City of Excelsior
Notice of Regular Meeting
of the Excelsior Planning Commission

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Planning Commission of the City of Excelsior will
hold its regular meeting on January 25, 2021 at 6:00 p.m. via a telephonic and/or electronic
meeting. The agenda for the meeting is attached hereto.
In accordance with the requirements of Minn. Stat. Section 13D.021, the Mayor, the city
manager, and the city attorney have determined that an in-person meeting is not practical or
prudent because of the “COVID-19 Health Pandemic” emergency declared under Chapter 12 of
the Minnesota Statutes. Due to the measures necessary to contain and mitigate the impacts
of the Pandemic Emergency, it has been determined that attendance at the regular meeting
location by members of the public is not feasible and that the physical presence at the
regular meeting location by at least one member of the body, chief legal counsel or chief
administrative officer is not feasible. Therefore, all staff and Planning Commission members
will be participating by telephone or other electronic means.
Members of the public may attend the meeting by joining via Zoom either online or by
telephone at:
Join Zoom Meeting
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/87441612409
Meeting ID: 874 4161 2409
Dial by your location
+1 312 626 6799 US (Chicago)
+1 301 715 8592 US
Meeting ID: 874 4161 2409

Notice: Some items on this agenda are important enough to City Council Members that a quorum of the
Council may be present to receive information leading to their future deliberations and eventual decision.
Auxiliary aid for individuals with disabilities is available upon request. Requests must be made at least 96 hours in
advance to the City Clerk at (952) 653-3675.
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City of Excelsior
Planning Commission Meeting
AGENDA
Monday, January 25, 2021
Council Chamber, City Hall, 343 Third Street
6:00 P.M.
1. CALL TO ORDER
2. ROLL CALL
3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
a) Planning Commission Meeting of December 28, 2020
4. PUBLIC HEARINGS
a) 444 West Lake Street Residential Review Permit (PC No. 20-22)
b) 366 Oak Street Residential Review Permit and Garage Variances (PC No. 21-01)
c) 678 Pleasant Street Residential Review Permit and Garage Variances (PC No. 20-21)
5. DISCUSSION ITEMS
a) Residential Review Process Recap
6. COMMUNICATIONS & REPORTS
a) Next City Council Meeting – February 1, 2021
b) Next Planning Commission Meeting – February 22, 2021
7. MISCELLANEOUS
a) Recent City Council Actions
8. ADJOURNMENT
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Meeting

Jan

Feb

Mar

April

May

June
SM

Craig
DiLorenzo
Harrison
Hersman
Holste
Noll
Wallace
SM – Special Meeting
P – Present
A – Absent but gave prior notice
U – Absent without notice
X – Not applicable (cancelled meeting or not on PC)

June

July

Aug

Sept

Oct

Nov

Dec

City of Excelsior
Hennepin County, Minnesota
Minutes
Planning Commission
Monday, December 28, 2020

1.

CALL TO ORDER
Chair Wallace called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m.

2.

OATH OF OFFICE LANCE BLACK
Lance Black took his oath of office, given by Mayor Todd R. Carlson.

3.

ROLL CALL
Commissioners Present: Wallace, Holste, Harrison, Noll, Black
Commissioners Absent: Craig, DiLorenzo
Also Present:

4.

City Planner Becker and City Attorney Staunton

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
a) Planning Commission Meeting of November 22, 2020
Motion by /Noll, seconded by Macaluso approve the November 22, 2020 Planning Commission
meeting as amended. Motion carried 5-0.

5.

PUBLIC HEARINGS

(a) Continuation of Public Hearing for PUD Amendment for 494 Water Street/CUP for Monument
Sign (PC No. 20-14)
Becker presented the report. Tracey Diehl, applicant, clarified that the proposal was to include
potted plants in addition to the monument sign in front of the ATM. Wallace asked if the applicant
had considered making the sign uniform to the other signs within the City in terms of its curve at the
top. Wallace opened the public hearing at 6:11pm. No one from the public spoke, and the public
hearing closed at 6:12pm. Harrison felt that the suggested monument sign felt like it was after the
fact and didn’t feel that it was large enough to be considered a gateway sign. Additionally, it still
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inhibits public view and blocks other tenants’ signage. She also noted that the plants would not hold
up in the winter. Noll also noted that there wasn’t a lot that could be done to screen the ATM from a
360-degree view and that it contributes to clutter at this corner. Holste felt that there would not be
a way to prevent the ATM from being a drive-up ATM. Harrison moved to deny the request for the
ATM based on the findings outlined in the memo. Motion seconded by Holste, with the added
comment that the ATM could be moved adjacent to the building in order to be utilized as a walkup
ATM. Motion carried 5-0.

(b) 634 Third Avenue Garage Height Variance (PC No. 20-18)
Becker presented the report. Harrison asked about the existing size of the garage, and Becker said
that the report from 2012 when a variance from the maximum square footage of an accessory
structure was granted did not specify the square footage being allowed. Todd Carlson, applicant,
spoke regarding the proposal and explained that his neighbors did not see a major issue with the
proposal. Harrison asked about the proposed ceiling height, and Carlson said that the proposed
height would be approximately eight feet. Noll asked if the applicant had considered dormers to
increase the square footage without increasing the height. Wallace asked if the applicant had
considered the insulation requirements. Peter Hartwich, 186 George Street, felt that there was
somewhat of a “power play” in considering that the existing home could be torn down and rebuilt if
it were undesignated as a landmark property. Noll wanted to know if the Heritage Preservation
Commission should be using the Good Neighbor Guidelines to review expansions to landmark
properties. Becker said that that was not spelled out in the ordinance, but that this is something that
the Planning Commission could further review if they wanted to make an ordinance amendment in
the future to the residential review process. Harrison felt that the ordinance allowing existing
accessory structures on landmark properties to be used as dwelling units should not have been
passed but felt that that this was a separate concern from this application. Motion by Harrison,
seconded by Black, to approve the variance request. Noll was concerned with what the actual height
of the garage would end up being with the insulation. He wanted to see what usable square footage
could be gained with the same height and adding dormers. Motion carried 3-2 with Noll and Holste
dissenting. Wallace wanted to add that the proposal matches the variance criteria albeit he does not
agree with the ordinance amendment that allows for accessory structures to be used as dwelling
units. He believes that the property is heavily wooded, and the proposed variance would not have a
significant impact on adjacent properties.

(c) 332 Second Street Retaining Wall Setback Variance (PC No. 20-19)
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Becker presented the report. Noll asked when the retaining wall was built, and Becker explained that
because no permit was submitted, she did not know and deferred the question to the applicant.
Harrison asked what sort of responsibility the property owner that created drainage issues would
have, and Staunton said that this was a civil manner and would need to be figured out between the
two properties. Wallace opened the public hearing at 7:13pm. No one from the public spoke, and the
public hearing was closed at 7:14pm. Harrison said that she was disappointed that the church didn’t
help out with the cost of the retaining wall, as it helps mitigate stormwater runoff from their
property. Harrison moved, seconded by Holste, to approve the variance from the retaining wall
setback. Motion carried 5-0.

(d) 173 Second Street Lot Size Variance (PC No. 20-20)
Becker presented the report. Wallace asked if the Heritage Preservation Commission reviewed the
property as a potential landmark property. Becker explained that the applicant did not have a desire
for the property to be dedicated as a landmark property and so did not want the Heritage
Preservation Commission to give a preliminary determination of the property to be designated as a
landmark property. Harrison wondered if requiring the applicant to designate the property as a
landmark property went against the recent ordinance changes that made it more difficult for
someone other than the property owner to apply for designation of a property as a landmark
property. Black wanted to add that he agreed with Noll’s comments in that a larger house could go
on a larger lot, and so the Planning Commission should consider if they want to see an additional
home or a larger home on the existing lot. Bill Stoddard, applicant, spoke regarding the application.
John Gilles, 166 Linwood Avenue, explained that the back corner of his property meets the back
corner of the applicant’s property. He is concerned that increased hardcover will negatively impact
his property. Laura Buck and Ned Shugrue, residents of 151 Second Street, spoke regarding daylight,
stormwater runoff and drainage. Peter Hartwich, 186 George Street, spoke regarding the application
and questioned if the property did in fact need to be subdivided. Michael Rude, 176 Linwood
Avenue, has similar concerns to the previous speakers. He is also concerned with the amount of light
that will be lost due to the construction of a new home. Greg and Kris Olson, 174 Second Street, do
not feel that the applicant should be able to remove the existing retaining wall.
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Black left the meeting at 8:00pm.
Harrison was concerned with the precedent that may be set with approval of the variance. Wallace
thought that perhaps there could be further discussion on if there should be separate zoning for the
Village. Noll motioned to approve with lack of a second. Holste moved to deny the variance request
based on the findings outlined in the staff report, seconded by Harrison. Motion carried 3-1. Harrison
wanted to add the finding that the there was not desire to set a precedent for this type of variance
and that she doesn’t believe that it maintains the green space as proposed nor appropriate density
and increases nonconformity. Noll wanted to add that his dissenting vote was a question of
preference on whether or not the City would prefer a single large house as opposed to two smaller
houses.

(e) Commercial Districts Ordinance
Becker presented the report. Wallace opened the public hearing at 8:32pm. No one from the public
spoke. Wallace closed the public hearing at 8:32pm. The Planning Commission didn’t see any
amendments that needed to be made. Motion by Noll, seconded by Holste, to recommend adoption
of the proposed ordinance. Motion carried 4-0.
6.

ADJOURNMENT
Motion by Noll, seconded by Holste, to adjourn at 8:48 pm. Motion carried 4-0.

Respectfully submitted,

Emily Becker
Planning Director

MEMORANDUM
Re:

Item 4(a) – 444 West Lake Street RRP

Date: January 25, 2021
To: Planning Commission

From: Emily Becker, Planning Director

APPLICANT:

Kurt Wehrmann

PROPERTY OWNER:

Kurt Wehrmann

LOCATION:

444 West Lake Street

CASE NO.:

20-22

60/120-DAY REVIEW

February 12, 2021/April 13, 2021

DEADLINE:

BACKGROUND
The applicants are requesting a Residential Review Permit (RRP) to allow a 24 X 32-foot detached
garage in the rear of the house and facing the street at the property located at 444 West Lake
Street. The applicant has fairly recently completed conversion of a garage into living space and so
no longer has a garage, and the plan had always been to include a detached garage in the rear.
The proposed plan meets all zoning standards, but because it will result in an increase in volume,
it will require an RRP.
DETAILS/ANALYSIS
Detached Garage. The garage will be a three-car garage that will go in the rear of the house facing
the street. Because the property is a lakefront property, the front is considered the lake side.
Standards. Below shows the required standards for a detached garage and how they are met.
Note that the survey is not accurate with impervious surface calculations. The bituminous shown
in the front (lakeside) of the property has been removed completely and replaced with dirt and
seed. Additionally, the deck is counted and shouldn’t be; the concrete walkway covers 78 square
feet less than shown on the survey; and the proposed slide is not installed over land. Also note
that the site plan shows a setback of four feet, and the survey shows a setback of three feet. The
survey will need to be updated to show the proposed setback of four feet in order to allow the
proposed height.

Standard

Required

Existing

Proposed

Rear Yard Setback

25 feet

67.7 feet

25 feet

Font Yard Setback

50 feet

61.2 feet

61.2 feet

3 feet

N/A

4 feet

Maximum Building

5% of Lot Area + 2100

1,513 square feet

2,281 square feet

Coverage

(2,779 square feet)

Maximum

12% of lot area +2100

4,032

3,414 square feet

Impervious Surface

(3,730 square feet)

Garage Height

16 feet, unless the side

N/A

16 feet, 10 inches

N/A

24 feet

N/A

768 square feet

(from Lake
Minnetonka)
Side Yard Accessory
Structure Setback

and rear yard setback
requirements are
increased by one foot
for each additional one
foot building height, to
a maximum of 20 feet
(17 feet)
Side and Rear Wall

32 feet without an 8

Plane Width

feet X 2 feet recession

Limitations

or projection

The maximum

768 square feet

detached garage
size
RRP Criteria
Below is an analysis of how the proposed project meets the RRP criteria.
Guideline
1.

Review Criteria

Findings

Massing and scale of a

Ensure that the massing and

Many of the houses along this

new structure should be

scale of a new structure is

street have two car detached

compatible with

visually compatible with

garages facing the street,

neighboring structures.

neighboring structures, with

while this is a three car

special attention to design of

garage.

upper levels and roofs.
Consider incorporating the
following mass mitigation

• There is a street facing
gable.

techniques to align with

• N/A

neighborhood patterns:

• There is not a step down

•

Street facing gable.

proposed, however, the

•

One story open front

structure is only 15 feet, 10

porch.

inches high.

