
 

 

 
 

CITY OF WACONIA  
PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA 

 
Regular Meeting of                                     Thursday, January 7th, 2016 
Planning Commission                             City Hall – 6:30 PM 
Waconia, Minnesota 
 
MEMBERS:  Mike Blanchfield, Steve Hebeisen, Don Osmundson, John Meisch, Nathan Vilmain 
ALTERNATE MEMBER: Robert Grohmann 
CITY COUNCIL MEMBER LIAISON: Jim Sanborn 
 
STAFF:  Lane Braaten, Community Development Director 
   Angie Perera, Assistant Planner 
   Brenda Wurst, Recording Secretary 
 
1. Call meeting to order and roll call 
 
2. Adopt Agenda 
 
3. Minutes Approval from:  November 19th, 2015 Special Planning Commission Meeting and December 

3rd, 2015 Regular Planning Commission Meeting. – Pages 1-17. 
4. New Business  
 

A. ELECTION OF OFFICERS and OATH OF OFFICE: New Planning Commission members. 
 

B. PUBLIC HEARING:  Request for a variance from the Downtown District Design Standards 
regarding rooftop screening by Greg and Bria James for the property located at 140 Main Street 
West. – Pages 18-31. 
 

C. SITE PLAN AMENDMENT & DESIGN REVIEW:  Site Plan and Architectural Design 
Standards Review request by Paul Vogstrom and David Olshansky for additional modifications 
to be made to the Nagel Assisted Living facility at 232 Elm Street South. – Pages 32-57. 
 

D. INFORMAL DISCUSSION:  SKETCH PLAN – Interlaken Outlot A submitted by Hartman 
Communities for the property located at 1150 Somerwood Drive. – Pages 58-64.   

                               
5. Other  
 

A. DISCUSSION ITEM: Day Mental Health Treatment Facility regulations. – Pages 65-66. 
 

6. Adjourn  



 
 
 

WACONIA PLANNING COMMISSION 
THURSDAY, November 19, 2015 

 
Pursuant to due call and notice thereof, a special meeting of the Waconia Planning Commission was called to order by 
Chairperson Hebeisen at 6:30pm. 
 
1. CALL MEETING TO ORDER. 
 
 MEMBERS PRESENT:   Vilmain, Hebeisen and Osmundson 
 MEMBERS ABSENT:   Blanchfield and Parpart  
 STAFF PRESENT:   Braaten, Perera, Wurst 
 COUNCIL LEISON:   Jim Sanborn 

VISITORS: See attachment. 
 
No changes to the agenda. 
 
2. ADOPT AGENDA:  Motion by Osmundson, seconded by Vilmain to adopt the Agenda as presented.  All present 

voted aye.  MOTION CARRIED. 
 
3. APPROVE MINUTES:  No minutes  
 
4. NEW BUSINESS:  
 

A. SITE PLAN REVIEW, VARIANCE REQUEST AND REZONING: HIGH SCHOOL SITE – PHASE 2, 
FOR THE PROPERTY LOCATED AT 1650 COMMUNITY DRIVE – WACONIA PUBLIC DISTRICT 
ISD#110. 

 
The property owner, Waconia Public Schools, and the applicant, LSE Architects, Inc., have submitted the 
following applications for review in association with Phase 2 of the High School Project: 

 
1. The Applicant has submitted a Variance Application requesting an overall maximum building height of 

51 ft. 8 inches for the theater and fly loft area of the proposed addition versus the 40 ft. maximum height 
allowed in the P, Public District. 

2. The Applicant has submitted a Rezoning Application requesting PID# 750270200 be rezoned from the A, 
Agricultural District to P, Public. 

3. The Applicant has submitted a Site Plan Review Application requesting approval of Phase 2 of the High 
School Project for the property located at 1650 Community Drive. 

 
Braaten pointed out the location of the property on the overhead screen reminding the Commissioners that 
the City reguided the parcels just west of Clearwater School as Institutional and Public.  The annexation 
process is still being resolved but the City has received Zoning Authority from Carver County per their 
meeting on November 17, 2015.  

 
Background – Braaten stated that the 6 parcels being discussed are identified as follows:  
Parcels 750220400 and 750220600 are currently zoned P, Public.  The parcels identified as PID#s 
090220800, 090220820 and 090220900 are guided as I-P, Institutional or Public and will be zoned P, Public 
when annexation of the properties becomes finalized.  The property identified as PID# 750270200 is 
currently zoned A, Agricultural District and the School District, as part of Phase 2, has requested this 
property be rezoned to P, Public District.   

 
The other unique interior site circulation detail is that the applicant is proposing to provide an access from 
the existing Clearwater Middle School/Safari Island parking lot to the new parking area to the south and west 
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of the proposed addition.  This access drive is needed for fire protection, but staff has indicated to the 
applicant that it may not be appropriate as a through traffic circulation route. 

 
The Site Plan Review: 
The parcels identified as PID#s 750220400, 750220600 and 090220800 are a mix of parking,  school uses 
(Clearwater Middle School), recreational/fitness uses (Safari Island) and agricultural use.  The remaining 
parcels were most recently used for agricultural purposes. 

 
The addition being proposed would connect to the existing Clearwater Middle School.  All set back 
requirements are met.  As a part of the lot requirements for the Public Zoning Distract, it does exceed the 
maximum 40 foot building height allowance by 11 feet 8 inches.  

 
The maximum hardcover surface allowed in the P, Public District is 80%.  The applicant is proposing 32% 
hardcover surface for the 100.7 acres of property included in said calculation.  The application is in 
compliance with the hardcover surface stands for the district. 

 
The project is located within the P, Public District and is therefore exempt from the Architectural Design 
Standards section of the City Code.  With that noted, the applicant is proposing exterior building elements 
such as precast concrete panels, metal panels, brick, composite panels (wood veneer) and aluminum window 
frames with low E glass.  The proposed building materials are consistent with the information provided with 
Phase 1 of the High School project. 

 
The initial vehicular access to the property will be via Community Drive, with the City anticipating the 
improvement of 94th Street and Community Drive as part of our 2017 improvement projects.  In addition, the 
County is proposing to construct, at a minimum, the section of new County 10 (County Road 110) from 
Highway 5 north to the intersection with Community Drive in 2017.  This improvement will allow a 
roundabout to be installed at the Hwy. 5 intersection and at the intersection of Community Drive and County 
Road 110.  The north section of County Road 110, if not completed as part of the County’s initial project in 
2017, will be completed at a later date and will connect to County Road 10 to the north (approx. 2018).  
When County Road 110 is completed it will serve as the primary access via Community Drive, with limited 
access via 94th Street. 

 
Trails- City Ordinance requires subdividers/developers to “construct a meaningful pedestrian circulation 
system subject to City approval which connects to the major trail system to schools, parks and shopping 
areas and shall provide easements to accommodate such movement.  Said pedestrian ways shall be 
coordinated with those of adjacent subdivisions and the Comprehensive Plan.” 

 
The applicant is proposing significant additions to the pedestrian circulation system to connect the new high 
school location to the existing trail segments.  Specifically, the applicant is proposing the following trail 
segments: 

1. An 8 ft. wide bituminous trail segment along the north side of 94th Street that will extend to the east 
and connect to the existing high school/future middle school site and connect to the detached future 
trail which will extend north and south along future County Road 10. 

2. An 8ft. wide bituminous trail segment along the south side of Community Drive which will connect 
to the existing sidewalk in front of Safari Island and extend west to the future detached trail which 
will extend along the east side of the future County Road 10. 

3. A future 10 ft. trail segment extending from the eastern portion of the high school property to the 
west half of the high school property via a new pedestrian underpass.  This trail segment will also 
connect to the future detached trail section along the east side of the future County Road 10 in 
addition to connecting the school and students to the new athletic fields on the west side of the 
highway. 

 
All off street parking requirements are met.  

