
 
AGENDA 

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
CITY OF SHOREVIEW 

 
DATE: AUGUST 23, 2016 

       TIME:  7:00 PM 
       PLACE: SHOREVIEW CITY HALL 
       LOCATION:  4600 NORTH VICTORIA ST. 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER 
 ROLL CALL 
 APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 July 26th, 2016 Minutes 
    
3. REPORT ON CITY COUNCIL ACTIONS  
 Meeting Date: August 1st, 2016 and August 15th 2016  
 Brief Description of Meeting Process – Chair John Doan 
 
4.    OLD BUSINESS 
 

A. RESIDENTIAL DESIGN REVIEW - VARIANCE  
FILE NO: 2624-16-23 
APPLICANT: Zawadski Homes, Inc  

 LOCATION: 951 Oakridge Ave. 
 
5.  NEW BUSINESS 
 

A. VARIANCE 
FILE NO: 2629-16-28 
APPLICANT: John & Valerie Kelly 
LOCATION: 650 Hwy 96 West 
 

B. VARIANCE 
FILE NO: 2627-16-26 
APPLICANT: Scott & Julie Schraut 
LOCATION: 844 County Road I West  

 
C. PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT-CONCEPT REVIEW * 

FILE NO: 2606-16-05 
APPLICANT: Woolpert Inc. 
LOCATION: 4188 Lexington Ave. (Shoreview Business Campus) 

 
 6.   MISCELLANEOUS 
 
       A. City Council Meeting Assignments for September 6th, 2016 and  September 19th , 2016 

   Planning Commissioners McCool and Doan 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



7.   ADJOURNMENT 
* The Planning Commission will hold a hearing, obtain public comment, discuss the 

application and forward the proposal to the City Council.  The Planned Unit Development 
(PUD) Concept Stage is intended to review general land use compatibility. The public review 
provides the Planning Commission, City Council and residents an opportunity to review a 
generalized plan.  Issues identified during Concept Stage review are addressed with detailed 
information at the subsequent Development Stage Review.  No comments by the City are 
binding, and no approvals are granted at this basic level of review.   

 
The City Council will consider these items at their regular meetings which are held on the 1st 
or 3rd Monday of each month. For confirmation when an item is scheduled at the City 
Council, please check the City's website at www.shoreviewmn.gov or contact the Planning 
Department at 651-490-4682 or 651-490-4680. 

http://www.shoreviewmn.gov/
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SHOREVIEW PLANNING COMMISSION 
MEETING MINUTES 

July 26, 2016 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Chair Doan called the July 26, 2016 Shoreview Planning Commission meeting to order  
at 7:02 p.m. 
 
ROLL CALL 
 
The following Commissioners were present:  Chair Doan; Commissioners Ferrington, McCool, 
Peterson, Solomonson, and Wolfe. 
 
Commissioner Thompson was absent. 
 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
Chair Doan noted that item 5E, Planned Unit Development/Concept Review for the Shoreview 
Business Campus will be postponed, as the application has not been properly noticed. 
 
MOTION: by Commissioner Solomonson, seconded by Commissioner McCool to approve  
 the July 26, 2016 Planning Commission meeting agenda as amended. 
 
VOTE:    Ayes - 6  Nays - 0 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
MOTION: by Commissioner Ferrington Peterson, seconded by Commissioner Peterson to  
 approve the June 28, 2016 Planning Commission meeting minutes, as presented.  
 
VOTE:    Ayes -  6  Nays - 0  
 
REPORT ON CITY COUNCIL ACTIONS 
 
Presentation by City Planner Kathleen Castle 
 
The City Council approved the following items as recommended by the Planning Commission: 
• Temporary Permit for Farmers’ Market at Shepherd of the Hills Church; 
• Preliminary Plat, Eagle Ridge Partners, 4000 Lexington/1005 Gramsie/1020, 1050, 1080 

County Road F. 
 
OLD BUSINESS 
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RESIDENTIAL DESIGN REVIEW / VARIANCE  
 
FILE NO:   2619-16-18 
APPLICANT:  JAYME BRISCH/WILLET REMODELING  
LOCATION:  3275 OWASSO HEIGHTS ROAD  
 
Presentation by Senior Planner Rob Warwick 
 
The property is a substandard, non-riparian lot with 8,401 square feet in area, less than the 
10,000 square feet standard and a 50-foot width which is less than the 75-foot standard in the R1 
District. 
 
This item was tabled at the Planning Commission’s June 28, 2016 meeting.  Applicants have 
revised the plan.  The second floor addition remains at 624 square feet with a 5-foot setback from 
the north lot line.  The rear addition has been moved south 5 feet and reduced in area to 554 
square feet, which complies with the 10-foot setback code requirement.  An eyebrow 
architectural feature and windows have been added to visually break up the wall effect of the 
addition on the north side.  The revisions add interest to the north elevation with the use of a jog 
in the wall, an eyebrow and windows.  The expansion complies with all design standards, 
including the 1600 square foot maximum foundation area allowed.  A variance is requested for 
the 5-foot setback for the second story addition because the existing house is located at a 5-foot 
setback from the north lot line.   
 
The applicant states that practical difficulty exists with the location and dimensions of the 
existing house.  A second story addition with usable space needs to use the existing setback.  The 
improvements will enlarge and modernize the existing small house.   
 
Property owners within 150 feet were notified of the revised request.  Two comments were 
received in support.  Three comments were received expressing concern about the roof peak of 
the shed style roof 5 feet from the lot line. 
 
Staff supports the proposal and finds it is consistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan 
regarding  Land Use and Housing.  The City encourages reinvestment in older properties.  The 5-
foot setback is common in this neighborhood and was the minimum required when the house 
was built.  Practical difficulty is a result of a small, narrow lot with the location of the existing 
house 5 feet from the north lot line.  The area is developed with a mix of housing styles, and staff 
does not believe the essential character of the neighborhood will be altered. 
 
Commissioner McCool asked if consideration was given to flipping the roof line of the second 
story so it would not be at the 5-foot setback.  Mr. Warwick stated there was a brief discussion 
about that option, but it makes storm water runoff more difficult to manage. 
 
Commissioner Solomonson asked if there are other two-story houses in the neighborhood.  Mr. 
Warwick stated that many houses are one story; some are 1 1/2 stories.  Many lakeside homes 
are two stories,  as are newer homes on Owasso Heights Drive. 
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Chair Doan opened the meeting to public comment. 
 
Mr. Jeffrey Budd, 3270 Owasso Heights Road, stated that he lives across the street and believes 
this will be a great improvement to the neighborhood. 
 
Ms. Sue Kramer, 3279 Owasso Heights Road,  stated that she lives south of this property.  
There is a deck on their house that will face the north wall of the proposed improvement.  There 
is more space to the south side of the existing house and she and her husband would like to see 
the second story addition flipped or the roof gabled so there is not a solid wall.  Or, would it be 
possible to move the second story 10 feet over and cantilever it on the south side to prevent a 
solid wall?  She believes drainage could be handled with gutters and downspouts.  She is not 
aware of other homes that are as close with a 5-foot setback.  It is important to consider the 
character of the neighborhood and property values with this proposal that does not quite fit. 
 