•

Step-downs

•

Upper level components
that are 1/2 story rather

•

•

•
•

one story.
• The side wall is only 24 feet

than full story.

in length and is not broken

Roof planes that are

up.

broken up (no large

• N/A

unarticulated planes).

• N/A

Offset structure

• The garage is located 60

components to break up

feet from the front of the

bulk and large flat

property (the lakeside).

planes (gable and wing).
•

• The whole garage is only

• There really are no design

Separate components

elements that reduce the

by breezeway or one

perception of bulk,

story element.

however, the garage is only

Garage located 60' back

768 square feet and 15 feet,

from front street.

10 inches tall.

Highly creative design
that reduces the

• The garage is only one
story.

perception of bulk.
•

A “tunnel effect,” which
results from tall walls
placed close together,
should be avoided
through one-story
additions or step-backs.

Maintain consistency with the

The detached garage to the

street wall on all sides

west of the subject property

(including corner lots) and

appears to be approximately

design façade width to reflect

29 feet wide; the width of the

established range of

detached garage to the east

neighboring structure widths.

of the subject property
appears to be approximately
20 feet wide; the attached
garage two houses to the
east appears to be 28 feet
wide; the detached garage
three houses to the east
appears to be 26 feet wide,
and the detached garage four
houses down appears to be
27 feet wide, all according to
an aerial view. The width of
the proposed structure is 32
feet.

Ensure that the height of a new

The proposed height is

structure is within the height

consistent with those of

range of neighboring structures

neighboring structures.

and floor-to-floor heights are
compatible with those of
neighboring structures.
Position taller portions of a

The proposed garage is not

structure away from

located immediately adjacent

neighboring structures of lower

to a structure and is one story.

scale to minimize looming
effects and shading of
neighboring structures, or step
down the structure toward
lower-scaled neighboring
structures.
2. The size and mass of a
new structure should be

Ensure that the structure’s

The detached garage to the

visible building envelope (bulk)

west of the property is

compatible with the size is compatible with the property approximately 1,215 square
of the property.

size and with neighboring

feet as measured from an

structures.

aerial view.

Locate the garage to respect

While the house faces the

existing neighborhood patterns

street, it does not face the

and minimize the garage’s

front of the property, as the

impact on structure massing

front is considered the

and street face.

lakeside. The detached garage
to the west is located on the
west side of the principal
structure; the detached
garage on the east of the
property is located on the
east side of the principal
structure; the attached
garage two houses to the
east is located in the rear of
the principal structure; and
the detached garage three
houses to the east is located
slightly to the west of the
principal structure.

3. A new structure should

Respect the established

The garage will be located

follow alignments that

structure location, alignments

where there is not a structure

are predominant on the

and open space patterns

immediately adjacent to it on

street and compatible

between neighboring

the neighboring property and

with neighboring

structures when locating a new

the placement is similar to

properties.

structure.

that of neighboring
structures.

Maintain the traditional rhythm

See above.

of the street face, the
orientation pattern and the
proportion of built to open
space of structures facing the
street, including each side of a
corner lot.
Design the site footprint of a

See above.

structure to be compatible
with the existing lot coverage
pattern of neighboring
structures.
4. A new structure’s design Ensure that grade changes do

The applicant is not proposing

should respect the site’s

not change the character of the to significantly change the

natural slope and

street face or the relationship

existing grade.

features, minimizing cut, of the structure to neighboring
fill and retaining walls.

structures.
Respect the site’s natural slope

The applicant is not proposing

and minimize cut, fill and

to significantly change the

retaining walls.

existing grade.

Use structure stepbacks and

There are no stepbacks or

stepdowns at the slope to

stepdowns proposed.

break up massing and
continuous walls.
5. Consider front porch

Use an unenclosed single-story

element in design of

front porch to break up a

new structures.

structure’s massing on the

N/A

street face.
6.

A new structure should

Relate structure’s ratio of solid

The applicant is proposing to

be detailed as four-

to void, distribution of window

use the same siding on all four

sided architecture.

and door openings, and use of

sides and is proposing

consistent detailing on all sides

windows on both side

to those of neighboring

elevations. The walls do not

structures.

exceed the maximum wall
plane length allowed.

Arrange openings to reflect the

The windows will not be

traditional alignment of

placed in alignment with an

openings in neighboring

adjacent structure and will be

structures to avoid large

placed in the middle of the

unbalanced solid wall expanses. side elevation.
7. Consider neighbor

Locate decks, balconies and

N/A

views, privacy and

pools to consider privacy of

sunlight in placement

neighboring properties.

and size of a new

Minimize interruption of the

The proposed structure will

structure’s elements.

sunlight, skyplane, and views

not be located closely to an

for neighboring structures.

adjacent structure and will
not interrupt views of
neighboring structures.

Special consideration will be

The garage does not exceed

given to appropriate mass and

the maximum square footage

scale, appropriate roof lines,

allowed for a detached

and diverse architectural style.

garage. It appears to have
appropriate roof lines, but
probably not a diverse
architectural style.

Special consideration will also

The applicant is not proposing

be given to tree preservation,

to remove any trees or

landscaping, and stormwater

change grades to negatively

management that exceeds

affect stormwater

standards set forth in the City

management. The City

Code.

Engineer has reviewed the
proposed placement of the
structure and does not see an
issue with it.

RECOMMENDED PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION
The Planning Commission should first hold a public hearing for the RRP request and discuss and
decide if they would like to approve the RRP for the proposed detached garage. If they approve
of the request, they should adopt Resolution 2021-03.

“Move to adopt Resolution 2021-03 approving the RRP for 444 West Lake Street based on the
recommended findings and conditions (if applicable).”
ATTACHMENTS
1) Application
2) Narrative
3) Survey and Plans
4) City Architect Report
5) Resolution 2021-03
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Excelsior Good Neighbor Guidelines Review
444 LAFAYETTE
Guidelines (7)

Review Criteria

1. Massing and scale of a new
structure should be
compatible with
neighboring structures

•
•

•
•
•

01/11/2021

Ensure that the massing and scale of a new structure is visually compatible with neighboring structures, with
special attention to design of upper levels androofs.
Consider incorporating the following mass mitigation techniques to align with neighborhood patterns:












Street facing gable

One story open front porch
Step-downs

Upper level components that are 1/2 story rather than full story
Roof planes that are broken up (no large unarticulated planes)

Offset structure components to break up bulk and large flat planes (gable and wing)
Separate components by breezeway or one story element
Garage located 60' back from front street

Highly creative design that reduces the perception of bulk

A “tunnel effect,” which results from tall walls placed close together, should be avoided through one-story
additions or step-backs

Maintain consistency with the street wall on all sides (including corner lots) and design façade width to reflect
the established range of neighboring structure widths.
Ensure that the height of a new structure is within the height range of neighboring structures and floor-tofloor heights are compatible with those of neighboring structures.

Position taller portions of a structure away from neighboring structures of lower scale to minimize looming
effects and shading of neighboring structures, or step down the structure toward lower-scaled neighboring
structures.

The proposed garage’s massing and scale appears to be compatible with neighboring structures in massing and height. It
has a utilitarian, minimum-sloped gable roof. Though the simple gable does not reflect the design of the existing house,
it is not prominent in the rear yard of the house and not out of character with other neighboring garages nearby on Lake
Street, which functions as a rear-yard access alley for adjoining properties at this end of the street. Its location, adjacent
to rear yards of neighboring houses, minimizes its impact on them.
Except for its low-sloped roof, it has no significant features or offsets that attempt to reduce its bulk.
2. The size and mass of a new
structure should be
compatible with the size of
the property

•
•

Ensure that the structure’s visible building envelope (bulk) is compatible with the property size and with
neighboring structures.

Locate the garage to respect existing neighborhood patterns and minimize the garage’s impact on structure
massing and street face.

The new garage’s size and mass are reasonably compatible with the property and neighboring garages. Many
garages on Lake Street are smaller, but the adjoining property to the east’s garage is of similar bulk ( 30 x 40).
This garage is proposed setback 25-0 from Lake Street and 4-0 from the west property line and fence.
Its location seems appropriate in terms of minimizing neighborhood impact.
Note: the architectural plans show a proposed 4-0 west sideyard setback and the survey shows a 3-0 setback; this
discrepancy should be clarified by applicant.

1

3. A new structure should follow
alignments that are
predominant on the street
and compatible with
neighboring properties

•
•
•

Respect the established structure location, alignments and open space patterns between neighboring
structures when locating a new structure.

Maintain the traditional rhythm of the street face, the orientation pattern and the proportion of built to open
space of structures facing the street, including each side of a corner lot.
Design the site footprint of a structure to be compatible with the existing lot coverage pattern of
neighboring structures.

The new structure’s alignments are reasonably consistent and compatible with garages on neighboring properties.
4. A new structure’s design should
respect the site’s natural slope
and features,
minimizing cut, fill and
retaining walls

•
•
•

Ensure that grade changes do not change the character of the street face or the relationship of the structure
to neighboring structures.
Respect the site’s natural slope and minimize cut, fill and retaining walls.

Use structure stepbacks and stepdowns at the slope to break up massing and continuous walls.

The new structure appears to minimize cut and fill. Stormwater runoff, especially on the west side, should be
accommodated according to City regulations.
5. Consider front porch

element in design of new

•

structures

Use an unenclosed single story front porch to break up a structure’s massing on the street face.

Porch elements may not typically apply to garage structures. Their intent is to be consistent with neighboring structures
and to break up massing of a new structure.
As noted in under Guideline (1.), this design offers no significant features or offsets that attempt to reduce its massing.
6. A new structure should be
detailed as four-sided
architecture

•
•

Use an unenclosed single story front porch to break up a structure’s massing on the street face.

Arrange openings to reflect the traditional alignment of openings in neighboring structures to avoid large,
unbalanced wall expanses.

Trim, siding & roofing materials, detailing and windows are noted by applicant to be consistent with the existing house.
The proposed garage doors, currently shown flat and utilitarian, should be changed to also be consistent with the raised
panel character of the existing house’s garage doors facing Lafayette.
“Four-sided design” and “minimizing large, unbalanced wall expanses” suggest consistent windows and features on all
sides of buildings. The proposed north garage elevation, plain except for a single access door, should have added to it at
least one window (in character with the east side window) for four-sided design consistency. The west elevation should
mirror the east elevation and contain as many windows as does the east elevation.
7. Consider neighbor views, privacy
and sunlight in placement and size
of a new structure’s elements.

•
•

Locate decks, balconies, and pools to consider privacy of neighboring properties.
Minimize interruption of the sunlight, skyplane, and views for neighboring structures.

The new garage structure appears to have an acceptably minimal impact on views, privacy and sunlight in regard to
neighboring properties.
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City of Excelsior
Planning Commission
Resolution No. 2021-03
A Resolution Approving a Residential Review Permit for 444 West Lake Street
________________________________________________
WHEREAS, Kurt Wehrmann, 444 West Lake Street, Excelsior, MN 55331 (the
“Applicant”) made application for a Residential Review Permit (“RRP”) in order to install a
garage at the property located at 444 West Lake Street; and
WHEREAS, at its January 25, 2021 meeting, the Planning Commission (“Commission”)
held a public hearing, considered reports by both the City Planning Director and City
Architect, and took comments from the Applicant; and
WHEREAS, the Commission found the application met the RRP Good Neighbor
Guidelines; and
NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS RESOLVED that the Applicant’s request for an RRP for the
property located at 444 West Lake Street is approved based on the following:
FINDINGS OF FACT
1.

The Applicant is proposing a 24 X 32-foot detached garage in the rear of the
house and facing the street at the property located at 444 West Lake Street.

2. The proposed garage’s massing and scale appears to be compatible with
neighboring structures in massing and height.
minimum-sloped gable roof.

It has a utilitarian,

Though the simple gable does not reflect the

design of the existing house, it is not prominent in the rear yard of the house
and not out of character with other neighboring garages nearby on Lake Street,
which functions as a rear-yard access alley for adjoining properties at this end of

Resolution 2021-03
Page 2

the street.

Its location, adjacent to rear yards of neighboring houses, minimizes

its impact on them.
3. The new garage’s size and mass are reasonably compatible with the property
and neighboring garages. Many garages on Lake Street are smaller, but the
adjoining property to the east’s garage is of similar bulk (30 x 40). This garage is
proposed setback 25-0 from Lake Street and 4-0 from the west property line
and fence. Its location seems appropriate in terms of minimizing neighborhood
impact. Additionally, it has a street-facing gable; the side wall is 24 feet where
32 feet is allowed; meets the maximum-allowed footprint for garages; and is
only one story.
4. The new structure’s alignments are reasonably consistent and compatible with
garages on neighboring properties.
5. The new structure appears to minimize cut and fill.