 
The screening requirements are met. 
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Landscaping, lighting and loading dock requirements have been satisfied.  

 
No sign information/permit has not been submitted as a part of this application, but they are aware of the 
submittal required.  

 
Grading, drainage and utility as a part of this discussion is ongoing-the City Engineer and Public Services 
Director are still working through a list of items.  

 
Osmundson asked about the parking spaces for the facility. Braaten clarified that there is a small parking area 
on the south side and another on the north side, with the major parking lot to the southwest of the proposed 
building.  Also a future parking lot on the west side of the highway for the athletic fields. This is in addition 
to the existing parking that is shared between Safari and Clearwater Middle School.   

 
Variance portion of the application includes:   
The property is located within the P, Public Zoning District which allows a maximum building height of 40 
ft. and the applicant is requesting approval of a variance to construct the theatre/fly loft portion of the 
proposed addition at a maximum height of 51 ft. 8 inches. 

 
Vilmain pointed out a typo regarding the drawing in the packet stating 151’-8’ feet in height.   (correction is 
51 ft. 8 inches.) 

 
The applicant has provided documentation from the specialty theatre consultant, Schuler Shook, indicating 
that reducing the height of the theater/fly loft portion of the building would have a significant impact on the 
functionality of the stage and theatre as a whole.  Further, the applicant has indicated that the proposed 
addition will be at least 470 feet from the closest Waconia Township residence and approximately 690 feet 
from the Country Ponds neighborhood within the City Limits. 

 
Braaten displayed the south elevation showing the height of the theater.  There were comments from the 
contractors, Schuler Shook that reducing the height of the theater would have significant impact on the 
functionality of the stage theater as a whole.  These heights for a theater this size are considered standard.   

 
Braaten then went through the variance criteria which states the following:  
Waconia City Code Section 900.12, Subd. 4 and Minnesota State Statute 462.357, Subd. 6 establishes criteria 
to be considered when contemplating the issuance of a variance in terms of “practical difficulty” as follows: 
Variances shall only be permitted when they are in harmony with the general purposes and intent of the 
ordinance and when the terms of the variance are consistent with the comprehensive plan.” So a city 
evaluating a variance application should make findings as to: 

1. Is the variance in harmony with the purposes and intent of the ordinance? 
2. Is the variance consistent with the comprehensive plan? 
3. Does the proposal put property to use in a reasonable manner? 
4. Are there unique circumstances to the property not created by the landowner? 
5. Will the variance, if granted, alter the essential character of the locality? 

 
State statute specifically notes that economic considerations alone cannot create practical difficulties. 
Whereas, practical difficulties exist only when the three statutory factors are met (1. reasonableness, 2. 
uniqueness, and 3. essential character). 

 
Rezoning Application: 
Current zoning of the properties is considered Public and Agricultural and guided as Institutional or Public 
and when annexed into the city will be zoned Public.  Braaten pointed out a triangle portion that is currently 
zoned A, Agriculture. Todd Swanson, Finance Director for District #110, stated that the triangle portion has 
been farmed and that a small corner of the property is wetlands.  
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Braaten mentioned that rezoning the parcel would require a 4-5ths vote of the Council to be approved. It is 
consistent with what they have been looking at as part of the application initially.   
 
The Public Hearing items this evening are the Variance and the Rezoning.  Notices were published in the 
October 22, 2015 in the Waconia Patriot and mailed notices for the statute of the ordinances and a revised 
notice for this evening was also sent out. No comments regarding any of the applications have been received.  
Braaten commented that the three applications needed to be considered with individual motions and once a 
recommendation has been made the applications will be heard by the City Council on November 23, 2015. 

 
Motion by Osmundson, second by Vilmain to Open the Public Hearing for the Variance Request and 
Rezoning. All in favor voted Aye.  MOTION CARRIED.  

 
No comments. 

 
Motion by Vilmain, second by Osmundson to Close the Public Hearing for the Variance Request and 
Rezoning. All in favor voted Aye.  MOTION CARRIED.  

 
Osmundson commented on the 5 recommended conditions and asked if they apply to all three applications.  
Braaten indicated that they would apply to all three.   

 
Braaten indicated that the Planning Commission should make a recommendation to the City Council 
regarding the requests by Waconia Public Schools and LSE Architects for a Variance, Rezoning and Site 
Plan Review approval for Phase 2 of the High School Project.   

 
If the Planning Commission chose to recommend approval of the Variance, Rezoning and Site Plan Review 
requests, staff would recommend the approval upon the following conditions: 

1. The proposed improvements shall be completed as approved and as conditionally revised by the 
Planning Commission and the City Council. 

2. All applicable permits are applied for by the applicant with all supporting documentation and issued 
prior to the start of construction.    

3. The City Council shall review and approve the final plat for said project prior to the issuance of a 
building permit for Phase 2 of the project. 

4. The sliding trash enclosure gate details shall be provided to City staff for review and approval prior 
to installation. 

5. The applicant shall receive grading, drainage and utility plan approval from the Public Services 
Director and City Engineer prior to the issuance of a building permit for Phase 2 of the project. 

 
Motion by Osmundson, second by Vilmain, to approve the Site Plan as presented with the recommendation 
of the 5 conditions stated in the staff report.  All in favor vote aye.  MOTION CARRIED.   

 
Motion by Vilmain, second by Osmundson to approve the Variance request with the recommended 5 
conditions stated.  All in favor vote aye.  MOTION CARRIED.  

 
Motion by Osmundson, second by Vilmain to approve the Rezoning Application with the recommended 5 
condition stated.  All in favor vote aye.  MOTION CARRIED.  

 
(The only reason we are able to review the attached land use applications is that Carver County released 
zoning authority to the City of Waconia at their regular meeting on November 17th, 2015.) 

 
B. PUBLIC HEARING: NEW WACONIA HIGH SCHOOL AND FIELDS PRLIMINARY PLAT AND FINAL 

PLAT APLICATION SUBMITTED BY LSE ARCHITECTS, INC. ON BEHALF OF ISD 110 FOR THE 
PROPERTY LOCATED AT 1650 COMMUNITY DRIVE.  

 
The City has received Preliminary and Final Plat Applications from LSE Architects, Inc., on behalf of 
Waconia Public Schools for the properties located at 1650 Community Drive.  The preliminary and final plat, 
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titled New Waconia High School and Fields, propose to consolidate the 6 parcels indicated above and 
dedicate outlots for the expansion of Community Drive, the improvement of a portions of 94th Street, the 
improvement of the future alignment of County Road 10 and storm water ponding. 

 
The proposed plans indicate four (4) outlots being created with the approval of the New Waconia High 
School and Fields development. 

 
Stormwater Ponding Outlot– The plans indicate that this outlot will provide approximately 3.4 acres for 

stormwater ponding. 
County Highway 10 Outlot – The plans indicate that the County Highway 10 outlot will provide 4.67 acres to 

allow for the future improvement of County Road 110 and the roundabout at the 
intersection of County 110 and Community Drive. 

Community Drive Outlot – The plans indicate that the Community Drive outlot will provide 3.31 acres to 
allow for the future improvement of the west extension of Community Drive. 

94th Street Outlot – The plans indicate that this outlot will provide 1.22 acres to allow for the future 
improvement of 94th Street. 

 
Motion by Osmundson, second by Vilmain, to open the Public Hearing for the New Waconia High School 
and field Preliminary Plat and Final Plat Application submitted by LSE Architects, Inc. on behalf of ISD 110 
for the property located at 1650 Community Drive.  All in favor voted aye.  MOTION CARRIED.  

 
No comments were received from the public. 

 
Motion by Vilmain, second by Osmundson, to close the Public Hearing for the New Waconia High School 
and Field Preliminary Plat and Final Plat Application submitted by LSE Architects, Inc. on behalf of ISD 110 
for the property located at 1650 Community Drive.  All in favor voted aye.  MOTION CARRIED.  