Ms. Kelly Lyden, 3262 Owasso Heights Road,  stated she was disappointed with the new 
revised plan.  The biggest issue is a second story at a 5-foot setback.  There is 20 feet on the 
other side of the house that should be considered as another option.  The house design 
emphasizes the narrow setback when looking at it from the road.  The character of the 
neighborhood will be changed, and the addition, as proposed, will not look like it fits. 
 
Mr. Mike Lyden, 3262 Owasso Heights Road,  stated that he is not satisfied that practical 
difficulty has been demonstrated.  Practical difficulty would be an odd shape or a pond to 
address or poor soil.  There should not be an injurious impact to neighboring properties which 
there will be to the Kramers.  It is not right to put an addition on at a 5-foot setback that will be 
permanent when today’s standards are 10 feet.  A variance should not be granted based on cost.    
 
Mr. Scott Willett, Willett Remodeling, explained that the current design is to keep the roof as 
low as possible.  Flipping the roof or making a gable would approach the limit of 28 feet and 
would mean that runoff water would flow between the two houses.  Costs to demolish the home 
and start over are prohibitive.   
 
Commissioner McCool asked if flipping the roof would mean changes internally.  Mr. Willet 
stated that a vaulted ceiling would be lost because of the layout of the bedroom, the staircase 
would end up in the kitchen, and the roof would impact how the deck extends from the house.   
 
Ms. Brisch, Applicant, stated that most of the interior of the home will remain the same.  She is 
adding up and out because the house is very small at 600 square feet.  She did take into 
consideration comments from neighbors.  This design that she created with her architect is her 
dream home.  The north wall closest to her neighbor has windows added and is in line with the 
rest of the home.  The Kramers’ house has a pergola on that side so they do not see straight up 
the wall.  An addition to the back would block more of their view.   
 
Chair Doan asked the impact of flipping the slope of the shed roof so it would drain on the north 
side instead of the south side.  Mr. Willet explained that besides the fact that water will run onto 
the Kramer property, the neighbors on the other side had expressed objection to having the 
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highest portion of the roof facing their house because it would block the view through the back 
yards.   
 
Chair Doan asked if there would be practical difficulty to a gabled roof.  Mr. Willet stated that 
the reason to not use a gabled roof is to keep the height down.  Also, the applicant likes and 
seeks to build the style that is presented.  The height would not go over the limit of 28 feet. 
 
Commissioner Solomonson asked the height of a garage that might be built on this lot, if it were 
vacant.  Mr. Warwick responded that living area is required to be set back 10 feet; a garage 
setback is 5 feet.  If the garage were attached, the type of roof proposed could be built without a 
variance.  If the garage were detached, the peak height is 18 feet. 
 
Commissioner Solomonson stated that the existing home is a legal non-conforming use.  There 
are a number of  5-foot setbacks in the neighborhood, which is an older part of town.  In 
considering that a structure could be built that is just as high without a variance.  Flipping the 
roof for drainage to the north would create another type of problem.  He would support the 
expansion as presented.  
 
Commissioner McCool stated that he supports the addition above the existing structure rather 
than adding onto the back.  The applicant has done what was asked by the Planning Commission 
at the last meeting.  He understands that flipping the roof would create interior issues.  Although 
the neighbors are objecting to the wall effect, they also might not like the water runoff onto their 
property. 
 
Commissioner Peterson stated that after seeing the pros and cons of flipping the roof, he would 
support the proposal.  The reasoning and findings are adequate to support the proposal. 
 
Commissioner Wolfe asked about a plan that was discussed at the last meeting that would not 
require a variance.  Mr. Willet explained that would be a one level on the existing house with a 
two-story addition to the back, which would not require a variance.  However, there was 
objection to how that plan would obstruct neighbors’ views.  No formal plans were presented 
with that design.  Commissioner Wolfe expressed his conflict with wanting neighborhoods to 
improve with reinvestment, but he also to stay true to who they are. 
 
Commissioner Ferrington stated that infill is always difficult because there are neighbors who 
have lived in the area for a long time.  She stated that the house is interesting, and she likes the 
design.  The only issue seems to be the wall effect.  The lot is not being overbuilt at 2000 square 
feet.  She appreciates the fact that instead of three variances, only one variance is needed.  She 
asked if there is enough room to plant arbor vitae along the north side.  She does not see an easy 
solution for the neighbors.  Mr. Warwick stated that 5 feet is not much space, and it is shady.   
 
Chair Doan expressed his appreciation that the homeowner is making a major investment.  
Separate from visual impacts, a major issue is water flow.  If the roof were flipped, he would 
have a big concern about water management.  He would not want to see a water trough between 
the two neighbors.  There is not enough room to create a slope.  While the wall is difficult, he 
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would ask the applicant to try to think of other features that could be added to break up the wall 
effect. 
 
MOTION: by Commissioner Peterson, seconded by Commissioner Solomonson to adopt  
 Resolution No. 16-60, approving the variance request to reduce the side setback to  
 5-feet for the second floor addition, and to approve the residential design review  
 application submitted by Jayme Brisch and Willet Remodeling for the property  
 located at 3275 Owasso Heights Road.  This approval is subject to the following  
 conditions: 
 
1. The project must be completed in accordance with the plans submitted as part of the  

application.      
2. This approval will expire after one year if a building permit has not been issued and 

construction commenced.  
3. Material storage and construction vehicle parking shall be limited to the subject property.  No 

construction parking or storage is permitted within the public right-of-way or on nearby 
private property without the written consent of the affected property owner. 

4. Erosion control will be installed in accordance with City Code requirements prior to any site 
disturbance.  Vegetation shall be restored in accordance with City Code standards. 

5. This approval is subject to a 5-day appeal period.  
6. A grading and drainage plan shall be submitted for review and approval by the City 

Engineer. 
 
This approval is based on the following findings: 
 

1. The proposed improvements are consistent with the Housing and Land Use Chapters of 
the Comprehensive Plan. 

2. The proposed second story addition to the detached single-family residence represents a 
reasonable use of the property which is located in the R-1 Detached Residential District.   

3. Unique circumstances stem from the age of the existing house, constructed in 1924 as a 
seasonal cabin, with a side setback that does not conform to the current 10-foot minimum 
requirement.  The existing 5-foot setback makes it difficult to enlarge in a compliant 
manner. 

4.  The diversity of housing styles and setbacks nearby indicate that the improvements will 
not alter the character of the existing neighborhood. 

Discussion: 
 
Commissioner McCool stated that he will not support this proposal because he does not find 
unique circumstances.  The applicant’s desire for this design and economic constraints have led 
to this proposal, which are not unique. 
 
VOTE:  Ayes - 3 (Peterson, Solomonson, Doan Nays - 3 (Ferrington, McCool,  
          Wolfe) 
City Attorney Beck stated that a tie vote means that the motion fails. 
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Commissioner McCool suggested the matter be continued until there is a full Commission that 
would not result in a tie.   
 
Ms. Brisch stated that the Commission was fairer at the last meeting in telling her what they 
wanted to see.  She reduced the number of variances form 3 to 1.  She is now unclear at all what 
the Commission is looking for.  She would like to move forward. 
 
Commissioner Solomonson explained that the Commission can only act on the plan that is 
presented.  He acknowledged that she did bring in a new plan based on what she heard at the last 
meeting, but it was only accepted on a 3 to 3 vote.  This leaves her in the position of either 
bringing the same plan back to a full Commission or bringing a new plan.   
 