Stormwater runoff,

especially on the west side, should be accommodated according to City
regulations.
6. Trim, siding & roofing materials, detailing and windows are noted by applicant
to be consistent with the existing house. The proposed garage doors, currently
shown flat and utilitarian, should be changed to also be consistent with the
raised panel character of the existing house’s garage doors facing Lafayette.
“Four-sided design” and “minimizing large, unbalanced wall expanses” suggest
consistent windows and features on all sides of buildings.

The proposed north

garage elevation, plain except for a single access door, should have added to it
at least one window (in character with the east side window) for four-sided
design consistency. The west elevation should mirror the east elevation and
contain as many windows as does the east elevation.
7. The new garage structure appears to have an acceptably minimal impact on
views, privacy and sunlight in regard to neighboring properties.
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
1.

The expansion of the detached garage proposed by the Applicants satisfies the
Good Neighbor Guidelines.

Resolution 2021-03
Page 3

CONDITIONS
Approval of the RRP is subject to the following conditions:
1.

The applicant shall obtain all necessary City, watershed district, and other
government entity permits and approvals including but not limited to building
permits, grading and erosion control plans, etc.

2. The plans shall be consistent with those dated included in the January 25, 2021
Planning Commission packet.
3. The elevations shall be revised to include windows matching the east side
elevation on the west side elevation, shall include at least one window on the
north elevation, and the proposed garage doors, currently shown flat and
utilitarian, should be changed to also be consistent with the raised panel
character of the existing house’s former garage doors facing Lafayette. These
changes shall be approved by the City Architect and City Planning Director.
4. The RRP shall expire one year from the date of adoption of the resolution if not
acted upon.
Adopted by the Planning Commission of the City of Excelsior, Minnesota this 25th
day of January, 2021.

_____________________________
Dan Wallace, Chair

MEMORANDUM
Re:

Item 4(b) – 366 Oak Street

Date: January 25, 2021
To: Planning Commission

From: Emily Becker, Planning Director

APPLICANT:

Tony and Camilla Larson

PROPERTY OWNER:

Tony and Camilla Larson

LOCATION:

366 Oak Street

CASE NO.:

21-01

60/120-DAY REVIEW

March 6, 2021/May 5, 2021

DEADLINE:

BACKGROUND
The applicants are requesting a Residential Review Permit (RRP) and variances to allow an 18.5 X
20-foot screen porch as well as a 24.58 X 28-foot addition with garage and living space that does
not meet the minimum required side yard setback, exceeds the maximum coverage of all garage
and accessory buildings as well as maximum wall height, does not meet the requirement that a
garage with non-street facing garage doors be recessed at least six feet from the longest front
wall plane.
DETAILS/ANALYSIS
Proposed Addition. The proposed addition will include a two-car garage with living space above it
that faces Grathwol Lane, away from Oak Street. The proposed garage will be in addition to the
single car garage attached to the principal structure. The elevation facing Oak Street will have a
porch. The property one of the only properties on Oak Street that doesn’t have a driveway
entering from Oak Street, and the principal structure sits approximately 180 feet from Oak Street
and is heavily concealed by now over 80-foot-tall pine trees.
Standards/Variance Requests. Below shows the required standards for a detached garage and
how/if they are met.
Standard

Required

Existing

Proposed

Rear Yard Setback

25 feet

24.1 feet

24.1 feet ( proposed
addition setback 39.5)

Font Yard Setback (from

20 feet

George Street)

180 feet

180 feet approximately

approximately

Side Yard Setbacks

10.27 feet

15.5 feet/34.2 feet

15.5 feet/10.1 feet

Maximum Building

20%

6.5%

13.2%

27%

19.7%

25.7%

28 feet

28 feet

28 feet

Front Wall Plane Width

16 feet width

Porch

Porch

Limitations

maximum

28 feet

Coverage
Maximum Impervious
Surface
Height (measured at
average grade (ten feet
above lowest ground
level))

without an 8
feet X 2 feet
recession or
projection or
porch
Side and Rear Wall Plane

32 feet without

32.2 feet on side of

Width Limitations

an 8 feet X 2

house and 34.2 feet

feet recession or

on side of garage

projection

(legal nonconforming)

Wall Height

28 feet in height

28 feet

32 feet

N/A

N/A

687 square feet

1,359 square feet

without a step
back of 2 feet for
every 1 foot
taller than 28
feet in height
Garage with Non-Street

Six feet from the

Facing Garage Doors

longest front

Recession

wall plane

The maximum aggregate

800 square feet

coverage of all garage
and accessory buildings

Square Footage of Accessory Structures. The applicant is proposing a two-car garage in addition
to the existing single car garage on the property, plus there are three sheds on the property that
total 309 square feet. The maximum allowed coverage for all garages and accessory structures is
800 square feet, and the applicant is proposing a 1,359 square foot coverage. The existing garage
is 378 square feet and is only a one car garage. The applicant could convert the existing garage
into livable space and remove one or two of the sheds from the property and bring this into
compliance. It should be noted, though, that the existing one car garage is sideloaded from
Grathwol Lane and faces a commercial property.
Requirement that a Garage with Non-Street Facing Garage Doors be Recessed at Least Six Feet
from the Front Wall Plane. Because the existing dwelling is setback only 24.1 feet from the rear of
the property, if the garage were to be recessed six feet behind the principal structure, it would
not meet the minimum required rear yard setback of 25 feet. Additionally, although the front lot
line of the property of the property is technically Oak Street, the architectural front of the house
faces Grathwol Lane, so it meets the intent of the ordinance in that the garage is not the primary
architectural feature of the designed front of the property.
Wall Height. The property has a steep slope from one side of the house to the other with a grade
of 964.8 on the west side and 956 on the east side. The proposed addition will be the same height
as the existing structure but because of the decrease in grade will result in a taller wall height. The
taller wall will not face a City street but will face a house across Grathwol Lane.
Proposed Setback. The applicant has not provided reasoning behind why the minimum setback of
a property cannot be met; however, the proposed setback is only a very minute (0.17 feet or two
inches) distance less than the required setback. Two car garages are generally 20 or 24 feet wide.
Even though it is a very small difference, staff cannot administratively approve the proposed plan
without a variance. Additionally, the setback abuts a commercial property.
RRP Criteria
Below is an analysis of how the proposed project meets the RRP criteria. It should be noted than
an architectural rendering of the proposed addition in relation to adjacent properties is very
difficult given the layout of the property and the surrounding properties, narrow street, and heavy
tree cover. Staff tried to capture photos in addition to the ones provided by the applicant in order
to give a better understanding and was unable to. A visit to the property would be recommended
in order to visualize the addition.

Guideline
1.

Review Criteria

Findings

Massing and scale of a

Ensure that the massing and

Most of the houses on the

new structure should be

scale of a new structure is

block are larger than the

compatible with

visually compatible with

subject property, even with

neighboring structures

neighboring structures, with

the proposed addition.

special attention to design of
upper levels and roofs.
Consider incorporating the
following mass mitigation

• There is a gable on both
sides of the house.

techniques to align with

• There is a porch on what is

neighborhood patterns:

considered the front of the

•

Street facing gable

house from a Zoning Code

•

One story open front

perspective, but it’s not

porch

open.

•

Step-downs

•

Upper level components
that are 1/2 story rather
than full story

•

•

Roof planes that are

•

•

• The proposed addition is a
full two stories.
• The roof planes facing
Grathwol match that of the

unarticulated planes)

existing structure, and the

Offset structure

roof planes in the rear are

components to break up

broken up by the porch.
• The roof planes on the sides

planes (gable and wing)

of the properties are

Separate components

broken up by dormers.

by breezeway or one

• N/A

story element

• The garage is located 60

Garage located 60' back
from front street

•

proposed for the addition.

broken up (no large

bulk and large flat
•

• There is not a step-down

feet from the front street.
• The porch reduces the

Highly creative design

perception of bulk, but the

that reduces the

façade on Grathwol could

perception of bulk

be broken up.

A “tunnel effect,” which

• There are tall walls, but the

results from tall walls

property is located next to

placed close together,

a commercial property.

should be avoided
through one-story
additions or step-backs
Maintain consistency with the

The walls are consistent with

street wall on all sides

neighboring structure widths.

(including corner lots) and
design façade width to reflect
established range of
neighboring structure widths.
Ensure that the height of a new

It appears that the height is

structure is within the height

consistent with that of

range of neighboring structures

neighboring structures.

and floor-to-floor heights are
compatible with those of
neighboring structures.
Position taller portions of a

The adjacent structure on the

structure away from

side of the addition is heavily

neighboring structures of lower

screened and commercial.

scale to minimize looming
effects and shading of
neighboring structures, or step
down the structure toward
lower-scaled neighboring
structures.
2. The size and mass of a
new structure should be

Ensure that the structure’s

The size and mass of the

visible building envelope (bulk)

structure is compatible with

compatible with the size is compatible with the property the size of the property. The
of the property

size and with neighboring

total building coverage

structures.

percentage is significantly
below the maximum allowed.

3. A new structure should
follow alignments that

Locate the garage to respect

The house to the west and

existing neighborhood patterns

across Grathwol Lane and to

and minimize the garage’s

the east of that house have

impact on structure massing

garages that are located to

and street face.

the right of the house.

Respect the established

Many of the neighboring

structure location, alignments

houses with properties with

are predominant on the

and open space patterns

the same lot width have the

street and compatible

between neighboring

same structure location,

with neighboring

structures when locating a new

alignments and open space

properties

structure.

patterns.

Maintain the traditional rhythm

The addition is setback

of the street face, the

similarly to the garage to the

orientation pattern and the

west and east.

proportion of built to open
space of structures facing the
street, including each side of a
corner lot.
Design the site footprint of a

The previously mentioned, the

structure to be compatible

house with the proposed

with the existing lot coverage

addition seems to be smaller

pattern of neighboring

than many of the neighboring

structures.

structures.

4. A new structure’s design Ensure that grade changes do

The applicants are not

should respect the site’s

not change the character of the proposing to significantly

natural slope and

street face or the relationship

change the existing grade.

features, minimizing cut, of the structure to neighboring
fill and retaining walls

structures.
Respect the site’s natural slope

The applicants are not

and minimize cut, fill and

proposing to significantly

retaining walls.

change the existing grade.

Use structure stepbacks and

There are to stepbacks or

stepdowns at the slope to

stepdowns proposed.

break up massing and
continuous walls.
5. Consider front porch

Use an unenclosed single-story

element in design of

front porch to break up a

new structures

structure’s massing on the

N/A

street face.
6.

A new structure should

Relate structure’s ratio of solid

The applicant is proposing to

be detailed as four-

to void, distribution of window

use the same siding on all four

sided architecture

and door openings, and use of

sides and is proposing a

consistent detailing on all sides

significant number of

to those of neighboring

windows on all four sides

structures.

with walls that do not exceed
the maximum wall plane
length allowed.

Arrange openings to reflect the

See above.

traditional alignment of
openings in neighboring
structures to avoid large
unbalanced solid wall expanses.
7. Consider neighbor

Locate decks, balconies and

Proposed deck respects

views, privacy and

pools to consider privacy of

privacy.

sunlight in placement

neighboring properties.

and size of a new

Minimize interruption of the

The property is already

structure’s elements

sunlight, skyplane, and views

significantly wooded with

for neighboring structures.

very tall trees that screen and
hide from view the adjacent
property that would be
affected by this addition.

Special consideration will be

There is a variance being

given to appropriate mass and

requested for the garage’s

scale, appropriate roof lines,

mass and scale. It appears to

and diverse architectural style.

have appropriate roof lines,
but probably not a diverse
architectural style.

Special consideration will also

The applicant is not proposing

be given to tree preservation,

to remove any trees. The

landscaping, and stormwater

applicant had considered

management that exceeds

installing a driveway off of

standards set forth in the City

Oak Street but did not end up

Code.

pursuing the idea because of
the need for removal of very
mature trees in order to do so.

Recommended Conditions of Approval for RRP. If the Planning Commission wishes to approve the
RRP, the following conditions are recommended:
1.