 
Motion by Vilmain, second by Osmundson, to recommend approval of the New Waconia High School and 
Fields Preliminary Plat and Final Plat Application submitted by LSE Architects, Inc. on behalf of ISD 110 for 
the property located at 1650 Community Drive with the following conditions: 

1. The New Waconia High School and Fields Preliminary and Final Plats shall be completed as 
approved and as conditionally revised by the Planning Commission, the City Council and City staff.  

2. All applicable permits are applied for by the applicant with all supporting documentation and issued 
prior to the start of construction. 

3. The applicant shall obtain Carver County Watershed Management Organization (CCWMO) approval 
and permitting for erosion control and storm water management.  A copy of any approvals or permits 
shall be submitted prior to any land disturbing activities. Except for the temporary approvals 
previously approved for Phase 1 of the High School Project. 

4. The applicant shall obtain a General Construction Storm water Permit (NPDES) from the Minnesota 
Pollution Control Agency and submit a copy to the City prior to any land disturbing activities.  

5. All indirect costs related to the permitting, review, and plans associated with engineering and 
administrative costs shall be paid by the applicant/owner. 

6. The applicant shall provide revised preliminary and final plat documents, drafted by a licensed 
surveyor, meeting the submittal requirements stated in City Ordinance and completed to the 
satisfaction of City Staff. 

7. The watermain, sanitary sewer, grading, and storm water issues shall be resolved to the satisfaction 
of the City Engineer and Public Services Director prior to the issuance of the building permit for 
Phase 2 of the High School Project.  

8. Compliance with applicable items contained in Chapter 1000 of the City of Waconia Subdivision 
Ordinance. 

9. Compliance with the items noted in the City Staff review comments memo dated October 16th, 2015. 
10. Execution of a Developer’s Agreement for the Final Plat. 

 
All in favor voted aye.  MOTION CARRIED.  
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C. INFORMAL DISCUSSION: SKETCH PLAN – PLOCHER BROS. SUBDIVISION SUBMITTED BY 
PRESTON FOX, ON BEHALF OF LARRY PLOCHER AND KEN PLOCHER FOR  PID #0902250310 
AND #090250320. 

 
The City has received a Sketch Plan Application from Mr. Preston Fox (the “applicant”), on behalf of the 
property owners Larry Plocher and Ken Plocher, to facilitate a discussion with the Planning Commission 
regarding the possible future development of their properties.   

 
Braaten indicated the location of the properties on the overhead map.  The properties are located at 9835 
Highway 284.  Submittal of a Sketch Plan allows possible developers to provide a concept plan to the 
Planning Commission to receive feedback on a potential project to determine any conflicts prior to submittal 
of any future applications such as Preliminary Plat, Comprehensive Plan Amendments, Annexation, etc. 

 
The concept plan indicated single-family residential homes, townhomes and an apartment building.  The 
applicant has submitted a sketch plan for PID#s 090250310 & 090250320 indicating the possible 
development of approximately 113 total housing units on just over 39 acres.  Specifically, the applicant is 
proposing 57 single-family parcels, 26 townhome units and 30 apartment units on the subject properties, 
which is in compliance with the guidance of the City of Waconia Comprehensive Plan.  

 
Hebeisen asked if this sketch plan fits the criteria.  Braaten stated that yes it does.   

 
Osmundson asked where the creek on the property comes from and where it goes.  The applicant stated that it 
flows from the West and makes its way through Plocher Property.  
Fox provided a few highlights: 

  -The entire neighborhood is consistent with the Comp Plan. 
  -High, medium and low density.  
  -They expect the utilities to extend through the Sierra development.  
  -They anticipate Campfire Court which comes out of Sierra to be extended through the new development.  
 

Hebeisen asked if the Song River Development is connected with the Plocher Development.   Mr. Fox stated 
that it was completely different.   

 
Braaten commented that Song River is a totally separate development.  Further, Braaten reminded the 
Commission that the only part of the Song River property currently adjacent to the City Limits is the corner 
to the far west.  If the Plocher Development were to be annexed into the City, then the Song River’s eastern 
parcel would be directly adjacent to the City Limits which would allow them to annex and develop the 
eastern parcel without the need to annex the western parcel. 

 
Osmundson asked about the remnant parcel shown on the sketch plan where Mr. Plocher currently has his 
business and how it would be incorporated into the plan in the future. 

 
Hebeisen stated that he saw no obstacles or any issues with going forward with this development.  

 
Braaten informed the Commission that he received a call earlier in the day from a resident concerned about 
the woods, the wetlands, and the creek that runs through the property.  He indicated that these are concerns 
that would be handled at the time of a preliminary plat.  Carver County Water Management would also get 
involved with this process and certain requirements would need to be met.  

 
Braaten reminded the Commission that this is not a public hearing.   

 
Braaten asked Mr. Fox for a time frame regarding this development.  Fox stated that they would like to bring 
forth a Preliminary Plat early in 2016. 

 
Larry Plocher, property owner, stated that the creek comes out of Brandts Lake and runs to Millers Lake, 
then from there into the Minnesota River.   
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Gordy Winter, Elm Creek Road resident, stated that this development logically makes sense.  The only 
concern is the residents on Elm Creek Road who would see this becoming a major intersection at Elm Creek 
Road and Hwy 284.  Mr. Winter asked that they be kept in the loop of what is taking place with the Plocher 
Development.  

 
Gary Nordic, resident in the Sierra neighborhood, had concerns about the north end of the development that 
slopes and how it would be developed.  Mr. Nordic also mentioned concern regarding the road going into 
Sierra.  Braaten reassured Mr. Nordic that these items would be looked at as part of the preliminary plat 
process. 

 
No other business.  

 
There being no further business, motion by Osmundson, seconded by Vilmain to adjourn at 7:15p.m.   All 
present voted aye.  MOTION CARRIED. 

 
        Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
        Brenda Wurst 
        Recording Secretary 
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WACONIA PLANNING COMMISSION 
THURSDAY, December 3, 2015 

 
Pursuant to due call and notice thereof, a regular meeting of the Waconia Planning Commission was 
called to order by Chairperson Hebeisen at 6:30 p.m. 
 
1. CALL MEETING TO ORDER. 
 
 MEMBERS PRESENT:  Blanchfield, Vilmain, Hebeisen, Osmundson and Parpart  
 MEMBERS ABSENT:  All present 
 STAFF PRESENT:  Braaten, Perera and Wurst 
 VISITORS:   See attached 
 
2. ADOPT AGENDA: Motion by Parpart, second by Blanchfiled, to adopt the Agenda as 

presented.  All present voted aye.  MOTION CARRIED. 
 
3. APPROVE MINUTES:  Motion by Osmundson, seconded by Blanchfield, to adopt the Minutes 

of October 8, 2015 and November 5th, 2015 meeting.  All present voted aye.  MOTION 
CARRIED. 

 
4. NEW BUSINESS: 
 

PUBLIC HEARING: ORDIANANCE AMENDMENT: REQUEST FOR AN AMENDMENT 
TO THE CITY CODE TO INCLUDE A DEFINITIN FOR A “DAY MENTAL HEALTH 
TREATMENT FACILITY” AND TO ALLOW SAID USE AS A PERMITTED USE WITH 
SPECIAL RESTRICTIONS IN THE R-1, R-2, R-3, R-4 AND R-5 RESIDENTIAL ZONING 
DISTRICTS.  

 
Perera presented the Ordinance Amendment regarding the facility for Cedar House, Inc. which is 
an out-patient community based mental health service provider. They are currently located in 
Albert Lea, Austin, Faribault, Jordan, Northfield, and Waconia. Their current location in 
Waconia is at 44 1st St. W. and is within the B-3 Central Business District. “Medical clinics” are 
permitted uses in the B-3 district therefore their current location is in compliance with the City 
Code.  