Commissioner McCool stated that he would support the proposal if the roof were flipped. 
 
Commissioner Ferrington stated that reducing the height of the wall by 5 feet would help the 
neighbors and agreed with Commissioner McCool. 
 
Commissioner Wolfe stated he would support the plan if the roof were flipped. 
 
Mr. Willet stated that if flipping the roof gains support of the Commission and meets with the 
approval of the applicant, the roof can be flipped, and they will try to deal with water runoff 
through gutters and downspouts.   
 
MOTION: by Commissioenr McCool, seconded by Commissioner Solomonson that the  
 Planning Commission adopt Resolution No. 16-60, approving the variance  
 request to reduce the side setback to 5-feet for the second floor addition, and to  
 approve the residential design review application submitted by Jayme Brisch and  
 Willet Remodeling for the property located at 3275 Owasso Heights Road.  This  
 approval is subject to the following conditions: 
 
1. The project must be completed in accordance with the plans submitted as part of the  

application, except that the roofline shall be flipped on the front portion of the house as 
discussed at this Planning Commission meeting, so that the peak is located on the south.    

2. This approval will expire after one year if a building permit has not been issued and 
construction commenced.  

3. Material storage and construction vehicle parking shall be limited to the subject property.  No 
construction parking or storage is permitted within the public right-of-way or on nearby 
private property without the written consent of the affected property owner. 

4. Erosion control will be installed in accordance with City Code requirements prior to any site 
disturbance.  Vegetation shall be restored in accordance with City Code standards. 

5. This approval is subject to a 5-day appeal period.  
6. A grading and drainage plan shall be submitted for review and approval by the City 

Engineer. 
 
This approval is based on the following findings: 
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1. The proposed improvements are consistent with the Housing and Land Use Chapters of 
the Comprehensive Plan. 

2. The proposed second story addition to the detached single-family residence represents a 
reasonable use of the property which is located in the R-1 Detached Residential District.   

3. Unique circumstances stem from the age of the existing house, constructed in 1924 as a 
seasonal cabin, with a side setback that does not conform to the current 10-foot minimum 
requirement.  The existing 5-foot setback makes it difficult to enlarge in a compliant 
manner. 

4.  The diversity of housing styles and setbacks nearby indicate that the improvements will 
not alter the character of the existing neighborhood. 

 
VOTE:   Ayes - 6  Nays - 0 
 
NEW BUSINESS 
 
RESIDENTIAL DESIGN REVIEW/ VARIANCE 
 
FILE NO:   2623-16-22 
APPLICANT:  ALL ENERGY SOLAR 
LOCATION:  3210 WEST OWASSO BOULEVARD 
 
Presentation by City Planner Kathleen Castle 
 
The applicant seeks to locate a solar array in the front  yard of their property at a 90-foot setback 
from the front property line and 5 feet from the north side property line.  The property is zoned 
R1, Detached Residential and is within the Shoreland Management District of Lake Owasso.  
Regulation of this application falls under Section 211.040 of the Code, Miscellaneous Structures, 
as City Code does not directly address solar structures.  Miscellaneous structures are not allowed 
in the front yard.  However, the proposal is consistent with Chapter 12 of the Comprehensive 
Plan promoting alternative energy sources. 
 
The applicant states that the side setback variance is needed because the location is optimal for 
the array.  Trees and the slope to the lake make it difficult to locate the array closer to the house. 
 
Property owners within 150 feet were notified of the proposal.  Comments were received in 
support of the proposal, but there are also concerns regarding visual impact.   
 
Staff finds that use of solar energy is reasonable and is supported by City planning policies.  The 
unique circumstances governing location of the array are the topography of the property and 
trees.  The only open lawn area for the facility is in the front yard.  Staff does not believe the 
character of the neighborhood will be altered, as detached garages are located on the street side 
(front yard) of lakeshore properties.  Staff is concerned about the visual impact and recommends 
the side setback be increased to 10 feet with landscape screening along the north property line.  
Staff is recommending approval with the conditions listed in the staff report. 
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Commissioner Solomonson asked if there has been any discussion about glare off the panels that 
would be disturbing to neighbors.   
 
Commissioner McCool asked what type of screening is being recommended.  Ms. Castle stated 
that year-round screening is recommended.  The applicant has agreed to the increased setback to 
provide the screening. 
 
Mr. Brian Allen, Vice President All Energy Solar, responded to the question about glare and 
stated that the modules are made to absorb sunlight in order to convert photons into electrons to 
make electricity.  The glass has an anti-reflective coating.  His company, All Energy Solar, 
began in 2009, and installs solar panels for homes in Minnesota, Iowa and Wisconsin as well as 
other states.  It is a booming industry.  Minnesota is one of the top states in solar energy growth.  
Often work is done in cities that have not yet developed regulations for solar facilities, and his 
company would like to work with cities on such ordinances to make it easier for contractors. 
 
Commissioner Ferrington asked how secure the structure would be during severe weather.  Mr. 
Allen explained that the ground mount system must meet state Building Code requirements.  
That means a ground snow load of 50 pounds per square foot and withstanding wind of up to 115 
mph.  The panels are warrantied for 25 years.  The glass is tempered to withstand 1-inch pieces 
of hail at 50 mph.  It is very rare that panels are damaged by hail. 
 
Commissioner Wolfe asked in which direction the panels will slope.  Mr. Allen answered that 
the high end will be along the north property line where there is a 5-foot fence.  Trees will be  
planted to screen the additional height above the fence.  Commissioner Wolfe asked about 
screening on the south side.  Mr. Allen stated that because of existing trees it will be difficult to 
see the array from any direction on the road.  If required, the applicant is open to additional 
screening as long as no shadows are cast over the array. 
 
Commissioner Solomonson asked if the tilt of the panels changes with the season for optimized 
efficiency.  He also asked the reason for the panels to be on the ground and not on the roof.  Mr. 
Allen explained that to optimize the system, the panels are at the same height as latitude.  A 35-
degree tilt is the design for this array.  If the panels lie flat, there is over 40% loss in winter.  The 
panels are not on the roof because it gets very little sunlight due to the trees around the house.   
 
Chair Doan asked the recovery time for cost.  Mr. Allen stated that with the drop in cost for 
panels in the last several years, rebates and federal tax incentives, there is an instantaneous 
recovery.  The savings on the electric bill is higher than the payment of the loan for the energy 
system.  Recovery of cost for the loan is 5 to 10 years. 
 
Mr. Allen noted that staff has asked for an increased setback to 10 feet.  Due to the shade of 
trees across the driveway, he requested that setback be reduced from 10 feet.  In winter, there 
would be shade across the lower panels.  He would prefer the 5-foot setback as originally 
requested.  The five feet would allow enough space to plant arbor vitae.  If that is not possible, he 
would agree to a 10-foot setback from the property line to the back post, which means the slope 
of the panels would extend to 7 feet from the property line. 
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Commisioner  Peterson stated that there is significant distance between the house and road with 
many shade trees.  Visually, there would be limited impact from this facility.  He would support 
the change in setback to 10 feet from the back post, as proposed by Mr. Allen. 
 
Commissioner Solomonson expressed his concern about installation in the front yard.  The 
unique feature about this property is that it is long and narrow.  Screening may work in this 
situation, but there may be many similar applications for solar panels.  He would prefer to see the 
panels on the roof or in the back yard and will not support the application. 
 
