORDINATE WITH PAVING, CONCRETE,
AND WALL CONTRACTORS ON SLEEVE LOCATIONS UNDER DRIVEWAYS,
WALKS, AND WALLS.
4. REFER TO SHEET L010 FOR EXISTING CONDITIONS PLAN FOR BOUNDARY
INFORMATION. ALL CONSTRUCTION STAKING MUST BE PERFORMED BY A
REGISTERED LAND SURVEYOR
5. DO NOT SCALE THE DRAWINGS. WRITTEN DIMENSIONS ARE TO BE USED
FOR ALL LAYOUT WORK.
6. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL IMMEDIATELY NOTIFY THE LANDSCAPE
ARCHITECT OF ANY LAYOUT DISCREPANCIES.
7. ALL SITE ELEMENTS SHALL BE STAKED IN THE FIELD AND APPROVED BY
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION.
8. AUTOCAD FILE AVAILABLE TO CONTRACTOR UPON REQUEST FOR
FIELD LAYOUT.
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TVL_Studio:PROJECTS:LOTHENBACH OFFICE BUILDING:3. GRAPHICS:20191204_VARIANCE DOCUMENTS:20191204_TREE SPECIES SELECTION

PROPOSED PLANT SPECIES
RED MAPLE

HONEY LOCUST

SERVICEBERRY

PENNSYLVANIA SEDGE

LITTLE BLUESTEM

KOREAN FEATHER GRASS

Acer rubrum
40’-70’ ht - 30’-50’ w
Form: Round, Pyramidal
Fall Color: Yellow-orange with Red
Highlights
Feature: Deep Scarlet Foliage in autumn
Full Sun to Part Shade

Gleditsia triacanthos
30’-70’ ft. ht - 30’-70’ w
Form: Broad, Round
Foliage: Green, Yellow Fall Foliage
Full Sun
Tolerates Salt

$PHODQFKLHUJUDQGLƃRUDŋ$XWXPQ
Brilliance’
10’-12’ ht - 10’-12’ w
Form: Deciduous tree, small fruit.
Fall Color: Brilliant Red to Orangered Feature: White Flowers in Spring
Full Sun to Part Shade

Carex pensylvanica
6”-12” ht - 6”-12” w
)ORZHU1RQƃRZHULQJ
Foliage: Green
Part Shade to Full Shade

Schizachyrium scoparium
2-4’ ht - 1.5’-2’ w
Form: Clump
Bloom time: August to February
Foliage: Blue Green to Gold
Full Sun

Calamagrostis brachytricha
2’-3’ ht - 2’-3’ w
Form: Mounding
Foliage: Green
Bloom time: September-November
Foliage: Green
Partial shade full sun

Lothenbach Office Building - Wayzata, MN
DECEMBER 5, 2019

TRAVIS VAN LIERE STUDIO
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE
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TVL_Studio:PROJECTS:LOTHENBACH OFFICE BUILDING:3. GRAPHICS:20191204_VARIANCE DOCUMENTS:20191204_TREE SPECIES SELECTION

PROPOSED PLANT SPECIES
SEDUM EXTENSIVE ROOF

INTENSIVE LIVE ROOF

VINE WALLS

Sedum mix
6” ht - 14” w
Flower: yellow
Bloom time: June-August
Foliage: Green
Full Shade

Native rooftop plantings
6” -3’ ht’
Species varies
Bloom time: Summer-Fall
Winter Interest
Full Sun

Ivy or similar
50’ ht’
Foliage: Airy and light green
Shade, Part Sun, Full Sun

Lothenbach Office Building - Wayzata, MN
DECEMBER 5, 2019

TRAVIS VAN LIERE STUDIO
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE
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REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION OF APPROVAL OF PARKING LAYOUT AND DESIGN FOR
401 LAKE STREET EAST
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION
Approval of Parking Lot Design and Layout
* subject to certain conditions noted in Section 4 of this Report

Emily,
I have reviewed the plans for the 401 Lake Street East property, proposed to be redeveloped by the
Lothenbach family.
Specifically, I have reviewed their parking layout and design, dated to determine conformance with
City Code Section 920.05.E.2. The Code provision reads as follows:
920.05.E.2. Parking Stalls.
a) All parking spaces, except for parallel spaces and compact car stalls, shall be a minimum of nine
feet in width and 20 feet in length, except a parking stall 18 feet in length with a two-foot overhang
beyond the parking surface may be allowed upon approval of the City Engineer.
b) Up to 20 percent of the parking spaces in a parking lot of 40 spaces or more may be permanently
marked for compact cars only. A compact space shall be a minimum of eight feet in width and 16 feet
in length.
c) In areas such as parking ramps or similar facilities size requirements may be determined by the City
Engineer.
d) Parallel parking spaces shall be 23 feet in length.
The parking layout and design primarily conforms to the provisions of the code, with the exception of
the parking stall length. The majority of the parking stalls are designed as 18-feet long, but appear to
be closer to 19-feet in length. The parking aisle width does, however, meet the standard of 24-feet.
The current parking garage design does not take into account the allowance of compact parking
stalls. It would be my recommendation to designate stalls numbered 9, 13, 16, and 17 as compact
parking. These stalls may be 8-feet in width and 16-feet in length. Designating these stalls as
compact parking would allow for additional clearance for turning movements from these slightly
challenging areas.
Therefore, I believe the plan meets the intent of the code and I approve the parking layout and
design, with the compact parking modifications discussed above.
The parking garage design is quite unique, as it only provides a one-lane wide access between levels.
This can be challenging if the general public is allowed to use the facility. The developer is proposing
to advise users of the garage via detectors and lights or lighted signs. I recommend that, at a
minimum, the lowest level of the garage should be designated for office users only, to minimize
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confusion. Additionally, the stalls on the north side of the building should be designated for public
users/visitors to the building.
Please let me know if you have any questions. Thanks.

Mike Kelly
Director of Public Works
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WAYZATA PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING MINUTES
October 7, 2019
AGENDA ITEM 1. Call to Order
Chair Flannigan called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.
AGENDA ITEM 2. Roll Call
Present at roll call were Commissioners: Parkhill, Plantan, Flannigan, Douglas, Iverson and
Bashioum. Absent: Merriam. Community Development Director Emily Goellner, Assistant
Planner Nick Kieser, Planning Consultant PeggySue Imihy, and City Attorney David Schelzel
were also present.
AGENDA ITEM 3. Approval of Agenda
Chair Flannigan asked for a motion to approve the agenda for the meeting.
Commissioner Plantan made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Douglas to approve the
September 16, 2019 agenda as presented. The motion carried unanimously.
AGENDA ITEM 4. Consent Agenda
a.) Approval of September 16, 2019 Meeting Minutes
b.) Report and Recommendation of Approval for Zoning Ordinance Text
Amendment and Conditional Use Permit for an Animal Clinic at 1125 Wayzata
Blvd E
c.) Report and Recommendation of Approval for Variances for a New Single-Family
Home at 639 Bushaway Rd “Skyfall”
Chair Flannigan read the items on the consent agenda and asked if any Commissioner wished to
pull an item for further discussion.
Commissioner Douglas asked for clarification on Saturday’s hours of business for the Animal
Clinic.
Community Development Director Emily Goellner responded that the majority of business in the
area were open until 8:00 p.m. on Saturdays.
Chair Flannigan asked if anyone wished to pull an item from the Consent Agenda. Hearing no
such request, he asked for a motion to approve the Consent Agenda as presented.
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Commissioner Douglas made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Plantan to approve the
Consent Agenda as presented. The motion carried unanimously.
AGENDA ITEM 5. Public Hearing Items:
a.) Consider Development Application for Planned Unit Development Concept Plan
for Office-Retail Building at 401 Lake Street East
Consultant Planner PeggySue Imihy stated that the applicant, Peterssen/Keller Architecture, and
the property owner, Lothenbach Props VI LLC, have submitted a development application to
redevelop the property at 401 Lake Street E. The applicant is proposing to demolish the existing
building on the site and construct a three-story, 25,890 square foot office-retail building. The
building would have 2,500 square feet of retail on the ground floor and 14,578 square feet of office
space on the second and third floors. The building would also have 4,000 square feet of green roof
area, 450 of which would be rooftop patio space, accessible from a single staircase to the roof.
The current zoning is C-4 Central Business District and is located within the shoreland overlay
district. The 2030 and 2040 comprehensive plan land use designation for the property is Central
Business District. The applicant is requesting the review of a concept plan for a Planned Unit
Development (PUD). She explained that the concept plan is the first step in the process, and entails
the Commission determining if they like the use, the overall look, and if it makes sense. If the
Concept Plan is approved, the applicant will return with an application for a General Plan of
Development and a rezoning of the Parcel to Planned Unit Development. As part of the request,
the applicant is asking for a deviation from the allowable floor area ration (FAR) of 2.0,
development of a lot less than 12,000 square feet, and the required first floor retail percentage of
50% which would be requirements if the property remained in the C-4 Central Business zoning
district. The application also requests a variance from the maximum building height of 35 feet
which is a requirement of the PUD zoning district.
The maximum building height in the C-4 District and the PUD district is 35 feet and three stories,
whichever is lesser. The proposed building is shown at three stories and would be 35 feet at the
top of the building roof and shows a safety guard rail around the greenspace on the roof deck which
places the total building height at 38.5 feet. The applicant labeled the guard rail as a parapet, but
the Design Standards describes a parapet wall as a structure that screens mechanical equipment
and the “Sign Related” definition of a “Parapet” is a low wall which is located on a roof of a
building. There is no mechanical equipment being screened by the guard rail and the applicant is
not requesting to install a sign on the guard rail. The applicant has stated in their narrative that
there would not be any furnishings or structural features on the roof other than the
parapet/guardrail. The City Code does not provide clear direction on what is a parapet and
therefore staff has directed the applicant to request a variance to allow the Planning Commission
to provide a determination about allowing a guard rail to be defined as a parapet. She asked the
Commission to consider if granting a variance would be in harmony with the general intent of the
ordinance, if the applicant has demonstrated sufficient practical difficulty, and if conditions should
be attached if the variance is granted.
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The City Code 902.02 defines Floor Area Ratio (FAR) as the floor area of a building or buildings
on any lot divided by the area of such lot, or in the case of planned developments by the net site
area. The floor area ratio requirements as set forth under each zoning district shall determine the
maximum floor area allowable for a building or buildings (total floor area of both principal and
accessory building) in direct ratio to the gross area of the zoning lot. FAR is used to indicate the
desired density of parcel in comparison to the size of the parcel. In the C-4 District, the required
minimum lot area is 12,000 feet, and the desired FAR is 2.0. The subject property is slightly
smaller than the required minimum lot area at 10,595 square feet. The applicant has requested that
they be allowed to deviate from the maximum FAR of 2.0 to 2.44 as part of the Planned Unit
Development request.
Commissioner Parkhill stated that the Floor Area Ratio could be met if the proposed building was
designed to be smaller.
Planner Imihy agreed that the FAR could be met if the proposed building was smaller. She
reminded the Commission that the lot is non-conforming at 10,594 square feet. She explained that
if the lot was conforming (12,000 sq. ft) the FAR of the proposed building would be 2.15. She
added that the required FAR varies by district.
The City Code 902.02 requires a minimum total lot area of 12,000 square feet. The property is
10,545 square feet, which makes the lot a legal non-conforming use subject to the standard of City
Code 915.02 B.6 b) which stats that an existing conforming use on a developed lot of substandard
size may be expanded or enlarged if such expansion or enlargement meets all other provisions in
this ordinance.
The proposed plans indicate that only 17% of the ground floor would have retail space, for a total
of 2,500 square feet of retail usage. The footprint of the ground floor is 10,210 square feet. The
C-4 District has a requirement that 50% of the ground floor be retail, which would require 5, 105
square feet of retail usage. The proposed plans have asked for a deviation to allow for parking to
be provided in the northern part of the structure.
She described the next steps for the project which would include: General Plan for a PUD,
rezoning to PUD, Shoreland Impact Plan/Conditional Use Permit, Design Review, and Fee in Lieu
of Parking (FILOP) agreement. She explained that the current application has not proposed
enough on-site parking. The applicant has proposed 19 spaces and provided a parking study stating
that 35 parking spaces would be sufficient for the proposed uses. The ordinance requires 47
parking spaces for the proposed uses. The applicant would like to enter a FILOP agreement for the
16 parking spaces that their data has determined to be sufficient. Planner Imihy had a traffic
engineer from her firm review the traffic study submitted by the applicant and provided the
following conclusions: parking spaces needed could range from 33 to 47 and would depend on
the final uses of the office building, the 2-7 spaces of parking required for the retail component
could likely be accommodated with the current on-street parking, the spaces provided through
FILOP are 845 and 1478 feet away and wouldn’t be considered walkable, the on-site ramp would
only allow one vehicle to enter/exit at a time, the on-site ramp provided for very tight parking with
multiple stalls having difficult access issues.
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Planner Imihy stated that the applicant held a public meeting with residents on September 24,
2019. The residents identified several concerns regarding the project which included: parking,
land-locking of the Masonic Temple, materials used, lack of setback of the second floor, and roof
access and height variance.
Chair Flannigan asked if the Commission had any questions for Staff.
Commissioner Bashioum asked how many parking spots the City had to sell in total for FILOP
Planner Imihy stated that she does not have the exact number available, but she felt comfortable
stating that the City could likely cover the needed spots.
Commissioner Bashioum stated that the Commission would like to know the amount available.
She added that a parking problem could occur if no number granted exceeded the spots available.
City Attorney David Schelzel stated that approval for a FILOP would entail additional approvals
and applications that would take place at a future meeting.
Commissioner Parkhill asked for clarification regarding the PUD and the amount of details
provided.
Planner Imihy stated that the current Concept Plan is quite detailed, and the Commission should
provide comments regarding their overall opinions on the project. This step allows the applicant
to respond to concerns.
Commissioner Parkhill asked if there would still be a height issue if the applicant chose to construct
an actual parapet wall rather than the intended glass structure on the roof.
Community Development Director Emily Goellner stated that the glass has been chosen to
minimize the visual impact to the surrounding areas. She added that the choice is whether to allow
access to the roof top because allowing access would require a guard rail or parapet which would
be added to the height requirement.
Chair Flannigan asked if there were other buildings Lake street with roof top access.
Planner Imihy stated that there are other buildings that exceed the height requirement.
Commissioner Iverson asked where the mechanicals were going to be located.
Planner Imihy stated that the mechanicals would be located on the second floor inside the building.
Commissioner Parkhill asked if the FAR isn’t approved would the mechanicals be moved to the
roof.
Planner Imihy responded that Lake Street District does not allow for mechanicals to be placed on
a roof.
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Commissioner Bashioum asked for clarification regarding the old bank building on Lake Street.
She stated that the roof top access was denied due to height requirements.
Planner Imihy stated that the project was on Swans corner and their project would have reached
48 feet in height. They also proposed a different configuration which contained an additional
structure that would be present on the roof. The current applicant has indicated that will not have
a physical structure on the roof.
Commissioner Douglas asked how close the structure would be to structure at 407.
Planner Imihy responded that the structure would be built on the property line but would have a
cutout on the first floor to allow access to 407.
Commissioner Douglas asked for the purpose of the roof top access.
Planner Imihy stated that the applicants have expressed wanting to add the amenity for their tenants
due to the beautiful view of Lake Minnetonka. She added that the applicant has indicated that no
long-term furniture would be allowed on the roof.
Commissioner Iverson stated that the plans show three floors of mechanical equipment. She stated
that the type of equipment used could be very noisy and she expressed concerns regarding that.
Planner Imihy responded that the applicant could respond to the concern.
Commissioner Plantan asked for clarification regarding the retail square footage.
Planner Imihy stated that the applicants plan shows 2500 in retail square footage. She added that
the applicant could provide further information.
Planner Imihy provided a list of other buildings on Lake Street that have been approved for height
above 35 feet, but none of these buildings have had a roof top patio.
Chair Flannigan stated that frequently when buildings exceed the height requirement it is due to
an elevator. He asked if the structure will have an elevator.
Planner Imihy stated that the applicant has chosen not to have an elevator. They will have to look
into ADA requirements.
Commissioner Iverson stated a reminder for the Commission that many of the variances for
building height were due to parking and due to the water table.
Chair Flannigan asked about the plan for stormwater runoff.
Planner Imihy stated that future plans would include mitigation plans for stormwater runoff.
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There being no further questions from the Commission for Staff, Chair Flannigan asked the
applicant to speak to the Planning Commission about the application.
Property owner, Lothenbach Props VI LLC, Greg Kype, CFO, provided the names of the builder
and architectural firm that they have hired to work on the property.
Applicant’s architect, Gabriel Keller, 1526 W 25th Street, Minneapolis, stated that they are in the
design phase of the project and are interested in feedback which is why they met with the
neighbors. He added that they are working on responded to all of the concerns brought to their
attention. The goal of the project is to create a classic building with a sense of scale to its
surroundings and will stand the test of time. He added that the green roof will help with some of
the stormwater management, but they will have to provide additional management underground.
The building will have an elevator that doesn’t require overrun on the rooftop. He added that an
elevator is an ADA requirement. They have chosen to apply for a PUD so that they can use more
creativity in their design process and use the site in the best way. The parking continues to be a
complicated issue to address with the water table having an expensive impact. They are dedicated
to providing appropriate parking for their tenants.
There being no further questions from the Commission for the applicant, Chair Flannigan opened
the public hearing on the application at 7:30 p.m.
Resident, Charles Nolen, owner of 315 Manitoba and property manager of 440 Lake Street stated
that he is very knowledgeable regarding development and the economic factors that drive it. He
stated that the views are precious and drive the quality of the space and the value of the buildings.
He was concerned with the rooftop glass railing and how many penetrations will be allowed. He
also raised concerns regarding parking and the extreme lack of it. He shared that the proposed
project will have two and a half times more square footage and provide one less parking stall than
his building does. He added that every single parking stall in his building is rented and occupied.
He shared that the third floor alone is designed for at least 25 employees. His calculations for
parking would equal far more than 47 necessary parking spots. He does not like the idea that the
public parking would need to absorb all of the remaining parking needs. He believes that the PUD
is being used to disregard the underlying zoning. He does not believe the project is a PUD and the
variances being requested are self-created hardships. He stated that the size of the site does not
impact the FAR. The application is to create a 26,000 square foot building that could easily comply
with the FAR. The second-floor setback requirement is being ignored because of the applicants
want to have more square footage. He ended by stating that he wasn’t against the project and
believes the materials and the building is attractive, but their parking problem shouldn’t be pushed
on the community. He would like to see the ordinances followed for the protection of the people
behind them.
Resident, Darin Schmidt, owner of 320 Manitoba, and representing Manitoba South Properties,
stated that he owns four lots located to the north of the project. He stated that less than a year ago
the City Council added a condition for the property at 305 Lake that prohibits having many of the
items being discussed for the roof top of the current property such as railings or furniture. Parking
continues to be an issue for everyone in the neighborhood. He added that due to increase business
it is often difficult to travel in the neighborhood. He questioned the date chosen for the parking
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study that was completed and said it may have been one of the least busy days possible. He agreed
with others that raised concerns regarding the potential noise and the view of the roof.
Resident, Lowell Zitzloff, 319 Barry Ave, stated that he had sent a letter to the Commission
explaining his concerns regarding the project. He has developed buildings in the area and
recognized the difficulty to follow the ordinances while trying to be financially sound. Parking is
very precious in Wayzata due to the cost of land, but if they can build a highway under the English
Channel than Wayzata can find a solution to the parking concerns. He stated that each developer
has been made to comply with the ordinances and so should the current projects developers.
Resident, Andrew Brennen, 407 East Lake Street, President of the Masonic Temple, stated that
they are located next door to the project and he agreed with the other concerns raised. He
appreciates that communication that has occurred between the project developers and the projects
neighbors. He agreed with the others that expressed concerns regarding parking. He stated that
his building is utilized during the day and evening, and he isn’t as concerned with the evening
parking availability. His building tenants like to utilize concrete slab located at the back of the
property for outdoor picnic and gathering space but was concerned with the view and sound from
the closely located mechanical equipment. He ended by raising concerns regarding the potential
structural impact of underground parking on his property due to it having been constructed in 1920.
There being no one else wishing to comment on the application, Chair Flannigan closed the public
hearing at 7:51 p.m.
Chair Flannigan asked the Commission to provide feedback and comments on the application.
Chair Flannigan asked Staff for the potential next steps.
Commissioner Plantan stated that the number of deviations concerned her. She appreciates the
design of the building and thinks it is beautiful. She ended by stating that there is already a lot of
traffic congestion in the area and lack of parking is her biggest concern.
Commissioner Iverson stated agreement with Commissioner Plantan’s statements. She
appreciates the comments from the neighbors. She also does not like the idea that the use of a
PUD is a way of getting around the necessary variances.
Commissioner Douglas stated that she also likes the look of the building. She added her concerns
regarding parking and traffic congestion. She also stated concern with the FILOP system and how
it doesn’t appear to alleviate any of the parking concerns.
Commissioner Parkhill stated appreciation for the look of the building. He doesn’t agree with the
use of a PUD for the project. He would rather address each deviation separately. He likes the idea
of the landscaped roof but would need more information so as to remain consistent within the City.
He would also like to see each landowner solve their own parking problems because it may be too
much expectation on the City to solve it.
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Commissioner Bashioum also agreed with her fellow Commissioners. She would like to see a
focus on if a terrace should be allowed if it has been denied to others. She added that it is important
to be consistent. She stated that covering 100% of the lot is also concerning, especially without
the second-floor setbacks.
Chair Flannigan stated the building is attractive but too big for the lot and what is required. The
idea for the rooftop greenery is interesting environmentally friendly and shouldn’t be overlooked.
He agreed that parking is a large concern in Wayzata, and he would like to see the applicant look
at addressing the concern.
Chair Flannigan asked for a motion on the application.
Commissioner Bashioum stated that she is not against having the green roof but would want it to
fit within the allowed 35 feet.
Director Goellner stated that the Commission has a few options regarding the application. One
option would be to deny the application based on the number of comments that were made and
changes that would be needed. A new concept plan would be requested. Another option would
be to table the application to allow the applicant to provide further information that would clarify
items or questions that had been raised.
Commissioner Iverson made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Plantan, to direct staff to
prepare a draft Planning Commission Report and Recommendation, with appropriate findings,
reflecting a recommendation of denial of the Concept Plan for a Planned Unit Development, denial
of the deviation of FAR to 2.44, denial of the deviation to allow the ground floor retail at 17%,
and denial for the deviation for the minimum lot size, and denial for the variance of the building
height at 38.6 feet for the application for 401 Lake Street East, for review and adoption at the
next Planning Commission meeting. The motion carried unanimously.
b.) Consider Development Application for Variances and Conditional Use Permit
for a Detached Parking Structure at 214/216 Minnetonka Ave S
Assistant Planner, Nick Kieser, stated that the applicants and property owners, Peter Slocum, 214
Minnetonka Ave S., and Dr. Bruce Merry, 216 Minnetonka Ave S, have submitted a development
application for side and rear yard setback variances along with a Conditional Use Permit
(CUP)/Shoreland Impact Plan to construct a new garage. The proposed project will construct a
new four-car garage over four existing paved parking spaces in the rear of the property. The
proposed garage encroaches into the 10’ side and rear yard setback requirements and requires a
CUP for the proposed 92.10% of hardcover, which is a decrease from the existing 92.56%
hardcover. The application requests approval of a Side yard setback of 7.2’ from the north (side
yard) property line which is 2.8’ less than the required 10’ setback, a Rear yard setback of 5’from
the East (rear yard) property line which is 5’ less than the required 10’ setback, and a Conditional
Use Permit/Shoreland Impact Plan to allow for 92.10% impervious surface which is a decrease
from the current 92.56% hardcover. He explained that this application is for the location of the
proposed garage and the applicant would have to return for a design review as part of a future
application. The applicant is not planning on removing any of the current landscaping and is