 
The Cedar House is seeking a new location within the community and Jennifer Thalhuber (the 
applicant) has submitted an application on behalf of The Cedar House for the consideration of 
the proposed amendment to the City Code to specifically include a definition for a “Day Mental 
Health Treatment Facility” (within City Code Section 900.04, Definitions) and to allow the use 
as a Permitted Use with Special Restrictions in the R-1, Single-Family Residential District (City 
Code Sections 900.05, Subd. 2., A., B., C., D., & E). 

 
Perera shared the following services for The Cedar House:  

  
• Adult Mental Health Rehabilitation Services (ARMHS) 
• Children’s Therapeutic Support Services (CTSS) 
• Coping with Depression / Anxiety 
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• Interpersonal Communication Strategies 
• Stress Management & Relaxation 
• Anger Management 
• Healthy Lifestyle Choices 
• Co-Dependency 
• Coping with Grief and Loss 
• Parenting Skills 
• Crisis Management 
• Independent Living Skills (Budgeting and Shopping, Cooking & Nutrition) 
• Employment Skills 
• In-Home Individual Psychotherapy 
• Group Psychotherapy 

 
The current location is in the Downtown District, 44 1st Street West in the B-3 Central Business 
District.  Perera then indicated the location on a map of the downtown area.   
Perera added that the applicants request for the Cedar House is seeking a new location within the 
community.  They are requesting: 

- The a Day Mental Health Facility be considered a Permitted Use with Special 
restrictions within the R-1, Single-Family Residential District. 
-To add City Code definition “Day Mental Health Treatment Facility “ as “approved by 
the County for human services serving ten (10) or fewer persons and being located no 
fewer than 2,00 feet to another approved facility.”  

   -Then to break it down to the two special restrictions: 
    1.  Approved by the County for human services servicing ten or fewer  
         Persons. 
    2.  Being located no fewer than 2,000 feet to another approved facility.  
 

Perera included the ‘City Code Types of Uses, Description, & Process’ including five different 
types of uses that are typically included within the Waconia City Code. The purpose of this table 
is to explain the types of uses, provide a brief description of the different uses, and to note the 
applicable process for the different uses and to also serve as a summary and reference to the 
Planning Commission when considering the request for the proposed Ordinance Amendment.  
 
PERMITTED USE-A use that is authorized or allowed alone or in conjunction with another use 
within a zoning district (provided it confirms with the requirements of the zoning district) – no 
permit or special administrative review or public hearing process required. 
 
PERMITTED ACCESORY USE-An allowed use that is customarily incidental to and 
subordinate to the principal use or building (provided it conforms to the requirements of the 
zoning district) - no permit or special administrative review or public hearing process required. 
 
PERMITTED USE-WITH SPECIAL RESTRICTIONS-A use that is authorized or allowed alone 
or in conjunction with another use within a zoning district (provided it conforms with the 
requirements of the zoning district) and requires conformance of specific, special conditions or 
requirements in order to ensure that any adverse impacts on adjacent uses, structures, or public 
services and facilities that may be generated by the use can be and are mitigated- no permit or 
special administrative review or public hearing process required. 
 
INTERIM USE-A temporary use of a property until a particular date, until the occurrence of a 
particular event , or until zoning regulations no longer permit the use, permitted only upon 
issuance of an interim use permit and subject to the limitations and conditions specified therein. 
– similar to a Permitted Use with Special Restrictions; although the Interim Use would 

Page 10 of 66



essentially expire at a certain time & City Code requires a public hearing process and notification 
to be published in the newspaper and mailed to properties within 350 ft. of proposed interim use.  
A conditional use could be revoked if conditions or specific regulations were not being met.  
 
CONDITIONAL USE- A use or occupancy of a structure (building), or a use of land (property), 
permitted only upon issuance of a conditional use permit and subject to the limitations and 
conditions specified therein.  A conditional use would be approved and stay with the property – 
similar to  a Permitted Use with Special Restrictions and Interim Use; although the Conditional 
Use would not expire and would stay with the property.  City Code reuqir4es a public hearing 
process and notification to be published in the newspaper and mailed to properties within 350ft 
of proposed Interim Use.  A Conditional Use could be revoked if conditions or specific 
regulations were not being met.  

 
Perera, in detail defined the “Use Types” from the least regulated, minimal regulated and then 
described the most regulated types.  

 
Perera shared with the Commission existing locations of their out-patient Mental Health 
Facilities. 

AlbertLea: B-3 Central Business District 
Austin:  B-2 Community Business District 
Faribault: C-2 Highway Commercial District 
Northfield: C-2 to B Highway Business District 
Jordan:  C-2 Central Business District & R-1 Single Family Residential District 

 
Perera then showed a picture of the facility in Jordan which is a twin home in a residential 
neighborhood.  This facility was designed to fit in with the charactistics of a residential home in 
not making it to obvious that it is a Day Mental Health Treatment Facility.   

 
Perera commented that the focus of tonight’s meeting is the applicants request for an Ordinance 
Amendment. 

 
Proposed Use - 
The applicant has indicated that the proposed “Day Mental Health Treatment Facility” would be 
the principal or primary use of a property in the residential zoning districts, providing services to 
outpatient clients during daytime business hours. Staff’s interpretation of the City Ordinance 
would place the services being provided by the Cedar House as a “medical clinic” or “clinic” use 
since the term “outpatient” is typically defined as “a patient who receives medical treatment and 
who is not hospitalized overnight but who visits a hospital, clinic, or associated facility for 
diagnosis or treatment”. 

 
Perera touched on that “Medical Clinics” are permitted uses in the downtown area within the B-2 
General Business District, within the B-3 Central Business District, and within the B-4 Health 
Care Business District. “Medical related clinics/uses” are also allowed as a permitted use within 
the B-1 Highway Business District.  The applicant’s current location in Waconia is located 
within the B-3 District and is therefore in compliance with the uses allowed within the City 
Code.  

 
Proposed Regulation -  
The applicant is requesting that the City Code define the proposed use and allow said use as a 
“Permitted Use with Special Restrictions within the R- 1 Single-family Residential District”.  

 

Page 11 of 66



The applicant is proposing the following suggested definition: “Day Mental Health Treatment 
Facilities – approved by the County for human services serving ten (10) or fewer persons and 
being located no fewer than 2,000 feet to another approved facility”. 

 
The applicant has indicated that the reason for the zoning amendment request is that “the above 
proposed use is very similar in nature to currently approved uses already granted by the City of 
Waconia” in the residential districts and referencing “Uses Permitted with Special Restrictions 
under category (c) for daycare facilities”. The applicant’s reference is being made to City Code 
Section 900.05, Subd. 2, A. subpart 4.c. which states: “Day care facilities licensed by the State of 
Minnesota serving ten (10) or fewer persons” is a Permitted Use with Special Restrictions within 
the R-1 Single Family Residential District. The applicant has also shared with staff that if this 
ordinance amendment were approved they would have more options for locations within the 
community. 

 
Waconia City Code defines “Day Care Nursery – A building or structure where care, protection 
and supervision of children are provided for a fee as licensed by the State of Minnesota in 
accordance with Zoning Ordinance”. Daycares are currently allowed as a Permitted Use with 
Special Restrictions in the following zoning districts in Waconia: R-1, R-2, R-3, R-4, & R-5 
Residential Zoning Districts and also within the B-1, B-2, B-3, B-4 Business Districts and within 
the I-1 and I-2 Industrial Districts. 

 
Perera shared again that while the applicant is specifically seeking an Ordinance Amendment to 
the Permitted Uses with Special Restrictions within the R-1 Single Family Residential District, 
the Permitted Uses with Special Restrictions allowed in the R-2, R-3, R-4, and the R-5 zoning 
districts are the same as those allowed within the R-1 zoning district and referenced as such in 
the Zoning Code. Based on the existing ordinance language allowing this use as a Permitted Use 
with Special Restrictions in the R-1 District would mean that the proposed use would also be 
allowed in the R-2, R-3, R-4 and R-5 Districts.  