Commissioner McCool stated that he has similar concerns and does not want to see many such 
installations in front yards in Shoreview.  However, he sees this situation as unique because there 
is no where else to put the panels, and they do not face the street.  Also, the front setback is 90 
feet from the street, which would be in the back yard of most lots.  He would prefer the greatest 
possible side setback but would not want the panels to be ineffective.  He would support the 10-
foot setback to the back post as suggested by Mr. Allen. 
 
Commissioner Ferrington stated that this is a new for consideration by the Planning Commission.  
For this particular property, this is a good design and she supports it. 
 
Commissioner Solomonson noted that these panels are static.  He asked if the panels could be 
replaced by ones that follow the sun and could then face the street.  City Attorney Beck 
responded that concern is covered in condition No. 1 that states, “The project must be completed 
in accordance with the plans submitted as part of the Variance application.”  A change in static 
panels would necessitate a new application. 
 
MOTION: by Commissioner Peterson, seconded by Commissioner McCool to adopt  
 Resolution No. 16-64, approving the variance request submitted by All Energy  
 Solar, on behalf of Erik and Trupti Storlie for their property at 3210 West Owasso  
 Boulevard.  The variance permits the installation of a solar array electric panel in  
 the front yard (street side).  This approval is subject to the following conditions  
 with the modification to condition No. 3 to read that the solar array shall be set  
 back a minimum of 10 feet from the north property line to the back post of the  
 structure. 
 
1. The project must be completed in accordance with the plans submitted as part of the 

Variance application.    
2. This approval will expire after one year if a building permit has not been issued and 

construction commenced.  
3. The solar array shall be setback a minimum of 10-feet from the north side property line. 
4. Landscape screening shall be installed immediately north of the array to mitigate the visual 

impact and year round screening.  A landscape plan shall be submitted for review and 
approval prior to the issuance of a building permit. 

5. In the event the use of the solar array panel is discontinued, said panel must be removed from 
the property.  

6. This approval is subject to a 5-day appeal period.  
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This approval is based on the following findings: 
 
1. The proposed improvements are consistent with the Resource Conservation Chapter of the 

Comprehensive Plan. 
2. The proposed location of the solar array is reasonable due to the topography and vegetation 

of the property.  
3. Unique circumstances are present due to the physical characteristics of the property and need 

for solar exposure.   
4. The proposed location of the array in the front yard will not impact the character of the 

neighborhood. 
5. Practical difficulty is present as stated in Resolution 16-64. 
 
Discussion: 
 
Commissioner Solomonson stated that he will not support the motion because of his concern 
about front yards for this type of use. 
 
VOTE:  Ayes - 5  Nay - 1 (Solomonson) 
 
Chair Doan called a five-minute break and then reconvened the meeting. 
 
 
RESIDENTIAL DESIGN REVIEW/ VARIANCE 
 
FILE NO:   2624-16-23 
APPLICANT:  ZAWADSKI HOMES, INC 
LOCATION:  951 OAKRIDGE AVE. 
 
Presentation by Senior Planner Rob Warwick 
 
The applicant seeks to tear down the existing house and rebuild a new one with a one-story 
design, walkout level basement with a 600-foot attached garage.  The proposed foundation area 
of the home would be 2,090 square feet.  The variance request is to increase the total floor area 
of accessory structures.  The property is a substandard riparian lot on Turtle Lake with a lot 
width of 68 feet, which is less than the standard required of 100 feet. 
 
There are several detached accessory structures on the property:  1) a boathouse of 331 square 
feet; 2) a detached garage of 788 square feet; and 3) a shed of 180 square feet that will be 
removed.  The variance would allow the detached garage and boathouse to remain in addition to 
allowing the attached garage for the new house, which would result in a total of 1710 square feet 
of accessory structure, which is 81.8% of the foundation area of the proposed house.  Code 
allows 1200 square feet or 90% of house foundation area, whichever is more restrictive, on lots 
of 0.5 to 1.0 acres.  The intent of Code is to make sure that the principal structure--the house--is 
the dominant building on the property.  The two accessory structures proposed to remain are 
legal non-conforming structures.  The detached garage was built in 1978; the boathouse was built 
in 1984 with a permit from the City.   
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The proposal complies with the Residential Design Review Standards for riparian lots in regard 
to lot coverage, building height, foundation area, setbacks and architectural mass.  Two 
shoreland mitigation practices to be used are:  1) establish a vegetation protection area 50 feet 
upland of the Ordinarh High Water (OHW) mark; and 2) architectural mass using natural colors.  
All accessory structures will be resided to match the new house. 
 
Notice of the proposal was mailed to property owners within 150 feet of the subject property.  
Three comments were received, all in support of the project. 
 
Staff finds that the proposal is reasonable and that unique circumstances exist with the 
configuration of the property that is not due to conditions created by the property owner.  The 
proposal will not alter the character of the neighborhood.  By retaining the two detached 
accessory structures, the property owner is limited with construction of a two-car garage.  
However, staff believes the house will be the dominant visual feature on the property.  Total 
accessory floor area will be approximately 82% of the 2090 square foot foundation area of the 
house.  The two existing accessory structures are not easily visible either from the lakeside or the 
street.  Staff is recommending approval. 
 
Commissioner Solomonson noted that if the detached structures were removed, a variance would 
not be needed to build an attached garage.  He would like to consider removal of the lakeside 
structure so that the variance in accessory structure space would not be so great from what is 
allowed.  Mr. Warwick responded that the water oriented structure has historical value to the 
family, now the third generation to occupy the property.  There is a deck on top of the boathouse 
very much enjoyed by the previous owner, a relative, who plans to continue to come to the 
property.   
 
Commissioner Solomonson noted that if the detached garage were removed, total accessory 
structure would be closer to the 12000 square feet allowed. 
 
Mrs. Christine Wahlin, Applicant, stated that they were able to purchase the property from her 
mother whose main goal is to maintain the property and keep it in the family.  The first proposed 
option presented to neighbors was with a 3-car attached garage.  Neighbors asked them to push 
the house back 10 feet, which was not an issue for them.   Mr. Wahlin stated that the house was 
moved back to accommodate neighbors’ concerns and then they opted for a two-car garage.  The 
detached garage will be partially screened from the road by a large tree.  Ms. Wahlin stated that 
the attached garage will be heated which is important for her health condition.  It does not make 
sense to take down the detached garage which is a good structure.  The detached garage will be 
re-sided to match the house.  The boathouse is actually a screen house used for entertaining and 
storage in the back for water gear.  Her mother plans to continue to use it, and it has to remain.  
Additional landscaping planned shows trees, shrubs, a rain garden on the lakeside house of the 
house and vegetation closer to the lake.   
 
Commissioner McCool asked about the design with a 3-car garage.  Mrs. Wahlin stated that 
design would mean a reconfiguration of the driveway and a turn-around area that would be next 
to the neighbor’s front patio.  The proposed driveway is straight in and out.     
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Chair Doan opened the discussion to public comment. 
 
Mr. Ron Kuhn, 942 Oakridge, expressed his support for the project.  Although the request is for 
a large amount of additional accessory structure, as was mentioned earlier, the front yard serves 
as the back yard on lake lots.  Space is needed for the additional lake equipment.  It is better to 
have accessory structures to store items than to have them set out in the yard.  The detached 
garage will not alter the look of the neighborhood.  The property at 971 Oakridge has two 
detached garages with a driveway to a 3-car garage.  He would like to see items put away which 
improves the look of the neighborhood. 
 