Page 207 of 379

PC10072019- 9

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45

proposing to add a gutter system that would move the rainwater into the existing vegetation. The
applicants have proposed the location of the garage with the intent of not blocking necessary turn
around space for their shared parking spots.
Chair Flannigan asked if the Commission had any questions for Staff.
Commissioner Bashioum asked for clarification for the proposed garage and an identified utility
pole.
Planner Kieser explained that the structure would be set back approximately four feet from the
pole.
Commissioner Plantan asked for clarification regarding the reason for positioning the proposed
garage next to the retaining wall on the North and if it is due to having ample space to back out
and therefore avoid having to back out onto Minnetonka Blvd.
Planner Kieser stated that the parking spots are angled to accommodate the turnaround.
Commissioner Douglas asked about the drainage pipes in the retaining wall and their purpose.
Planner Kieser stated that the applicant could address that.
There being no further questions from the Commission for Staff, Chair Flannigan asked the
applicant to speak to the Planning Commission about the application.
Applicants and property owners, Peter Slocum, 214 Minnetonka Ave S., and Dr. Bruce Merry, 216
Minnetonka Ave S, made themselves available for questions.
Dr. Merry stated that there is an existing easement with the neighbor to the south for back parking
lot access. He stated that the parking spots are at an angle because 90-degree turns would be
impossible. The retaining wall is rotted and needs to be replaced. Their hope is to replace the
retaining wall and add a garage as far back that will make access to the parking stalls convenient
for themselves as well as their neighbors.
Mr. Slocum stated that the retaining wall is dated back at least 20 years and seeps soils onto the
parking lot. The retaining wall is built with stacked ties and will need to be replaced soon.
There being no further questions from the Commission for the applicant, Chair Flannigan opened
the public hearing on the application at 8:21 p.m.
There being no one wishing to comment on the application, Chair Flannigan closed the public
hearing at 8:22 p.m.
Chair Flannigan asked the Commission to provide feedback and comments on the application.
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Commissioner Douglas stated that she had looked at purchasing the townhouse in the past and
decided not to purchase due to it not having a garage. She added that a garage would be a nice
improvement to the property.
Commissioner Iverson stated that she is concerned with the long-term impact of deviating from
the setback ordinances. She added that the setbacks are present for a reason.
Commissioner Bashioum asked for clarification regarding Commissioner Iverson stating that they
would be having a setback against a structure.
Commissioner Iverson responded that her statement was in regard to the unknown of the future
development of the site. She reiterated that granting variances for setbacks between buildings can
create an unwanted precedence and structures built closer together than what the ordinance intends.
Commissioner Plantan asked for clarification regarding the reduction of the impervious surface
coverage.
Planner Kieser stated that the applicant is reducing the impervious surface by approximately half
a percent.
Chari Flannigan stated that he understands the difficulty with the project and the intentions of the
applicants. He also stated understanding for Commissioner Iverson’s concerns regarding the
future of the property with the decreased setbacks.
Chair Flannigan asked for a motion on the application.
Commissioner Bashioum stated that the practical hardship and reason for the decreased setbacks
is because of the parking situation and the need to have space to turn around.
Commissioner Parkhill made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Douglas, to direct staff to
prepare a draft Planning Commission Report and Recommendation, with appropriate findings,
reflecting a recommendation of approval of the development application for 7.2’ side yard setback,
a 5’ rear yard setback, and a Conditional Use Permit/Shoreland Impact Plan to have 92.10%
impervious surface for the properties at 214 and 216 Minnetonka Ave S for review and adoption
at the next Planning Commission meeting. The motion carried 5 ayes and 1 nay (Iverson).
c.) Consider Development Application for a Conditional Use Permit for Fence
Height at 663 Bushaway Road
Assistant Planner, Nick Kieser stated that the applicant, Elevation Homes, and property owners,
Jon and Kristine Sabes, have submitted a development application requesting approval of a
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to allow installation of a fence that ranges from 6’ to 8’ in height
along Bushaway Road. The fence will be constructed of solid cedar material. The Wayzata Zoning
Ordinance allows fences in the front yard of a property, provided that they are no more than 42”
in height and no more than 50% solid material. The proposed fence is made of 100% solid material
and is a maximum of 8’ in height in some locations, which is allowed with CUP approval. The
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fence is located partially on the property and partially in the right of way of Bushaway Road, which
also requires approval by Hennepin County. There is also a 6’ tall motorized gate that is proposed
to be at the driveway entrance, which is setback further from the fence line. The proposed plans
show a fence that is an average of 6’ in height to the south of the gate. Then the fence starts at 6’
in height to the north of the gate which gradually increases to an 8’ in height at the most northern
end of the property along Bushaway Road. The applicant had a plan to replace a 6’ tall fence that
was existing but found it necessary to improve the screening to their house from the headlights
and vehicle noise from Bushaway Road with a taller fence. The 6’ tall fence that was existing was
taken down before this development application. The applicant placed new posts that can be seen
in the attached pictures of the property that show where the proposed fence will be located. The
applicant is still allowed to replace the fence up to 6’ in that location without any development
application approvals. There are two properties that have received a CUP for additional fence
height along Bushaway road, with approval of 8’ and 7’ fence height. There are additional houses
along Bushaway Road that have fences that exceed 42” in height but were constructed before the
fence ordinance was put in place. The property is zoned R-1A Low Density Single-Family
Residential. The 2030 and 2040 Comprehensive Plan designation is Estate Single-Family
Residential. The applicant has stated that they have received preliminary approval to place the
fence in the Hennepin County right of way.
Chair Flannigan asked if the Commission had any questions for Staff.
Commissioner Douglas asked if the existing fence was a solid material and since they removed it
does the applicant need to get approval to replace it with a solid material.
Planner Kieser responded that the existing fence was a solid material and the applicant is allowed
to replace the fence with comparable material.
Commissioner Bashioum asked if there were any restriction on gates.
Planner Kieser responded that the code restrictions for gates are the same for the fence
requirements. The gate would have to be 50% opaque and it would need to meet the height
requirement.
Commissioner Plantan asked if the fence height total includes the retaining wall height.
Planner Kieser stated the retaining wall is not included in the total height. He added that the height
is an average.
There being no further questions from the Commission for Staff, Chair Flannigan asked the
applicant to speak to the Planning Commission about the application.
Applicant’s Representative, Bill Costello, 18312 Wayzata Blvd. stated that the gate and adjacent
fencing is being proposed at 6’ in height and will be made of the same material as the rest of the
fence.
Commissioner Parkhill asked if the Hennepin County approval addressed the height of the fence.
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Mr. Costello responded that Hennepin County did not address height.
Chair Flannigan asked for the reasons behind the request.
Mr. Costello responded that the noise and lights from the road are affecting the homeowners and
are specifically bothersome in the bedroom. There have been many attempts to mitigate the effects
of the road noise and headlights which have included removal of windows and increased
landscaping. There continues to be places where the noise and lights are not able to be blocked.
He added that there has been quite a bit of landscaping on both side of the fence to soften the look.
Commissioner Bashioum asked if the home owners have considered planting tall evergreens.
Mr. Costello responded that they have planted evergreen trees, but it will take some time for the
trees to fill in and they are looking for a more immediate solution.
There being no further questions from the Commission for the applicant, Chair Flannigan opened
the public hearing on the application at 8:44 p.m.
There being no one wishing to comment on the application, Chair Flannigan closed the public
hearing at 8:44 p.m.
Chair Flannigan asked if there was a mechanism that the City can use to enforce the upkeep of the
fencing and its landscaping.
City Attorney Schelzel stated that the Commission could attach a maintenance condition to the
CUP. Enforcement is difficult. He stated that the City does not have fence maintenance ordinances
other than addressing safety hazards or nuisance conditions.
Chair Flannigan asked the Commission to provide feedback and comments on the application.
Commissioner Douglas stated that she does not like 8’ solid fences.
Commissioner Iverson stated that the home is beautiful. She stated that any landscaping added to
the outside of the fence will not survive the salt and sand that will be used on the roadway. She
thinks that the fence height is too tall. She stated that there are some things that the homeowner
can do on the inside of the home to mitigate the lights from the road, but unfortunately the sound
is a byproduct of living so close to the road. She thought that maybe adding additional evergreens
closer to the house may help. She would find 6’ acceptable.
Chair Flannigan stated that the homeowners purchased the property and designed a home with
knowledge that noise, and light may be an issue. He agreed with allowing a 6’ fence height.
Commissioner Parkhill stated that he believes that the property needs the 8’ fence and he would
be comfortable allowing it.
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Commissioner Bashioum stated that the increased fence height had already been allowed on other
properties.
Commissioner Plantan asked if the other properties where the additional fence height was allowed
were on grade or with a retaining wall.
Planner Kieser stated that one of the properties was on grade and he was unsure about the other.
Commissioner Parkhill stated that because the house was on a hill it would make sense to him that
additional screening would be necessary.
Chair Flannigan stated that he would think the opposite would be true.
Commissioner Iverson stated that she frequently bikes on the sidewalk past the property and she
has noticed a clear view of the homeowner sitting in his living room due to the grade of the house.
She stated that with or without the fence the line of sight would exist.
Commissioner Bashioum stated that it doesn’t seem fair to grant a variance for some and not for
all on the same street. She would like to direct staff to review the ordinance.
Planner Kieser stated that he identified two properties that have been granted the fence height. He
added that there are many other properties that constructed their fences prior to the ordinance being
established. Therefore, there are likely a large number of fences above the fence requirement.
City Attorney Schelzel clarified that the Commission is considering a request for a Conditional
Use Permit and not a variance. Her referred the Commission to the standards for considering a
CUP. He advised the Commission to determine if the standards have or have not been met and
then vote accordingly.
Commissioner Iverson stated that a comment that has stayed with her for many years is the idea
that Wayzata should not want to be known as the City of fences. When considering the character
of the Wayzata community it is important to consider the amount of fencing present.
Commissioner Bashioum stated that she would like to see constancy in the decision making.
Commissioner Plantan reminded the Commission about a recent application for a solid fence with
a height increase that was ultimately denied. She stated that consistency is not a large concern for
her because the focus should continue to remain on the impact the fence would have on the
surrounding areas and those areas are very inconsistent.
Chair Flannigan asked for a motion on the application.
Commissioner Parkhill made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Bashioum, to direct staff to
prepare a draft Planning Commission Report and Recommendation, with appropriate findings,
reflecting a recommendation of approval of a Conditional Use Permit for a fence consisting of
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greater than 50% solid matter, up to eight feet in height, and are setback a minimum of ten feet
from the street or roadway are allowed in the front yard for this CUP, in accordance with the plan
submitted with the clarification of the 6’ height at the gate and its adjacent fencing for the property
located at 663 Bushaway Road for review and adoption at the next Planning Commission meeting.
The motion failed with 3 ayes and 3 nayes (Douglas, Iverson, Plantan).
Commissioner Iverson stated that she would be willing to change her vote to allow the application
to move to the City Council.
Chair Flannigan stated that he would encourage the applicant to minimize the amount of fencing
that is at eight foot tall.
Chair Flannigan asked for another motion.
Commissioner Parkhill made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Bashioum, to direct staff to
prepare a draft Planning Commission Report and Recommendation, with appropriate findings,
reflecting a recommendation of approval of a Conditional Use Permit for a fence consisting of
greater than 50% solid matter, up to eight feet in height, and are setback a minimum of ten feet
from the street or roadway are allowed in the front yard for this CUP, in accordance with the plan
submitted with the clarification of the 6’ height at the gate and its adjacent fencing for the property
located at 663 Bushaway Road for review and adoption at the next Planning Commission meeting.
The motion carried with 4 ayes and 2 nayes (Douglas, Plantan).
Commissioner Douglas stated that it isn’t the height that concerns her as much as the solid material.
AGENDA ITEM 6. Other Items:
a.) Review of Development Activities
Assistant Planner, Nick Kieser stated that the Boatworks application public hearing is scheduled
for the October 21 meeting.
b.) September 17 City Council Meeting Report
Assistant Planner Kieser stated that the 2019 Wayzata High School football team captains shared
their activities in the community and at school. The police activity report and building activity
report were reviewed and approved. The second reading of the ordinance that was vacating the
right of way at 275 Lake Street, which is the Wayzata Blue property. There was a 3-2 vote of
approval of the 153 Peavey Lane subdivision application.
c.) October 1 City Council Meeting Report
Commissioner Iverson stated that the City Council did not spend any time on Lake Effect and
focused on reviewing the Wayzata Bar and Grill expansion. Due to the expense of the options
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they determined to go back to the drawing board. Everything has been removed from the water
tower. Energy and Environment committee was approved.
d.) Planning Commissioner Liaison for the October 15 City Council Meeting
Commissioner Parkhill will attend this meeting and report back to the Planning Commission.
AGENDA ITEM 8. Adjournment.
There being no further business on the agenda, Chair Flannigan asked for a motion to adjourn.
Commissioner Bashioum made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Plantan to adjourn the
Planning Commission meeting. The motion carried unanimously.
The Planning Commission meeting was adjourned at 9:13 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,
Jenny Groess
TimeSaver Off Site Secretarial, Inc.
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City of Wayzata
City Council Agenda Report
MEETING DATE: February 4, 2020
AGENDA ITEM: 8.c.
TITLE: Consider Adoption of Resolution 08-2020 Approving Planned Unit Development General Plan,
Rezoning, Design Review, Preliminary Plat, and Shoreland Impact Plan/Conditional Use Permit and Approval
of First Reading of Ordinance 796 for North Lake Townhomes at 215 Walker Avenue S and 529 Indian
Mound East
PROPOSED MOTION: To Adopt Resolution 08-2020 Approving Planned Unit Development General Plan,
Rezoning, Design Review, Preliminary Plat, and Shoreland Impact Plan/Conditional Use Permit and Approval
of First Reading of Ordinance 796 for North Lake Townhomes at 215 Walker Avenue South and 529 Indian
Mound East
PREPARED BY: PeggySue Imihy, Planning Consultant
REVIEWED BY: Emily Goellner, Community Development Director, Jeff Dahl, City Manager
ACTION REQUESTED:
Staff and the Planning Commission recommend adoption of the attached Resolution approving a Planned Unit
Development General Plan, Rezoning, Design Review, Preliminary Plat, and Shoreland Impact
Plan/Conditional Use Permit, and an Ordinance approving a Zoning Map Amendment to allow the construction
of seven townhomes at 215 Walker Avenue South.
FINANCIAL OR BUDGET CONSIDERATION:
In addition to standard building permit fees, the applicant will be assessed the appropriate park dedication
fees.
BACKGROUND:
The applicant, Walker Partners Limited Partnership, and the property owner, RE Clark Land Invest, LLC, have
submitted a development application to redevelop the properties at 529 Indian Mound East and 215 Walker
Avenue South. The applicant is proposing to demolish the existing building on the site and construct seven
two-story townhomes, split between three buildings. The application includes several requests, which are
detailed in the attached staff report.
This application is the next step following the approval of a PUD Concept Plan on August 7, 2019 by the
Wayzata City Council.
A public hearing for this application was held at the January 6, 2020 Planning Commission meeting. The
Planning Commission unanimously (6-0) voted to direct staff to prepare a draft Report and Recommendation
for approval of the requested applications.
As a condition of approval, clarification around the locations of the air conditioning units was requested by the
Planning Commission. The Applicant has submitted an amended plan set which is included as Exhibit C in the
attached Report and Recommendation.
ATTACHMENTS:
1.
Complete Packet 2-4-20
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CITY OF WAYZATA
HENNEPIN COUNTY, MINNESOTA
ORDINANCE NO. 796
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE OFFICIAL ZONING MAP OF THE CITY
TO REZONE PROPERTY AT 529 INDIAN MOUND E AND 215 WALKER AVE S
TO PUD PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT
THE CITY OF WAYZATA ORDAINS:
Section 1.
1.1.

Rezoning. Based upon City Council Resolution 08-2020 (the “Resolution”), the Official
Zoning Map of the City of Wayzata is hereby amended to change the Zoning District
designation of the Property, as defined in the Resolutions, to PUD Planned Unit
Development District.

Section 2.
2.1

Zoning Map Amendment

Effective Date

This Ordinance will become effective upon passage and publication.