 
Perera indicated that this facility would not be allowed in the Industrial District, Agricultural 
District, Conservation District, Public District nor the Fair Grounds District.   

 
Perera mentioned that the notice was published in the WACONIA PATRIOT on October 22nd, 
2015 and posted at Waconia City Hall. Per request made by the applicant, the Planning 
Commission tabled the public hearing at their November 5th, 2015 meeting. The public hearing is 
being continued at the December 3rd, 2015 Planning Commission meeting. As of Tuesday, 
November 24th, 2015, the City has received no comments regarding this application.  Although a 
phone call was received early today regarding more information of the proposed use.  The caller 
asked if medication was going to be administered and it is not.  

 
Upon a formal recommendation by the Planning Commission, this application will be 
forwarded to the City Council for review at their upcoming meeting on December 14th, 2015. 

 
1. The Planning Commission should decide whether or not the proposed use is or is not 

appropriate within the residential district(s).  
 

2. If the Planning Commission feels that the proposed use is not appropriate within the 
residential district(s) then they may consider making a recommendation to deny the 
applicant’s request and include any applicable comments pertaining to the 
reason(s)/findings for their recommendation. 
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3. If the Planning Commission decides that the proposed use is appropriate within the 
residential district(s), then they may further consider making a recommendation on the 
following options listed below. 

 
a) Make a recommendation to approve the applicant’s request for the proposed 

definition for a “Day Mental Health Treatment Facility” and to allow the use as a 
“Permitted Use with Special Restriction within the R-1 Zoning District”; and 

• Include any other applicable restrictions that may be appropriate with the 
proposed use (ie. minimum lot size, screening, parking/number of business 
vehicles, hours of operation, etc.). 

 
b) Make a recommendation to approve the applicant’s request with modifications. 

Suggested modifications could include but are not limited to the following 
suggestions: 

• Consider limiting the proposed use as a “Permitted Use with Special 
Restrictions” to only the R-1 zoning district and not within the other 
residential zoning districts. 

• Consider whether or not the proposed use would be appropriate as a 
Permitted Use with Special Restrictions or if the proposed use should be a 
different use (ie. Permitted, Interim, Conditional Use) 

• If not a permitted use: Consider any other applicable restrictions that may be 
appropriate with the proposed use (ie. minimum lot size, screening, 
parking/number of business vehicles, hours of operation, etc.). 

 
Perera mentioned that the R-1 Single Family Residential District states: Intent and 
Purpose:  The purpose of this district is to provide for areas within the City primarily 
intended for low density residential development as designated by the Comprehensive 
Plan. “Does the proposed use fit within the Intent and Purpose of the R-1 Zoning District 
of the City Code and is it compatible with existing land uses?”  

 
Hebeisen was confused by the language that stated the facility would serve 10 or fewer 
persons.   The letter came in after the fact and the statement would need to reflect the 10 
persons or fewer.  Hebeisen asked Perera what the difference between Permitted Uses 
with Special Restrictions and Permitted Conditional Use.  Perera clarified that a 
Permitted Use with Special Restrictions would not require a permit process. 

 
Parpart clarified that they are currently allowed in the Business Districts and they want 
to move to an Residential District.  Perera replied that was correct.  Currently our 
Residential Districts do not allow this use.   

 
Motion by Parpart, second by Blanchfield, to open the Public Hearing: Ordinance 
Amendment, request for an amendment to the City Code to include a definition for a 
“Day Mental Health Treatment Facility” and to allow said use as a Permitted Use with 
Special Restrictions in the R-1, R-2, R-3, R-4, R-5 Residential Zoning Districts. All in 
favor voted aye.  MOTION CARRIED.  

  
Karen Zeller, CEO of Cedar House and Mark Zeller, on the Board of Cedar House and a 
Real estate Attorney, gave a brief description of the business.  They stated that the needs 
and demands for the facility in the Waconia area are so great that they require a larger 
facility to operate the business.  At this time they are renting a small space in the 
downtown. The business in Jordan is in the Residential area and it blends in well with 
the community looking like a duplex home.  This type of facility does not have the 
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institutional feel, these types of structures in a Residential District give off more of a 
home feel.  

 
Blanchfield asked why locate the facility in the R-1 District and if they had a property in 
mind.  At this time, they have not purchased any properties but are looking.   
 
Parpart asked about parking and hours of operation for the facility. The applicants 
explained that the hours of operation are from 8:00am to 6:00pm. And some parking 
would be needed to accommodate their patients and staff.  They indicated parking some 
vehicles off site may be an opportunity to mitigate the parking concerns. 

   
Braaten stated that several areas that were of interest were located in the R-1 District and 
that is when the applicants started looking at what was allowed in each zoning district.  
They looked at similarities in the R-1 districts such as in home Daycares and this being a 
“Day Mental Health Treatment Facility” has some similarities.  These examples of 
businesses that are not accommodating overnight stays 

 
Vilmain commented that it seems like too much of a rush in changing an ordinance with 
no set location in mind.   

 
Zeller stated that the existing business zoned parcels available were not meeting some of 
the primary needs and criteria for this type of business. For example Zeller indicated they 
needed a facility with no steps, that was handicapped accessible, and had more of a home 
feeling rather than institutional. 

    
Dennis Guertin, Guertin Realty, commented that earlier this summer there where several 
commercial locations available, but they were too late and the locations that would have 
fit their needs had been occupied. Guertin spoke of all the locations, commercial and 
residential, that they were interested in, but none of these options worked out.    

 
Osmundson stated that a more specific request would be easier to work with.   

 
Sheila Hanson, resident of Waconia, stated that it’s difficult because they haven’t found 
a location and to amend the ordinance without a specific location in the Residential 
District it’s tough to understand the impacts to the neighborhood. The Commissioners 
agreed.  

 
Perera commented that if this were allowed as a permitted use with special restrictions, 
and one of the restrictions was that the facility not be within 2,000 feet of another similar 
facility, it would be difficult for staff to track without having some type of permit on file.   

 
Osmundson asked how the 2,000 feet from another facility is calculated.  Perera stated 
that this could be specified in the restrictions.  

 
Margaret Millne, 332 West Lake Street, she does not believe this is comparable to 
daycare centers that are in the Residential Districts. She wonders what the benefits of 
these facilities would be to the community being in the Residential District. 

 
Vilmain commented that under the Permitted Use with Special Restrictions, if this was 
approved, anyone could set this up with no permit or request. Perera indicated that that is 
correct.  
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Hebeisen agreed with the fact that this facility does not compare to a daycare facility and 
that it’s more of a secondary use to the property. This would be more of principle or 
primary use.   

 
Haley Mueller-Millne, 340 West Lake Street, was not in support of this type of facility 
going in a residential district because of the parking and this type of business would be 
better served in a Business district. She suggests that once the property is identified, then 
apply for a Conditional Use Permit because that doesn’t make sense in an R-1 
Residential District.  

 
Blanchfield indicated that this is not about whether or not a Mental Health facility is 
needed, this is a matter of if it should or should not be allowed as a permitted use in a 
Residential Zoning District.  He does not feel it fits the intent of the purpose of the R-1 
district and he would like to suggest a different approach.   

 
Hebeisen suggested that they address the specific matter at hand and secondly add a 
recommendation if they choose to do so.  

 
Margaret Milne wanted to note that she is in agreement that Mental Health facilities are 
needed, just not in the residential districts.  

 
Mark Zeller presented a scenario regarding a family with a mentally ill child being the 
same as a Daycare center providing care for a child/adult as such.  