Mr. Ralph Tuff, 949 Oakridge, stated that the Wahlins have been good about communicating 
their plans.  He would be concerned about a driveway on his side of their property.  There has 
been discussion about trees along their lot line.  The reason for detached garages is storage of 
lake equipment.  He supports the proposed plan. 
 
Commissioner Solomonson noted the boathouse is not totally on the property owner’s property 
and what implications that may have.  He asked if it is a legal structure.  City Attorney Beck 
stated that the neighbor has not raised an issue.  Whether it is legal depends on when it was built 
and whether it was approved.  The structure can be legal and not on the owner’s property. 
 
Commissioner Solomonson said he prefers a 3-car attached garage design because it would 
remove the detached garage.  This design allows more storage than most residents are allowed to 
have, and he would like to see the total accessory structure space reduced. 
 
Commissioner McCool stated that the City just went through a revision of accessory structure 
regulations.  He does not support the argument for more storage.  However, he is very 
appreciative that the applicant is trying to come up with a design that is agreeable to the 
neighbors.  He would prefer a 3-car garage design rather than granting 500 square feet of 
additional storage.  He would also prefer granting a variance for a front lot line rather than the 
large amount of square footage for accessory structures. 
 
Commissioner Peterson noted that at the last meeting flexibility was granted for additional 
accessory structure, but this request is too much.  There are other options to come closer to 
compliance with City standards. 
 
Commissioner Ferrington stated that she very much likes the design and the fact that the 
neighbors have been included in discussions.  However, whether it is keeping the shed or another 
creative approach, the accessory structure storage space must be reduced from what is proposed. 
 
Chair Doan asked the applicant whether they would like to table the matter or have the Planning 
Commission deny the proposal.  Ms. Castle explained that the application could be revised.  If 
the application is denied, it would mean that another similar application could not be processed 
for six months through a whole new application process. 
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Mrs. Wahlin stated that they could design an attached 3-car garage house, but they did not want 
to push it close to the neighbors who did not like that design.  She asked the chances of being 
denied with a 3-car garage design with the house pushed back to accommodate neighbors’ 
concerns. 
 
Chair Doan explained that the Commission can only act on the plan presented and cannot 
indicate verbal approval on anything until a different plan is presented.  He echoed what other 
Commissioners have said that the City has just spent over a year in workshops and meetings to 
revise accessory structure regulations.  To approve something so far beyond what has just been 
newly adopted would be bad practice.   
 
Mr. Wahlin requested the matter be tabled to the August Planning Commission meeting.   
 
MOTION: by Commissioner McCool, seconded by Commissioner Peterson to table  
 Resolution No. 16-67 to the August Planning Commision meeting and instruct  
 staff to issue a letter pursuant to Minnesota Statute 15.99 to extend the 60-day  
 review period to 120 days. 
 
VOTE:   Ayes - 6   Nays - 0 
 
VARIANCE 
 
FILE NO:   2626-16-25 
APPLICANT:  IVAN & LIBBY IVANOV 
LOCATION:  183 SHERWOOD RD. 
 
Presentation by Economic Development and Planning Associate Niki Hill 
 
The variance request is to reduce the minimum front setback to a range of 70 to 90 feet because 
the existing setbacks do not allow sufficient space for a building pad on the property because of 
the flag lot to the east.  The existing front setback is 196.91 to 216.01 feet.  The depth of the 
property is 248.57 feet with a required 40-foot rear setback.  When the flag lot was created in 
2015, it was acknowledged that a front setback variance would be requested for the subject 
property.  The proposal is to build a 1 1/2 story home with a front setback of 80 feet, 20 feet 
closer to the street than the adjacent home.   
 
Notices of the proposal were sent to property owners within 150 feet.  No comments were 
received.   
 
Staff finds that the proposal is consistent with the City’s land use and housing policies.  A new 
home with attached garage is a reasonable use of the property.  The proposed setback range is 
reasonable due to the character of this parcel and the neighborhood.  Unique circumstances exist 
with an adjacent flag lot.  The required setback range of 196.91 to 216.01 feet plus the 40-foot 
required rear setback would allow no building pad on the property that is only 248.57 feet in 
depth.  The character of the neighborhood will not be altered, as residential lots are separated by 
open space.  Staff is recommending approval with the conditions listed in the staff report. 
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Commissioner McCool asked the reason for the setback to be defined as 70 to 90 feet.  Ms. Hill 
explained that the range is defined in the Code as obtained from the average of the setbacks of 
the two adjacent properties.  Commissioner McCool stated that he would prefer that the front 
setback range be 80 to 90 feet, not 70.  With the next door neighbor at 119 feet, a 70-foot setback 
would place the house almost 50 feet in front of the neighbor. 
 
Mr. Richard Kotosky, Roseville, stated that he is present to answer questions.  The applicants 
would like to keep the setback range at 70 to 90 feet, so the house could be 10 feet in front of or 
behind the adjacent house, which is what the Code allows.  Ms. Hill explained that the home to 
the east across the drive is at a setback of 35 to 40 feet and is the only home used in the 
calculation because the property to the west is vacant.  Ms. Castle added that when there is a 
vacant adjacent parcel, the minimum setback applied is 25 feet.  That was added to the setback of 
the home on the other side to determine the setback range.   
 
Commissioner Solomonson clarified the setbacks of adjacent parcels and the calculation.  The 
70-foot setback is in line with the houses beyond the vacant parcel so he will support the request. 
 
MOTION: by Commissioner Ferrington, seconded by Commissioner Wolfe to recommend  
 the Planning Commission adopt Resolution 16-65 approving the variance request  
 for a Ivan and Libby Ivanov at 183 Sherwood Rd, subject to the following  
 conditions: 

 
1.  The applicants shall enter into the approved Development Agreement for Construction, as 

specified in the subdivision of the parent parcel, 175 Sherwood, prior to building permits 
being issued for a home on 183 Sherwood. 

2.  The project must be completed in accordance with the plans submitted as part of the 
Variance application.  The residential structure shall have a minimum 70 foot front 
setback and maximum 90 feet front setback. 

3.  This approval will expire after one year if a building permit has not been issued and work 
has not begun on the project. 

4.  This approval is subject to a 5-day appeal period. Once the appeal period expires, a 
building permit may be issued for the proposed project. A building permit must be 
obtained before any construction activity begins.  

 
This approval is based on the following findings: 
 

1. The proposed improvements are consistent with the Housing and Land Use Chapters of 
the Comprehensive Plan. 

2. The proposed house and attached garage represent a reasonable use of the property which 
is located in the R-1 Detached Residential District.   

3. Unique circumstances stem from the uniqueness of the parcel.  The adjacent parcel is a 
key lot and the home is setback fully behind this parcel. The setback range for the future 
house on 183 Sherwood from the Sherwood Road right-of-way is 196.91 feet to 216.91 
feet.  With a lot depth of 248.57 feet and a required 40-foot rear yard setback, there is no 
buildable area causing the need for a future front yard setback variance.  
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4. The new construction will not stand out among the existing residences in the area since 
the proposed house is setback from the street and well screened by mature trees. 