Adopted by the City Council this 4th day of February, 2020.
___________________________
Ken Willcox
Mayor
ATTEST:
I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of an ordinance adopted by the City
Council of the City of Wayzata, Minnesota, at duly authorized meetings held on February 4 and
February 18, 2020.
__________________________________
Kathy Leervig, City Clerk
SEAL
First Reading: February 4, 2020
Second Reading: February 18, 2020
Publication:
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Resolution No. 08-2020

Page 1

RESOLUTION NO. 08-2020
RESOLUTION APPROVING PUD GENERAL PLAN,
PUD REZONING, PRELIMINARY PLAT, PROJECT DESIGN, AND
SHORELAND IMPACT PLAN/CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT (CUP) FOR
529 INDIAN MOUND E AND 215 WALKER AVE S
WHEREAS, Walker Partners Limited Partnership and RE Clark Land Invest LLC
(collectively, the “Applicant”) have submitted a development application (the
“Application”) requesting approval of (i) PUD General Plan, with building separation and
setback variances; (ii) Rezoning to Planned Unit Development (PUD) District; (iii)
Preliminary Plat; (iv) Design of project, with deviations and a variance for location
of mechanical equipment; and (v) Shoreland Impact Plan/CUP for Impervious Surface,
all in connection with a residential PUD project consisting of seven, two-story
townhomes, split between three buildings (the “Project”) on the combined properties at
529 Indian Mound E and 215 Walker Ave S (collectively, the “Property” and legally
described on Attachment A); and
WHEREAS, on August 7, 2019, the City Council approved the PUD Concept
Plan of Development for the Project, contingent upon approval of the PUD General Plan
of Development; and
WHEREAS, the Wayzata Planning Commission, pursuant to the Zoning
Ordinance, held a public hearing on the Application on January 6, 2020, and adopted a
Report and Recommendation to the City Council to approve the Application on January
23, 2020, a copy of which is attached to this Resolution as Attachment B (“PC Report
and Recommendation”).
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of Wayzata,
Minnesota as follows:
A.
Based on the Application materials, additional materials submitted by the
Applicant, staff reports, public comment and information presented at the public
hearings, the standards of the Wayzata Zoning and Subdivision Ordinances, and the
findings and recommendations of the PC Report and Recommendation, all of which are
incorporated by reference in this Resolution, the City Council of the City of Wayzata
hereby finds, confirms and memorializes that the Application meets the applicable
requirements of Wayzata’s Zoning and Subdivision Ordinances.
B.
Based on the foregoing, the (i) PUD General Plan, with building separation
and setback variances; (ii) Rezoning to Planned Unit Development (PUD) District; (iii)
Preliminary Plat; (iv) Design of project, with deviations and a variance for location
of mechanical equipment; and (v) Shoreland Impact Plan/CUP for Impervious Surface,
all as defined in the PC Report and Recommendation, are hereby APPROVED, subject
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Resolution No. 08-2020

Page 2

to satisfaction of the following:
1.

The Applicant must secure all necessary building permits for
construction, and follow all laws and regulations applicable to the
Project, including building codes and land use regulations.

2.

The Applicant must build and complete the Project in
conformance, in all material respects, with the plans depicted in
the Application, and as subsequently amended and shown in the
Planning Report and Recommendation.

3.

The Applicant must receive all future approvals necessary for
the proposed PUD and Project, including final plat approval
needed for the Property.

4.

The Applicant must enter into a Development Agreement with
the City, with terms and in a form acceptable to the City
Attorney, that incorporates, among other things, the approvals
and conditions of this City Council approval resolution,
addresses all public improvements associated with the Project,
sets forth the required amount and timing of the Park
Dedication Fee, and in which the Applicant and any future
Property owners agree to fully defend and indemnify the City
for anything related to the Project, the Property and propertyrelated rights.

5.

All expenses of the City of Wayzata related to the review
of the Application, including consultant, expert, legal, and
planning fees incurred, be fully reimbursed by the
Applicant.

Adopted by the Wayzata City Council this 4th day of February, 2020.

Ken Willcox, Mayor
ATTEST:
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Jeffrey Dahl, City Manager
ACTION ON THIS RESOLUTION:
Motion for adoption:
Seconded by:
Voted in favor of:
Voted against:
Abstained:
Absent:
Resolution adopted.
I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of a resolution adopted by
the City Council of the City of Wayzata, Minnesota, at a duly authorized meeting held on
February 4, 2020.
__________________________________
Kathy Leervig, City Clerk
SEAL

Attachment A
Legal Description of Property
Attachment B
PC Report and Recommendation
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Resolution No. 08-2020
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Attachment A
Legal Description and Information of Property
Address
PID
Legal Description
Abstract or
Certification NO.

215 Walker Ave S
06-117-22-24-0105
Walker 215 Addition Lot 1, Block 1
Abstract
None

Address
PID
Legal Description
Abstract or
Certification NO.

529 Indian Mound E
06-117-22-24-0067
Wayzata Revised, Lot 6, Block 1
Abstract
None
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Attachment B
PC Report and Recommendation
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WAYZATA PLANNING COMMISSION
January 23, 2020
REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION OF APPROVAL OF
PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD) GENERAL PLAN, REZONING TO PUD,
PRELIMINARY PLAT, PROJECT DESIGN, AND SHORELAND IMPACT
PLAN/CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT (CUP) FOR
529 INDIAN MOUND E AND 215 WALKER AVE S
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Approval* of PUD General Plan with building separation and setback
variances
Approval* of Rezoning to Planned Unit Development (PUD) District
Approval* of Preliminary Plat
Approval* of Design of Project with deviations and a variance for location
of mechanical equipment
Approval* of Shoreland Impact Plan/CUP for Impervious Surface
* with certain conditions listed at the end of this Report

REPORT
Section 1.
1.1

BACKGROUND

Project. Walker Partners Limited Partnership and RE Clark Land Invest LLC
(collectively, the “Applicant”) have submitted a development application (the
“Application) requesting approval of a Planned Unit Development (PUD) for a
residential project that would demolish the existing building on the site and
construct seven, two-story townhomes, split between three buildings (the
“Project”) on the combined properties at 529 Indian Mound E and 215 Walker
Ave S (collectively, the “Property”). On August 7, 2019, the City Council
approved the PUD Concept Plan of Development for the Project, contingent upon
approval of the PUD General Plan of Development.
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1.2

1.1

PC Report and Recommendation

Approvals Requested. The Application includes requests for approval of
the following:
A.

PUD General Plan: Planned Unit Development (PUD) General Plan for
seven, two-story townhomes, split between three buildings on the
Property, as depicted in the plans attached to this Report as Exhibit A (the
“PUD General Plan”), which includes variances from the PUD District
standards for building separation and setbacks.

B.

Rezoning: Rezoning the Property from C-1 Office and Limited
Commercial District to Planned Unit Development (PUD) District (the
“Rezoning” or “Zoning Amendment”).

C.

Preliminary Plat Approval: A preliminary plat to combine the two parcels
that presently comprise the Property into seven lots with one outlot (the
“Preliminary Plat”).

D.

Design: The design elements of the Project (the “Design”) as further
detailed in the Design Critique attached to this Report as Exhibit B,
including three deviations from the Design Standards detailed therein
related to (i) size of stone joints in building materials; (ii) streetscape
design; and (iii) arborvitae buffer between the driveway and adjacent
property to the west (collectively, the “Deviations”). In addition, the Design
includes location of mechanical equipment on the exterior of the building,
which is a type of deviation that requires a variance.

E.

Shoreland Impact Plan/Conditional Use Permit for Impervious Surface: A
shoreland impact plan/conditional use permit for an impervious surface
coverage that exceeds 25% of the lot coverages to allow for the Project’s
proposed 39% impervious surface coverage (the “Impervious Surface
CUP”).

Property. The street addresses, property identification numbers, and owners of
the parcels comprising the Property are:
Address
215 Walker Ave S
545 Indian Mound E

1.2

Page 2

PID
06-117-22-24-0105
06-117-22-24-0067

Owner
Walker Partners Ltd. Partnership
RE Clark Land Invest LLC

Land Use. The Property falls within the following land use areas:
Zoning District:
Comp Plan Designation:
Overlay Districts:

C-1 Office and Limited Commercial District
Mixed Use Commercial
S/Shoreland Overlay District
Bluff District (Design Standards)
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Notice and Public Hearing. Notice of the public hearing on the Application was
published in the Wayzata Lakeshore Weekly on December 26, 2019 and mailed
to all property owners located within 350 feet of the Property on December 26,
2019. The public hearing on the Application was held at the January 6, 2020
Planning Commission meeting.

Section 2.
2.1

PC Report and Recommendation

STANDARDS

Planned Unit Development – General Plan (PUDs).
A.

General Plan. If a request for concept approval of a PUD project has
been approved by the City Council, as the next step in the application
procedure, an applicant shall submit a General Plan of Development for
the proposed project. The General Plan of Development stage
submissions should depict and outline the proposed implementations of
the General Concept Plan stage for the PUD and the information outlined
in Section 933.06.C. The same review procedure by the Planning
Commission shall be followed for a General Plan of Development as was
followed with respect to the applicant's Concept Plan.

B.

Intent and Purpose of PUDs. Section 933 of the Zoning Ordinance
provides for the establishment of PUDs 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.
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5.

A creative use of land and related physical development which
allows a phased and orderly development and use pattern.

6.

An efficient use of land resulting in smaller networks of utilities and
streets thereby lower development costs and public investments.

7.

A development pattern in harmony with the objectives of the
Wayzata Comprehensive Plan. (PUD is not intended as a means
to vary applicable planning and zoning principles.)

8.

A more desirable and creative environment than might be possible
through the strict application on zoning and subdivision regulations
of the City.

General Standards. Section 933.02.A of the Zoning Ordinance sets forth
the general standards for review of any PUD application. These are:
1.

Health Safety and Welfare; Intent and Purpose of PUDs. 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 sufficient to meet the
minimum requirements established in the Comprehensive Plan,
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and contain provisions to assure the continued operation and
maintenance of such.
6.

Operating and Maintenance Requirements. Whenever common
private or public open space or service facilities are provided within
a PUD, the PUD plan must contain provisions to assure the
continued operation and maintenance of such open space and
service facilities to a predetermined reasonable standard. Common
private or public open space and service facilities within a PUD
must be placed under the ownership of one of the following, as
approved by the City Council: (i) dedicated to the public, where a
community-wide use is anticipated, (ii) Landlord control, where only
tenant use is anticipated, or (iii) Property Owners Association,
provided the conditions of 933.2.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 933.2.A.10.

10.

Utility Connections. All utilities associated with proposed PUD must
meet the utility connection requirements of Section 933.2.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
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be the same as imposed in the underlying districts, if a PUD
conditional use permit, or the previous zoning district, if a PUD
District. No building shall be located less than fifteen (15) feet from
the back of the curb line along those roadways which are part of the
internal street pattern. No building within the PUD project shall be
nearer to another building than one-half (1/2) the sum of the
building heights of the two (2) buildings. In PUD Districts for
parcels that were zoned commercial prior to PUD and which
exceed 13 acres, the allowable setbacks shall be as negotiated and
agreed upon between the applicant and the City.
14.

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

C.

Residential Area PUD Standards. Section 933.03 sets forth area
standards for PUDs which have a residential component. For multiple
family residential PUD District projects, the normal standards of either the
R-4 or R-5 Zoning Districts shall apply to each project, excepting usage
standards, as determined by the City Council and as provided above in
Section 933.02.A.7. In addition to the above standards, the City Council
may impose such other standards for a residential PUD project as are
reasonable and as the Council deems are necessary to protect and
promote the general health, safety and welfare of the community and the
surrounding area.

D.

PUD Building Spacing and Setbacks. Buildings in a PUD District must be
located no closer than one-half the sum of the building heights of the two
buildings. Sec. 933.02.13. Setbacks in a multiple family PUD District are
the same as the normal standards of either the R-4 or R-5 Zoning
Districts. The setbacks in the R-4 District are: Front Yard: 35 feet; Side
Yard: 20 feet; and Rear Yard: 40 feet. Sec. 958.06.B.

E.

Variances. Criteria for granting a variance from provisions of the Zoning
Ordinance under Sec. 905.01 C. are:
1.

Variances shall only be permitted when they are:
(i)
in harmony with the general purposes and intent of the
Zoning Ordinance; and
(ii)
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.
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2.

Variances may be granted when the Applicant for the variance
establishes that there are practical difficulties in complying with this
Ordinance.

3.

“Practical difficulties,” as used in connection with the granting of a
variance, means that:
(i)
the property owner’s proposal for the property is reasonable
but not permitted by Zoning Ordinance;
(ii)
the plight of the landowner is due to circumstances unique to
the property, and not created by the landowner; and
(iii)
the variance, if granted, will not alter the essential character
of the locality.

4.

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

5.

Variances shall be granted for earth sheltered construction as
defined in Minnesota Statutes, section 216C.06, subdivision 14,
when in harmony with this Ordinance.

6.

The City Council shall not permit as a variance any use that is not
allowed under this Ordinance for property in the zoning district
where the affected person’s land is located, except the City Council
may permit as a variance the temporary use of a one family
dwelling as a two family dwelling.

7.

The City Council may impose conditions in the granting of
variances. A condition must be directly related to and must bear a
rough proportionality to the impact created by the variance.

8.

An application for a variance shall set forth reasons that the
variance is justified under the criteria of this section in order to
make reasonable use of the land, structure or building.

Zoning Ordinance Amendment / Rezoning. City Council has the discretion
and authority under state law and City Code to amend the City’s Zoning
Ordinance (Text or Map). In considering a proposed amendment to the Zoning
Ordinance, the Planning Commission and City Council shall consider the
possible adverse effects of the proposed amendment. Its judgment shall be
based upon (but not limited to) the following factors:
A.

The proposed action in relation to the specific policies and provisions of
the official City Comprehensive Plan.
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B.

The proposed use’s conformity with present and future land uses of the
area.

C.

The proposed use’s conformity with all performance standards contained
in the Zoning Ordinance (i.e., parking, loading, noise, etc.).

D.

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

E.

The proposed use’s impact upon property value in the area in which it is
proposed.

F.

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

G.

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

Preliminary Plat.
A.

Subdivision Standards. Review and approval of combinations and
subdivisions of property, and preliminary/final plats, are governed by the
City’s Subdivision Ordinance, PT. X of City Code, and should be
consistent with the purposes and goals outlined in Sec. 1001.02.

B.

Criteria for Preliminary Plats. The Planning Commission shall consider
possible adverse effects of a proposed preliminary plat. Its judgment shall
be based upon, but not limited to, the following factors found in Section
1003.02.E:
1.

The proposed subdivision or lot combination shall be consistent
with the Wayzata Comprehensive Plan.

2.

Building pads that result from a subdivision or lot combination
shall preserve sensitive areas such as lakes, streams, wetlands,
wildlife habitat, trees and vegetation, scenic points, historical
locations, or similar community assets.

3.

Building pads that result from subdivision or lot combination shall
be selected and located with respect to natural topography to
minimize filing or grading.

4.

Existing stands of significant trees shall be retained where possible.
Building pads that result from a subdivision or lot combination
shall be sensitively integrated into existing trees.

5.

The creation of a lot or lots shall not adversely impact the scale,
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pattern or character of the City, its neighborhoods, or its
commercial areas.

2.4

6.

The design of a lot, the building pad, and the site layout shall
respond to and be reflective of the surrounding lots and
neighborhood character.

7.

The lot size that results from a subdivision or lot combination shall
not be dissimilar from adjacent lots or lots found in the
surrounding neighborhood or commercial area.

8.

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

9.

The design, scale and massing of buildings proposed on a
subdivided or combined lot shall be subject to the architectural
guidelines and criteria for the Downtown Architectural District,
Commercial and Institutional Architectural Districts, and
Residential Architectural Districts and the Design Review
Board/City Council review process outline in Section 9 of the
Wayzata Zoning Ordinance.

10.

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

11.

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

12.

The proposed subdivision or lot combination shall be
accommodated with existing public services, primarily related to
transportation and utility systems, and will not overburden the
City’s service capacity.

Design Standards; Deviations. All new multifamily building construction in the
City must comply with the Design Standards found in Chapter 909 of the Zoning
Ordinance. The Project falls within the Bluff 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. 909.29 (with the exception of Sec. 909.10 of the Design Standards) if City
Council (after considering the Planning Commission’s recommendation) makes a
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finding that the negative impact of such deviation is outweighed by one or more
of the following factors:

2.5

A.

The extent to which the project advances specific policies and provisions of
the City’s Comprehensive Plan.

B.

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

C.

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

D.

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

E.

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

F.

A national, state or local historic designation.

G.

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

Shoreland Impact Plan/Conditional Use Permit for Impervious Surface.
A.

The Shoreland Overlay District establishes a maximum impervious
surface of 25% of the lot area. Impervious surface coverage may be
allowed to exceed 75%of the total lot area when the following stipulations
are met:

B.

1.

All structures and practices are in place for the treatment of
stormwater runoff.

2.

A shoreland impact plan/conditional use permit is submitted and
approved as provided for in Section 991.19.A of the Zoning
Ordinance, subject to the conditions listed in Section 991.19.C of
the Zoning Ordinance.
Shoreland Impact Plan. Except for situations listed in Sec. 991.19.B.,
landowners or developers desiring to develop land or construct any
dwelling or any other artificial obstruction on land located within any
Shoreland District within the City of Wayzata shall first submit a
conditional use permit application as regulated by Chapter 904 of this
Ordinance and a plan of development, hereinafter referred to as

Page 233 of 379

CITY OF WAYZATA

PC Report and Recommendation

Page 11

"Shoreland Impact Plan," which shall set forth proposed provisions for
sediment control, water management, maintenance of landscaped
features, and any additional matters intended to set forth proposed
changes requested by the applicant and affirmatively disclose what, if
any, change will be made in the natural condition of the earth, including
loss of change of earth ground cover, destruction of trees, grade
courses and marshes. The plan shall minimize tree removal, ground
cover change, loss of natural vegetation, and grade changes as much
as possible, and shall affirmatively provide for the relocation or
replanting of as many trees as possible which are proposed to be
removed. The purpose of the shoreland impact plan shall be to
eliminate and minimize as much as possible potential pollution, erosion
and siltation.
C.

D.

General CUP Criteria. Section 904.02.F states that the Planning
Commission and City Council shall consider possible adverse effects
of a proposed conditional use. Their judgment shall be based upon
(but not limited to) the following factors:
1.

The proposed action in relation to the specific policies and
provisions of the official City Comprehensive Plan.

2.

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

3.

The proposed use's conformity with all performance standards
contained herein (i.e., parking, loading, noise, etc.).

4.

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

5.

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

6.

Traffic generated by the proposed use is in relation to capabilities
of streets serving the property.

7.

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

SIP/CUP Conditions. All conditional use permits for consideration under
Section 991 shall be subject to the following stipulations.
1.

The projects shall be analyzed to determine the impact of
impervious surfaces, stormwater runoff, floodplain, and water
quality implications. Only those projects shall be allowed where
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the adverse impacts have been mitigated through approved
means to the extent possible.
2.

Stormwater treatment measures including, but not limited to,
sediment basins (debris basins), desilting basins or silt traps,
installation of debris guards, and microsilt basins on stormwater
inlets, oil skimming devices, etc. shall be required subject to the
review of the City Engineer and the Minnehaha Creek Watershed
District on projects where applicable.

3.

Projects shall be analyzed in terms of provisions for maintenance
and enhancement of landscape features, and change in the
natural condition of the soil, trees, grade courses and marshes.
The vegetative planting plan shall contain trees, when fully
mature, that will exceed the building height. The plan shall also
minimize tree removal, ground cover change, loss of natural
vegetation, and grade changes as much as possible. It shall
further provide for the relocation or replanting of trees which are
proposed to be removed.

4.

Projects shall be analyzed in terms of the appearance of the
structure when viewed from the lake's surface. Building materials,
and color shall be analyzed to determine which facade and roof
materials minimize the appearance and blend the structure into
the shoreland and vegetation.

5.

Building heights shall be analyzed to determine the impact on
surrounding structures and views from the lake surface or other
shores. Structures shall not be allowed to exceed a height beyond
that is allowed by the base zoning district or cannot be screened
by landscaping or other design measures.

6.

Residential densities on a project basis shall not be allowed to
exceed the maximum allowed density of the base zoning district
for which the project is proposed. For higher density residential
development and planned unit developments, the density shall not
be allowed to exceed the density standards as specified in the R-5
District of this Ordinance.

7.