 
Motion by Parpart, second by Vilmain, to close the Public Hearing: Ordinance 
Amendment, request for an amendment to the City Code to include a definition for a 
“Day Mental Health Treatment Facility” and to allow said use as a Permitted Use with 
Special Restrictions in the R-1, R-2, R-3, R-4, R-5 Residential Zoning Districts.  All in 
favor voted aye.  MOTION CARRIED. 

 
Motion by Parpart, second by Blanchfield, to deny the Public Hearing Ordinance 
Amendment, Request for an amendment to the City Code to include a definition for a 
“Day Mental Health Treatment Facility”   All in favor of denial voted aye.  MOTION 
CARRIED. 

 
Parpart stated, for the record, that she is opposed to allowing the Day Mental Health 
Facility use as a Conditional Use Permit in the R-1 District.   

 
Blanchfield stated that he is not opposed to the process of a Conditional Use Permit in a 
residential district only because that process will be represented by the residents in the 
general vicinity of the property and will be able to help influence the decision.  Hebeisen 
ageed with Blanchfields statement.   

 
This item will be brought to City Council on December 14, 2105 for final approval.  

 
Planning Commission schedule for 2016.  Braaten asked for a motion to adopt the 
schedule.   

 
Motion by Blanchfield, second by Hebeisen to adopt the Planning Commission meeting 
schedule for 2016.  All in favor voted aye.  MOTION CARRIED.  
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Braaten provided a thank you to Sharon Parpart for her participation on the Planning 
Commission Board.   

 
Braaten mentioned that 93 new home construction permits have been issued so far in 
2015 along with a townhome having 4 units.   

 
Braaten stated that the City Council did approve the Hjelseths after the fact variance with 
an additional recommendation that the resolution be recorded against the property.  So if 
they sell the property in the future it would be recorded and new property owners would 
be aware of the conditions required as part of the variance. Hebeisen asked about the 
ground cover/ erosion control being completed as stated in the condition.  Braaten 
confirmed that it had been completed.  

    
Song River Comp Plan Amendment on Elm Creek Road was withdrawn prior to a formal 
vote by the City Council. Braaten stated that the file on this development has been 
closed.  

 
Osmundson asked how often the Comprehensive Plan is updated-Braaten replied every 
10 years.  

  
There being no further business, motion by Parpart to adjourn at 7:30 p.m. seconded by Blanchfield.  All 
present voted aye. MOTION CARRIED. 
       Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
       Brenda Wurst 
       Recording Secretary 
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 REQUEST FOR PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION 

 
Meeting Date: January 7th, 2016 
Item Name: Public Hearing –Variance Request by Greg & Bria James (dba. Iron Tap) 

from the Rooftop Equipment Screening Requirements for the Property 
located at 140 Main Street West. 

Originating Department: Planning and Zoning 
Presented by: Lane L. Braaten, Community Development Director 
Previous Council Action (if any): October 20th, 2014 – City Council Approval for Site Plan and Design 

Review for Jax Taphouse/Iron Tap at 140 Main Street West. 
January 20th, 2015 – City Council Approval for Site Plan and Design 
Review for Jax Taphouse/Iron Tap for the properties at 140 and 144 Main 
Street West. 

Item Type (X only one): Consent  Regular Session X Discussion Session  
RECOMMENDATIONS/COUNCIL ACTION/MOTION REQUESTED (Include motion in proper format.) 
 
Open Public Hearing  
Motion to Close the Public Hearing 
Motion Recommending either Approval or Denial of the Variance Request by Greg & Bria James (dba. Iron 
Tap) relieving them from the rooftop screening requirements stated in the Architectural Design Standards 
in the Downtown District for the property located at 140 Main Street West. 

 
EXPLANATION OF AGENDA ITEM (Include a description of background, benefits, and recommendations.) 
 
BACKGROUND:  
Applicant:  Greg & Bria James 
Owner: Greg & Bria James (dba. Iron Tap) 
Address:  140 Main Street West, Waconia MN 
PID# 750503720 
Zoning:  B-3, Central Business District & Shoreland Overlay District 
Design District:  Downtown District 
Lot Size: Approx. 0.1 acres or 4,356 sq. ft.  
 
REQUEST:  
The City has received a Variance Application from Greg & Bria James (the “applicants”) requesting an exception to 
the Architectural Design Standards regarding rooftop screening in the Downtown Design District.  Specifically, the 
applicants have requested a variance “to not enclose the rooftop kitchen equipment.” The variance request is 
necessary as Section 900.06, Subd. 9.C.7 of the City Ordinance states: “All rooftop equipment shall be screened from 
view from adjacent streets, public rights-of-way and adjacent properties.” 
  
APPLICABLE ORDINANCE PROVISIONS: 

1. Section 900.05 – District Regulations, Subd. 2.H – B-3, Central Business District 
2. Section 900.06, Subd. 7. – Shoreland Overlay District 
3. Section 900.06 – Subd. 9.D – Design Standards, Downtown District 
4. Section 900.12 – Administration, Enforcement and Procedures, Subd. 4 – Variances 

 
VARIANCE REVIEW CRITERIA: 
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Waconia City Code Section 900.12, Subd. 4 and Minnesota State Statute 462.357, Subd. 6 establishes criteria to be 
considered when contemplating the issuance of a variance in terms of “practical difficulty” as follows: Variances 
shall only be permitted when they are in harmony with the general purposes and intent of the ordinance and when 
the terms of the variance are consistent with the comprehensive plan.” So a city evaluating a variance application 
should make findings as to: 

1. Is the variance in harmony with the purposes and intent of the ordinance? 
2. Is the variance consistent with the comprehensive plan? 
3. Does the proposal put property to use in a reasonable manner? 
4. Are there unique circumstances to the property not created by the landowner? 
5. Will the variance, if granted, alter the essential character of the locality? 

 
State statute specifically notes that economic considerations alone cannot create practical difficulties. Whereas, 
practical difficulties exist only when the three statutory factors are met (1. reasonableness, 2. uniqueness, and 3. 
essential character). 
 
PLANNING CONSIDERATIONS: 

1. The applicants have stated their intent is to leave the rooftop mechanical unscreened per the information 
stated in their Variance Request Letter (Attachment # 3) and the letter from their architect (Attachment #5) 
dated October 8th, 2014. 

2. The applicants received final Site Plan and Design Review approval from the City Council on January 20th, 
2015, which included the requirement to screen the existing rooftop mechanical equipment. 

3. Based on site visit on Tuesday, December 29th, 2015, the remaining conditions associated with Site Plan and 
Design Review approval have been completed except for the trash enclosure on the property and the screening 
of the rooftop mechanical. 

4. The property is located in the Downtown Design Standards District which requires all rooftop mechanical to 
be screened from view from adjacent streets, public rights-of-way and adjacent properties. 

5. There are residentially zoned properties to the north of the subject parcel from which the rooftop mechanical 
is visible. 

6. The applicant has indicated three reasons for the variance to be approved, which I summarize below (see 
Attachment #3): 

a) The rooftop is not structurally sound enough to add additional weight per their structural engineer 
(see Attachment #5). 

b) The visibility of the equipment is minimal since the completion of the project. 
c) There is decreased visibility of the equipment due to the new color of the building siding. 

 
PUBLIC NOTICE/COMMENT: 
The notice was published in the WACONIA PATRIOT on December 24th, 2015 and posted at Waconia City Hall. 
Individual notices were mailed to property owners within 350 feet of the subject parcel. As of the date of this report 
staff has not received any comments on the proposed variance.   
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
The Planning Commission should hold the required public hearing, review the variance request submitted by Greg 
and Bria James based on the Variance Criteria stated above, and make a recommendation to the City Council.  Upon 
a formal recommendation by the Planning Commission this application will be forwarded to the City Council for 
review at their upcoming meeting on January 19th, 2016.  
 