The Applicants shall obtain all necessary City, watershed district, and other government entity
permits and approvals including but not limited to building permits, grading and erosion

control plans, etc.
2. The plans shall be consistent with the survey dated December 21, 2020 and the plans dated
November 18, 2020.
3. Additional information is needed in terms of material identification, which is not clearly
indicated on elevations. Color, trim, siding & roofing materials, detailing, and windows are to
be consistent with the existing house. This should be verified and confirmed by applicant and
approved by the City Planning Director and City Architect.
4. The RRP shall expire one year from the date of adoption of the resolution if not acted upon.
5. The City shall approve the required variances needed to site the garage in the proposed
location.
Variance Review Criteria
Minn. Stat. § 462.357, subd. 6(2). This statute requires a City’s Board of Appeals and Adjustments
(the “Board”) evaluating a variance request to make the following inquiries:
1.

Is the property owner proposing to use the property in a reasonable manner not permitted by
the ordinance?

Staff Comment: The property owner is proposing to add an additional two car garage with living
space above it as well as a three-season porch in front of the garage and living space, adding on
to the existing single-family home, which is a permitted use within the zoning district in which the
property is located. While it may seem unreasonable to need two garages for three car spaces
total, driveway space on the property is limited, and parking on Grathwol Lane is not feasible
because of how narrow the alley is. Additionally, installing a driveway off of Oak Street would
result in increased hardcover and the removal of a number of very mature oak trees that are over
80 feet in height.
2. Is the plight of the property owner due to circumstances unique to the property that have not
been created by the landowner?

Staff Comment: The property owner bought the house before the current ordinance standards
went into effect. The property is unique in that it is one of the only properties on Oak Street that
does not have a driveway that is accessible from Oak Street. Additionally, the property is located
adjacent to a commercial property, is heavily wooded in the front of the property and screened

from Oak Street, and the property slopes almost ten feet from the side of the existing house to
the side of the proposed addition.
3. Will the variance, if granted, alter the essential character of the area?

Staff Comment: The variance will likely not alter the essential character of the area, as the
property is heavily screened from Oak Street. Further, many of the neighboring structures are of a
similar size as the structure would be with the proposed addition.
4. If a variance is granted, will the outcome be (a) in harmony with the purpose and intent of the
ordinance, and (b) consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.

Staff Comment: The purpose and intent of the minimum setback requirement is to provide
sufficient space between two structures. However, the side on which the setback variance is
being proposed abuts a commercial property is heavily screened. The purpose and intent of the
requirement that a garage with non-street facing garage doors be recessed at least six feet from
the longest front wall plane of a property is so that the garage is not the primary architectural
feature, but the front of the property is heavily screened from Oak Street. Additionally, the
designed front of the structure is on Grathwol Lane, and the garage is significantly setback from
the designed front of the structure. The purpose and intent of the required maximum coverage of
all garages and accessory buildings is so that accessory buildings do not overpower the principal
structure or cause clutter, but the existing single stall garage is facing a commercial property and
is heavily screened, and the accessory structures are also heavily screened. The purpose and intent
of limiting the height of a wall plane is to break up massing and continuous walls, however, this
wall will not be directly adjacent to a neighboring structure.
Findings for Approval for Variance Request. If the Planning Commission wishes to recommend
approval of the variance, the following findings are recommended.
a. The Applicants’ property is a 15,640 square foot site located in the R-2, Single and Two-Family
Residential zoning district.
b. The property has a significant number of oak trees, screening the structure from Oak Street
and the property to the east, which is a commercial property, and its designed front entrance
faces Grathwol Lane.
c. The proposed addition will not immediately abut a residential property but will face the
property across Grathwol Lane.

d. The existing accessory structures total 309 square feet, the existing single stall garage totals
378 square feet, and the proposed garage is 672 square feet.
e. Two existing accessory structures on the property are heavily screened, and the existing single
stall garage faces a commercial property that is heavily screened from the subject Property.
f.

The Property has a slope with a grade of 968.2 at its highest point with a grade of 955.8 at its
lowest point.

g. The placement of a driveway entering on Oak Street would require the removal of a significant
number of mature trees and a significant increase in hardcover.
h. The property owner is proposing to add an additional two car garage with living space above
it as well as a three-season porch in front of the garage and living space, adding on to the
existing single-family home, which is a permitted use within the zoning district in which the
property is located. While it may seem unreasonable to need two garages for three car spaces
total, driveway space on the property is limited, and parking on Grathwol Lane is not feasible
because of how narrow the alley is. Additionally, installing a driveway off of Oak Street would
result in increased hardcover and the removal of a number of very mature oak trees that are
over 80 feet in height.
i.

The property owner bought the house before the current ordinance standards went into
effect. The property is unique in that it is one of the only properties on Oak Street that does
not have a driveway that is accessible from Oak Street. Additionally, the property is located
adjacent to a commercial property, is heavily wooded in the front of the property and
screened from Oak Street, and the property slopes almost ten feet from the side of the
existing house to the side of the proposed addition.

j.

The property owner bought the house before the current ordinance standards went into
effect. The property is unique in that it is one of the only properties on Oak Street that does
not have a driveway that is accessible from Oak Street. Additionally, the property is located
adjacent to a commercial property, is heavily wooded in the front of the property and
screened from Oak Street, and the property slopes almost ten feet from the side of the
existing house to the side of the proposed addition.

k. The variance will likely not alter the essential character of the area, as the property is heavily
screened from Oak Street. Further, many of the neighboring structures are of a similar size as
the structure would be with the proposed addition.
Recommended Conditions of Approval for Variance Request. If the Planning Commission wishes
to recommend approval, the following conditions are recommended:

6. The applicant shall obtain all necessary City, watershed district, and other government entity
permits and approvals including but not limited to building permits, grading and erosion
control plans, etc.
7. The plans shall be consistent with the survey dated December 21, 2020 and the plans dated
November 18, 2020.
8. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall record this resolution in the chain of
title for the property with Hennepin County and shall provide the City with verification of its
recording.
9. The variance shall expire one year from the date of adoption of the resolution if not acted
upon; City approval will be required for any subsequent extension.
10. If the driveway is expanding in any way, a cross access easement for driveway construction
will be required.
RECOMMENDED PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION
The Planning Commission should first hold a public hearing for both the RRP and variance requests
and discuss and decide if they would like to approve the RRP for the proposed addition with
garage and porch based on the proposed findings. They then should consider the variance
requests to allow expansion of an existing garage that does not meet minimum setback,
maximum height and square footage requirements, or the requirement that a garage with street
facing garage doors be recessed at least ten feet from the front wall plane.

“Move to adopt Resolution 2021-02 approving the RRP for 366 Oak Street based on the
recommended findings and conditions (if applicable).”
“Move to recommend approval of the variances to allow an 18.5 X 20-foot screen porch as well as
a 24.58 X 28-foot addition with garage and living space that does not meet the minimum required
side yard setback, exceeds the maximum coverage of all garage and accessory buildings as well as
maximum wall height, does not meet the requirement that a garage with non-street facing
garage doors be recessed at least six feet from the longest front wall plane..”
ATTACHMENTS
1) Application
2) Narrative
3) Survey and Plans
4) Resolution 2021-02

City of Excelsior Variance Request
Property of Tony and Camilla Larson
366 Oak Street

1. The most practical difficulty that prohibits our development without a variance is that
our property does not have a driveway on Oak Street. Our driveway and main entrance
are on Grathwol Lane which is the alley behind our home. This is the only way to access
our property.
2. We are the only property on Oak Street that does not have a driveway entering from
Oak Street. Our home sits back approximately 180 feet from the road. Because of this
we planted pine trees that are now over 80 feet tall to create privacy in the front of our
property and to limit the street noise. These trees now completely cover our property
from Oak Street.
3. We are located next to a commercial building (State Farm Insurance). If we were to
abide by the lot lines between our properties State Farms commercial sign would be
located on our property and their sidewalk between our properties would be on our
land. Following the lot lines half of our driveway would be positioned on their property
which means we would not be able to drive a vehicle onto our property. The lots up our
alley are angled and irregular in size and over the years like many areas in Excelsior were
built on without adhering to the plot maps.
4. The plan we have proposed allows entrance to our existing driveway with minimum
disruption to our home and neighborhood. We considered adding a driveway on Oak
Street but we would need to remove multiple trees as well as add over 200 feet of hard
cover and would not adhere to city guidelines. Since the front of our property is 180
feet deep, our proposed addition will adhere to the hardcover requirements as well as
minimize disruption to trees and the visual from Oak Street.
5. We have lived at 366 Oak Street since 1999. Because of the angled lot lines that run
through the alley we have had numerous challenges but feel this plan best addresses
the city’s requirements as well as the neighborhood aesthetic. Over the years we have
been to keep our property appealing to our neighbors and to stay in keeping with the
aesthetic of our neighborhood. The plan for our addition continues that commitment.
6. Our proposed addition keeps our driveway in its current position and maintains the
eighty foot high tree line on the front of Oak Street. Because it is built off of the front of
our house which has a 180 foot deep front yard is hidden by the State Farm Insurance

Building. The aesthetic works with the existing home and fits well within our heavily tree
lined lot.
7. This addition will not be visible from Oak Street due to the existing eighty foot tall pines
that line our property and there is no access to our home from Oak Street. The plan
adheres to the setback requirements from the alley as are other garages and homes in
our neighborhood.
8. The structure will be consistent with our existing home and that of the neighboring
homes around us.
9. The structure will be consistent with our existing home as we are not changing the way
we enter our property. We currently enter our driveway from Grathwol Lane. We are
merely adding on to the side of our house that faces Oak Street which has no driveway.

Essentially we are adding on to our front yard which has no driveway, is NOT
visible from Oak Street, and is hidden by the State Farm Insurance building.

Excelsior Good Neighbor Guidelines Review
366 OAK
Guidelines (7)

Review Criteria

1. Massing and scale of a new
structure should be
compatible with
neighboring structures

•
•

•
•
•

01/14/2021

Ensure that the massing and scale of a new structure is visually compatible with neighboring structures, with
special attention to design of upper levels androofs.
Consider incorporating the following mass mitigation techniques to align with neighborhood patterns:












Street facing gable

One story open front porch
Step-downs

Upper level components that are 1/2 story rather than full story
Roof planes that are broken up (no large unarticulated planes)

Offset structure components to break up bulk and large flat planes (gable and wing)
Separate components by breezeway or one story element
Garage located 60' back from front street

Highly creative design that reduces the perception of bulk

A “tunnel effect,” which results from tall walls placed close together, should be avoided through one-story
additions or step-backs

Maintain consistency with the street wall on all sides (including corner lots) and design façade width to reflect
the established range of neighboring structure widths.

Ensure that the height of a new structure is within the height range of neighboring structures and floor-tofloor heights are compatible with those of neighboring structures.

Position taller portions of a structure away from neighboring structures of lower scale to minimize looming
effects and shading of neighboring structures, or step down the structure toward lower-scaled neighboring
structures.

The proposed addition’s massing and scale are compatible with neighboring structures in massing and height. Due to its
location on the east side of the existing house, the addition has little impact on the residential neighbor to the west. It’s
adjacent to a multifamily garage to the east. The addition and its roof forms are well designed and harmonious in
character with the existing house. The massing is well-proportioned and compatible with both the existing house and
neighboring structures, with offset components that decrease the visual bulk. The addition’s location minimizes its
visibility and impact on neighboring properties.

2. The size and mass of a new
structure should be
compatible with the size of
the property

•
•

Ensure that the structure’s visible building envelope (bulk) is compatible with the property size and with
neighboring structures.

Locate the garage to respect existing neighborhood patterns and minimize the garage’s impact on structure
massing and street face.

The overall house and proposed addition are compatible with neighboring structures. The addition completes a
compact house development on one end of the site, leaving most of the site landscaped, natural and intact. The house
and garage entrance is close to Grathwol Lane, a dead-end street with less public visible traffic. Across Grathwol to the sou
The garage’s location is adjacent and perpendicular to the existing garage, lower in elevation than the street, significantly
minimizing its visual impact on the neighborhood.
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3. A new structure should follow
alignments that are
predominant on the street
and compatible with
neighboring properties

•
•
•

Respect the established structure location, alignments and open space patterns between neighboring
structures when locating a new structure.

Maintain the traditional rhythm of the street face, the orientation pattern and the proportion of built to open
space of structures facing the street, including each side of a corner lot.
Design the site footprint of a structure to be compatible with the existing lot coverage pattern of
neighboring structures.

The new structure’s alignments are consistent and compatible with garages on neighboring properties.
4. A new structure’s design should
respect the site’s natural slope
and features,
minimizing cut, fill and
retaining walls

•
•
•

Ensure that grade changes do not change the character of the street face or the relationship of the structure
to neighboring structures.
Respect the site’s natural slope and minimize cut, fill and retaining walls.