Lot coverage on a project basis shall be restricted to the
provisions for maximum impervious surface coverage as provided
for in this Ordinance.

8.

Overall residential densities in the shoreland area shall not exceed
the surplus development capacity for residential density, as
calculated for Lake Minnetonka, Gleason and Peavey Lakes, as
specified in the Wayzata Comprehensive Plan/Shoreland
Management Plan, as may be amended.
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9.

Overall lot coverage in the shoreland area shall not exceed the
surplus development capacity for impervious surface coverage
calculated for Lake Minnetonka, Gleason and Peavey Lakes, as
specified in the Wayzata Comprehensive Plan/Shoreland
Management Plan, as may be amended.

10.

All projects shall be in conformance with the Stormwater
Management Plan for the City of Wayzata, May 1988, as may be
amended and/or approved by the City Engineer.

11.

All projects shall be in conformance with the Wayzata
Comprehensive Plan/Shoreland Management Plan, as may be
amended.

12.

All projects shall be subject to the review of the Minnehaha Creek
Watershed District.

FINDINGS

Based on the Application materials, staff report, public comment presented at the public
hearing, and Wayzata’s Zoning and Subdivision Ordinances, the Planning Commission
of the City of Wayzata makes the following findings of fact:
3.1

General. The PUD General Plan meets the purpose and intent of the PUD
Ordinance in that the Project as proposed would allow for townhouses to be built
in a scale and location which is compatible with the surroundings but is not
allowed under strict application of the zoning code, the Project is consistent with
the land use designation for the Property in that a residential use in this area is
an allowed use and an appropriate size and scale for the neighborhood and the
redevelopment of the Property would create a Project which reflects a high
standard of site and building design: .
A.

The PUD General Plan 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 General Plan meets the land use designation for the Property,
and is consistent with the goals and objectives of the comprehensive plan
that seek to create new and relatively more affordable housing options,
and transitions between the residential and commercial areas of the City.

C.

The PUD General Plan creates a more desirable and creative
environment than would be possible under the existing zoning district.

D.

In addition, the PUD General Plan meets all of the following PUD general
standards listed in Section 933.03 of the Zoning Ordinance for residential
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PUDs, and the variance standard for the proposed building separation and
setbacks:
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, or will own at the time of final
approval, 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
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 Common Open Space. When a PUD provides for
common private open space, and is planned as a staged
development over a period of time, the total area of common 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 Project density standards are acceptable to the City
and consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.

9.

Utilities. As provided in the PUD Ordinance, all utilities associated
with the PUD must be installed underground and meet the utility
connection requirements of Section 933.02.A.10.
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10.

Utility Connections. As provided in the PUD Ordinance, all utilities
associated with proposed PUD must meet the utility connection
requirements of Section 933.02.A.10.

11.

Roadways. The Project will not have roadways.

12.

Landscaping. As provided in the PUD Ordinance, at the time of
PUD General Plan review, the Applicant must submit 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 Project does not meet all of the setback standards
of the PUD District. However, the Planning Commission finds that
(a) the proposed building separation and setbacks of the PUD
General Plan are in harmony with the general purposes and intent
of the Zoning Ordinance, and the PUD Ordinance in particular, and
are consistent with the Comprehensive Plan; and (b) the Applicant
has established that there are practical difficulties in complying with
the requirements, including that the General Plan building and site
layout is reasonable and due to circumstances unique to the
Property’s shape and location, and not created by the landowner;
driven in large part by a desire to improve the site layout and
massing of buildings on the Property; and the exceptions will not
alter the essential character of the locality.

14.

Height. The maximum building height in the Project will not exceed
thirty five (35) feet and three (3) stories.

The Application contains the information and materials listed in Section
933.06.C.

Zoning Ordinance Amendment / Rezoning. The proposed use associated with
the Project (the “Proposed Use”) would not have an adverse effect on
surrounding properties or the community, is consistent with future guidance for
the Property have residential uses, the improvement of the Property can be
aquately serviced by public services, 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 in
that the area has been guided for a variety of uses including residential
uses, and such uses may exist singularly one parcel of land.

B.

The Proposed Use is consistent with current and future land uses in the
area.
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C.

The Proposed Use would meet the performance standards outlined in the
Zoning Ordinance.

D.

The Proposed Use would not adversely impact surrounding properties.

E.

The Proposed Use would not negatively impact property values in the
area.

F.

The existing and improved 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.

3.3
Preliminary Plat. The Proposed subdivision of land associated with the Project is
consistent with the criteria outlined in Section 1003.02.E and conforms to all
performance standards of the Wayzata Subdivision Ordinance. The Project is consistent
with the Comprehensive Plan’s intent to allow for residential uses, and the newly
created lots are of not dissimilar from adjacent lots in the neighborhood. The Project has
been designed to retain as many existing significant trees as possible and the Project
can be adequately serviced by public systems such as utilities and the transportation
network :
1.

The proposed Subdivision is consistent with the Wayzata
Comprehensive Plan.

2.

The building pads that result from the Subdivision preserve the
sensitive areas on the Property, including the topography,
significant trees and vegetation, and scenic points.

3.

The building pads that result from the Subdivision have been
selected and located with respect to natural topography to
minimize filing or grading.

4.

Existing stands of significant trees have been retained where
possible.

5.

The Subdivision does not adversely impact the scale, pattern or
character of the City, its neighborhoods, or its commercial areas.

6.

The design of the lots, the building pads, and the site layout
responds to and is reflective of the surrounding lots and
neighborhood character.

7.

The lot sizes resulting from the Subdivision are not dissimilar from

Page 239 of 379

CITY OF WAYZATA

PC Report and Recommendation

Page 17

adjacent lots or lots found in the surrounding neighborhood.

3.4

8.

The architectural appearance, scale, mass, construction
materials, proportion and scale of roof line and functional plan
of the buildings proposed is similar to the characteristics and
quality of existing development in the City and surrounding
neighborhood.

9.

The Application complies with the Wayzata Design Standards.

10.

The proposed lot layouts and building pads conform with
all performance standards contained in the Subdivision
Ordinance with the exception of those for which a variance
is being requested.

11.

The Subdivision will not tend to or actually depreciate the
values of neighboring properties in the area in which it is
proposed.

12.

The Subdivision will be accommodated with existing public
services, including those related to transportation and utility
systems, and will not overburden the City’s service capacity.

Project Design with Deviations and Variance. The Project meets the applicable
provisions of the Design Standards as reflected in the Design Critique attached
to this Report as Exhibit B, except for the Deviations, which relate to (i) size of
stone joints in building materials; (ii) streetscape design; and (iii) arborvitae buffer
between the driveway and adjacent property to the west, and the variance for the
location of mechanical equipment on the exterior of the building.
The Commission finds that there would be a positive effect on the area where the
buildings are proposed by allowing the Deviations. To the extent there are any
negative impacts of the Deviations, those impacts are outweighed by one or
more of the following factors:
A.

The extent to which the Project advances specific policies and provisions
of the City’s Comprehensive Plan, as noted in the record.

B.

The positive effect of the Project on the area in which the Project is
proposed, including renovation of an important section of Lake Street.

The Commission finds that (a) the location of mechanical equipment on the
exterior of the building as depicted in the amended plans submitted January 13,
2020 is in harmony with the general purposes and intent of the Zoning Ordinance
and consistent with the Comprehensive Plan; and (b) the Applicant has
established that there are practical difficulties in complying with the requirements,
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including that the General Plan building and site layout is reasonable and due to
circumstances unique to the Property’s shape and location, and not created by
the landowner; driven in large part by a desire to improve the site layout and
massing of buildings on the Property; and the location of the mechanical
equipment will not alter the essential character of the locality.
3.4

Shoreland Impact Plan/Conditional Use Permit for Impervious Surface. The
provisions of Section 991.19 and 904.02.F of the Zoning Ordinance have been
considered and are satisfactorily met.
A.

B.

C.

Shoreland Impact Plan.
1.

All structures and practices are or will be in place for the treatment
of storm water runoff for the Project as reviewed and approved by
the City Engineer.

2.

A Shoreland Impact Plan has approved by the City Engineer.

General CUP Criteria.
1.

The Project and associated use is compatible with the specific
policies and provisions of the official City Comprehensive Plan.

2.

The Project and associated use is compatible with present and
future uses of the area.

3.

The Project and associated use conforms with all performance
standards contained in the Zoning Ordinance, except those for
which a CUP and variance is requested.

4.

The Project and associated use will not have a negative effect upon
the surrounding area.

5.

The Project and associated use will not have a negative impact
upon surrounding property values.

6.

The Project and associated use will not increase traffic above
capacity.

7.

The Project and associated use will not negatively impact existing
public services and facilities including parks, schools, streets and
utilities, and the City’s service capacity.

SIP/CUP Conditions.

Page 241 of 379

CITY OF WAYZATA

PC Report and Recommendation

Page 19

1.

The Project has been analyzed and the impact of impervious
surfaces, stormwater runoff, floodplain, and water quality
implications have been mitigated through approved means to the
extent possible.

2.

Stormwater treatment measures used for the Project are subject
to the review of the City Engineer and the Minnehaha Creek
Watershed District where applicable.

3.

The Project has been analyzed in terms of provisions for
maintenance and enhancement of landscape features, and
change in the natural condition of the soil, trees, grade courses
and marshes. The vegetative planting plan shall contain trees,
when fully mature, that will exceed the building height. The plan
shall also minimize tree removal, ground cover change, loss of
natural vegetation, and grade changes as much as possible. It
shall further provide for the relocation or replanting of trees which
are proposed to be removed.

4.

The Project has been analyzed in terms of the appearance of the
structures and will not generally be visible when viewed from the
lake's surface.

5.

Building heights have been analyzed to determine the impact on
surrounding structures and views from the lake surface or other
shores. Structures will not exceed a height beyond that is allowed
by the base zoning district or cannot be screened by landscaping
or other design measures.

6.

Residential densities of the Project will not exceed the maximum
allowed density of the base zoning district for which the Project is
proposed. The density of the Project will not exceed the density
standards as specified in the R-5 District of this Ordinance.

7.

Lot coverage of the Project will be restricted to the provisions for
maximum impervious surface coverage provided for in the Zoning
Ordinance.

8.

The Project will not cause the overall residential densities in the
shoreland area to exceed the surplus development capacity for
residential density, as calculated for Lake Minnetonka, Gleason
and Peavey Lakes, as specified in the Wayzata Comprehensive
Plan/Shoreland Management Plan.

9.

The Project will not cause the overall lot coverage in the shoreland
area to exceed the surplus development capacity for impervious
surface coverage calculated for Lake Minnetonka, Gleason and
Peavey Lakes, as specified in the Wayzata Comprehensive
Plan/Shoreland Management Plan.
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10.

The Project is in conformance with the Stormwater Management
Plan for the City of Wayzata, May 1988, as may be amended
and/or approved by the City Engineer.

11.

The Project is in conformance with the Wayzata Comprehensive
Plan/Shoreland Management Plan.

12.

The Project will be subject to the review of the Minnehaha Creek
Watershed District.

RECOMMENDATION

Planning Commission Recommendation. Based on the findings in section 3 of
this Report, the Planning Commission recommends APPROVAL of the (i)
PUD General Plan; (ii) PUD Rezoning; (iii) Preliminary Plat; (iv) Design of the
Project, including Deviations; and (v) Shoreland CUP requested in the
Application, subject to the following conditions:
A.

The General Plan is amended to remove the monument sign and to show
the corrected location of the AC units, as clarified by the Applicant at the
Public Hearing and depicted in the Exhibit C attached.

B.

The Applicant must secure all necessary building permits for construction,
and follow all laws and regulations applicable to the Project, including
building codes and land use regulations.

C.

The Applicant must build and complete the Project in conformance, in all
material respects, with the plans depicted in the Application.

D.

The Applicant must receive all future approvals necessary for the
proposed PUD and Project, including final plat approval needed for the
Property.

E.

All expenses of the City of Wayzata related to the review of the
Application, including consultant, expert, legal, and planning fees
incurred, be fully reimbursed by the Applicant.

Adopted by the Wayzata Planning Commission this 23rd day of January 2020.

Christine Plantan
Chair, Planning Commission

Page 243 of 379

CITY OF WAYZATA

PC Report and Recommendation

Page 21

Voting For Approval Recommendation: Douglas, Parkhill, Flannigan, Plantan, Merriam,
Iverson
Voting Against Approval Recommendation:
Abstaining: none
Absent: Bashioum
Attachments:
Exhibit A: Legal Description of Properties
Exhibit B: Design Critique
Exhibit C: Amended Plans submitted January 13, 2020