ATTACHMENTS:  

1. Location Map (1 page) 
2. Variance Application (3 pages) 
3. Statement of Variance (1 page) 
4. Public Hearing Notice (1 page) 
5. Architect Comments (1 page) 
6. Property Images (5 pages) 
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LOCATION MAP—140 MAIN STREET WEST 
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Greg & Bria James 

Iron Tap LLC 

140 W. Main St, Waconia 55387 

Variance Request 

 

Dear Planning Commission & City Council, 

 We would like to request a variance for the Iron Tap property at 140 W. Main Street.  The 
variance requested is to not enclose exposed rooftop kitchen equipment which was previously discussed 
with original build out plans. 

 There are multiple reasons why we would like to request a variance, and they are listed below. 

1.  A structural engineer has previously evaluated the property and deemed the rooftop not 
structurally sound to add additional weight, which includes the materials that would be used to 
build enclosure as well as added snow load that an enclosure could potentially create.  There 
were no changes to this part of the building with the exception of exterior paint.  We consider 
this a special condition of the building.  (Letter enclosed) 
 

2. Visibility of this equipment is very minimal since the completion of the entire project.  When 
looking at the properties (140 and 144 W. Main Street) from the street level at the front of the 
buildings and even extending to the corner of the street, the equipment is not visible.  When 
approaching from the east, the equipment is not visible.  When approaching from the South on 
Vine Street, the equipment is not visible.  When approaching from the west, the equipment is 
visible for a couple seconds while approaching the stop sign.  The equipment is only fully visible 
when approaching from the north on the side street, which is not heavily traveled.  (Pictures 
enclosed) 
 

3. There is decreased visibility of this equipment due to the new color of building siding.  The 
majority of the rooftop equipment is grey with blends in nicely with our new grey siding and 
does not stand out. (Picture enclosed) 
 

Thank you for your time and considering our concerns to this matter.   

Bria and Greg James 
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CITY OF WACONIA, MN 
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Planning Commission of the City of Waconia, 

MN, will hold a public hearing on Thursday, January 7th, 2015 at 6:30 p.m., at the Waconia City 
Hall, 201 South Vine Street, Waconia, MN, to consider a variance request by Greg and Bria 
James (dba. Iron Tap) to vary from the Downtown District Design Standards for the property 
located at 140 Main Street West. 

The applicant is requesting approval of a variance which would relieve them from the 
rooftop equipment screening requirements stated in the Architectural Design Standards for the 
Downtown District. 

Pertinent information pertaining to this request is available at the City Hall. Interested 
persons may submit written or oral comments pertaining to this matter any time prior to the 
hearing, or at the hearing on Thursday, January 7th, 2015. Written comments will be distributed 
to the Planning Commission for review and consideration. Please submit written comments by 
mail, email or in person as follows: 

Mail/in person: Lane L. Braaten, 201 South Vine Street, Waconia, MN 55387  
Email: lbraaten@waconia.org  
 

By: WACONIA PLANNING COMMISSION 
ATTEST: Lane L. Braaten, Community Development Director 

(Published in the December 24th, 2015 Waconia Patriot newspaper) 
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October  8, 2014 

Greg & Bria James 

140 West Main St. 

Waconia, MN 

SUBJECT:  Site Plan Review - Screening of Equipment 

Dear Greg & Bria, 

I have two comments regarding the screening of the rooftop mechanical equipment as mentioned in the 
Site Plan Review staff report. 

First, any screening of the roof top equipment  would change the historic scale and appearance  of this 
turn of the century building.  It would minimize the appearance of both the existing roof line and eave 
edges, changing the profile of the overall building. 

Secondly, and most importantly any additionally screening would greatly impact the structural integrity 
of this century old building.  Added screening would increase the drifting / snow loading on the existing 
roof , requiring costly structural modification to the existing structure. 

We are prepared to assist in any manor you see fit  and available for further discuss. 

Sincerely, 

 

Jack Amdal, AIA 

Studio 55 Architects, LLP 
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 REQUEST FOR PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION 

 
Meeting Date: January 7th, 2016 
Item Name: SITE PLAN AMENDMENT: Request by Paul Vogstrom and David 

Olshansky for a second Site Plan Amendment for the Nagel Assisted Living 
Facility located at 232 Elm St. S. 

Originating Department: Planning and Zoning 
Presented by: Angie Perera, Assistant Planner 
Previous Planning Commission 
Action (if any): 

The Planning Commission reviewed the original Site Plan 12/4/14 and the 
first Site Plan Amendment on 9/3/15. 

Item Type (X only one): Consent  Regular Session X Discussion Session  
RECOMMENDATIONS/COUNCIL ACTION/MOTION REQUESTED (Include motion in proper format.) 
 
 

Motion to recommend either approval or denial of the amended Site Plan Review Application submitted by 
Paul Vogstrom and David Olshansky for the property located at 232 Elm Street South. 
 
 
 

EXPLANATION OF AGENDA ITEM (Include a description of background, benefits, and recommendations.) 
 
SITE PLAN & DESIGN REVIEW: 
The original Site Plan was reviewed by the Planning Commission on 12/4/14 and approved by the City Council on 
12/8/14. The first amendment to the Site Plan was reviewed by the Planning Commission on 9/3/15 and approved by 
the City Council on 9/21/15. 
 
City Ordinance requires Site Plan Review “in order to further promote the safe and efficient use of land and to 
further enhance the value of property in the City.” City Ordinance requires Site Plan Review for any construction 
for which a building permit is required, except for construction of detached, single-family residential structures or 
structures accessory thereto. 
 
City Ordinance also requires Design Review with the understanding that “the visual character and historic resources 
of the City are important attributes of its quality of life.”   City Ordinance requires Design Review to be conducted 
as part of the Site Plan Review process. City Code Section 900.06, Subd. 9, D. includes Design Standards for the 
Downtown District. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
Applicant:  Paul Vogstrom and David Olshansky 
Owner(s):  Pro Partners Group, LLC 
Address:  232 Elm St. S. 
PID#  75.0500560 
Zoning:  B-2, General Business District 
Design Standards District:  Downtown District 
Comprehensive Plan Designation:  Institutional  
 
APPLICABLE ORDINANCE PROVISIONS: 

1. Section 900.12 - Administration, Enforcement and Procedures, Subd. 10 - Site Plan Review 
2. Section 900.05 – District Regulations, Subd. 2.G – B-2, General Business District 
3. Section 900.06 – Supplementary Regulations, Subd. 9.D – Design Standards, Downtown District 
4. Section 900.07 – Landscaping and Screening Regulations 
5. Section 900.09 – Off-Street Parking, Loading, and Access Regulations 
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REQUEST/PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS: 
As you may recall, the first Site Plan Amendment did not include the detailed layout of the rooms within the proposed 
addition on the plan set and was only included within the applicant’s narrative memo. This second amendment to the 
Site Plan includes the details of the specific layout of the interior of the addition along with a few other modifications 
as noted below.  
 
A site plan amendment is required as the footprint of the previously approved proposed addition is changing from 
2,273 square feet (per level) to a new footprint of 2,570 square feet (per level) and the west elevation is substantially 
changing from previously approved plans. 
 
The site plan amendment includes the proposed installation of two, enclosed, staircase systems on both the south and 
the north ends of the building. This improvement will eliminate the need for the two doors and staircase systems on 
the west elevation as was previously planned. Secondly, the west elevation will now include twenty one new windows 
to match the rest of the existing building and the roof lines of the addition will be extended to match and abut the 
existing. You may recall that the previous plans indicated a gap between the existing building and the new addition. 
This change will be more cohesive in appearance and the design of the building.  
 
The interior layout has also been revised to include an activity room, a day room, and the dining room on the west 
side of the addition (versus in the middle of the building as was proposed prior). This change will take advantage of 
the natural light coming into the facility with the new windows on the west elevation. The storage area is also being 
proposed in a more central location on the north side of the building (versus in the northwest corner of the addition 
as was indicated in the previous application). Further, the north portion of the addition has been reduced, providing 
space between the addition and the proposed trash enclosure and the south portion of the building is proposed to 
extend closer to the south lot line to accommodate for the two enclosed stairway structures on the interior of the 
addition at the north and south ends of building.  
 