Use structure stepbacks and stepdowns at the slope to break up massing and continuous walls.

The new structure sits well on the site and utilizes the existing site grade, minimizing cut and fill. Stormwater runoff
should be accommodated according to City regulations.
5. Consider front porch

element in design of new

•

structures

Use an unenclosed single story front porch to break up a structure’s massing on the street face.

A significant 3-season porch is part of the addition, facing north and Oak Street. An open entrance porch and walkway
face south and east, and Grathwol.

6. A new structure should be
detailed as four-sided
architecture

•
•

Use an unenclosed single story front porch to break up a structure’s massing on the street face.

Arrange openings to reflect the traditional alignment of openings in neighboring structures to avoid large,
unbalanced wall expanses.

Additional information is needed in terms of material identification, which is not clearly indicated on elevations. Color,
trim, siding & roofing materials, detailing, and windows are to be consistent with the existing house. This should be
verified and confirmed by applicant.
Detailing and window placement on the addition are consistent & harmonious with the rest of the house.
7. Consider neighbor views, privacy
and sunlight in placement and size
of a new structure’s elements.

•
•

Locate decks, balconies, and pools to consider privacy of neighboring properties.
Minimize interruption of the sunlight, skyplane, and views for neighboring structures.

The new addition has been well placed to create a minimal impact on views, privacy and sunlight with regard to
neighboring properties.
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION:
Lot 3, Blcok 1, COLLEGE LAKE ADDITION TO EXCELSIOR, Hennepin County, Minnesota.
SCOPE OF WORK & LIMITATIONS:
1. Showing the length and direction of boundary lines of the legal description listed above. The scope of our services does not include
determining what you own, which is a legal matter. Please check the legal description with your records or consult with competent legal
counsel, if necessary, to make sure that it is correct and that any matters of record, such as easements, that you wish to be included on the
survey have been shown.
2. Showing the location of observed existing improvements we deem necessary for the survey.
3. Setting survey markers or verifying existing survey markers to establish the corners of the property.
4. This survey has been completed without the benefit of a current title commitment. There may be existing easements or other encumbrances
that would be revealed by a current title commitment. Therefore, this survey does not purport to show any easements or encumbrances other
than the ones shown hereon.
5. Showing and tabulating impervious surface coverage of the lot for your review and for the review of such governmental agencies that may
have jurisdiction over these requirements to verify they are correctly shown before proceeding with construction.
6. Showing elevations on the site at selected locations to give some indication of the topography of the site. We have also provided a
benchmark for your use in determining elevations for construction on this site. The elevations shown relate only to the benchmark provided
on this survey. Use that benchmark and check at least one other feature shown on the survey when determining other elevations for use on
this site or before beginning construction.
7. Note that all building dimensions and building tie dimensions to the property lines, are taken from the siding and or stucco of the building.
8. While we show a proposed location for this home or addition, we are not as familiar with your proposed plans as you, your architect, or the
builder are. Review our proposed location of the improvements and proposed yard grades carefully to verify that they match your plans
before construction begins. Also, we are not as familiar with local codes and minimum requirements as the local building and zoning
officials in this community are. Be sure to show this survey to said officials, or any other officials that may have jurisdiction over the
proposed improvements and obtain their approvals before beginning construction or planning improvements to the property.
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STANDARD SYMBOLS & CONVENTIONS:
" " Denotes iron survey marker, set, unless otherwise noted.

●

GRADING & EROSION CONTROL NOTES:
BEFORE DEMOLITION AND GRADING BEGIN
· Install silt fence/bio roll around the perimeter of the construction area.

· If necessary, vehicles, that have mud on their wheels, shall be cleaned before exiting the site in
the rock entrance areas

· Sediment control measures must remain in place until final stabilization has been established and
then shall be removed. Sediment controls may be removed to accommodate short term
construction activity but must be replaced before the next rain.

· Moisture shall be applied to disturbed areas to control dust as needed.
· Portable toilet facilities shall be placed on site for use by workers and shall be properly
maintained.

· Contractor shall install inlet protection on all existing storm sewer inlets in accordance with the
city standard details. Inlet protection shall also be provided on all proposed storm sewer inlets
immediately following construction of the inlet. Inlet protection must be installed in a manner
that will not impound water for extended periods of time or in a manner that presents a hazard to
vehicular or pedestrian traffic.

· If it becomes necessary to pump the excavation during construction, pump discharge shall be into
the stockpile areas so that the double silt fence around these areas can filter the water before it
leaves the site.
· Temporary erosion control shall be installed no later than 14 days after the site is first disturbed
and shall consist of broadcast seeding with Minnesota Department of Transportation Seed
Mixture 22-111 at 100 lb/acre followed by covering with spray mulch.

DURING CONSTRUCTION:
· When dirt stockpiles have been created, a double row of silt fence shall be placed to prevent
escape of sediment laden runoff and if the piles or other disturbed areas are to remain in place for
more than 14 days, they shall be seeded with Minnesota Department of Transportation Seed
Mixture 22-111 at 100 lb/acre followed by covering with spray mulch.

· Erosion control measures shown on the erosion control plan are the absolute minimum. The
contractor shall install temporary earth dikes, sediment traps or basins and additional silt fencing
as deemed necessary to control erosion.

· A dumpster shall be placed on the site for prompt disposal of construction debris. These
dumpsters shall be serviced regularly to prevent overflowing and blowing onto adjacent
properties. Disposal of solid wastes from the site shall in accordance with Minnesota Pollution
Control Agency requirements.

SITE WORK COMPLETION:
· When final grading has been completed but before placement of seed or sod an “as built” survey
shall be done per City of Excelsior requirements to insure that grading was properly done.
· When any remedial grading has been completed, sod or seeding shall be completed including any
erosion control blankets for steep areas.

· A separate container shall be placed for disposal of hazardous waste. Hazardous wastes shall be
disposed of in accordance with MPCA requirements.

· When turf is established, silt fence and inlet protection and other erosion control devices shall be
disposed of and adjacent streets, alleys and walks shall be cleaned as needed to deliver a site that
is erosion resistant and clean.

· Concrete truck washout shall be in the plastic lined ditch and dispose of washings as solid waste.
· Sediment control devices shall be regularly inspected and after major rainfall events and shall be
cleaned and repaired as necessary to provide downstream protection.

· Contractor shall maintain positive drainage of a minimum 2% slope away from proposed
building.

· Streets and other public ways shall be inspected daily and if litter or soils has been deposited it
shall promptly be removed.
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House
1,016 Sq. Ft.
Bituminous Driveway
889 Sq. Ft.
Concrete Surfaces
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162 Sq.
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Views of 366 Oak Street from Oak Street

City of Excelsior
Planning Commission
Resolution No. 2021-02
A Resolution Approving a Residential Review Permit for 366 Oak Street
________________________________________________
WHEREAS, Tony and Camilla Larson, 300 Oak Street, Excelsior, MN 55331 (the
“Applicants”) made application for a Residential Review Permit (“RRP”) in order to add an
addition that includes a garage and porch at the property located at 366 Oak Street as well
as variance requests to allow expansion of an existing garage that does not meet minimum
setback, maximum height and square footage requirements, or the requirement that a
garage with street facing garage doors be recessed at least ten feet from the front wall
plane; and
WHEREAS, at its January 25, 2021 meeting, the Planning Commission (“Commission”)
held a public hearing, considered reports by both the City Planning Director and City
Architect, took comments from the Applicants; and
WHEREAS, the Commission found the application met the RRP Good Neighbor
Guidelines; and
NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS RESOLVED that the Applicants’ request for an RRP for the
property located at 678 Pleasant Street is approved based on the following:
FINDINGS OF FACT
1.

The proposed addition’s massing and scale are compatible with neighboring
structures in massing and height. Due to its location on the east side of the
existing house, the addition has little impact on the residential neighbor to the
west.

It is adjacent to a multifamily garage that is a commercial property to the

east. The addition and its roof forms are well designed and harmonious in

character with the existing house. The massing is well-proportioned and
compatible with both the existing house and neighboring structures, with offset
components that decrease the visual bulk. The addition’s location minimizes its
visibility and impact on neighboring properties.
2. The overall house and proposed addition are compatible with neighboring
structures. The addition completes a compact house development on one end
of the site, leaving most of the site landscaped, natural and intact. The house
and garage entrance is close to Grathwol Lane, a dead-end street with less
public visible traffic. Across Grathwol to the south is a garage, minimizing the
house and additions impact on that property. The garage’s location is adjacent
and perpendicular to the existing garage, lower in elevation than the street,
significantly minimizing its visual impact on the neighborhood. The total building
coverage percentage is significantly below the maximum allowed.
3. The new structure’s alignments are consistent and compatible with garages on
neighboring properties.
4. The new structure sits well on the site and utilizes the existing site grade,
minimizing cut and fill. Stormwater runoff should be accommodated according
to City regulations.
5. A significant three-season porch is part of the addition, facing north and Oak
Street. An open entrance porch and walkway face south and east, and Grathwol.
6. Additional information is needed in terms of material identification, which is not
clearly indicated on elevations. Color, trim, siding & roofing materials, detailing,
and windows are to be consistent with the existing house. This should be
verified and confirmed by Applicants. Detailing and window placement on the
addition are consistent & harmonious with the rest of the house.
7. The new addition has been well placed to create a minimal impact on views,
privacy and sunlight with regard to neighboring properties. The property is
already significantly wooded with very tall trees that screen and hide from view
the adjacent property that would be affected by this addition.

CONCLUSIONS
1.

The expansion of the addition proposed by the Applicants satisfies the Good
Neighbor Guidelines.

CONDITIONS
Approval of the RRP is subject to the following conditions:
1.

The Applicants shall obtain all necessary City, watershed district, and other
government entity permits and approvals including but not limited to building
permits, grading and erosion control plans, etc.

2. The plans shall be consistent with the survey dated December 21, 2020 and the
plans dated November 18, 2020.
3. Additional information is needed in terms of material identification, which is not
clearly indicated on elevations. Color, trim, siding & roofing materials, detailing,
and windows are to be consistent with the existing house. This should be
verified and confirmed by Applicants and approved by the City Planning
Director and City Architect.
4. The RRP shall expire one year from the date of adoption of the resolution if not
acted upon.
5. The City shall approve the required variances needed to site the addition in the
proposed location.

Adopted by the Planning Commission of the City of Excelsior, Minnesota this 25th
day of January, 2021.

_____________________________
Dan Wallace, Chair

MEMORANDUM
Re:

Item 4(c) – 678 Pleasant Street Variance

Date: January 25, 2021
To: Planning Commission

From: Emily Becker, Planning Director

APPLICANT:

Mark and Kari Knapp

PROPERTY OWNER:

Mark and Kari Knapp

LOCATION:

678 Pleasant Street

CASE NO.:

20-21

60/120-DAY REVIEW

February 12, 2021/April 13, 2021

DEADLINE:

BACKGROUND
The applicants are requesting a Residential Review Permit (RRP) and variances to allow expansion
of an existing garage that does not meet minimum setback, maximum height and square footage
requirements, or the requirement that a garage with street facing garage doors be recessed at
least ten feet from the front wall plane.
DETAILS/ANALYSIS
Proposed Detached Garage. The existing detached garage is a one car garage and is only 313
square feet. The applicants are proposing a new two car garage with room for storage that will be
in the same location but will be expanding in size by 459 square feet to 771 square feet and to a
height of 21 feet. The applicants are proposing to use the area above the garage as office space
that will not be considered a dwelling unit provided there will not be plumbing for kitchen and
bathroom facilities. Both applicants work from home and are finding that extra space is needed
because of this. The square footage and height do not meet zoning requirements for a detached
garage. The applicants have talked to four of their surrounding neighbors regarding the project.
Standards/Variance Requests. Below shows the required standards for a detached garage and
how/if they are met. Note that these measurements take into consideration that the small lot
adjacent to the parcel would be combined with the subject parcel.