Page 244 of 379

PC01062020- 1

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46

WAYZATA PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING MINUTES
January 6, 2020
AGENDA ITEM 1. Call to Order
Chair Flannigan called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.
AGENDA ITEM 2. Roll Call
Present at roll call were Commissioners: Flannigan, Plantan, Douglas, Merriam, Parkhill, and
Iverson. Absent: Bashioum. Community Development Director Emily Goellner, Assistant
Planner Nick Kieser, Planning Consultant PeggySue Imihy, and City Attorney David Schelzel
were also present.
AGENDA ITEM 3. Approval of Agenda
Chair Flannigan asked for a motion to approve the agenda for the meeting.
Commissioner Plantan made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Douglas, to approve the
January 6, 2020 agenda as presented. The motion carried unanimously.
AGENDA ITEM 4. Consent Agenda
a.) Approval of the December 16, 2019 Meeting Minutes
b.) Report and Recommendation of Approval for a Heritage Preservation Site
Designation for the Section Foreman House at 738 Lake Street East
Chair Flannigan read the items on the consent agenda and asked if any Commissioner wished to
pull an item for discussion.
Hearing no such request, he asked for a motion to approve the Consent Agenda as presented.
Commissioner Iverson made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Plantan, to approve the
Consent Agenda as presented. The motion carried unanimously.
AGENDA ITEM 5. Public Hearing Items:
a.) Consider Development Application for Variances, Design Review, and Shoreland
Impact Plan/Conditional Use Permit for Lothenbach Family Offices at 401 Lake
St E
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Commissioner Iverson asked to express her reason for voting nay to be on the record. She stated
that her vote is based on the Shoreland Impact Plan, and that she is not comfortable with allowing
100% of the site to be covered by impervious surfaces. She would like the City Council to have
further discussion regarding the issue.
Chair Flannigan asked for a timeline for the application.
Director Goellner stated that the report and recommendation would come back to the Planning
Commission at the January 23, 2020 meeting and then to the City Council in early February.
b.) Consider Development Application for Planned Unit Development General Plan,
Design Review, Preliminary Plat, Zoning Map Amendment, and Shoreland
Impact Plan/Conditional Use Permit for North Lake Townhomes at 215 Walker
Ave S and 545 Indian Mound E
Planning Consultant PeggySue Imihy stated that the applicant, Walker Partners Limited
Partnership, and the property owner, RE Clark Land Invest, LLC, have submitted a development
application to redevelop the properties at 545 Indian Mound E and 215 Walker Ave S. The
applicant is proposing to demolish the existing commercial building on the site and construct
seven, two-story townhomes, split between three buildings. Two of the homes would face Indian
Mound E, while the other five would face Walker Ave S. The development would have a private
driveway to access the garages, which are located to the rear of the homes.
The application requests review and approval of a General Plan for a Planned Unit Development
(PUD), a deviation from the requirement that the buildings be located no closer than one-half the
sum of the building heights of the two buildings, and a deviation from the setback requirements
requiring new structures to be set back no less than 15 feet from the back of the curb line along
roadways. The applicant is also requesting a rezoning from C-1: Office and Limited Commercial
to PUD. The property is subject to the Design standards of the Bluff District and the applicant
requests four deviations from these standards. They are requesting that the stone joints in the
building materials be allowed to be larger than one-fourth of an inch, to allow for mechanical
equipment to be located on the exterior of the building, to omit the streetscape features that require
a bench, exposed aggregate, and additional streetlighting, and to allow for six-foot arborvitae
between the driveway and the adjacent property to the west.
The property is currently zoned C-1 Office and Limited Commercial District. The 2030
Comprehensive Plan Designation is Mixed Use Business District. The 2040 Comprehensive Plan
Designation is Mixed Use Commercial/Residential. The property is also in the Shoreland Overlay
District and the Bluff District Design District.
The Planning Commission reviewed a PUD Concept Plan for this proposed development at their
meeting on June 1, 2019. The Plan showed eight townhomes split between two buildings. After
receiving feedback from the Planning Commission and the City Council about the massing and
bulk of the two buildings, the applicant has modified the concept in their PUD General Plan to
remove one unit and break up the development into three buildings. The General Plan lowered
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impervious surface coverage, increased the green space, and lowered the density of the site.
During the concept stage, approval of the buildings as a single use with only residential was
approved by the City Council. The proposed development does not meet any of the setback
standards in the C-1, R-4 or PUD districts, but the proposed plan is consistent with the design of
the PUD Concept Plan, which was approved by the City Council on August 7, 2019. The proposed
development does not meet the requirement that the buildings be spaced apart a distance equal to
one-half of the heights of the two buildings, however the proposed plan is consistent with the
design of the PUD Concept Plan that was approved by the City Council on August 7, 2019.
The applicant proposes to remove 140 inches of trees on the subject property and are required to
replace 81 inches. The applicant has provided a landscape plan, which proposes 48 new trees on
the site, totaling 129 replaced inches of trees.
The applicant is proposing to reconfigure the two existing lots on the subject properties in to seven
new lots with an outlot to accommodate a shared driveway. Staff found that the subdivision is
consistent with the Draft 2040 Comprehensive Plan, and that the creating of the new lots are in a
similar scale to adjacent properties which can be adequately accommodated by the City’s
infrastructure. If the Preliminary Plat is approved, the applicant must submit a Final Plat within
100 days to be reviewed by the City Council.
Shoreland Impact Plan/Conditional Use Permit (CUP) is required when requesting to develop land
or construct any dwelling or any artificial obstruction on land located within any Shoreland
Overlay District in the City. The property currently has 52% impervious surface. The applicant’s
proposed plans for the amount of impervious surface is 39%, which exceeds the allowable
impervious surface limit of 25% without a SIP/CUP. The applicant has prepared plans to mitigate
stormwater runoff using a combination of pervious pavers and a graywater system.
Chair Flannigan asked for clarification regarding the parking and staggering of the buildings. He
further asked if a person would be able to purchase two of the units and open it up to function as
one.
Planner Imihy stated that residents would enter the shared driveway from Indian Mound East, and
each would be able to access their tuck-under 2-4 car private garage. She further added that if the
residents wanted to combine two units into one, they would need to come to the Planning
Commission for replatting and an amendment of the approved PUD plan.
Commissioner Merriam stated that approval was granted for the Concept Plan, but the issue with
the setbacks appears to be new and she questioned the reason for that.
Planner Imihy stated that the Concept Plan didn’t provide all of the specifics of the PUD, and
approval signified that the concept and general appearance of the units was acceptable. With the
current step of the PUD process, specific measurements are part of the plan, and two deviations to
applicable standards are being requested. She stated that it was important to make the Commission
aware of the standards and the requested deviations.
Chair Flannigan asked for the distance from Unit seven and the lot line.
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Planner Imihy stated that the right-of-way is likely 12 to 15 feet.
There being no further question from the Commission for Staff, Chair Flannigan invited the
applicant to address the Commission.
Client’s representative, Terry Schneider, 15333 Boulder Creek Dr, Minnetonka, , stated that the
property owners are looking to take their old and tired building and turn it in to a quality product
where new families can live. They used the information received from the Planning Commission,
the City Council, neighbors, and potential buyers and it was decided to break up the original
concept and create three separate buildings. The result is a project with less impervious surface,
better drainage, and a better overall look. He added that the deviations that are being requested
are due to some anomalies in how the ordinance is written and applies more to Lake Street and not
the Bluff District.
Chair Flannigan asked for the setback of the property line on the north side.
Mr. Schneider stated that each building increases or decreases by about two feet. The setbacks
vary from six to 10 feet.
Commissioner Plantan asked what the setback was on John Adams townhome.
Mr. Schneider stated that the property is located right up to the property line which exceeds the
setback on that side.
Commissioner Douglas asked for the reason for the staggered buildings.
Mr. Schneider responded that the staggering allows for each unit to have unobstructed patio views
to the lake.
Commissioner Iverson asked for the location of the air conditioning units.
Mr. Schneider stated that they will be placed by the garage doors and screened.
There being no further questions from the Commission for the applicant, Chair Flannigan opened
the public hearing on the application at 8:40 p.m.
Resident, Gary Kramer, 240 Minnetonka S, stated that he likes the projects and especially likes
the space in between the buildings. He added that Garrison Landing will be facing the garage side
of the buildings. He would also like to see the air conditioners relocated to the side of the buildings,
so as to not be visible to Garrison Landing. He also wanted information regarding the storage of
garbage cans. He shared the John Adams, resident of Garrison Landing, asked for Gary to express
his interest in seeing the buildings staggered the opposite direction. He explained that the location
of John’s unit is directly facing and closest to one of the proposed townhomes. They believe that
the change would better fit the property and would allow more room and opportunity for screening
between the properties.
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There being no one else wishing to comment on the application, Chair Flannigan closed the public
hearing at 8:43 p.m.
Chair Flannigan asked for the Commission to provide feedback regarding the application.
Commissioner Parkhill asked for clarification regarding the location of the air conditioners.
Chair Flannigan asked for clarification regarding garbage can storage.
Commissioner Douglas stated that the association can establish rules related to the garbage cans
and their storage.
Mr. Schneider highlighted the locations on a diagram for the Commission but was not at the
microphone to record additional responses.
Planner Imihy stated that Mr. Schneider explained that the air conditioners would only be about
two feet high and would be heavily screened by landscaping. She further added that the design
deviation for the six-foot Arborvitaes is to provide an adequate buffer between Garrison Landing
and the subjects property.
Commissioner Parkhill asked what was going to be done to mitigate the rainwater runoff.
Planner Imihy stated that the existing impervious surface is 52%, the proposal will decrease it to
39%. Despite the decrease the property will still be required to mitigate the difference between
25% which is what is allowed, and the proposed 39%. The plan is to use pervious pavers for the
shared driveway leading to the garages, and porous rock for the private sidewalks and stoops. The
rainwater will be collected in a gray water system utilizing large underground tanks, and then it
will be reused for irrigation.
Commissioner Iverson asked the applicant to consider that the six-foot Arborvitaes may not
provide adequate screening due to the height of the buildings and the impact growth and the
seasons have on foliage. She stated that her experience is that trees provide better screening in the
winter.
Planner Imihy stated that the Arborvitaes only make up halfway of the site. She added that there
would be six new additional trees planted on the northern side.
Commissioner Iverson stated that her largest concern is for a proper buffer between the Garrison
building and the property.
Mr. Schneider stated that both sides of the property line have plans to or have recently added
additional combinations of foliage for proper screening. He believes that the requested outcome
will be achieved due to both sides making efforts to properly screen their properties.
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Commissioner Merriam stated that the design standards require three/four-foot hedges to screen
parking lots.
Director Goellner stated that the three/four-foot screening height is most appropriate for
commercial properties, and the six-foot screening height is better suited for residential properties.
Commissioner Merriam asked the Commission for concerns regarding the 15-foot setbacks on all
sides of the property.
Chair Flannigan asked for the setback for Garrison Landing. He added that the building is located
right next to the sidewalk.
Planner Imihy explained that many communities utilize a similar 15-foot setback requirement with
the intent of giving an activated looking street front.
Commissioner Merriam stated that she thought the requirement was to have at least a 15-foot
setback.
Director Goellner stated that the opposite is required. The requirement was to have no less than
15-foot setback.
Commissioner Iverson stated that she would like to see more green space. She stated that
eliminating one more of the units may provide more light and additional landscaping between the
buildings. She expressed concern with the precedence of homes being built closer together. She
added that bump outs for things like a fireplace, are not calculated in the space required between
buildings.
Commissioner Merriam stated that her comment regarding the setbacks was not incorrect. She
referred to page 3 of 19 and read “that the setback is to be no less than 15 feet from the back of the
curb line and all yards”.
Director Goellner read the Code language “no building shall be located less than 15 feet from the
back of the curb line along roadways which are part of the internal street pattern”. She stated that
staff made an error and Commissioner Merriam’s understanding was correct
Chair Flannigan stated that from the curb line to the property it may be 15 feet.
Commissioner Merriam stated that she believes the topic is worthy of discussion because it would
require a variance or deviation.
Chair Flannigan stated that the type of development being proposed would warrant the building
being located closer to the street. He further added that the setbacks appear to be very consistent
with Garrison Landings setbacks.
Planner Imihy explained that the property does meet the setback requirement from the curb line.
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Commissioner Merriam asked for clarification regarding the required 10-feet between buildings
on the north side.
Planner Imihy stated that the 10-feet only meets the C-1 standard. It does not meet the PUD
standard of applying similar residential zone districts.
Commissioner Merriam stated that she feels that townhomes are very appropriate for the setting.
Commissioner Plantan believes that the project aligns very well with the 2040 Comprehensive
Plan. She does not understand the need for a sign on the corner when each unit will have a separate
address. She added that it takes away from the residential feel. She stated that she is comfortable
with the Shoreland Impact as long as they have the water mitigation plan.
Commissioner Iverson asked what the price point would be for the townhomes.
Mr. Schneider stated that the customization options would likely place the price point at 1.2 million
and up.
Chair Flannigan agreed that a sign for the townhouse complex is not necessary.
Commissioner Douglas really likes the project.
Commissioner Parkhill stated that he also likes everything about the project except for the sign.
Director Goellner asked for the Commission to provide clarification regarding the location of the
air conditioner units. She noted that the plan included in the application places the air conditioner
units between the buildings and not near the garages as the applicant had stated. She asked the
Commission if they would like to ask the applicant for a revised plan.
Mr. Schneider stated that the plan is to have the air conditioner units located at the back of the
buildings. He added that the sign is not a necessary item.
There being no further discussion, Chair Flannigan asked for a motion on the application with a
potential condition regarding clarification of the air conditioner locations.
Commissioner Plantan made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Douglas, to direct staff to
prepare a draft Planning Commission Report and Recommendation, with appropriate findings and
plan references, including the correct locations of the air conditioner units, reflecting a
recommendation of approval of the PUD general plan, the rezoning from C-1 office limited
commercial to a PUD, the deviations requested by the applicant as outlined in the packet, for the
design review, the approval of the Shoreland Impact Plan/Conditional Use permit, and the
preliminary plat of seven new lots and one out lot, for review and adoption at the next Planning
Commission meeting. The motion carried unanimously.
AGENDA ITEM 6. Other Items:
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a.) Review of Development Activities
Assistant Planner, Nick Kieser stated the next meeting will have the return of the application for a
detached garage at 908 Shady Ln.
b.) December 17 City Council Meeting Report
Commissioner Douglas presented a report on the December 17 City Council Meeting. She stated
that the new Administrative Service Director was introduced. An Exceptional service award was
presented. There was a lot of discussion regarding the Lake Street project. New positions were
appointed to a number of committees.
c.) Planning Commissioner Liaison for the January 7 City Council Meeting
Commissioner Plantan will provide a report at the next Planning Commission meeting.
d.) Election of Officers of Planning Commission for 2020 Calendar Year
Director Goellner stated that Staff solicited nominations for the Chair and Vice Chair roles from
the Commissioners. Nominations were received for Commissioner Plantan for Chair and
Commissioner Parkhill for Vice Chair, who have each accepted the nominations. She stated that
additional nominations could be made at this time. She recommended that each of the nominees
make a brief statement and then a motion could be entertained.
Commissioner Plantan stated that she has learned a lot in her three years on the Commission and
would be happy to give Commissioner Flannigan a reprieve from the Chair duty.
Commissioner Parkhill stated that he was just happy to serve.
Chair Flannigan asked for a motion to elect Commissioner Plantan as Chair of the Planning
Commission for 2020. The motion carried 5 ayes and 0 nays.
Chair Flannigan asked for a motion to elect Commissioner Parkhill as the Vice Chair of the
Planning Commission for 2020. The motion carried 5 ayes and 0 nays.
AGENDA ITEM 8. Adjournment.
There being no further business on the agenda, Chair Flannigan asked for a motion to adjourn.
Commissioner Douglas made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Plantan, to adjourn the
Planning Commission meeting. The motion carried unanimously.
The Planning Commission meeting was adjourned at 9:18 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,
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Jenny Groess
TimeSaver Off Site Secretarial, Inc.
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Staff Report
January 6, 2020
Project Name:

North Lake Townhomes

Applicant:

Walker Partners Limited Partnership

Addresses of Request:

215 Walker Ave S and 529 Indian Mound E

Prepared by:

PeggySue Imihy, Planning Consultant

“60 Day” Deadline:

February 15, 2020

Development Application
Introduction
The applicant, Walker Partners Limited Partnership, and the property owner, RE Clark
Land Invest, LLC, have submitted a development application to redevelop the properties
at 529 Indian Mound E and 215 Walker Ave S. The applicant is proposing to demolish
the existing building on the site and construct seven , two-story townhomes, split
between three buildings. The application requests review of a General Plan for a
Planned Unit Development (PUD) in addition to other applications listed below.
This application is the next step following the approval of a PUD Concept Plan on August
7, 2019 by the Wayzata City Council.
Property Information
The property identification number and owner of the property are as follows:
Address
215 Walker Ave S
529 Indian Mound E

PID
06-117-22-24-0105
06-117-22-24-0067

Owner
Walker Partners Ltd. Partnership
RE Clark Land Invest, LLC

The current zoning and comprehensive plan land use designation for the property are as
follows:
Zoning District:
2030 Comp Plan Designation:
2040 Comp Plan Designation:
Overlay Districts:

C-1 Office and Limited Commercial District
Mixed Use Business District
Mixed Use Commercial / Residential
S/Shoreland Overlay District
Bluff District Design District
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Project Location
The property is located on the northwest corner of Indian Mound E and Walker Ave S:
Map 1: Aerial Photograph of Area, 2019

Map 2: Aerial Photograph of Site,
2019

Application Requests
As part of the submitted development application, the applicant is requesting approval of
the following items:
1. Planned Unit Development General Plan: If a request for concept approval of a
PUD project has been approved by the City Council, as the next step in the
application procedure, an applicant shall submit to the City a General Plan of
Development for the proposed project per City Code § 933.06.A.
As part of the request, the applicant is asking for a deviation from the requirement
that the buildings be located no closer than one-half the sum of the building
heights of the two buildings. The buildings have a distance of 17’ 10 ¾” between
each building. Per City Code § 933.02.13, the most southernly building on the site
should be located approximately 32.5 feet from the middle building. The most
northernly building and the middle building should be approximately 30 feet apart.
The applicant is also asking for a deviation from the setback requirements. The
PUD Ordinance requires that the setbacks for new structures be the same as the
underlying district and that buildings be set back no less than 15 feet from the
back of the curb line along roadways which are part of the internal street pattern.
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The PUD Ordinance also states in § 933.03.A.6 that for multiple-family residential
PUD District projects, the normal standards of either the R-4 or R-5 Zoning
Districts shall apply to each project, excepting usage standards, as determined by
the City Council and as provided above in § 933.02.A. The setback standards for
underlying Zoning District (C-1), the R-4 District, PUD District, and the proposed
project, are outlined in the table below.
C-1 District

All Yards: 10 feet

R-4 District

Front Yard: 35 feet
Side Yard: 20 feet
Rear Yard:40 feet

PUD

All Yards: Same as
underlying district,
but no less than 15
feet from the back
of curb line.
If residential PUD,
the normal
standards of the R4 or R-5 District
shall apply.

Proposed PUD

Front Yard: 5-28
feet
Side Yard: 10 feet
Rear Yard: 25-59
feet

The applicant has provided their justification for these deviations in the narrative
attached to this staff report. When evaluating the request, the relevant City Code
Sections to consider are § 933.01 PUD Purposes, § 933.02 PUD General
Standards, and § 933.03 PUD Residential Area Standards. These standards are
included at the end of this staff report.
2. Rezoning: The applicant is requesting a rezoning from C-1: Office and Limited
Commercial to PUD – Planned Unit Development. When evaluating the request,
the relevant City Code Section to consider is § 903.02.F: Procedures for
Amendments (Text and Map). These standards are included at the end of this
staff report.
3. Design Review: The subject property lies within the Bluff District and is subject to
the Design Standards as outlined in City Code § 909.
The applicant is requesting four deviations from the Design Standards:
1. A deviation from the requirement in City Code § 909.14.F that the stone
joints in the building materials be no larger than one-fourth of an inch. The
applicant has provided a sample of the material to be used, which is
included in the packet.
2. A deviation to allow for mechanical equipment such as the air conditional
units to be located on the exterior of the building. The applicant indicates
that these would be screened and located either between units or on the
side of the unit.
3. A deviation to omit several features along the streetscape; the
requirement of any building with a façade length greater than 50 feet to
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provide a bench, the requirement for the sidewalk along Walker Ave S to
have exposed aggregate, and to not provide additional streetlighting.
4. A deviation to allow for six-foot arborvitae between the driveway and the
adjacent property to the west, where a solid wall or dense hedge of no
less than three feet and no more than four feet in height is allowed.
The applicant has provided their justification for these deviations in the narrative
attached to this staff report. When evaluating the request, the relevant City Code
Section to consider is § 909.29.A: Deviations from the Design Standards. These
standards are included at the end of this staff report.
4. Preliminary Plat: The applicant has provided a preliminary plat to combine the two
parcels in to seven lots with one outlot pursuant to City Code § 1003.02. Following
the review and approval of the Preliminary Plat, the applicant will be required to
submit a Final Plat to the City in accordance with provisions of Minnesota State
Statutes and Hennepin County regulations, no later than 100 days from approval
of the Preliminary Plat. The Final Plat will be reviewed by City staff and approved
by City Council.
5. Shoreland Impact Plan/Conditional Use Permit (CUP): Per City Code § 991.19.A,
an applicant desiring to develop land or construct any dwelling or any other
artificial obstruction on land located within any Shoreland Overlay District within
the City of Wayzata shall first submit a Conditional Use Permit application.
The applicant’s proposed plans for the amount of impervious surface is 39%,
which exceeds the allowable impervious surface limit of 25%. The applicant has
prepared plans to mitigate stormwater runoff using a combination of pervious
pavers and a graywater system.
Comprehensive Plan
The Draft 2040 Comprehensive Plan is currently under review by the Metropolitan
Council. Until its official adoption, the City is will continue to be guided by the 2030
Comprehensive Plan. The land use designation in the 2030 Comprehensive Plan is Mixed
Use Business District. The intent of the Mixed Use Business District is to “Maintain and
enhance these areas for primarily residential uses, while allowing the integration of limited
retail, commercial, and office uses.”
The Draft 2040 Comprehensive Plan land use designation for the subject property is
Mixed Use Commercial/Residential, which allows for a single land use on an individual
project provided that the intent is to have a mixed of uses on the block level basis.
Adjacent Land Uses
The following table outlines the uses, zoning, and comprehensive plan land use
designations for adjacent properties:
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Direction

Adjacent Use

Zoning

North

Residential
Townhouses at
544-530 Rice St E

PUD / Planned Unit
Development

East

Wayzata City Hall
at 600 Rice St E
Multi-Family
Residential at 520
Indian Mound E

INS / Institutional

Multi-Family
Residential
/Commercial at
240 Minnetonka
Ave S

PUD / Planned Unit
Development

South

West

C-4 / Central
Business District

Comp Plan Land Use
Designation
2030: High Density Multiple
Family
2040: High Density
Residential
2030: Institutional / Public
2040: Institutional / Public
2030: High Density Multiple
Family
2040: Central Business
District
2030: Mixed Use Commercial
2040: Mixed-Use
Commercial/Residential

Public Hearing Notice
The public hearing notice was published in the Wayzata Lakeshore Weekly on December
26, 2019. The public hearing notice was also mailed to all property owners located within
350 feet of the subject property on December 26, 2019.
Analysis of Application
City staff has reviewed the pertinent information and City Code requirements for the
proposed project and provides the following analysis and information.
Project Overview
The proposed project includes demolition of the existing commercial building on the
property, and construction of three two-story, attached townhome buildings with seven
townhome units. Two of the homes would face Indian Mound E, while the other five
would face Walker Ave S. The development would have a private driveway to access
the garages, which are located to the rear of the homes.
The Planning Commission reviewed a PUD Concept Plan for this proposed
development at their meeting on June 1, 2019. The Plan showed eight townhomes split
between two buildings. After receiving feedback from the Planning Commission and City
Council about the massing and bulk of the two buildings, the applicant has modified
their PUD General Plan to remove one unit and break up the development into three
buildings. This General Plan lowered impervious surface coverage, increased the green
space, and lowered the density of the site. A comparison of the changes is included in
the Applicant’s narrative.
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Zoning
The property is currently zoned C-1 and is located within the Shoreland Overlay District.
The following table outlines the standards for the C-1, R-4, and Shoreland Overlay
Districts in comparison to the proposed PUD General Plan:

C-1 Zoning
Height
(max.)

3 stories and
35 feet,
whichever is
less

Shoreland
Overlay District
35 feet

R- 4 Zoning
3 stories and 35
feet, whichever is
less

Proposed PUD
General Plan
North Building: 29’ 6 ¼”
– 31’ 11 5/8”
Middle Building: 29’ 1
5/8” – 31’ 11 5/8”
South Building: 34’ 7
5/8” – 34’ 3”

Floor Area
Ratio (max.)

2.0

None

2.0

1.02

Impervious
Surface
(max.)

None

25% or
75% with
stormwater
management or
100% with
shoreland impact
plan/CUP
None

35%

39%

Front Yard: 20 feet
Side Yard: 10 feet
Rear Yard: 20 feet

Front Yard: 5-28 feet
Side Yard: 10 feet
Rear Yard: 25-59 feet

Same as
underlying
zoning district
30% of the area
shall be
preserved for
open space in a
PUD

27,000 sq. ft.

32,702 sq. ft.

None

32.5%

Property
Line
Setbacks
(min.)
Lot Area
(min.)

All directions:
10ft.
9,000 sq. ft.

Required
None
Open Space

The following table outlines the differences between the previously proposed PUD
Concept plan and the Proposed General Plan:
Height
(max.)

PUD Concept Plan
35 feet

Proposed PUD General Plan
North Building: 29’ 6 ¼” – 31’ 11 5/8”
Middle Building: 29’ 1 5/8” – 31’ 11 5/8”
South Building: 34’ 7 5/8” – 34’ 3”
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Floor Area
Ratio
(max.)
Impervious
Surface
(max.)
Property
Line
Setbacks
(min.)
Lot Area
(min.)
Required
Open
Space

1.13

1.02

52%

39%

Not calculated

Front Yard: 5-28 feet
Side Yard: 10 feet
Rear Yard: 25-59 feet

32, 702 sq. ft.

32,702 sq. ft.