VOTE:   Ayes - 6  Nays - 0 
 
VARIANCE/ MINOR SUBDIVISION * 
 
FILE NO:   2625-16-24 
APPLICANT:  HINZ - SUMMIT DESIGN BUILD 
LOCATION:  600 NORTH OWASSO BLVD.  
 
Presentation by City Planner Kathleen Castle 
 
The application is to divide the property into three parcels for single-family residential use.  
There is an existing home and detached garage on Parcel A.  A variance is requested to reduce 
the required 20-foot side yard structure setback to 5 feet for for the detached garage that the 
applicants would like to retain.  Code requires a 20-foot setback because these are key lots.  The 
property is zoned R1, Detached Residential.  The minor subdivision does comply with 
subdivision and development code standards.   
 
Parcel A has 30 feet of frontage on Owasso Boulevard with driveway access to the garage.  
Parcel B  would share the driveway access fro Parcel A, rather than seeking a new driveway on 
Owasso Boulevard, which is a collector street.  Development of Parcel B would require removal 
of 7 landmark trees with replacement per Code.  The access driveway will be graded and 
stormwater directed to North Owasso Boulevard.  The lots comply with City Code standards.  
All parcels will be served with municipal sanitary sewer and water.  Staff is recommending a 
minimum 30-foot front setback for Parcels B and C. 
 
Staff finds retention of the existing detached garage to be reasonable, as it is in good condition.  
The unique circumstances include the property being oversized.  Orientation of the new parcels 
to North Owasso Boulevard is logical but creates key lots that require a greater structure setback.  
The proposed setback will not alter the character of the neighborhood.   
 
Property owners within 350 feet were notified.  A number of comments were received regarding 
access, storm water management, utilities, and character of the neighborhood.  The Lake Johanna 
Fire Department stipulates driveway access to Parcel A that will accommodate emergency 
vehicle access.  The Ramsey/Washington Metro Watershed District has determined that no 
permit is required. 
 
The subject property has common ownership with a beach access lot, a separate lot of record.  
There is hesitation by the City Attorney to address the beach access lot with the minor 
subdivision because it is a separate lot of record.  There are also questions as to whether Lots B 
and C would be granted easement rights to the beach access lot.  The beach access lot is a non-
conforming lot of record because it does not meet standards for a shoreland lot.  A non-
conforming lot cannot, by Code, increase intensity of its use.  Therefore, the Commission may 
wish to impose restrictions to easement rights for Parcels B and C. 
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Staff finds that the proposed parcels comply with City Code.  The existing detached garage 
meets criteria for practical difficulty to justify the variance for the 5-foot setback.  Staff is 
recommending approval with the conditions listed in the staff report. 
 
Commissioner Ferrington asked if the driveway access to Parcel B goes through to Dale as 
shown on the map.  Ms. Castle explained that staff is recommending that driveway easement be 
shortened and not extend to Dale. 
 
Commissioner Ferrington asked if the beach access lot is an easement over any other property to 
access North Owasso Boulevard.  Ms. Castle clarified that the beach access lot is a lot in its own 
right and is owned by Parcel A. 
 
Commissioner McCool noted a Lot B attached to Parcel A and asked how that fits in.  Ms. Castle 
stated that it is her understanding that when this area was originally platted, there was a lot along 
the rear of the properties to provide access to the rear.  It was not platted as right-of-way.  At 
some point, a portion of the rear access lot was deeded to the City known as Dale Alley, which is 
used by properties to the south.   
 
City Attoreny Beck stated that proper notice for the public hearing has been provided. 
 
Chair Doan opened the public hearing. 
 
Mr. Todd Hinz, 3160 West Owasso Boulevard, Applicant, introduced his partner Josh Linden.  
He stated that there is no intention to use the Dale Alley access.  The beach access lot is separate 
from the minor subdivision.  Legal rights have not been fully reviewed regarding that piece of 
property. 
 
Commissioner Ferrington asked the reason for the property line that jogs around the garage and 
the reason for not creating a straight boundary for parcel B.  Mr. Hinz explained that the uneven 
boundary line is strictly to keep the garage on Parcel A and retain use of the garage.  There will 
be a 40-foot setback to the building pad on Parcel B. 
 
Mr. Linden stated that the only other option would be to tear down the garage, which is in good 
shape.  The driveway meets existing blacktop standards.  It blends in well.  Parcel B is heavily 
wooded.  There will be a number of trees that will be left between the garage and the new house.   
 
Commissioner Ferrington noted that neighbors are concerned about the safety of the access 
drives.  Mr. Hinz agreed that North Owasso Boulevard is a busy street.  Instead of having three 
driveways beyond the curve, the driveway is at the top of the curve and aligns with the house to 
the west.  Once trees and brush are cleared, there will be a good sight line for traffic.  The 
existing access to Parcel C will remain. 
 
Chair Doan asked if approval of the minor subdivision means the access is also approved.  Ms. 
Castle stated that approval includes the access for Parcels A and B.  Parcel C does not have a 
building permit application.  Access for Parcel C would be reviewed at that time. 
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Chair Doan opened the public hearing. 
 
Mr. Robert Devoe, 590 North Owasso Boulevard, stated that their view is a park setting with 
old growth trees.  They did not anticipate the property would be developed.  It will impact the 
character of the neighborhood because now it is a park setting.  Two new houses would sit 
among a 1920s house, a 1970s house and a 1960s house.  Orientation of the houses are not in 
alignment.   
 
Mr. Skip Kiland, 3340 Owasso Heights Road, stated that his concern is the lake access.  His 
property abuts the 8-foot strip of land.  He would like to see the City make that strip of land part 
of Parcel A and not increase the traffic on that land.  There is not room for more boats and docks 
to use that strip of land. 
 
Mr. Chuck Copeland, 3348 Owasso Heights Road, stated that his concern is that use of the 8-
foot strip could mean a party by the lake and spilling over into private property.  It would be 
untenable to control.  Riparian rights go 150 feet into the water.  There have been efforts to build 
marinas that have been blocked.  The effect of use of the lake access strip needs to be addressed 
with this decision. 
 
Ms. Twila Greenhack, 3333 Owasso Heights Road, stated that her concern is the 30-foot strip 
known as Dale Alley.  She asked if the City owns it.  Ms. Castle stated that it will be owned and 
maintained by the future property owner of Parcel A.  
 
MOTION: by Commissioner Solomonson, seconded by Commissioner Ferrington to close  
 the public hearing at 10:54 p.m. 
 
VOTE:  Ayes - 6   Nays - 0 
 
Commissioner Ferrington stated that with the number of comments regarding the beach access 
lot, she would like to know if it is tied to this application.  Ms. Castle stated that it is a separate 
parcel but in common ownership.  City Attorney Beck stated that as a separate tax parcel it is a 
separate issue.  In this scenario, typically the Commission would look for a nexis between the 
subdivision lot and the beach access lot.  If there is one, the Commission can condition the minor 
subdivision on that.   
 
Chair Doan asked for staff’s recommendation on the matter.   Ms. Castle stated that there are a 
number of beach access lots on Lake Owasso.  The code states that any beach access lot created 
after 1993 requires a Conditional Use Permit.  This lot was created before 1993 and is non-
conforming.  Shoreland management does not address beach access lots.  The non-conforming 
lot regulations allow such a lot to continue in size, intensity and manner of operation which 
existed when it became a non-conforming use.   A strict interpretation would be that to grant 
access to Parcels B and C by Parcel A would increase its use and intensity.  She is unclear 
whether the property meets the nexis standard. 
 