Standard

Existing

Proposed

Accessory structures shall be located a minimum of

3.2 feet/8.7 feet

0.7 feet/7 feet

15 feet

0.7 feet

1,012 square feet

1,471 square feet

three feet from any rear or interior side lot line
Accessory structures are prohibited in street
setbacks
The aggregate coverage of all garage and
accessory buildings shall not exceed 800 square
feet
No detached garage shall exceed 768 square feet in 313 square feet

771 square feet

floor area on lots greater than 12,000 square feet
No detached garage shall exceed 16 feet in height,

10 feet

21 feet

unless the side and rear yard setback requirements
are increased by one foot for each additional 1 foot
building height allowed over 16 feet, to a maximum
of 20 feet.
Lot Configuration. The lot is a uniquely shaped lot situated at the end of a street with a significant
grade change. The house sits approximately four feet above the garage. The existing layout of the
property would not allow for an attached garage on the side nor would likely not allow a
driveway leading to a garage at the rear of the property given the width of the lot and that there
are only 13.5 feet on the side of the existing house at the most.
Proposed Setback. Due to the grade of the property and the proximity to the principal structure
that the detached garage would be the applicants would like to keep the garage in its general
existing location. The lot narrows significantly where the garage is proposed, and therefore it
would be very difficult meet the required setbacks. The applicants have kept a significant setback,
more than required, from the adjacent property at 700 Pleasant Street. The 0.7-foot setback is
from the street, decreasing from the existing 3.2-foot setback. The garage across the street is
similar in size to the existing garage on the subject property and is setback an estimated five feet
from the right-of-way. It should be noted that, if cars are not parked in the garage and on the
driveway, those cars will be parked on the right-of-way. Because of the existing setback,
however, this is an existing issue which won’t be much further exacerbated by the proposed
garage.
Square Footage. The applicant is proposing to increase the size of the garage so that the garage
can go from a one car garage to a two-car garage to have enough room for storage. The proposed
size is only four more square feet in size than the allowed amount.

Height. The proposed height of 21 feet will allow for the use of an office above the garage that
will not have plumbing for kitchen and bathroom facilities above the garage. The principal
structure is approximately 25 feet tall above its grade, and so the proposed height will be less
than that of the principal structure. Additionally, the property slopes down approximately nine
feet from where the house sits to the end of the property where the garage sits, which will even
further enhance the appearance that the detached garage is lesser in scale to the principal
structure even with the increased height.
Lot Combination. Because the garage will encroach on the small lot that is under the same
ownership, it is recommended that a lot combination be part of this application. The current
Subdivision ordinance prohibits lot consolidation that would eliminate a legal buildable lot,
however, this lot is not buildable, as it is only 1,480 square feet in size and less than nine feet
wide.
City Engineer Report. City Engineer has reviewed the proposed plans and has the following
comments:
•

This appears to need a lot combination/replat. The proposed garage is across a parcel
line. The property/PID/parcel boundaries are not accurately represented on the survey
submitted for review and should be updated.

•

There are some concerns with the location of the new garage bay, driveway, and newly
installed hydrant. The hydrant would appear to be subject to being hit by vehicles
entering or leaving the garage as it is not substantially out of the way of direct access
between the garage threshold as proposed and the existing roadway. The garage can be
re-sited further to the east to remove or mitigate this risk, or the hydrant can be relocated
by the hydrant to the satisfaction of Public Works – although Public Works would need to
evaluate whether a suitable location is available and whether it could be achieved without
cutting into the newly reconstructed roads.

•

The applicant would need to remove and replace existing curb and expand the driveway
apron to match the width of the expanded driveway as it meets the edge of Pleasant
Street.

•

There are known, but unlocatable private drain tile and drainage facilities in and around
this area that were encountered by the city during reconstruction of the streets – for
example under the existing driveway and behind the existing retaining wall. These drain
tiles were all reconnected to the city’s storm sewer system in Pleasant Street and convey
and improve drainage up gradient on private property – they were all left in known

functioning condition following work conducted by city forces. If new private garage,
driveway, and retaining wall construction work is conducted in this area, there is a risk that
this draintile will become crushed, disconnected, or otherwise stop functioning, which may
cause localized minor flooding in yard areas upstream tributary to the drain tile in the city
right of way. Exact locations of this private drain tile are undocumented and unknown by
the city. Care should be taken to not disturb or otherwise compromise the functioning of
this private drain tile if it is encountered during private driveway, garage, or retaining wall
work contemplated with this application.
•

If a lot combination is pursued – standard perimeter drainage and utility easements are
recommended as a condition around the final combined parcel.

RRP Criteria
Below is an analysis of how the proposed project meets the RRP criteria.
Guideline
1.

Review Criteria

Findings

Massing and scale of a

Ensure that the massing and

The garage across the street is

new structure should be

scale of a new structure is

setback closely to the right-

compatible with

visually compatible with

of-way, similar to the

neighboring structures

neighboring structures, with

proposed garage. The roof of

special attention to design of

the actual garage has a

upper levels and roofs.

steeper slope than that of the
second floor.

Consider incorporating the

See above regarding upper

following mass mitigation

level components and

techniques to align with

perception of bulk. The roof

neighborhood patterns:

planes seem to be broken up.

•

Street facing gable

The garage is not setback at

•

One story open front

least 60 feet from the street.

porch
•

Step-downs

•

Upper level components
that are 1/2 story rather
than full story

•

Roof planes that are
broken up (no large

unarticulated planes)
•

Offset structure
components to break up
bulk and large flat
planes (gable and wing)

•

Separate components
by breezeway or one
story element

•

Garage located 60' back
from front street

•

Highly creative design
that reduces the
perception of bulk

•

A “tunnel effect,” which
results from tall walls
placed close together,
should be avoided
through one-story
additions or step-backs

Maintain consistency with the

The proposed garage is

street wall on all sides

slightly wider than some of

(including corner lots) and

the other

design façade width to reflect
established range of
neighboring structure widths.
Ensure that the height of a new

The proposed garage will be

structure is within the height

taller than neighboring

range of neighboring structures

detached garages. There are

and floor-to-floor heights are

many detached garages on

compatible with those of

Pleasant Street, and this will

neighboring structures.

be significantly taller than the
rest of them.

Position taller portions of a

The proposed detached

structure away from

garage will not be near

neighboring structures of lower

neighboring structures of

scale to minimize looming

lower scale.

effects and shading of

neighboring structures, or step
down the structure toward
lower-scaled neighboring
structures.
2. The size and mass of a

Ensure that the structure’s

The proposed detached

new structure should be

visible building envelope (bulk)

garage will be significantly

compatible with the

is compatible with the property larger in bulk than
size and with neighboring

neighboring structures and is

structures.

larger than is allowed per the
Zoning Code.

Locate the garage to respect

The garage is located to

existing neighborhood patterns

respect existing

and minimize the garage’s

neighborhood patterns

impact on structure massing

however may not necessarily

and street face.

minimize impact on structure
massing and street face.

3. A new structure should

Respect the established

The garage will be going in

follow alignments that

structure location, alignments

essentially the same location

are predominant on the

and open space patterns

as the existing garage.

street and compatible

between neighboring

with neighboring

structures when locating a new

properties

structure.
Maintain the traditional rhythm

As previously mentioned,

of the street face, the

many of the garages on this

orientation pattern and the

street are located in a similar

proportion of built to open

location on the street. The

space of structures facing the

applicant is only proposing to

street, including each side of a

decrease the setbacks by a

corner lot.

few feet.

Design the site footprint of a

The proposed garage will be

structure to be compatible

slightly larger than some of

with the existing lot coverage

the neighboring detached

pattern of neighboring

garages in the area.

structures.
4. A new structure’s design Ensure that grade changes do

N/A - The applicants are not

should respect the site’s

not change the character of the proposing to change the

natural slope and

street face or the relationship

existing grade.

features, minimizing cut, of the structure to neighboring
fill and retaining walls

structures.
Respect the site’s natural slope

N/A - The applicants are not

and minimize cut, fill and

proposing to change the

retaining walls.

existing grade.

Use structure stepbacks and

N/A - The applicants are not

stepdowns at the slope to

proposing to change the

break up massing and

existing grade.

continuous walls.
5. Consider front porch

Use an unenclosed single-story

element in design of

front porch to break up a

new structures

structure’s massing on the

N/A

street face.
6.

A new structure should

Relate structure’s ratio of solid

The applicant is proposing to

be detailed as four-

to void, distribution of window

use the same siding on all four

sided architecture

and door openings, and use of

sides and is proposing

consistent detailing on all sides

windows on all four sides. The

to those of neighboring

south side elevation facing

structures.

the adjacent property does
only have one window,
however, that is an
improvement from what is
there currently.

Arrange openings to reflect the

See above.

traditional alignment of
openings in neighboring
structures to avoid large
unbalanced solid wall expanses.
7. Consider neighbor

Locate decks, balconies and

The rear of the structure will

views, privacy and

pools to consider privacy of

only have one window, which

sunlight in placement

neighboring properties.

will respect the privacy of the

and size of a new
structure’s elements

adjacent home.
Minimize interruption of the

The proposed garage will

sunlight, skyplane, and views

increase by 11 feet in height

for neighboring structures.

but will still be shorter in
height to the neighboring
structure.

Special consideration will be

There is a variance being

given to appropriate mass and

requested for the garage’s

scale, appropriate roof lines,

mass and scale. It appears to

and diverse architectural style.

have appropriate roof lines,
but probably not a diverse
architectural style.

Special consideration will also

N/A

be given to tree preservation,
landscaping, and stormwater
management that exceeds
standards set forth in the City
Code.
Recommended Conditions of Approval for RRP. If the Planning Commission wishes to recommend
approval, the following conditions are recommended:
1.

The Applicants shall obtain all necessary City, watershed district, and other government entity
permits and approvals including but not limited to building permits, grading and erosion
control plans, etc.

2. The plans shall be consistent with the survey dated November 11, 2020 and the plans dated
October 28, 2020 and December 7, 2020 with amendments as required by these conditions.
3. Casing trim & detail should also be incorporated at doors and windows, similar in size and
proportion to those of the existing house, for consistency and compatibility of design with the
main house. These changes shall be approved by the City Architect and City Planning Director.
4. The Applicants shall either site the garage further west or relocate the fire hydrant in order to
provide sufficient space from the fire hydrant near the property from the new garage bay and
expanded driveway to the satisfaction of the City Engineer and Public Works Superintendent.
5. The Applicants shall move and replace the existing curb and expand the driveway apron to
match the width of the expanded driveway.
6. The Applicants shall take special care to not disturb or otherwise compromise the functioning
of private drain tile if it is encountered during private driveway, garage or retaining wall work
contemplated with this request.
7. The RRP shall expire one year from the date of adoption of the resolution if not acted upon.
8. The City shall approve the required variances needed to site the garage in the proposed
location.
Variance Review Criteria

Minn. Stat. § 462.357, subd. 6(2). This statute requires a City’s Board of Appeals and Adjustments
(the “Board”) evaluating a variance request to make the following inquiries:
1.

Is the property owner proposing to use the property in a reasonable manner not permitted by
the ordinance?

Staff Comment: The property owner is proposing to use the property in a reasonable manner by
proposing a two-car garage on the property where a one car garage currently exists. The property
owner is proposing to increase the height in order to allow for office space above the garage that
will not be considered a dwelling provided there is no plumbing for bathroom and kitchen
facilities.
2. Is the plight of the property owner due to circumstances unique to the property that have not
been created by the landowner?

Staff Comment: The property is uniquely shaped, significantly sloped, and the house is located in
a position that prevents a driveway to gain access to a garage located at the rear of the property.
3. Will the variance, if granted, alter the essential character of the area?

Staff Comment: The proposed garage will likely not alter the essential character of the area, as
most houses have two car garages, and the slope of the property will lessen the impact of the
increased height. Additionally, the applicants are only proposing to decrease the existing setbacks
by 2.5 feet and 1.7 feet, the former of which is from the street and not the adjoining property.
4. If a variance is granted, will the outcome be (a) in harmony with the purpose and intent of the
ordinance, and (b) consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.

Staff Comment: The purpose and intent of the minimum height requirement is so that accessory
structures are lesser in scale than principal structures, but the principal structure is still taller than
the proposed detached garage, and the slope of the property further enhances the appearance
that the accessory structure is lesser in scale than the principal structure. The purpose and intent
of the required setback of accessory structures is to provide sufficient space from adjacent
properties and will not inhibit site lines when abutting streets. The proposed detached garage is
setback more than is required from the adjacent property, and, because the property is on the
end of the street, will not affect site lines.