Not calculated

32.5%

Density and Use
With the change from eight townhomes to seven , the proposed density for the project is
9.3 units per acre instead of the 10.3 units per acre, which was proposed at the concept
stage of the PUD. While the 2030 Comprehensive Plan does not specify density for the
subject property, the 2040 Comprehensive Plan proposes a minimum of 10 units per
acre. The applicant is not required to propose 10 units per acre, as the 2040
Comprehensive Plan has not been formally adopted. Additionally, the General Plan was
revised to seven units rather than eight to address the City Council’s concerns of bulk,
scale, and massing.
During the concept stage, approval for the buildings as a single use with only residential
was approved by the City Council.
Setbacks
The proposed development does not meet any of the setback standards in the C-1, R-4
or PUD districts, but the proposed plan is consistent with the design of the PUD
Concept Plan, which was approved by the City Council on August 7, 2019. Staff finds
that City Code § 933 offers multiple setback standards and that the proposed buildings
meet the intent of the PUD Ordinance to encourage “a more desirable and creative
environment than might be possible through the strict application on zoning and
subdivision regulations of the City.” It is also reasonable that the development provides
adequate room for the townhomes to each have a front yard. Given the proximity to
Lake Minnetonka, it is also appropriate that the townhomes are pushed back along
Walker Ave S so that views of the lake are not hidden. Staff finds that a deviation to this
section of code is consistent with the intent of the Zoning Ordinance.
Building Proximity
The proposed development does not meet the requirement that the buildings be spaced
apart in a distance equal to one-half the sum of the heights of the two buildings (which
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would equal 32.5 feet between the most southernly building and the middle building,
and 30 feet between the middle building and most northernly building), however the
proposed plan is consistent with the design of the PUD Concept Plan, which was
approved by the City Council on August 7, 2019. Given the size of the site, and the
general massing of the building, staff finds that the buildings are appropriately sited and
that more space between the buildings would not make appropriate use of the site.
Additionally, more space between the building would require that the density of the site
be lowered further, which would continue to be inconsistent with the desired 2040
Comprehensive Plan density of 10 units per acre.
Tree Preservation
Per City Code § 936.04.A, the applicant is allowed to remove 25% of the trees on-site
without required replacement. The applicant has proposed to remove 140 inches of
trees on the subject property to accommodate development. Of the 140 inches
removed, 81 inches are required to be replaced. The applicant has provided a
landscape plan, which proposes 48 new trees on the site, totaling 129 replaced inches
of trees. An additional 80 inches of trees were deemed diseased, dying, or hazardous
by a consultant hired by the applicant. The City Forester has verified that due to their
condition, these trees may be removed without replacement. The report with these
findings is included in the packet.
Parking
The City’s Parking Ordinance establishes the minimum number of parking stalls that must
be provided in a development based on the uses in the building. For townhomes, the
developer must provide two spaces for every one unit. The application currently shows
that these parking spaces will be adequately supplied with the garages and driveways
located behind the homes.
Signage
The applicant has also proposed a sign for the project, which would be located in the
southeast corner of the property and would be 31.67 square feet. Exterior signage within
a PUD is not regulated by the PUD Ordinance, however the R-4 and R-5 Zoning Districts
limit ground/monument signage to 35 or 40 feet. The proposed sign fits within this
standard.
Preliminary Plat
The Applicant is proposing to reconfigure the two existing lots on the subject properties
into seven new lots with an outlot to accommodate a shared driveway. The Preliminary
Plat has been reviewed against the criteria outlined in City Code § 1005.02 and staff finds
that the proposed subdivision is consistent with the Draft 2040 Comprehensive Plan in
that the property is guided for residential and would allow for a single use on a parcel.
Staff also finds that the creating of the new lots are in a similar scale to adjacent properties
and can be adequately accommodated by the City’s infrastructure.
If approval of the Preliminary Plat is granted, the applicant must submit a Final Plat within
100 days to be reviewed by the City Council.
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Design Review
The proposed project is located within the Bluff District and is subject to the design
standards as outlined in City Code § 909.
The applicant is requesting deviations from the design standards for the following items:
1. A deviation from the requirement in City Code § 909.14.F that the stone joints in
the building materials be no larger than one-fourth of an inch.
The applicant has proposed to use a natural stone as the finish on the buildings.
Because this stone is natural and not manufactured it is difficult to have a
consistent one-fourth of an inch sized joint. Staff believes that a natural stone
would be a preferable material to a manufactured stone, and that the deviation
would result in a more positive effect if allowed.
2. A deviation to allow for mechanical equipment such as the air conditional units to
be located on the exterior of the building. The applicant indicates that these
would be screened and located either between units or on the side of the unit.
Due to the residential nature of the project, it is reasonable that mechanical
equipment such as air conditioning units are not located within the interior of the
structure. The applicant has indicated that units will have appropriate screening
as to not be unattractive. Staff finds that this deviation will prevent the applicant
from having an undue burden given the housing type.
3. A deviation to omit several features along the streetscape; the requirement of
any building with a façade length greater than 50 feet to provide a bench, the
requirement for the sidewalk along Walker Ave S to have exposed aggregate,
and to not provide additional streetlighting.
Staff has determined that adequate street lighting is currently provided on
Walker Ave S and that a bench is not needed given the residential nature of the
property. While the design standards require exposed aggregate, this type of
sidewalk is not common in the Bluff District and staff believes this to be an error
in the City’s Code.
4. A deviation to allow for six foot arborvitae between the driveway and the
adjacent property to the west, where a solid wall or dense hedge of no less than
three feet and no more than four feet in height is allowed.
The addition of this height of arborvitae is a direct response to concerns from
both the adjacent neighbors at 520 Indian Mound E and the City Council that the
driveway between the properties would be adequately screened. These hedges
will provide privacy for both residences, while also adding attractive landscaping
to the property. Staff finds this deviation ultimately results in a more positive
effect than what would be provided by the strict application of the Code.
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A full review of the Design Standards in City Code § 909 has been analyzed by staff
and it is attached to this report.
Shoreland Impact Plan CUP
The applicant has proposed to mitigate the effects of stormwater runoff through pervious
pavers and a graywater system. Pervious pavers and a porous rock base material would
be used for the rear driveways and front sidewalks, which would allow water to pass
through to the ground instead of running off of the site. The graywater system collects the
roof runoff that discharges to the east side of the site in a series of underground cisterns.
This runoff would then be pumped back up through an irrigation system to water the front
lawns with an overflow outlet to the city storm sewer. This graywater re-use system helps
control volume and reduce peak discharge rates leaving the site.
The applicant’s proposed plans to mitigate the stormwater runoff have been reviewed by
the City Engineer/Public Works Director and have been found to appropriately provide for
the abstraction of the first inch of rainfall per the requirements of the Minnehaha Creek
Watershed District. Approval by the Minnehaha Creek Watershed District will be required
before a building permit is issued. Staff recommends approving the Shoreland Impact
Plan CUP with the standard conditions as required by City Code § 991.19.C.
Grading and Utilities
The proposed plans for grading and utilities were reviewed and approved by the City
Engineer/Public Works Director. The City is interested in partnering in the construction
of the watermain, north of proposed development up to Rice St to create a loop. If the
plans are approved, the applicant and the City Engineer/Public Works Director can work
together on this request.
Primary Issues to Consider
1. PUD General Plan:
a. Does the Planning Commission find the request for a PUD General Plan
consistent with the standards outlined in City Code § 933.02?
i. If the PUD is allowed, would it provide 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?
ii. Does the project provide higher standards of site and building
design through the use of trained and experienced land planners,
architects, landscape architects, and engineers?
iii. Is a more desirable and creative environment than might be
possible through the strict application on zoning and subdivision
regulations of the City created with the PUD?
b. Does the request for a deviation from the setback standards further the
above policy goals?
c. Does the request for a deviation to the building proximity further the
above policy goals?
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2. Rezoning:
a. Does the rezoning of the subject property and its proposed use conform
with present and future land uses of the area?
b. Would the rezoning of the property and its proposed use conform with all
performance standards contained herein (i.e., parking, loading, noise,
etc.)?
3. Design Review:
a. Would the proposed deviations have a positive effect on the area in which
the project is proposed?
b. Does allowing the deviations alleviate an undue burden, taking into
account current leasing, housing, and commercial conditions?
4. Preliminary Plat
a. Is the proposed subdivision consistent with the Wayzata Comprehensive
Plan?
b. Would the creation of the lots adversely impact the scale, pattern or
character of the City, its neighborhoods, or its commercial areas?
c. Is the proposed subdivision properly accommodated with existing public
services, primarily related to transportation and utility systems, and does
not overburden the City's service capacity?
5. Shoreland Impact Plan CUP
a. Have the adverse impacts of additional impervious surface been
mitigated through approved means to the extent possible?
Action Steps
After considering the items outlined in this report and the public hearing held at the
meeting, the Planning Commission should direct staff to prepare a Planning Commission
Report and Recommendation, with appropriate findings, reflecting a recommendation on
the application for review and adoption at the next Planning Commission meeting.
Attachments
Design Review, dated December 31, 2019
Applicant’s Narrative, dated December 10, 2019
Proposed Plans, dated December 10, 2019
2030 Land Use Map
Draft 2040 Land Use Map
Applicable Code Provisions for Review
Staff has analyzed the facts provided by the applicant in comparison with the criteria for
approval. While several criteria appear to be met, staff has highlighted in bold criteria that
may require additional discussion with the Planning Commission.
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Purpose of PUDs: § 933.01 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:
A. Innovations in development to the end that the growing demands for all
styles of economic expansion may be met by greater variety in type,
design, and placement of structures and by the conservation and more
efficient use of land in such developments.
B. Higher standards of site and building design through the use of trained
and experienced land planners, architects, landscape architects, and
engineers.
C. More convenience in location and design of development and service facilities.
D. The preservation and enhancement of desirable site characteristics such as
natural topography and geologic features and the prevention of soil erosion.
E. A creative use of land and related physical development which allows a phased
and orderly development and use pattern.
F. An efficient use of land resulting in smaller networks of utilities and streets
thereby lower development costs and public investments.
G. A development pattern in harmony with the objectives of the Wayzata
Comprehensive Plan. (PUD is not intended as a means to vary applicable
planning and zoning principles.)
H. A more desirable and creative environment than might be possible
through the strict application on zoning and subdivision regulations of
the City.
PUD General Standards. § 933.02 sets forth the general standards for review of a PUD
application. These are:
1. Review. In its review of any application under this Section, the City Council shall
consider comments on the application of those persons appearing before the
Council, the report and recommendations of the Planning Commission, the
recommendations of the Design Review Board and any staff report on the
application. The Council also shall evaluate the effects of the proposed project
upon the health, safety and welfare of residents of the community and the
surrounding area and shall evaluate the project's conformance with the overall
intent and purpose of this Section. If the Council determines that the proposed
project will not be detrimental to the health, safety and welfare of residents of the
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community and the surrounding area and that the project does conform with the
overall intent and purpose of this Section, it may approve a PUD permit, although
it shall not be required to do so.
2. Ownership. An application for a PUD District or conditional use permit approval
must be filed by the land owner or jointly by all land owners of the property
included in a project. The application and all submissions must be directed to the
development of the property as a unified whole. In the case of multiple ownership,
the approved Final Plan shall be binding on all owners.
3. Comprehensive Plan Consistency. The proposed PUD shall be consistent
with the City Comprehensive Plan.
4. Sanitary Sewer Plan Consistency. The proposed PUD shall be consistent with the
City Comprehensive Sewer Plan and shall not create a discharge which is in
excess of the City's assigned regional limitations.
5. Common Open Space. Common private or public open space and facilities at least
sufficient to meet the minimum requirements established in the Comprehensive
Plan and such complementary structures and improvements as are necessary
and appropriate for the benefit and enjoyment of the residents of the PUD shall
be provided within the area of the PUD development.
6. Operating and Maintenance Requirements for PUD Common Open Space
Facilities. Whenever common private or public open space or service facilities
are provided within the PUD, the PUD plan shall contain provisions to ensure the
continued operation and maintenance of such open space and service facilities
to a predetermined reasonable standard. Common private or public open space
and service facilities within a PUD may be placed under the ownership of one or
more of the following, as approved by the City Council.
a)
b)
c)

Dedicated to public, where a community-wide use is anticipated and the City
Council agrees to accept the dedication.
Landlord control, where only use by tenants is anticipated.
Property Owners Association, provided all of the following conditions are
met:
1)

Prior to the use or occupancy or sale or the execution of contracts for
sale of an individual building unit, parcel, tracts, townhouse, apartment,
or common area, a declaration of covenants, conditions and restrictions
or an equivalent document or a document such as specified by Laws
1963, Chapter 457, Section 11 and a set of floor plans such as specified
by Laws 1963, Chapter 457, Section 13 shall be filed with the City of
Wayzata, said filing with the City to be made prior to the filings of said
declaration or document or floor plans with the recording officers of the
County.

2)

The declaration of covenants, conditions and restrictions or equivalent
document shall specify that deeds, leases or documents of conveyance
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affecting buildings, units, parcels, tracts, townhouses, or apartments
shall subject said properties to the terms of said declaration.
3)

The declaration of covenants, conditions and restrictions shall provide
that an owner's association or corporation shall be formed and that all
owners shall be members of said association or corporation which shall
maintain all properties and common areas in good repair and which shall
assess individual property owners proportionate shares of joint or
common costs. This declaration shall be subject to the review and
approval of the City Attorney. The intent of this requirement is to protect
the property values of the individual owner through establishing private
control.

4)

The declaration shall additionally amongst other things, provide that in
the event the association or corporation fails to maintain properties in
accordance with the applicable rules and regulations of the City of
Wayzata or fails to pay taxes or assessments on properties as they
become due and in the event the said City of Wayzata incurs any
expenses in enforcing its rules and regulations, which said expenses are
not immediately reimbursed by the association or corporation, then the
City of Wayzata shall have the right to assess each property its prorate
share of said expenses. Such assessments, together with interest
thereon and costs of collection, shall be a lien on each property against
which each such assessment is made.

5)

Membership must be mandatory for each owner, and any successive
buyer.

6)

The open space restrictions must be permanent and not for a given
period of years.

7)

The association must be responsible for liability insurance, local taxes,
and the maintenance of the open space facilities deeded to it.

8)

Property owner must pay their prorate share of the cost of the
association by means of an assessment to be levied by the association
which meets the requirements for becoming a lien on the property in
accordance with Minnesota Statutes.

9)

The association must be able to adjust the assessment to meet changed
needs.

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.
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a)

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

b)

There shall be no density variation from the standards applied in an
applicable zoning district for PUD conditional use permits.

9. Utilities. In any PUD, all utilities, including telephone, electricity, gas and telecable
shall be installed underground.
10. Utility Connections.
a) Water Connections. Where more than one property is served from the same
service line, individual unit shut off valves shall be provided as required by
the City Engineer.
b) Sewer Connections. Where more than one unit is served by a sanitary sewer
lateral which exceeds 300 feet in length, provision must be made for a
manhole to allow adequate cleaning and maintenance of the lateral. All
maintenance and cleaning shall be the responsibility of the property owners
association or owner.
11. Roadways. All streets shall conform to the design standards contained in the
Wayzata Subdivision Regulations unless otherwise approved by the City Council.
12. Landscaping. In any PUD, landscaping shall be provided according to a plan
approved by the City Council, which shall include a detailed planting list with sizes
and species indicated as part of the Final Plan. In assessing the landscaping
plan, the City Council shall consider the natural features of the particular site, the
architectural characteristics of the proposed structure and the overall scheme of
the PUD plan.
13. Setbacks.
a)

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

b)

No building shall be located less than 15 feet from the back of the curb
line along those roadways which are part of the internal street pattern.

c)

No building within the project shall be nearer to another building than
one-half the sum of the building heights of the two buildings.

d)

In PUD Districts that were zoned commercial prior to PUD and exceed 13
acres, the allowable setbacks shall be as negotiated and agreed upon
between the applicant and the City.
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14. Height.
a)

The maximum building height within a PUD District shall be 35 feet and three
stories, whichever is lesser.

b)

There shall be no deviation from the height standards applied within the
applicable zoning districts for PUD conditional use permits.

c)

In PUD Districts that were zoned commercial prior to PUD and exceed 13
acres, the maximum allowable height shall be as negotiated and agreed upon
between the applicant and the City.

Residential Area Standards § 933.03
A. Purpose. The purpose of this Section is to establish standards for single family,
multiple family, institutional and other residential PUD District and conditional use
permit projects, in addition to those standards contained elsewhere in this
Ordinance for all PUD projects. All residential PUD projects shall be developed in
accordance with the following residential area standards.
1. Minimum Lot Area. There shall be no minimum lot or area size required for
a tract of land for which a PUD District project is proposed. There shall be
no minimum lot or area size imposed for a PUD conditional project except
for standards applicable within the zoning district in which it is utilized.
2. Minimum Frontage. There shall be no minimum frontage on a public street
required for a tract of land for which a PUD project is proposed.
3. The tract of land for which a PUD project is proposed shall have municipal
water and sewer available to it.
4. It is the City's policy to discourage private roadways within a residential PUD
project. Regardless if roads are private or dedicated to the public, they shall
be designed to right-of-way widths and constructed to standards imposed
by the Wayzata Subdivision Regulations.
5. For single family residential PUD District projects, the normal standards of
either the R-1A, R-1, R-2, or R-3 zoning districts shall apply to each project,
excepting usage standards, as determined by the City Council and as
provided above in Section 933.02.
6. For multiple family residential PUD District projects, the normal standards
of either the R-4 or R-5 Zoning Districts shall apply to each project,
excepting usage standards, as determined by the City Council and as
provided above in Section 933.02.A.
7. In addition to the above standards, the City Council may impose such other
standards for a residential PUD project as are reasonable and as the
Council deems are necessary to protect and promote the general health,
safety and welfare of the community and the surrounding area.
Procedures for Amendments (Text and Map) § 903.02.F
The Planning Commission shall consider possible adverse effects of the proposed
amendment. Its judgment shall be based upon (but not limited to) the following factors:
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1. The proposed action in relation to the specific policies and provisions of the official
City Comprehensive Plan.
2. The proposed use's conformity with present and future land uses of the area.
3. The proposed use's conformity with all performance standards contained
herein (i.e., parking, loading, noise, etc.).
4. The proposed use's effect on the area in which it is proposed.
5. The proposed use's impact upon property value in the area in which it is proposed.
6. Traffic generation by the proposed use in relation to capabilities of streets serving
the property.
7. The proposed use's impact upon existing public services and facilities including
parks, schools, streets, and utilities, and the City's service capacity.
Deviations from the Design Standards – All Districts § 909.29.A
With the exception of Section 909.10 of the Design Standards, a deviation from any
section of the Design Standards shall require a finding by the City Council (after
considering the Planning Commission's recommendation) 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.
Procedures for Filing and Review – Preliminary Plat § 1003.02.E
The Planning Commission shall report its findings and make its recommendations to the
City Council no later than 30 days after the close of public hearing described in B. above.
If the Planning Commission has not acted upon the preliminary plat within 30 days
following the close of the public hearing on such and in compliance with this Chapter, the
council may act on the preliminary plat without the Planning Commission's
recommendation. The Planning Commission shall consider possible adverse effects of
the preliminary plat. Its judgment shall be based upon, but not limited to, the following
factors:
1. The proposed subdivision or lot combination shall be consistent with the
Wayzata Comprehensive Plan.
2. Building pads that result from a subdivision or lot combination shall preserve
sensitive areas such as lakes, streams, wetlands, wildlife habitat, trees and
vegetation, scenic points, historical locations, or similar community assets.
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3. Building pads that result from subdivision or lot combination shall be selected and
located with respect to natural topography to minimize filing or grading.
4. Existing stands of significant trees shall be retained where possible.
5. Building pads that result from a subdivision or lot combination shall be sensitively
integrated into existing trees.
6. The creation of a lot or lots shall not adversely impact the scale, pattern or
character of the City, its neighborhoods, or its commercial areas.
7. The design of a lot, the building pad, and the site layout shall respond to and be
reflective of the surrounding lots and neighborhood character.
8. The lot size that results from a subdivision or lot combination shall not be dissimilar
from adjacent lots or lots found in the surrounding neighborhood or commercial
area.
9. 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.
10. The design, scale and massing of buildings proposed on a subdivided or combined
lot shall be subject to the architectural guidelines and criteria for the Downtown
Architectural District, Commercial and Institutional Architectural Districts, and
Residential Architectural Districts and the Design Review Board/City Council
review process outline in Chapter 909 of the Wayzata Zoning Ordinance.
11. The proposed lot layout and building pads hall conform with all performance
standards contained herein.
12. The proposed subdivision or lot combination shall not tend to or actually depreciate
the values of neighboring properties in the area in which the subdivision or lot
combination is proposed.
13. The proposed subdivision or lot combination shall be accommodated with
existing public services, primarily related to transportation and utility
systems, and will not overburden the City's service capacity.
Shoreland Impact Plan / Conditional Use Permit § 991.19.C
Conditions. All conditional use permits for consideration under this Section shall be
subject to the following stipulations.
1. The projects shall be analyzed to determine the impact of impervious
surfaces, stormwater runoff, floodplain, and water quality implications.
Only those projects shall be allowed where the adverse impacts have been
mitigated through approved means to the extent possible.
2. Stormwater treatment measures including, but not limited to, sediment basins
(debris basins), desilting basins or silt traps, installation of debris guards, and
microsilt basins on stormwater inlets, oil skimming devices, etc. shall be required
subject to the review of the City Engineer and the Minnehaha Creek Watershed
District on projects where applicable.
3. Projects shall be analyzed in terms of provisions for maintenance and
enhancement of landscape features, and change in the natural condition of the
soil, trees, grade courses and marshes. The vegetative planting plan shall
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contain trees, when fully mature, that will exceed the building height. The plan
shall also minimize tree removal, ground cover change, loss of natural
vegetation, and grade changes as much as possible. It shall further provide for
the relocation or replanting of trees which are proposed to be removed.
4. Projects shall be analyzed in terms of the appearance of the structure when
viewed from the lake's surface. Building materials, and color shall be analyzed to
determine which facade and roof materials minimize the appearance and blend
the structure into the shoreland and vegetation.
5. Building heights shall be analyzed to determine the impact on surrounding
structures and views from the lake surface or other shores. Structures shall not
be allowed to exceed a height beyond that is allowed by the base zoning district
or cannot be screened by landscaping or other design measures.
6. Residential densities on a project basis shall not be allowed to exceed the
maximum allowed density of the base zoning district for which the project is
proposed. For higher density residential development and planned unit
developments, the density shall not be allowed to exceed the density standards
as specified in the R-5 District of this Ordinance.
7. Lot coverage on a project basis shall be restricted to the provisions for maximum
impervious surface coverage as provided for in this Ordinance.
8. Overall residential densities in the shoreland area shall not exceed the surplus
development capacity for residential density, as calculated for Lake Minnetonka,
Gleason and Peavey Lakes, as specified in the Wayzata Comprehensive
Plan/Shoreland Management Plan, as may be amended.
9. Overall lot coverage in the shoreland area shall not exceed the surplus
development capacity for impervious surface coverage calculated for Lake
Minnetonka, Gleason and Peavey Lakes, as specified in the Wayzata
Comprehensive Plan/Shoreland Management Plan, as may be amended.
10. All projects shall be in conformance with the Stormwater Management Plan for
the City of Wayzata, May 1988, as may be amended and/or approved by the City
Engineer.
11. All projects shall be in conformance with the Wayzata Comprehensive
Plan/Shoreland Management Plan, as may be amended.
12. All projects shall be subject to the review of the Minnehaha Creek Watershed
District.