Chair Doan called a five-minute break and reconvened at 11:03 p.m. 
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Commissioner McCool questioned whether the Planning Commission is going to regulate the 
number of people who can have access.  The issue he hears is with boats.  To say that Parcels B 
and C do not have access is an overstep.  The Planning Commission should not make this 
decision.  
 
Commission Ferrington stated that she is not prepared to make a decision on the beach access 
lot.  If the Planning Commission does not make this decision, who makes that determination?  
Ms. Castle stated that jurisdiction comes through the zoning code.  Anything in water is under 
DNR jurisdiction. 
 
Chair Doan stated that he is not qualified to determine whether there is a nexis and would err on 
the side of caution by not concluding there is one.  Issues related to use from the lake are beyond 
the purview of the Planning Commission.   
 
Commissioner McCool stated that approval of this minor subdivision does not mean the 
Commission is approving access to the beach access lot.  It is a separate open issue to be decided 
another time.   
 

MOTION: by Commissioner McCool, seconded by Commissioner Ferrington to adopt  
 Resolution No. 16-66 approving the variance to reduce the 20-foot side yard  
 setback for the detached garage to 5 feet and to recommend approval of the minor  
 subdivision to the City Council, subject to the following proposed conditions, and  
 with a 12th condition added to the minor subdivision that no access easement will  
 be granted across Parcel A to Lot B (Dale Alley). 

Variance 
1. This approval is subject to approval of the Minor Subdivision application by the City 

Council. 

2. This approval will expire after one year if the subdivision has not been recorded with 
Ramsey County.   

3. The approval is subject to a 5 day appeal period. 

 

Minor Subdivision 
1. Approval of the Minor Subdivision is contingent upon the approval of a variance reducing 

the required side yard setback for the detached garage on Parcel A. 

2. The applicant shall pay a Public Recreation Use Dedication fee as required by Section 
204.020 of the Development Regulations before the City will endorse deeds for recording.  
The fee will be 4% of the fair market value of the property, with credit given for the existing 
residence. 

3. Public drainage and utility easements shall be dedicated to the City as required by the City 
Engineer.  The applicant shall be responsible for providing legal descriptions for all required 
easements.  Easements shall be conveyed before the City will endorse deeds for recording.  
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4. Private easements for sanitary sewer service shall be provided for Parcels B and C as 
identified in the memo from the City Engineer dated July 21, 2016.   

5. Municipal water and sanitary sewer service shall be provided to Parcels B and C.   

6. The proposed 30-foot wide ingress, egress and driveway easement shall be modified so as 
not to extend beyond the south lot line of Parcel B.  

7. The applicants shall enter into a Subdivision Agreement with the City and shall include but 
not be limited to the following: site grading, tree protection and replacement, required 
financial sureties and fees, utilities, easements and construction management.  This 
agreement shall be executed prior to the City’s release of the deeds for recording.  

8. A Grading Permit is required prior to the commencement of any site work.   

9. The driveway serving Parcels A and B shall comply with the requirements as identified by 
the Fire Marshal.   

10. The following conditions apply to Parcels B and C. 

a. A Development Agreement for Construction must be executed prior to the issuance of 
a building permit for a new home on each property.   

b. A Tree Protection and Replacement Plan shall be submitted with the Building Permit 
applications for the new homes on each parcel. Tree removal requires replacement 
trees per City Code.  City requirements for the tree removal and protection plan shall 
be detailed in the Development Agreement for Construction.  

c. A Grading and Drainage Plan shall be submitted with the Building Permit 
applications for the new homes on each parcel. The items identified in the attached 
memo from the City Engineer shall be addressed in this Plan.   

d. For Parcel B, minimum structure setbacks from the property lines shall be as follows: 
Front – 30 feet, Side (East) – 10 feet for the dwelling unit/5 feet for accessory 
structures, Side (West) – 10-feet,  and Rear – 40 feet. 

e. For Parcel C, minimum structure setbacks from the property lines shall be as follows: 
Front – 30 feet, Side (East) – 20 feet, Rear – 40 feet, Side (West), 10 feet for the 
dwelling unit/5 feet for accessory structures 

11. This approval shall expire after one year if the subdivision has not been recorded with 
Ramsey County. 

 
This approval is based on the following findings: 
 
1. The proposed improvements are consistent with the Land Use and Housing Chapters of the 

Comprehensive Plan. 
 

2. The subdivision is consistent with the policies of the Development Code and the proposed 
lots conform to the other adopted City standards for the R-1 Detached Residential District. 

3. Practical difficulty is present as stated in Resolution 16-64. 
VOTE:   Ayes - 6  Nays - 0 
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PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT/CONCEPT REVIEW 
 
FILE NO.  2606-16-05 
APPLICANT: WOOPERT, INC. 
LOCATION:  4188 LEXINGTON AVENUE (SHOREVIEW BUSINESS CAMPUS) 
 
As noted under Approval of the Agenda, this matter was postponed.   
 
PUBLIC HEARING - TEXT AMENDMENT, TEMPORARY HEALTH CARE 
DWELLINGS 
 
FILE NO.:  2621-16-20 
APPLICANT: CITY WIDE 
LOCATION:  CITY OF SHOREVIEW 
 
Presentation by Economic Development and Planning Associate Niki Hill 
 
The City proposes a text amendment to opt out of temporary health care dwellings.  A bill was 
passed in the past legislative session creating a process for local governments to permit certain 
types of recreational vehicles and other structures as temporary family dwellings.  The new law 
becomes effective September 1, 2016, unless a city chooses to adopt an ordinance to opt out of 
the legislation.  The intent of the legislation is to provide transitional housing for seniors.  The 
law allows anyone in need of assistance with two or more “instrumental activities of daily life” 
for mental or physical reasons eligible to be housed in this manner.  There is an exemption to 
zoning authority and requires cities to approve a permit within a 15-day period.  The law also 
allows a permit with a doctor’s note for the residents and allows exceptions to building, zoning 
and fire regulations. 
 
Staff concerns regarding this new law are summarized as follows which provide the reason for 
the text amendment to opt out of this legislation: 
 
• Allowing a detached accessory dwelling on a single-family parcel; 
• Location is not verified with the absence of a survey as required by other permits; 
• There is no means to process or reject a Conditional Use Permit; 
• The permit circumvents the pubic process with the shortened, 15-day processing; 
• The permit is automatically extended without any provisions on which the City may deny 

extension; 
• There is no reference to compliance with shoreland, flood plain or wetland requirements. 
 
Staff notes there are options in and around the community to assist with senior or health care 
needs, such as a family member spare bedroom, accessory apartments, apartments and senior 
apartments throughout the community, assisted living facilities, short-term health care facilities 
and various group homes. 
The League of Minnesota Cities has drafted a sample opt-out ordinance in order for cities to 
regulate temporary dwelling units as a conditional use or to adopt a temporary health care 
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dwelling ordinance that mirrors the state law with additional requirements, such as front  yard 
restriction. 
 
Notice was published in the City’s legal newspaper.  No comments were received.   
 