Findings for Approval for Variance and Lot Consolidation Request. If the Planning Commission
wishes to recommend approval of the variance, the following findings are recommended.
a. The Applicants’ property is a 20,280 square foot site with a lot width of approximately 80 feet
located in the R-1, Single-Family Residential zoning district.
b. The existing detached garage is setback approximately 3.2 feet from right-of-way and 8.7 feet
from the property line, and the Applicants are proposing to located the proposed garage 0.7
feet from the right-of-way and 7 feet from the adjacent property line.
c. The existing garage is 10 feet in height, and the Applicants are proposing to increase the
height to 21 feet in order to allow for office space above the garage with no plumbing for
kitchen and bathroom facilities.
d. The existing square footage of the detached garage is 313 square feet with 1,012 square feet of
accessory structures on the Property in total, and the applicant is proposing a 772 square-foot
detached garage with a total of 1,471 square feet of accessory structures on the Property in
total in order to allow the conversion of a single stall garage to a two-car garage.
e. The Property has a slope with a grade of 959.5 at its highest point where the house sits with a
grade of its lowest point at 950 where the garage sits.
f.

The Property owner is proposing to use the property in a reasonable manner by proposing a
two-car garage on the property where a one car garage currently exists. The Property owner is
proposing to increase the height in order to allow for office space above the garage that will
not be considered a dwelling provided there is no plumbing for bathroom and kitchen
facilities.

g. The Property is uniquely shaped, significantly sloped, and the house is located in a position
that prevents a driveway to gain access to a garage located at the rear of the property.
h. The proposed garage will likely not alter the essential character of the area, as most houses
have two car garages, and the slope of the property will lessen the impact of the increased
height. Additionally, the applicants are only proposing to decrease the existing setbacks by 2.5
feet and 1.7 feet, the former of which is from the street and not the adjoining property.
i.

The retaining wall does not have a significant impact on the essential character of the area.

j.

The purpose and intent of the ordinance is to prevent retaining walls from negatively
impacting drainage. The location of the retaining wall does not negatively impact drainage.
Contrarily, it helps mitigate negative impacts of drainage to the subject property.

k. At an area of approximately 1,480 square feet and a width of approximately nine feet, the lot
that is being combined with 678 Pleasant Street is not a buildable lot and therefore can be
combined with

Recommended Conditions of Approval for Variance Request. If the Planning Commission wishes
to recommend approval, the following conditions are recommended:
1.

The applicant shall obtain all necessary City, watershed district, and other government entity
permits and approvals including but not limited to building permits, grading and erosion
control plans, etc.

2. The plans shall be consistent with the survey dated November 11, 2020 and the plans dated
October 28, 2020 and December 7, 2020.
3. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall record this resolution in the chain of
title for the property with Hennepin County and shall provide the City with verification of its
recording.
4. The variance shall expire one year from the date of adoption of the resolution if not acted
upon; City approval will be required for any subsequent extension.
5. The Applicants shall either site the garage further west or relocate the fire hydrant in order to
provide sufficient space from the fire hydrant near the property from the new garage bay and
expanded driveway to the satisfaction of the City Engineer and Public Works Superintendent.
6. The Applicants shall move and replace the existing curb and expand the driveway apron to
match the width of the expanded driveway.
7. The Applicants shall take special care to not disturb or otherwise compromise the functioning
of private drain tile if it is encountered during private driveway, garage or retaining wall work
contemplated with this request.
8. The Applicants shall provide standard perimeter drainage and utility easements as approved
by the City Engineer with the combination of the two parcels.
RECOMMENDED PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION
The Planning Commission should first hold a public hearing for both the RRP and variance requests
and discuss and decide if they would like to approve the RRP for the proposed detached garage
based on the proposed findings. They then should consider the variance requests to allow
expansion of an existing garage that does not meet minimum setback, maximum height and
square footage requirements, or the requirement that a garage with street facing garage doors be
recessed at least ten feet from the front wall plane as well as a lot consolidation.

“Move to adopt Resolution 2021-01 approving the RRP for 678 Pleasant Street based on the
findings presented in this staff report and the report of the City Architect.”

“Move to recommend approval of the variances to allow expansion of an existing garage that
does not meet minimum setback, maximum height and square footage requirements, or the
requirement that a garage with street facing garage doors be recessed at least ten feet from the
front wall plane as well as a lot consolidation for the property located at 678 Pleasant Street.”
ATTACHMENTS
1) Application
2) Narrative
3) Survey and Plans
4) City Architect Report
5) Resolution 2021-01

339 THIRD STREET
EXCELSIOR, MN 55331-1877
952.474.5233

Residential Review Permit
Application

APPLICANT INFORMATION
Name:

Business Name:

Mark and Kari Knapp

Address: 678 Pleasant Street
City:

State: MN

Excelsior

Telephone: (650) 505-7462

E-Mail:

Zip Code:

55331

knapp2k@yahoo.com

OWNER INFORMATION (if different)
Name:

Business Name:

Address:
City:

State:

Telephone:

E-Mail:

Zip Code:

TYPE OF APPLICATION (check all that apply)
Sketch Plan

x Residential Review Permit

PROJECT INFORMATION
Street Address:
678 Pleasant Street, Excelsior MN 55331

Zoning District (R-1 or R-2):

Property Identification Number(s) (PIN #s):
34-117-23-13-0057
Legal Description (attach if necessary):
Lot 8, Block 3, College Lake Addition to Excelsior, Hennepin County, MN
Description of Proposal (attach additional information if needed):
Garage renovation to extend from one to two stalls and to add upper level home office

Reason(s) to Approve Request (attach additional information if needed):
Garage renovation in keeping with local design and architecture
APPLICANT’S STATEMENT

This application should be processed in my name. I have completed all of the applicable filing requirements and, to the best of my

knowledge, the documents and information I have submitted are true and correct. I agree to reimburse the City of Excelsior for the costs

of professional Engineers and other Consultants hired by the City to review and inspect this proposal when the City is unable to do so with
existing in house staff.

Signature:___________________________________

12/2/2020

Date: ____________

OWNER’S STATEMENT
I am the owner of the above described property and I agree to this application.

Signature:___________________________________

12/2/2020
Date: ____________

Please see the attached checklist(s) for a list of plans and other information that must be submitted with this application and for other
important information. The checklist must be submitted with the application and the required submittals.

339 THIRD STREET
EXCELSIOR, MN 55331-1877
952.474.5233
1.

Prevailing neighborhood streetfront

5.

setback: (Guidelines #3 and #7)

20 feet
Prevailing setback on block (est.)________

2.

(Guidelines #1 and #7)
Stories

House on right

1

1-1/2

2

impact on the neighborhood and
streetscape?:

__________________________________
Garage design and architecture will be in
keeping with neighborhood

__________________________________

x

Proposed new house

__________________________________

x

__________________________________

Prevailing front porch pattern in your

__________________________________

neighborhood: (Guidelines #1 and #5)

Front Porch None

House on right

7.

x

House on left

x

Prevailing on block

x Building designed to reduce cut and fill

x

Proposed new house

(minimize retaining walls)

x

Landscaping incorporated into grading

4. Prevailing garage location pattern in your

changes

neighborhood: (Guidelines #1 and #2)

House on right

garage

House on left

House to rear

Prevailing on block

Proposed new

garage

natural slopes and contours of the property?
Structure sited parallel to slope

x

2 stall

Does the proposed structure work with
(Guideline #4)

House to rear

1 stall

setbacks, size or general design character

patterns, how do you propose to reduce its

x

Prevailing on block

If the proposed structure/garage location,
does not fit prevailing neighborhood

x

House to rear

3.

will remain in keeping with main house

x

House on left

and detail with the design character of the

__________________________________
6.

neighborhood 1, 1 ½, or 2 stories high?

Is the proposed garage compatible in form

__________________________________
Yes, design and architectual characteristics

15 feet
________

Is the pattern of homes on in your

Submittal Requirements

main house? (Guideline #2)

20 feet
Average setback on block (est.) ________

Proposed new house setback

Residential Review Permit

Notes: ____________________________

3 stall

__________________________________

garage

__________________________________

x
x
x
x

x

House

8.

Will the proposed structure significantly

affect your neighbor’s access to sunlight in

adjacent yards, patios or rooms? (Guideline
#7)

No
House to right:______________________

No
House to left:_______________________

No
House to rear:_______________________

Garage at lower grade than surrounding structures
Notes:_____________________________
Residential Building Permit Review Requirements

Page 4 of 5

9.

How will you mitigate any negative sunlight
impacts on neighbors?

x Locate structure on lot to minimize impact

Adjust building height, or portions of

building, to minimize impact

Other:____________________

10. Will the proposed structure significantly

affect your neighbor’s privacy? (Guideline
#7)

No
House to right: ____________________

No
House to left: _____________________

No
House to rear: _____________________

11. How will you mitigate impacts on neighbors’
privacy?

x Offset/locate windows to reduce impact

Decks, balconies, and pools, as applicable,

positioned away from windows of
neighboring properties

Use landscaping elements for screening

Other: ___________________________

__________________________________

Residential Review Permit Application Submittal Requirements
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Variance Application Materials Checklist
2.A.

A list of all current property owners and/or list of those with interest in the property.
Kari and Mark Knapp
678 Pleasant Street
Excelsior, MN 55331

2.B.

A listing of the following site data:
See below for detailed responses.

2.B.a. Legal description of the property (including lot/block, plat name, and parcel identification
number)
Lot 8, Block 3, College Lake addition to Excelsior, Hennepin County, MN
And that part of Lot 247, aud. Subd. No. 135 laying westerly of a line parallel with and 56 feet west
of extended west line of lot 32, Academy addition to Excelsior.
2.B.b

Parcel size (in acres and square feet)
Parcel size is 0.42 acres or 18,501 square feet

2.B.c.

Existing use of land
Existing use of land is homestead

2.B.d. Current zoning
Current zoning is residential
2C.

A narrative regarding any pre-application discussions with staff, and an explanation of how any
requirements and concerns were addressed.
Emily Becker, the Excelsior City Planner, has made herself available for several discussions and also
visited our house on October 14, 2020 to view our proposed garage project. She agreed given the
odd shape of our property and the elevation she would support a re-model of our current garage.
Two of the requested variances for the garage being forward of our house and the height of the
garage due to the elevation.

2D.

State the provision(s) of the Excelsior Zoning Ordinance for which you seek a variance. (For
example, Article 18. Accessory Buildings, Structures, Uses- Section 18-2: All Zoning Districts: G.
Setbacks)
Variances sought for the following City of Excelsior Zoning Ordinances:
• Sec. 11-1.c.1 - Detached garage with street setback;
• Sec. 11-1.e.2 - Detached garage floor area exceeding 768 square feet for a lot greater than
12,000 square feet;
• Sec. 11-1.f.1 - Detached garage elevation exceeding 16 feet in height.

2F.

A specific written description of the proposal and how it varies from the applicable provisions of
Excelsior Zoning Ordinance.
Explanations for variance requests:
• Sec. 11-1.c.1 - Detached garage with street setback

•

•

2.G.

No practical alternatives exist to a detached garage having street setback given the odd shape
of our property and the current location of the 1 stall detached garage. A renovation to make
the detached garage a 2 stall garage makes sense in the current location.
Sec. 11-1.e.2 - Floor area of detached garage
The proposed floor area of the 2 stall detached garage is to be 772 square feet, exceeding city
zoning ordinance by 4 square feet. The additional 4 square feet will be part of internal stairs
designed to compensate for the hillside elevation. If the stairs were placed outside the garage,
then additional landscaping and retaining walls would likely need to be constructed.
Sec. 11-1.f.1 - Height of detached garage
The house sits on a hill and the detached garage is located at a lower elevation. We want to
add an office space above the garage that would be accessed from the elevation of the house
thereby making it necessary to have the overall height of the garage be 21 feet vs. the zoning
ordinance of 16 feet.

A narrative regarding the exceptional or extraordinary circumstances or conditions and undue
hardship applying to the land, building, or use referred to in the application, which circumstances
or conditions do not apply generally to land, buildings, or uses in the same zone classification. The
written narrative should explain the type of use, operational information, design parameters,
development concept, and time schedule. Narrative should also indicate building square footage,
lot areas, parking spaces (also indicating number of handicapped spaces), lot coverage, type and
height of light fixtures, impervious area and green space.
See below for detailed responses.