Page 272 of 379

Design Review
City of Wayzata Zoning Ordinance, Section 909, Design Standards
North Lake Townhomes, 215 Walker Ave S and 529 Indian Mound E
January 6, 2020
The Design Review is based on the plans submitted on December 11, 2019 by the applicant, Walker Partners Limited
Partnership, and their architect, Whitten Associates.
Comments
Building Recesses
909.06.A.1. – 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
909.06.A.2
Street level landscaped courtyards, outdoor seating areas
and gathering areas shall be incorporated into building and
site plan design.
Building Width
909.07. 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.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Window bays
Special treatment at entrances
Variations in roof lines or parapet detailing
Awnings
Building setbacks or articulation of the facade
Rhythm of elements

Compliance

The proposed design shows recesses
and pilasters as part of the entrances
and facades along the street levels.

Yes

The proposed design shows each
townhome having either an outdoor patio
or a landscaped courtyard.

Yes

The following designs have been
incorporated to reduce the scale of
longer facades:
• Special treatment at entrances
• Variations in roof lines or parapet
detailing
• Building setbacks or articulation
of the façade
• Rhythm of elements are
incorporated into the design

Yes

1
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Upper Story Setbacks
909.08.A.1. – 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 3 rd
story height from the second (2nd) floor footprint, or an
average of ten (10) feet across the facade, but no
portion of the 3 rd story structure shall be closer than six
(6) feet to the 2 nd story façade. The 3 rd story façade shall
be designed with railings, pillars, dimensional windows,
building recesses or other similar design techniques to
break up the 3 rd story façade.
909.08.A.2 – 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 twentyfive 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.
909.08.A.3. – 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.

Comments

Compliance

The proposed buildings are two (2)
stories in height.

Yes

There are two facades that are greater
than 60 feet. The applicant has recessed
at least 25% of the second story on
these facades.

Yes

The building is within the required 35 foot
height restriction.

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

909.09.B.1. – 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.

Comments

Compliance

These structures are not provided in the
proposed project, but they are not
required as there is low feasibility that
this could work on a pitched roof style
building. The project includes balconies
and future owners could choose to add
green elements such as arbors or
plantings on these structures.

Yes

The applicant has indicated that the
roofs would be dark gray,56 asphalt
shingle.

Yes

Mechanical equipment for the building
would be located between or next to
townhome units. The applicant has
requested a deviation to allow for these
units to be located on the exterior of the
structure. Screening of the units would
be provided. This is consistent with the
PUD Concept Plans.

The Planning
Commission should
determine if a
deviation should be
granted.

909.09.B.2. – 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.
Screening of Rooftop Equipment
909.10.A. – 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.
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Facade Transparency
909.11.A. Glass Calculations – All Districts

Applications for design approval must include facade
diagrams that contain calculations of glass and solid
surfaces. Calculations of facade areas for multiple
story building shall be measured from grade to the
floor above. Calculations of facade areas for one
story buildings shall be measured from grade to the
roof deck.

909.11.C. – Bluff District
No less than 35 percent of ground level public facades for
buildings containing commercial or office uses shall be
transparent glass.
Ground Level Expression
909.12 – 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:
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.

An intermediate cornice line
A difference in building materials or detailing
An offset in the façade
An awning, trellis, or loggia
Arcade
Special window lintels
Brick/stone corbels

Comments

Compliance

The proposed buildings will be
customized by each new owner. Exact
calculations will be reviewed at building
permit to ensure compliance with the
Design Standards.

Yes, subject to City
staff review of a final
building permit.

The building does not have office or
commercial uses.

N/A

The proposed buildings are two stories.
The ground floor is distinguished
from the floors above by the use of:
A. Intermediate cornice lines
B. Different building materials
and detailing
C. Arcade
D. Special window lintels

Yes
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Entries
909.13. – 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.

Building Materials and Quality
909.14.A. – Primary Opaque Surfaces – All Districts
Other than the accent materials listed in 909.14.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
909.14.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.
909.14.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 applicant has indicated that planters
with seasonally appropriate plantings
would be provided by the Homeowners
Association.

Yes

Comments
The applicant has indicated that 90% of
the materials will be either cast stone,
stone or factory finished and certified
wood, which adheres to the
requirements of the design district.

Compliance
Yes, subject to City
staff review of a final
building permit.

The applicant has indicated that the
future owner will have some ability to
customize each townhome façade, so
exact percentages have not been
specified.

The applicant has indicated that the
primary opaque surface will be the same
on all facades.

Yes

The applicant has proposed not to use
any brick within the project.

N/A
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909.14.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 exterior stone is a blend of cut stone
and jagged edges to give a look fitting to
the ‘Shingle’ style Architecture but with a
more finished detail. The stone will also
be capped with precast stone for a
finished ledge.

Yes

The stone pieces will be hand selected
to insure larger pieces to avoid fractional
cuts and odd pieces.
The real stone corner pieces are to be
‘back cut’ to wrap the outside corners by
a minimum of 2 inches, this avoids thin
butt joints.

909.14.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.

In all cases the stone will return to the
inside corners of the exterior walls.
The applicant has indicated that they will
not be using brick for the project.

N/A

The applicant has indicated they are not
able to comply with this standard. A
deviation has been requested from this
standard.

The Planning
Commission should
determine if a
deviation should be
allowed.

2. All brick walls must be built to avoid efflorescence
909.14.F. – Stone Joints – All Districts
Stone joints shall be no larger than one-fourth (1/4) inch.
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909.14.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.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Stone
Cast stone
Copper (untreated)
Rock faced stone
Aluminum or painted steel structural shapes
Fiber cement board
Premium grade wood trim with mitered outside
corners. Examples of premium grade wood are
cedar, redwood, and fir.
8. EIFS
909.14.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.

The applicant has identified that the
following materials will make up no more
than 10% of the non-glass surfaces:
• Cast Stone
• Rockface block
• Fiber cement board

Yes, subject to City
staff review of a final
building permit.

The roof style is a gable style and does
not have a parapet, flashing, or coping.

N/A

2. Pre-finished, painted .032 aluminum may only be
used as a standard parapet coping with a maximum
exposed edge of five (5) inches.
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909.14.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

The proposed project does not have
awnings.

N/A

Balconies are located on the second
story of the buildings and are fully
accessible and usable. The applicant
has stated that metal railings will be
black, or glass panels.

Yes

The applicant has indicated that the
proposed glass on the homes would be
low-emissivity glass and would not be
mirrored, reflective or darkened.

Yes

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.

909.14.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.
909.14.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 909.11 of the
Standards, but may be used for detailing purposes.
Environmentally appropriate glass, such as Lowemissivity glass, shall be used in all projects
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909.14.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.
Franchise Architecture
909.15. – 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.

The townhome development would not
have a main entry door; therefore, this
standard is not applicable.

N/A

Comments
This project is not a franchise.

Compliance
Yes

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 909.22 by the Planning Commission at
the time of Design Standards Review application
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Walkways
909.16.B. – Bluff District
1. Continuous sidewalks at least five feet in width
shall be provided along all public street frontages.
The sidewalk street grid shall be maintained and
extended wherever possible.

Comments
Sidewalks at least five feet in width have
been provided and the sidewalk street
grid has been maintained along both
Indian Mound E and Walker Ave S.

Compliance
Yes

2. Where the sidewalk street grid is interrupted by
steep slopes or other topographic variations,
walkways or stairways shall be built to maintain
pedestrian continuity.
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Landscaping
909.17 – All Districts
1.
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.

Comments
The Applicant indicates that seasonal
landscaping and planters will be
provided and maintained by the
Homeowners Association.

Compliance
Yes

N/A

2.

Window boxes, hanging baskets and planters
with seasonally appropriate plantings shall be
used around entries to buildings.

3.

Vines shall be used to cover walls with more than
one hundred (100) square feet of uninterrupted
surface area.

There are no areas along the building
facades that exceed 100 square feet.

4.

Streetscaping shall include all of the following:
a) Boulevard species trees, with at least three
(3) caliper inches.
b) Exposed aggregate sidewalks with brick
accents
c) Street lights
d) Benches (if building length is 50 feet or
greater), which utilize existing city bench
designs.
e) Flowers

The applicant, along with City staff has
asked for a deviation to only provide:
a) Boulevard species trees, with at least
three (3) caliper inches.
The City Engineer/Public Works Director
has determined that existing street lights
along Walker Ave S are sufficient, that
exposed aggregate along Walker Ave S
would not be consistent with sidewalks in
this area and that a bench is not needed
for residential development.

The Planning
Commission should
determine if a
deviation should be
allowed.
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909.17.C. – Bluff District
Trees with a minimum of three caliper inches shall be
planted no more than 26 feet apart within a landscaped
boulevard.

The proposed landscaping plans show
fourteen (14) trees with a minimum of
three caliper inches would be planted
closer than 26 feet apart along the public
sidewalk.

Yes
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Parking Lot Landscaping
909.18 – 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.
Surface Parking
909.19 – 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.

Comments

Compliance

A deviation is requested to allow for
dense hedges of six-foot arborvitae
between the property to the west and the
drive aisle to the garages. This request
is in response to the desire from the
Planning Commission and the City
Council to ensure that an adequate
buffer exists between the property to the
west and the subject property.

The Planning
Commission should
determine if a
deviation should be
allowed.

The proposed project does not have
surface parking. Parking is limited to the
tuck under garages which are built into
the proposed townhomes. There is no
parking shown in the front yards or
corners.

Yes

13
Page 285 of 379

Design Review
City of Wayzata Zoning Ordinance, Section 909, Design Standards
North Lake Townhomes, 215 Walker Ave S and 529 Indian Mound
E January 6, 2020

909.20 – 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.
Parking Structures
909.21.A. – All Districts
Parking structures shall meet the following standards,
along with all other applicable building code standards:
1.

The ground floor façade abutting any public
street or walkway shall be architecturally
compatible with surrounding commercial or office
buildings.

2.

The parking structure shall be designed in such a
way that sloped floors do not dominate the
appearance of the façade.

3.

Windows or openings shall be similar to those of
surrounding buildings.

4.

Vines and other significant landscaping shall be
used to minimize the visual impact of the parking
structure.

Comments
The project is residential in nature, so
bicycle parking is not required.

The project does not have a parking
structure attached.

N/A

Compliance

N/A

14
Page 286 of 379

Design Review
City of Wayzata Zoning Ordinance, Section 909, Design Standards
North Lake Townhomes, 215 Walker Ave S and 529 Indian Mound
E January 6, 2020
Signs
909.22 – 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.

Comments
The proposed monument sign is
compatible with the development as it
was designed with rock face block and
stone, in a similar style as the proposed
townhomes.

Compliance
Yes, subject to City
staff review of a final
Sign Permit.

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
Chapter 927 of the Wayzata Zoning Ordinance.
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909.23.C. – Permitted Signs – Bluff District
Only the following types of signs are permitted in the Bluff
Street District:
1.Wall or awning signs.
2.Free-standing signs.
3.Monument or ground signs.
Low-profile ground signs or monument signs are required
for highway-oriented commercial uses such as restaurants
and gas stations. Sign materials, colors and architectural
detailing shall be similar to those of the principal building.
External illumination of signs is permitted.

The proposed monument sign materials,
colors, and architectural detailing is
similar to the buildings.
.

Yes, subject to City
staff review of a final
Sign Permit.
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Parking Lot and Building Lighting
909.24 – 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 916.06 as it relates to glare.

Comments
The proposed lighting for the attached
garages are attached to the building’s
architectural features and are projected
downwards. A lighting plan was
submitted as part of the Planned Unit
Development application showing that
the spread of lumens will not create
glare onto adjacent properties.

Compliance
Yes, subject to a
final review of the
lighting plan with the
Building Permit
Application.

The following items are items are subject to additional approvals:
1. Final materials types (primary and accent) are subject to a final review and approval with the Building Permit
Application.
2. Final material percentages (primary, accent and glass) are subject to a final review and approval with the Building
Permit Application.
3. Building Lighting is subject to a final review and approval with the Building Permit Application
4. Final signage is subject to review and approval Sign Permit.
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Updated 12/10/19

Introduction:
We are pleased to submit an application for General Plan approval. Based on the
comments from City Council members at the 8/20/19 Council meeting where the
Concept Plan approval was approved, and feedback from several community
members regarding the massing of one continuous building and the ordinance
provision for a townhome building not to exceed five units, we did refine the General
Plan to break up the building into three buildings. The resulting plan did reduce the
density of the number of units from eight to seven and separated the seven units into
one three-unit building and two – two-unit buildings. We believe this change not only
addresses some of the comments regarding massing we heard from Council
members, but also addressed what we heard from the potential new home owners of
the project. The information in our below narrative will identify the specific resulting
changes/improvements between the Concept Plan and the revised General Plan.
General Description of project:
As we evaluated the best use for our initial site (529 Indian Mound East), we
recognized several challenges to re-developing the site including that the site was
“L” shaped and had a north-south elevation change along Walker Ave. of 14 ft. We
evaluated numerous layouts for the “L” shaped site, and none of them fit the goal we
were trying to achieve. To overcome the challenge of an “L” shaped lot, we decided
to negotiate the purchase of Lot 6, Block 5, Wayzata Revised (529 Indian Mound
East), that is owned by Ron Clark and had received approval for 5 condominium
units and to combine both parcels into one lot. To address the 14 ft north-south
elevation change, we were able to adjust the lower floor elevation of each townhome
building by approximately 2 feet to allow each unit to have an entry sidewalk
generally level with Walker Ave.
Below is a table that compares the 8/20/19 concept plan with the current General
Plan submission:
Comparison category:

Initial Concept Plan

Number of townhome units
Max. number of units in a building
Total area of site (SF)
Total gross building area (SF)
Floor Area Ratio (FAR)
Building footprint (SF)
Impervious surface area
Green space

8
8
32,702
36,944
1.13
16,821
17,025 SF (52%)
7,761 SF

General
Development Plan
7
3
32,702
33,383
1.02
12,639
12,878 SF (39%)
11,527 SF
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Approvals requested:
The property is currently zoned C1 (Office-Limited Commercial) and Guided MixedUse Commercial.
We are requesting a new Preliminary Plat that combines Lot 1, Block 1 Walker 215
Addition and Lot 6, Block 5 Wayzata Revised into one lot, a Planned Unit
Development to allow the commercial component to be waived, a Shoreland CUP
and Design Review, with three deviations from the design standards (outlined
below). This would be consistent with the current direction that the 2040
Comprehensive plan is taking to allow mixed uses as being single uses within a
mixed-use zone vs every single parcel needing more than one use.
The approved Concept Plan included some deviation to the building setbacks to
accommodate the staggering of the townhome units with the south units setback
farther with each unit shifted closer to Walker Ave. as you went north. The new
seven-unit three building General Plan incorporates this same setback concept
along Walker Ave, but has space between the buildings. The setbacks along Walker
Ave. from the edge of the on-grade porch/patio vary from 26.1 ft for the vary south
building to 4 ft for the vary north building. The average setback for all units is 14.5 ft
which exceeds the normal underlying zoning setback of 10 ft. It is important to note
that in addition to this setback, there is over 13 feet of street boulevard to the back of
curb.
The requested deviations from the literal interpretation of the design standards are:
1. Deviation from the requirement that stone masonry joints not exceed ¼”. Our
design objective for a good part of the base of the townhomes is to have a
“Natural Stone” look. To achieve this look, the stone being used needs to have
some variation of the perimeter of the stone rather than being cut to mimic
uniform masonry units. We are attaching a photo of the stone look that we want
for the project that illustrates how the stones fit together that shows a joint line
between ¼” and ½” in some areas between the stones.
2. Deviation from the standard of providing one bench if a building is longer than 50
ft. (909.17) Due to the fact that each townhome in on it’s own lot and that the
design integrates a fairly large “front porch” seating area we believe that locating
an additional bench on one of the lots would be redundant.
3. Deviation for the street light standard and exposed aggregate sidewalk with brick
trim (909.17). The City Public Works Director indicated these to standards have
only been used for properties fronting on Lake Street and not for properties in the
Bluff District plus there is already a street light in the NE corner of Walker Ave.
and Indian Mound that adequately illuminates the intersection.