This matter was discussed by the City’s Economic Development Authority.  A recommendation 
was made at their July 5, 2016 meeting for the City to adopt an ordinance to opt out of the 
temporary health care dwelling requirements. 
 
Staff recommends Planning Commission review with a recommendation to the City Council to 
adopt the proposed opt out ordinance. 
 
City Attorney Beck stated that proper notice was given for the public hearing. 
 
Chair Doan opened the public hearing.  There were no comments  
 
MOTION: by Commissioner Solomonson, seconded by Commissioner McCool to close the  
 public hearing at 11:22 p.m. 
  
VOTE:  Ayes - 6   Nays - 0 
 
Commissioner Wolfe asked if further explanation for this bill has been provided by the state.  
Ms. Hill stated that the bill was proposed by the representative from New Brighton.  Next-Door 
Housing is located in New Brighton and manufactures this type of housing.  If cities do not opt 
out by September 1, 2016, they are subject to its provisions. 
 
Commissioner McCool stated that he supports opting out.  If needed, he would like the City to 
adopt its own ordinance to address this need. 
 
Chair Doan agreed with the opt-out ordinance but stated that there may be certain circumstances 
when such temporary dwellings would be beneficial.  He would recommend further investigation 
and a possible workshop session for the Planning Commission to learn more about this issue. 
 
MOTION: by Commissioner Ferrington, seconded by Commissioner Wolfe to recommend  
 the City Council approve the ordinance to opt out of recently passed legislation,  
 Chapter 111, 2016, Minnesota Session Laws, requiring cities to provide  
 temporary health care dwelling units. 
 
VOTE:   Ayes - 6   Nays - 0 
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MISCELLANEOUS 
 
City Council Meetings 
 
Commissioners Peterson and Chair Doan are respectively scheduled to attend the City Council 
meetings of August 1, 2016 and August 15, 2016. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOTION: by Commissioner Solomonson, seconded by Commissioner McCool, to adjourn  
 the meeting at 11:28 p.m. 
 
 
VOTE:   Ayes - 6  Nays - 0 
 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
_______________________________ 
Kathleen Castle 
City Planner 
 









































































































 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

EXTRACT OF MINUTES OF MEETING OF THE 
PLANNING COMMISSION OF SHOREVIEW, MINNESOTA 

HELD AUGUST 23, 2016 
 
* * * * * * * * * * * *       * 
 
Pursuant to due call and notice thereof, a meeting of the Planning Commission of the City of 
Shoreview, Minnesota was duly called and held at the Shoreview City Hall in said City at 7:00 
PM. 
 
The following members were present:  
 
And the following members were absent:  
 
Member __________________ introduced the following resolution and moved its adoption. 
 

RESOLUTION NO.  16-77 FOR A VARIANCE TO REDUCE THE STRUCTURE 
SETBACK FROM THE ORDINIARY HIGH WATER LEVEL 

   
WHEREAS, Scott and Julie Schraut, a married to eachother, submitted a variance application for 
the following described property: 
 

Lot 4 and 5, except the East 20 feet of said Lot 5, Turtle Lake Shores, Ramsey County 
 (Commonly known as 844 County Rd I) 

 
WHEREAS, the Development Regulations state the minimum structure setback for a single-
family residential home from the Ordinary High Water Level is 50 feet; and 
 
WHEREAS, the applicant has requested a variance to reduce the structure setback to 24 feet for 
the stairs and 28 feet for the infill addition from the Ordinary High water level; and  
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WHEREAS, the Shoreview Planning Commission is authorized by state law and the City of 
Shoreview Development Regulations to make final decisions on variance requests. 
 
WHEREAS, on August  23, 2016 the Shoreview Planning Commission made the following 
findings of fact: 
 
1. Reasonable Manner.  The property owner proposes to use the property in a reasonable 

manner not permitted by the Shoreview Development Regulations.  A variance is needed to 
allow the proposed 8’ x 4’ structure expansion due to the lot being substandard non-riparian 
and the location of the house is less than the 50 foot required minimum OHW setback as part 
of Section 209.080 of the City Code which addresses Shoreland Management.    The variance 
request to build the infill addition in the proposed location represents a reasonable use of the 
property.  The proposed addition and deck stairs do not increase the roof area or the 
impervious surface coverage of the structure.   

2. Unique Circumstances.  The plight of the property owner is due to circumstances unique to 
the property not created by the property owner.   Practical difficulty stems from the 
uniqueness of the parcel and the location of the house. The parcel has one of the smallest 
depths of the riparian lots on the north shore of Turtle Lake.  It is a substandard riparian lake 
parcel with an average width of 100.30 ft, an average depth of 116 ft and a size of 11,325.6 
square feet.  The required minimum lot size of a riparian lot is 15,000.  The home is also 
setback 25.5 feet from the OHW, which is less than the required 50 foot setback as stated in 
Section 209.080.  This size of the parcel, combined with the 25.5 ft setback of the existing 
house make the home a legal non-conforming structure.  Any modifications of the home 
expanding it require a variance because it would be an expansion of the non-conforming 
structure. The combination of substandard riparian parcel and the already minimal 25.5 foot 
setback of the existing home from the OHW are unique circumstances to this lot.  

3. Character of Neighborhood.  The variance, if granted, will not alter the essential character 
of the neighborhood.  The infill addition will not change the character – or setback of the 
closest point of the home to the OHW.  The 24’ setback of the stairs will not impact the 
neighborhood as they will be integrated in the existing landing.   Furthermore, the adjacent 
properties also have reduced setbacks with the home on the west being 38.1 feet from the 
OHW and the home on the east having a 31.9 ft setback for their home but a 13.7 ft setback 
for their patio 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE SHOREVIEW PLANNING 
COMMISSION, that the variance request for property described above, 844 County Rd I, be 
approved, subject to the following conditions: 
 
1. The project must be completed in accordance with the plans submitted as part of the 

Variance application.    
2. This approval will expire after one year if a building permit has not been issued and 

construction commenced. 
3. This approval is subject to a 5-day appeal period.  
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The motion was duly seconded by Member ___________________ and upon a vote being taken 
thereon, the following voted in favor thereof: 
 
 
And the following voted against the same:  
 
 
Adopted this 23rd day of August, 2016 
 
 
       ____________________________ 
       John Doan, Chair 
       Shoreview Planning Commission 
 
 
ATTEST:       
 
_________________________ 
Kathleen Castle, City Planner                                                   
 
 
 
 
 
ACCEPTANCE OF CONDITIONS: 
 
 
_______________________________________ 
Scott Schraut 
 
 
 
_______________________________________ 
Julie Schraut 
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STATE OF MINNESOTA) 
           ) 
COUNTY OF RAMSEY   ) 
          ) 
CITY OF SHOREVIEW   ) 
 
 I, the undersigned, being the duly qualified and acting Manager of the City of Shoreview 

of Ramsey County, Minnesota, do hereby certify that I have carefully compared the attached and 

foregoing extract of minutes of a meeting of said City of Shoreview Planning Commission held 

on the 23rd day of August, 2016 with the original thereof on file in my office and the same is a 

full, true and complete transcript there from insofar as the same relates to adopting Resolution16-

77. 

 
 WITNESS MY HAND officially as such Manager and the corporate seal of the City of 

Shoreview, Minnesota, this 23rd  day of August, 2016. 

 
             
       Terry C. Schwerm 
       City Manager 

 
 

 
SEAL 
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