2.G.a. Justification that the property in question cannot be put to a reasonable use as allowed by this
Section.
We consider our variance requests as reasonable for expanding our current one car garage to a
two car garage with a home office space above the garage. The current garage situation requires
us to park one car outside and has very limited storage space for bikes, strollers, snowblower, or
other items. We plan to expand to a two stall garage with extra storage space in front of the cars
and on the side. There will be an interior staircase to access the office space above. The total
garage space will be 772 square feet. We currently have 313 square feet, making the remodel an
increase of 459 square feet. We plan to start the project in spring of 2021.
2.G.b. The plight of the applicant is due to circumstances unique to the applicant’s property which were
not created by the petitioner. A description of the hardship to the applicant if the variance is not
granted. Describe the cause(s) of this hardship (who or what created the situation), and outline
why other courses of action are not possible.
The current garage placement does not conform to city ordinance and is a unique circumstance
predating our family taking ownership The street facing garage cannot be reasonably moved given
topography and access to Pleasant Street. The property configuration does not allow for a garage
to be placed in another location.
2.G.c. Justify the variance, if granted, will not:
See below for detailed responses.
2.G.c.i. Alter the characteristics of the property or its surroundings

If variances are granted, the garage and upper office will not alter and be in keeping with the
characteristics of the locality by using similar design and architectural features as nearby
strucures.
2.G.c.ii. Adversely affect the health or safety of persons residing or working in the neighborhood
If variances are granted, the garage and upper office will not adversely affect the health or safety
of persons residing or working in the neighborhood.
2.G.c.iii.Impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent properties
We have provided an overview of the project and scope to our immediate neighbors. All indicate
support for the project with no foreseeable objections around impairing an adequate supply of
light and air to adjacent properties. Neighbors consulted:
662 Pleasant Street – Craig and Sheila Rossebo
636 Pleasant Street – Brian and Kirsten Halloran
700 Pleasant Street – Karen and Dave Huntington
701 Pleasant Street – Mark Meldan and Louise Dierking
2.G.c.iv.Be injurious to property or improvements in the neighborhood
We have provided an overview of the project and scope to our immediate neighbors. All indicate
support for the project with no foreseeable objections around injurious to property or
improvements in the neighborhood. Neighbors consulted:
662 Pleasant Street – Craig and Sheila Rossebo
636 Pleasant Street – Brian and Kirsten Halloran
700 Pleasant Street – Karen and Dave Huntington
701 Pleasant Street – Mark Meldan and Louise Dierking
2.G.c.v. Endanger public safety
If variances are granted, the garage and upper office will not endanger public safety in any way.
2.G.c.vi.Nor substantially diminish or impair property values within the neighborhood.
We have provided an overview of the project and scope to our immediate neighbors. All indicate
support for the project with no foreseeable objections around substantially diminished or impaired
property values in the neighborhood. Neighbors consulted:
662 Pleasant Street – Craig and Sheila Rossebo
636 Pleasant Street – Brian and Kirsten Halloran
700 Pleasant Street – Karen and Dave Huntington
701 Pleasant Street – Mark Meldan and Louise Dierking
2.H.

Justification that the variance request is not based exclusively upon a desire to increase the value
or income potential of the parcel of land (economic considerations alone shall not constitute an
undue hardship).
The variance request is to provide adequate garage space for a family. Plus utilize the overhead
space for offices for the two adults living at the property. Both individuals work from home and
there is not appropriate space within the home for two offices.

2.I.

Provide a development schedule indicating the approximate date when construction or sue of the
project (or stages of the same) can be expected to begin and be completed. Be sure to identify

completion timelines for all proposed improvements and/or other work necessary to implement
the proposed use.
Development will start in spring 2021. It is estimated to take two months to complete the project.

Excelsior Good Neighbor Guidelines Review
678 PLEASANT STREET
Guidelines (7)

Review Criteria

1. Massing and scale of a new
structure should be
compatible with
neighboring structures

•
•

•
•
•

01/11/2021

Ensure that the massing and scale of a new structure is visually compatible with neighboring structures, with
special attention to design of upper levels androofs.
Consider incorporating the following mass mitigation techniques to align with neighborhood patterns:












Street facing gable

One story open front porch
Step-downs

Upper level components that are 1/2 story rather than full story
Roof planes that are broken up (no large unarticulated planes)

Offset structure components to break up bulk and large flat planes (gable and wing)
Separate components by breezeway or one story element
Garage located 60' back from front street

Highly creative design that reduces the perception of bulk

A “tunnel effect,” which results from tall walls placed close together, should be avoided through one-story
additions or step-backs

Maintain consistency with the street wall on all sides (including corner lots) and design façade width to reflect
the established range of neighboring structure widths.
Ensure that the height of a new structure is within the height range of neighboring structures and floor-tofloor heights are compatible with those of neighboring structures.

Position taller portions of a structure away from neighboring structures of lower scale to minimize looming
effects and shading of neighboring structures, or step down the structure toward lower-scaled neighboring
structures.

The project’s massing and scale appears to be appropriate and compatible with neighboring structures. It has a
combination of a dominant gable with shed-dormer roof that complements the existing house design. The garage is
forward on the site, but similar in site position to the existing garage it replaces. This location is likely less impactful to
neighbors than a further setback would be, on this site.
2. The size and mass of a new
structure should be
compatible with the size of
the property

•
•

Ensure that the structure’s visible building envelope (bulk) is compatible with the property size and with
neighboring structures.

Locate the garage to respect existing neighborhood patterns and minimize the garage’s impact on structure
massing and street face.

The new structure’s size and mass are compatible with the property and neighboring structures. The neighboring pattern h
both attached garages set back from street and detached front-facing garages closer to street. Though this garage is
not set back far from the street, its location seems appropriate in terms of minimizing neighborhood impact.
3. A new structure should follow
alignments that are
predominant on the street
and compatible with
neighboring properties

•
•
•

Respect the established structure location, alignments and open space patterns between neighboring
structures when locating a new structure.

Maintain the traditional rhythm of the street face, the orientation pattern and the proportion of built to open
space of structures facing the street, including each side of a corner lot.
Design the site footprint of a structure to be compatible with the existing lot coverage pattern of
neighboring structures.

The new structure’s alignments are reasonably consistent and compatible with neighboring properties.

1

4. A new structure’s design should
respect the site’s natural slope
and features,
minimizing cut, fill and
retaining walls

•
•
•

Ensure that grade changes do not change the character of the street face or the relationship of the structure
to neighboring structures.
Respect the site’s natural slope and minimize cut, fill and retaining walls.

Use structure stepbacks and stepdowns at the slope to break up massing and continuous walls.

The new structure, like the one it replaces, is partially set into the existing grading of the site in a way that decreases its
height and visual impact and retains prominent existing planting features.

5. Consider front porch

element in design of new

•

structures

Use an unenclosed single story front porch to break up a structure’s massing on the street face.

Though porch elements may not typically apply to garage structures, this design does include a recess in the building face
and column at one of the two garage doors, visually breaking up the plane of the building and massing on the streetface.

6. A new structure should be
detailed as four-sided
architecture

•
•

Use an unenclosed single story front porch to break up a structure’s massing on the street face.

Arrange openings to reflect the traditional alignment of openings in neighboring structures to avoid large,
unbalanced wall expanses.

Roof forms, detailing and window openings are consistent in character on all four sides of the proposed structure.
Drawings show minimal to no casing trim around door and window opening. Casing trim & detail should also be
incorporated at doors and windows, similar in size and proportion to those of the existing house, for consistency and
compatibility of design with the main house.

7. Consider neighbor views, privacy
and sunlight in placement and size
of a new structure’s elements.

•
•

Locate decks, balconies, and pools to consider privacy of neighboring properties.
Minimize interruption of the sunlight, skyplane, and views for neighboring structures.

The new garage structure, though larger than the existing one it replaces, appears to have minimal impact on views,
privacy and sunlight of neighboring properties.

2

Views of 678 Pleasant Street

City of Excelsior
Planning Commission
Resolution No. 2021-01
A Resolution Approving a Residential Review Permit for 678 Pleasant Street
________________________________________________
WHEREAS, Mark and Kari Knapp, 678 Pleasant Street, Excelsior, MN 55331 (the
“Applicants”) made application for a Residential Review Permit (“RRP”) in order to install a
garage at the property located at 678 Pleasant Street as well as variance requests to allow
expansion of an existing garage that does not meet minimum setback, maximum height
and square footage requirements, or the requirement that a garage with street facing
garage doors be recessed at least ten feet from the front wall plane; and
WHEREAS, at its January 25, 2021 meeting, the Planning Commission (“Commission”)
held a public hearing, considered reports by both the City Planning Director and City
Architect, took comments from the Applicant; and
WHEREAS, the Commission found the application met the RRP Good Neighbor
Guidelines; and
NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS RESOLVED that the Applicants’ request for an RRP for the
property located at 678 Pleasant Street is approved based on the following:

FINDINGS OF FACT
1.

The Applicants seek to expand an existing one-stall detached garage to create
a new two-car garage with room for storage that will be in the same location
but will be expanding in size from 313 square feet to 771 square feet and in
height from 10 feet to 21 feet. The Applicants are proposing to use the area

above the garage as office space that will not be considered a dwelling unit
provided there will not be plumbing for kitchen and bathroom facilities.
2.

The project’s massing and scale appears to be appropriate and compatible with
neighboring structures. It has a combination of a dominant gable with sheddormer roof that complements the existing house design. The garage is forward
on the site, but similar in site position to the existing garage it replaces. This
location is likely less impactful to neighbors than a further setback would be.
Further, the garage across the street is setback closely to the right-of-way as
well. The roof of the existing garage has a steeper slope than that of the
proposed new second floor.

3.

The new structure’s size and mass are compatible with the property and
neighboring structures. The neighboring pattern has both attached garages set
back from street and detached front-facing garages closer to street. Though this
garage is not set back far from the street, its location seems appropriate in terms
of minimizing neighborhood impact.

4.

The new structure’s alignments are reasonably consistent and compatible with
neighboring properties and is proposed to be located in essentially the same
location as the existing garage.

5.

The new structure, like the one it replaces, is partially set into the existing grading
of the site in a way that decreases its height and visual impact and retains
prominent existing planting features.

6.

Though porch elements may not typically apply to garage structures, this design
does include a recess in the building face and column at one of the two garage
doors, visually breaking up the plane of the building and massing on the side
facing the street.

7.

Roof forms, detailing and window openings are consistent in character on all four
sides of the proposed structure. Drawings show minimal to no casing trim around
door and window opening. Casing trim & detail should also be incorporated at
doors and windows, similar in size and proportion to those of the existing house,
for consistency and compatibility of design with the main house.

8.

The new garage structure, though larger than the existing one it replaces,
appears to have minimal impact on views, privacy and sunlight of neighboring
properties.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
1.

The expansion of the detached garage proposed by the Applicants satisfies the
Good Neighbor Guidelines.
CONDITIONS

Approval of the RRP is subject to the following conditions:
1.

The Applicants shall obtain all necessary City, watershed district, and other
government entity permits and approvals including but not limited to building
permits, grading and erosion control plans, etc.

2.

The plans shall be consistent with the survey dated November 11, 2020 and the
plans dated October 28, 2020 and December 7, 2020 with amendments as
required by these conditions.

3.

Casing trim & detail should also be incorporated at doors and windows, similar
in size and proportion to those of the existing house, for consistency and
compatibility of design with the main house. These changes shall be approved
by the City Architect and City Planning Director.

4.

The Applicants shall either site the garage further west or relocate the fire
hydrant in order to provide sufficient space from the fire hydrant near the
property from the new garage bay and expanded driveway to the satisfaction of
the City Engineer and Public Works Superintendent.

5.

The Applicants shall move and replace the existing curb and expand the
driveway apron to match the width of the expanded driveway.

6.

The Applicants shall take special care to not disturb or otherwise compromise
the functioning of private drain tile if it is encountered during private driveway,
garage or retaining wall work contemplated with this request.

7.

The RRP shall expire one year from the date of adoption of the resolution if not
acted upon.

8.

The City shall approve the required variances needed to site the garage in the
proposed location.

Adopted by the Planning Commission of the City of Excelsior, Minnesota this 25th
day of January, 2021.

_____________________________
Dan Wallace, Chair

MEMORANDUM
Item 5(a) Residential Review Process

Re: Recap

Date: January 25, 2021
To:

Planning Commission

From: Emily Becker, Planning Director

BACKGROUND
We just completed our first Residential Review Process (RRP). Staff would like to gain input from
the Planning Commission on how it went and what could be done to make it better. Specifically,
staff would like the Planning Commission to provide feedback on the following aspects:
•

Staff Report. Does the Planning Commission feel it is necessary for both the Planning
Director and City Architect to conduct an analysis on how the proposed project meets the
Good Neighbor Guidelines?

•

Public Hearing. Does the Planning Commission feel that it is necessary to hold a public
hearing at the meeting during which time neighboring property owners have the
opportunity to speak or do they feel that it would be more efficient to require written
feedback that can be included in the packet or forwarded to the Commission for review?

•

Anything Else? Is there anything else that the Planning Commission would recommend
changing with the process?

RECOMMENDED PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION
The Planning Commission should assess the first RRP and provide staff feedback on anything that
could be done differently.