2
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Architecture:
The proposed seven townhomes are two stories of living space over a rear tuck
under garage and basement/lookout level. In lieu of the initial “single building
staggered concept” we are proposing splitting the single building into three buildings.
The far south building would have three townhome units and the northerly buildings
would both be two-unit townhomes. The building would still step up the hill of
Walker Ave. similar to the single building and have similar setbacks as the approved
single building concept plan. This change creates an east elevation that is more
typical of a single family neighborhood than an urban townhome feel and end wall
conditions with more windows and natural interior light in addition to reducing the
impervious surface area of the site. One of the townhomes in the south building will
have garage access from Indian Mound and the rest of the units would have garage
access from the private drive along the west side of the property. All garages are
oversized with a minimum of 2 car plus parking, most garages allow for parking for 3
or 4 cars. The main level entry of each townhome has a front door with direct access
to a sidewalk along either Walker Ave. or Indian Mound East.
The two-story townhomes roof structures are mainly ‘gable’ elements with some flat
roof sections to be determined by buyer choices. The building height complies with
the ordinance defined 35 ft maximum height.
Exterior materials:
The base of the foundation is rock faced block. The upper levels of each building
are designed to be compatible but unique in design with a combination ‘board and
batten’ panels, ‘lap’ siding, stone and shakes (see attached building elevation
exhibit of anticipated material types/locations. The roof shingles are Architectural
black asphalt shingles. The signage for the project would be limited to townhome
address numbers.
It is anticipated that each townhome’s exterior will include unique detail as the floor
plans will have some opportunity for customization.
Buyer Options:
Buyer will have a choice of a variety of floor plans including Owner’s Suites on the
main level. The upper levels can include options for a porch and a covered or open
deck. The buyer may also choose an individual roof deck.
Tree inventory, removal/replacement:
We are attaching a graphic of the existing tree inventory on the property, and a
spreadsheet that identifies the tree type, caliper inch size and the tree classification
(non-significant, significant, heritage), and which trees are anticipated to be saved
and those that are proposed to be removed. Based on all trees qualifying as healthy
the tree caliper inch replacement would be 81 inches. The landscape plan indicates
we will be adding 129 caliper inches of new trees.
3
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Parking and traffic flow:
Each town home would have inside parking space for either three or four cars, which
could include guest parking. General parking is also available along the west side of
Walker Ave.
The traffic flow from the existing office building with approximately 70 real-estate
agents and their clients would generate about 100 trips per day. The traffic flow for
seven townhome units at about 5.8 trips per day or approximately 41 trips per day.
Solid waste disposal:
Each townhome unit would keep their solid waste containers in the garage area, and
move them out to the drive way area during trash collection day.
Phase One environmental review:
As part of re-platting the two lots into seven townhome lots and one Outlot, we need
to confirm that the two lots do not have any environmental hazardous materials on
them. The SW lot (Lot 6, Block 5 Wayzata Blvd. does have a Phase One report
that was done with the initial 5-unit condominium project was approved for Ron
Clark. Lot 1, Block 1, Walker 215 Addition owned by Walker Partners Limited
Partnership has not required a Phase One by it lenders due to being in control of
the owners since the early 70’s. They were satisfied with a general inspection of
the building. We, however, will need one for the construction financing for the
townhome project and have authorized Braun Intertec (the company that did Ron
Clarks Phase One) to prepare an update of Ron Clark’s Phase One and combine it
with a new Phase One for Lot 1, Block 1. We are attaching a memo from Braun
Intertec confirming that Lot 6 is clean and they are working on Lot 1, but it will take
until the first week or two in January to complete it. We are asking that we proceed
with the General Plan approval process with the condition that we need to provide
city staff with the new Phase One that covers the entire property.
Shoreland CUP, Storm Water Treatment and Site Drainage:
The existing site has no existing stormwater treatment, has significant grade change,
and poor soils not suitable for infiltration and volume control of site runoff. The goal
is to provide stormwater treatment for as much of the impervious surface that is
feasible given the site layout of the buildings and the topography of the site,
including the Minnehaha Watershed District standard of holding back on the site at
least the first inch of a rain event.
We have identified two methods of treatment to maximize stormwater management
given these site constraints. The first is to utilize porous pavers and a granular/rock
base material for the rear driveways and front sidewalks. The second would be to
collect the roof runoff that discharges to the front of the units in a series of
underground cisterns. This runoff would then be pumped back up thru an irrigation
system to water the front lawns with an overflow outlet to the city storm sewer. This
4
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greywater re-use system would help control volume and reduce peak discharge
rates leaving the site.
The only untreated stormwater from an impervious surface would be the runoff
coming off of the backside roofs. This would be challenging to collect and treat. It
accounts for only approximately 32% of the total proposed impervious or 21% of the
total site area.
We also considered grassy depressions around the buildings to treat and infiltrate
runoff, but given poor soils on the site, we believe this would not be effective.
The following is a summary of the stormwater management for the various stages of
the project, from the site as is currently is up to the current general plan proposal:


Current Conditions: Lot 1, Blk 1, Walker 215 Addition with existing office building
and Lot 6, Blk 5 Wayzata Revised (Ron Clarks project) combined are
approximately 32,702 square feet in size and has a total of 15,643 SF of
impervious surface or 48% of site area and has no stormwater management
treatment. Ron Clarks lot has an approved condominium building that has not yet
been constructed.



Current Lot 1, Blk 1 building plus previously approved Ron Clark development on
Lot 6, Blk 5: This option has approximately 22,922 SF of impervious surface.
Just the newly created impervious surface from the Ron Clark development,
approximately 7,279 square feet or 67% of the Lot 6 Blk 5 parcel is directed to a
small on-site filtration basin on Lot 6 Blk 5 for stormwater management. The
current Lot 1, Blk 1 impervious surface remains as-is, untreated in this option.



Initial 8-unit plan that was approved in concept: approximately 17,025 SF of
impervious surface (rooftops) or 51% of site area with no stormwater
management and 7,915 SF or 24% of site area with porous pavers for
stormwater treatment.



Current Proposal: approximately 12,878 SF of total impervious surface with
5,960 SF of that area (east side of rooftop) or 18% of site area mitigated by grey
water irrigation re-use for treatment, and approximately 6,918 SF of the
impervious surface (west side of roof) or 21% of site area with untreated
impervious surface runoff; and 8,769 SF of impervious surface (driveway and
sidewalk) or 27% of site area with porous pavers for treatment.

5
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Bluff District Design Review:
The Design Review Critique is based on the following plans submitted by the applicant:

Comments
Building Recesses
909.06.A.1. – 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
909.06.A.2
Street level landscaped courtyards, outdoor
seating areas and gathering areas shall be
incorporated into building and site plan
design.
Building Width
909.07. 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:

Compliance

There are numerous recesses
and pilasters as part of the
Townhome entrances and
facades along the street level.

Yes

All townhomes have either
outdoor patios or landscape
courtyards.

Yes

2. Special treatment at
entrances,
3. Variations in roof lines or
parapet detailing,
5. Building setbacks or
articulation of the façade,
6. Rhythm of elements are
incorporated into the design.

Yes

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
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Comments
Upper Story Setbacks
909.08.A.1. – 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.
909.08.A.2 – 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.
909.08.A.3. – 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.

Compliance

N/A: all Townhomes are 2
Stories in height.

N/A

The two façades that are
wider than 60 feet have
recesses that are greater than
25% of the total length of
façade.

Yes

The proposed building height will
not negatively or significantly
impact the neighboring
properties.

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

Comments

Compliance

N/A: all roofs will be pitched.

Yes

909.09.B.1. – 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.

Roofs will be Architectural
asphalt singles of dark color.

Yes

909.09.B.2. – 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.

N/A

Screening of Rooftop Equipment
909.10.A. – 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.

No mechanical equipment for the
Townhomes will be located on a
roof. Air conditioning condensers
will be placed on grade. Most of
the condensers will be between
the townhomes and screened
with landscaping. Two condensers
in the far south building will be
beside the unit or in front of the
unit but also screened from view
with landscaping.

Yes
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Comments
Facade Transparency
909.11.A. Glass Calculations – All
Districts
Applications for design approval must
include facade diagrams that contain
calculations of glass and solid surfaces.
Calculations of facade areas for multiple
story building shall be measured from grade
to the floor above. Calculations of facade
areas for one story buildings shall be
measured from grade to the roof deck.
909.11.C. – Bluff District
No less than 35 percent of ground level
public facades for buildings containing
commercial or office uses shall be
transparent glass.
Ground Level Expression
909.12 – 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:
A. An intermediate cornice line
B. A difference in building materials or
detailing
C. An offset in the façade
D. An awning, trellis, or loggia
E. Arcade
F. Special window lintels
G. Brick/stone corbels
Entries
909.13. – 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.

Informational only.

Compliance
Informational
only.

N/A

The ground floor is distinguished
from the floors above by the use:
A. Intermediate cornice lines
B. Different building materials
and detailing
C. Arcade
D. Special window lintels

The HOA will be responsible for
planters with seasonally
appropriate plantings.
All but one main entry faces
the primary street at sidewalk
grade.

Yes

Yes
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Building Materials and Quality
909.14.A. – Primary Opaque Surfaces – All
Districts
Other than the accent materials listed in
909.14.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

Comments

Compliance

At least 90% of the non‐glass
surfaces of each elevation of
the exterior building façade
will be composed of:
1. Stone
3. Cast stone
4. Factory finished and
certified wood
cedar shingles six (6) inch
maximum exposure and lap‐
siding (six (6) inch maximum
width.
5. Rock‐faced block

Yes

909.14.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 primary opaque surface
materials will be the same on
all facades of all Townhomes.

Yes

909.14.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.

N/A

N/A

909.14.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.

Stone façades will be well
detailed and dimensionally
designed in order to avoid
fractional cuts and odd pieces.
The narrow face of all exposed
stone butt joint, at corners will
be a minimum dimension of two
(2) inches.

Yes

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.
10
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N/A

N/A

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

Stone joints may be larger than
one‐fourth (1/4) inch.

No (see narrative)

909.14.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:

Accent Materials will be no
more than 10 percent (10%) of
the non‐glass surfaces of each
elevation of the exterior
building façade: Cast stone,
rockface block, or fiber cement
board.

Yes

909.14.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

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Stone
Cast stone
Copper (untreated)
Rock faced stone
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
909.14.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.

N/A

N/A
2. Pre‐finished, painted .032 aluminum
may only be used as a standard parapet
coping with a maximum exposed edge
of five (5) inches.
11
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909.14.I. – Awnings – All Districts
1. Only the following types of awnings may
be used:

N/A

N/A

909.14.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.

Balconies will be accessible and
useable by persons. All
balconies will remain within the
property line. Metal railings will
be black or glass panels.

Yes

909.14.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 909.11
of the Standards, but may be used for
detailing purposes. Environmentally
appropriate glass, such as Low‐emissivity
glass, shall be used in all projects
909.14.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.

Glass will not be mirrored,
reflective or darkened.
Low‐emissivity glass, shall be
used.

Yes

The proposed entry doors will
be well detailed appropriately
designed wood doors, some will
have glass panels.

Yes

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.
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Franchise Architecture
909.15. – 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.

Comments
N/A

Compliance
N/A

N/A

N/A

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 909.22 by the
Planning Commission at the time of
Design Standards Review application
Comments

Walkways
909.16.B. – Bluff District
1. Continuous sidewalks at least five feet
in width shall be provided along all
public street frontages. The sidewalk
street grid shall be maintained and
extended wherever possible.
2. Where the sidewalk street grid is
interrupted by steep slopes or other
topographic variations, walkways or
stairways shall be built to maintain
pedestrian continuity.

Compliance

Continuous sidewalks at least
five feet in width will be
provided along all public street
frontages.

Yes

N/A

N/A
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Comments
Landscaping
909.17 – All Districts
1.
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.

Compliance

Seasonal landscaping will be
maintained by the HOA.
Ornamental trees will be used
at the street level.

Yes

Yes

2.

Window boxes, hanging baskets and
planters with seasonally appropriate
plantings shall be used around
entries to buildings.

Seasonal planters will be
maintained by the HOA.

3.

Vines shall be used to cover walls
with more than one hundred (100)
square feet of uninterrupted surface
area.

N/A

4.

Streetscaping shall include all of the
following:
a) Boulevard species trees, with at
least three (3) caliper inches.
b) Exposed aggregate sidewalks with
brick accents
c) Street lights
d) Benches (if building length is 50
feet or greater), which utilize
existing city bench designs.
e) Flowers

Streetscaping will include the
following: boulevard species
trees (with at least three (3)
caliper inches), and flowers.

Yes, on some,
requested
deviation on
others (see
narrative)

A minimum of three caliper
inches trees will be planted no
more than 26 feet apart within
a landscaped boulevard.

Yes

909.17.C. – Bluff District
Trees with a minimum of three caliper inches
shall be planted no more than 26 feet apart
within a landscaped boulevard.

14

Page 303 of 379

Comments
Parking Lot Landscaping
909.18 – 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.
Surface Parking
909.19 – 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.

A landscaped buffer strip at
least five (5) feet wide will be
provided between a parking
area with a dense hedge shall
be no less than three (3) feet
and no more than four (4) feet
in height.

Yes

Off‐street parking will be
located to the rear of buildings.

Yes

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Comments
909.20 – 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.

Compliance

N/A

Compliance
N/A
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Parking Structures
909.21.A. – All Districts
Parking structures shall meet the following
standards, along with all other applicable
building code standards:
1.

The ground floor façade abutting any
public street or walkway shall be
architecturally compatible with
surrounding commercial or office
buildings.

2.

The parking structure shall be
designed in such a way that sloped
floors do not dominate the
appearance of the façade.

3.

Windows or openings shall be similar
to those of surrounding buildings.

4.

Vines and other significant
landscaping shall be used to minimize
the visual impact of the parking
structure.

N/A

N/A
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Comments
Signs
909.22 – 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.

Compliance

Address numbers and
development name will be
architecturally compatible with
the style, composition,
materials, colors and details of
the building and be an integral
part of the building and site
design.

Yes

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

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 Chapter 927 of the
Wayzata Zoning Ordinance.
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909.23.C. – Permitted Sigs – Bluff District
Only the following types of signs are permitted
in the Bluff Street District:
1.Wall or awning signs.
2.Free‐standing signs.
3.Monument or ground signs.
Low‐profile ground signs or monument signs
are required for highway‐oriented commercial
uses such as restaurants and gas stations. Sign
materials, colors and architectural detailing
shall be similar to those of the principal
building. External illumination of signs is
permitted.

A monument may be included,
see drawing for details.

Comments
Parking Lot and Building Lighting
909.24 – 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 916.06 as it relates to
glare.

Exterior building lighting will be
shielded goose neck lights and
landscape bollard lighting.

Yes

Compliance

Yes
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Public Benefits:



Create an opportunity for seven new families to have a home within easy walking
distance of the amenities and business along Lake Street.
Provide a more attractive streetscape along the west side of Walker Ave between Rice
Street and Indian Mound East.

Next Steps:
Once we receive General Plan approval we will start work on the detailed construction and
engineering drawings for the project and submission of the Final Plat.

19
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RETAINING WALL

PAVER DRIVE
RETAINING WALL

TEMP. T/R

STOOP

NEW SIDEWALK

TEMP. T/R
UNIT 2
GARAGE: 936

UNIT 3
GARAGE: 937.5
RETAINING WALL

UNIT 4
GARAGE: 940.33

UNIT 1
GARAGE: 938.57

PAVER DRIVE

PORCH

STOOP

RETAINING WALL

UNIT 5 GARAGE:
941.5

AC
UNIT
NEW SIDEWALK

INDIAN MOUND EAST

AC UNIT

UNIT 6
GARAGE: 944.0

AC
UNIT

UNIT 7
GARAGE: 945.8

AC
UNIT

AC
UNIT

PORCH

AC
UNIT

STOOP
STOOP

PORCH
PORCH

BUILDING A

AC
UNIT

STOOP
STOOP

FLAGPOLE
MONUMENT

PORCH
PORCH

BUILDING B

STOOP

PLANTING AREA

BUILDING C
NEW SIDEWALK

WALKER AVE

SETBACK EXHIBIT

SCALE: 1" = 20'-0"

N
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58' - 11 1/8"

54' - 1"

17' - 10 3/4"

49' - 3 5/8"

44' - 6 1/4"

39' - 9 3/8"

25' - 0"

PAVER DRIVE

8' - 11 3/8"

8' - 11 3/8"

8' - 11 3/8"

UNIT 2
GARAGE: 936

STOOP

17' - 10 3/4"

10' - 0"

8' - 11 3/8"

UNIT 3
GARAGE: 937.5

4' - 8 3/4"

UNIT 4
GARAGE: 940.33

UNIT 1
GARAGE: 938.57

PAVER DRIVE

UNIT 5 GARAGE:
941.5

UNIT 6
GARAGE: 944.0
UNIT 7
GARAGE: 945.8

PORCH

PORCH
BUILDING B

STOOP
STOOP

PORCH
PORCH

STOOP

5' - 0"

STOOP

10' - 0"

BUILDING A

STOOP

14' - 7 1/2"

PORCH

19' - 4 3/8"

9' - 4 1/4"

STOOP

24' - 1 1/2"

PORCH

27' - 10 5/8"

INDIAN MOUND EAST

10' - 0"

BUILDING C

WALKER AVE
AVERAGE FRONT YARD SETBACK FROM PORCH: 16.83'

SETBACK EXHIBIT

SCALE: 1" = 20'-0"
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ASPHALT ROOF SHINGLES, TYP.
PANEL & TRIM

LP 4" TRIM

4" LAP SIDING
LP SHAKES

PRECAST

LP PANEL & TRIM

STONE

PRECAST CAP, TYP.
LP PANEL & TRIM
STONE
PRECAST CAP, TYP.

STONE

EAST ELEVATION

SCALE: 1/16" = 1'-0"

ASPHALT SHINGLES, TYP.

LP 4" LAP
SIDING

LP STRAIGHT
EDGE SHAKES
BLACK METAL
RAILING
LP TRIM
AND PANEL
6" LP LAP
SIDING
ROCK FACED
BLOCK

WEST ELEVATION

LP TRIM AND
PANEL
LP 4" LAP
SIDING
LP 6" LAP SIDING

ROCK FACE
BLOCK

STONE

SCALE: 1/16" = 1'-0"

MATERIAL SELECTIONS
LAP SIDING & SHAKES SW 7670 GRAY
SHINGLE
TRIM AND PANEL SW PURE WHITE
HEDBERG STONE BLUE MOUNTAIN
TAILORED W/BUFF COLORED GROUT

LP PANEL
& TRIM

RECESSED LIGHTING
BLACK METAL RAILINGS

LP 4" LAP SIDING
LP STRAIGHT
EDGE SHAKES

LP 6" LAP SIDING

BLACK ASPHALT
SHINGLES
EXTERIOR LIGHT

SIGNAGE: ADDRESS NUMBERS
BLACK WINDOWS

10' - 0"

PRECAST

6"

1' - 0"

ROCK FACED BLOCK

2' - 10"

4"

STONE

ROCK FACED BLOCK

PRECAST
BLACK METAL SIGNAGE
STONE

SOUTH ELEVATION

SCALE: 1/16" = 1'-0"

NORTH ELEVATION

MONUMENT

SCALE: 1/4" = 1'-0"
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PERSPECTIVE VIEW FROM SOUTHEAST

11.11.19
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PERSPECTIVE VIEW FROM EAST

11.11.19
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PERSPECTIVE VIEW FROM CITY HALL

11.11.19
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PERSPECTIVE VIEW FROM NORTHEAST

11.11.19
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#24

#23

#25

#26
#27

#28
#29
#30

#21

#22

#16

#17

#32

#18
#15

#19

#14

#13

#20
#12

#31

#11
#10
#9
#8
#7
#6
#5
#4

#3
'48"E
S01°23

#2
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North Lake Townhomes
Tree inventory - anticipated status

Tree #
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9A
9B
10
11
12
13A
13B
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22A
22B
23
24A
24B
25
26A
26B
27
28
29
30
31
32

Tree Type
Boxelder
Boxelder
Boxelder
Boxelder
Boxelder
Boxelder
Boxelder
Boxelder
Boxelder (2-12")
" "
Boxelder
Boxelder
Boxelder
Boxelder (2-9")
" "
Boxelder
Boxelder
Boxelder
Boxelder
Boxelder
Maple
Boxelder
Boxelder
Hackberry (2-6")
" "
Boxelder
Maple (2-12")
" "
Black Locust
Black Locust (2-12")
" "
Black Locust
Black Locust
Black Locust
Spruce
Maple
Crab

Unhealthy Significant trees
Total Significant trees

as of 12/10/19
Nonsignificant
Cal. Inches

11
10
11
10
9
9
9
8
6
11
9
6
6

5
120

Significant
Cal. Inches
12
18
18
14

Heritage
Cal. Inches

12
12
15
15

15
12
21
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
14
16
12
12
15
317
80
237

Total caliper inches being removed
25% of inches allowed to be removed

140
59

Required replacement (caliper inches)

81

0

Post const,
status
Remove
Remove
Remove
Remove
Remove
Remove
Remove
Remove
Remove
Remove
Remove
Remove
Remove
Remove
Remove
Remove
Remove
Remove
Remove
Remove
Save
Remove
Remove
Save
Save
Save
Remove
Remove
Save
Save
Save
Remove
Save
Save
Remove
Remove
Remove

Health status
of tree
OK
OK
Unhealthy
OK
OK
OK
OK
OK
OK
OK
OK
OK
OK
OK
OK
OK
OK
OK
OK
OK
OK
OK
Unhealthy
OK
OK
OK
Unhealthy
Unhealthy
OK
OK
OK
Unhealthy
OK
OK
Unhealthy
OK
OK

18

Cal. Inches of
signif. trees
removed
12
18

Cal. Inches
of saved
trees

14

12
12
15
15

15
12
21
12

6
6
12

12
12

12
12
12

14
12
80

16
12
15
140

109

Tree replacement schedule
Equivalent
caliper
inches

Quantity

Total cal.
Inches

Swedish Aspen, Columnar

3

4

12

AMB

Autom Blaze Maple

3

7

21

BLD

Boulevard Linden

3

7

21

Tree code

Tree type

SWA

Technito Arborvite (6 ft =
2.5
2.5 cal.)
Total caliper inches of replacement trees provided
TA

30

75
129
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