REVIEW: 
The site plan amendment complies with all City Ordinance requirements and Architectural Design regulations. The 
applicant has indicated that no other changes or modifications are being proposed to lighting, landscape, parking, the 
trash enclosure, or other areas from what has been previously approved; however there are a few discrepancies that 
are inconsistent with the previously approved site plan and therefore staff has included those inconsistencies within 
the recommended conditions of approval for the Planning Commission’s consideration.   
 
CONCLUSION / RECOMMENDATION 
The Planning Commission should make a recommendation to the City Council on the request by Paul Vogstrom and 
David Olshansky for an amended Site Plan and Design Review approval. Upon successful completion of conditions 
as noted below, this item may be forwarded to the City Council for review as early as their upcoming meeting 
scheduled for January 19th, 2016. 
 
If the Planning Commission chooses to recommend approval of the Site Plan and Design Review request, staff would 
recommend the approval upon the following conditions prior to this item being forwarded to the City Council for 
review: 
 
City staff is recommending that the applicant be required to resolve the following conditions prior to the Site 
Plan Amendment moving forward for City Council’s review:  
 

1. Parking - The proposed parking layout information does not appear to match the previously approved parking 
plans. The applicants shall revise the plans to correctly include the parking layout information as was 
previously approved as part of the first site plan amendment. 

2. Screening in NE corner - Clarification is needed regarding a line segment indicated in the northeast corner of 
the property (as noted on sheet SP-01), which seems to show a fence structure. The line segment should be 
removed from the plans as staff has previously discussed this location with the applicant and a fence would 
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not be acceptable due to traffic safety concerns. The northeast corner location was previously approved to 
include plantings to partially screen the parking area and the plans shall be revised to reflect the prior approval. 

3. Grading & Drainage Plan – The Grading Drainage Plan survey, which was prepared by Frank R. Cardarelle 
dated 9/4/14, shall be revised to include the correct layout of the building, the proposed addition, the parking 
area, landscaping and screening, and include all other proposed improvements consistent with previously 
approved plans. Further, the applicant shall include additional details regarding the stormwater improvements 
indicated on the site to the satisfaction of the City’s Public Services Director and/or the City’s Engineer.  
 

Other Recommended Conditions: 
4. A revised SAC determination shall be required to be submitted to the Metropolitan Council for review and 

consideration.  Any resulting fees due to the changes to the building plans shall be the responsibility of the 
applicants and permits shall not be issued until said determination and fees are resolved to the satisfaction 
of City staff. 

5. The applicant shall be required to comply with applicable conditions stated in Resolution No. 2015-224, dated 
9/21/15 and in Resolution No. 2014-261, dated 12/8/14. Staff shall prepare a new resolution for the City 
Council’s consideration upon the completion of conditions numbered one through three as listed above. The 
new resolution will incorporate the second Site Plan Amendment. 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 
1. Location Map (1 page) 
2. Site Plan Application (3 pages) 
3. Resolution No. 2015-224, dated 9/21/15 – approval of First Site Plan Amendment (2 pages) 
4. Resolution No. 2014-261, dated 12/8/14 – approval of Original Site Plan (3 pages) 
5. Memo from Richard Lavelle, Creador Architecture LLC, dated 12/8/15 (2 pages) 
6. Memo from Paul Vogstrom, Design Build, dated 12/2/15 (1 page) 
7. Proposed Second Site Plan Amendment - plans prepared by Creador Architecture LLC dated 12/2/15, 

sheets: G-001, SP-01, A-100, & A-200 (4 pages) 
8. Proposed Grading Drainage Plan survey - prepared by Frank R. Cardarelle dated 9/4/14 (1 page) 
9. Previously Approved Plans (First Site Plan Amendment) - plans prepared by Buetow 2 Architects dated 

9/1/15, sheets: A1.0 – A7.0 (6 pages) 
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Location Map 

232 Elm St. S. & PID # 750500560 

Site Plan Amendment Application  
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CITY OF WACONIA

RESOLUTION NO. 2015- 224

RESQLUT ON APPROVING AN AMENDED SITE PLAN AND DESIGN REVIEW

FOR PRO PARTNERS GROUP, LLC FOR THE PROPERTY

LOCATED AT 232 ELM ST. S.

WHEREAS,  Da d Olshansky from Pro Partners Group,  LLC  { x1-ie  " Applicant")  has

submitted an amended Site Plan Review application to the City of Waconia ( the " C ty") pursuant to

Section 940. 12 of the Waconia City Code; and

WHEREA, the Applicant has submitted a Design Review application to the City pursuant
to Section 900.06 of the Waconia City Code; and

WHEREAS,  Section 900.06 of the Waconia City Code requires Design Review to be
conducted as part of the Site Plan Review process as specified in Section 900. 12; and

WHEREAS, the subject property is located at 232 Elm St, S. ( the i4Pro erty") and zoned B-

2, General B siness District; and

WHEREAS, the Property is identified as PID# 75. OSOOSbO; and

WHEREAS, the amez ded Site Plan includes the proposed modifications primarily to the

exter or west side of the building; and

VVHEREAS, said odi"xcations to the exteriar west sida of the building include: a new two

story sl edlstorage addition anc one new four season porch addition with storage area below; and

WHEREA5, the original Site Plan was approved on 1218/ 14 per Resolution No. 2014-261

and included two apen air decks on the west side of the building; and

WHEREA, The am nded Site Plan also includes sorne minor internal changes ta the floor

1ans including: enclasing the two exterior dec. areas to create one 1, 700 sq. ft. four season porch
witk axea belaw which may be usad as aithar expanded activity/dining area, a physical therapy area, a
storage area, or future altearations to bedroo s. A new 573 sq. ft., two- story storage/ shed addition is
also being proposed on the noz-kk vvest co rner of tlie building. The tr o propose additions will include
double hung windows with pre- finished metal guttars and downspnuts to splash block on grade. The
four season porchladdition will also include exterz al staircases for access; and

WHEREAS, the Property is located wxthin the Design Standaxds Downtawn District and the
Design Review incl des tha it ms mentioned in Section 900.06, Subd.  9. D. Design Standards,

DOW11$OWSI D1Sf1'1Ct; a1] d

WHEREAS, the proposed rnodifications and irnprovements are consistent with Section

900. 12 and Section 900.06 of the Waconia City Code; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Coznar issioz revzewed the proposed amended Sxte Plan and
Design Raview applicatians at their regular rz eeting on Septembex

3r , 
2015 and recom en.ded, via a

4- 0 vote, approval of said applicatinns with the following conditions:

1,  The Site Plan Amendment approval shall be based on tl e revised lans dated 911115,

prepared by Buetow 2 Architects, Tnc. and upon the conditions as outlined within Resalution

Page 1 af 2
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No. 2Q1- 261 for the original Site Plan that was approved by the Ciry Council on 218/ 14 and
upon the following revised and additional conditions as listed below.

2,  The calor and exterior building materials of the porchlstarage and shedlstorage additions
shall be required to be b ick or clad in brick face and match the existing building and comply
wi h the Architectural Design Standards af the City Code.

3.  The applicant hall bc required to subrnit a sam le oF t e proposed exterior rnaterials for City
staff' s revi.ew pxiax to tlae issuance o£ any build'zng permits for this property.

4.  The applicant shall be required to submit detailed utility and grading plans and any othear
applicable plans as detez zxaz ed ecessaxy for review and consideration by tk e City' s Public
S rvices Director and the City Engineer prior to signi icant site grading or instaliation of
stormwater improvements.  Such plans shall include details for the catch basin and

underground stormwater storage tank that are being proposed with the Site Plan dated
8125115.

5.  Th.e applicant shall be required to camply wi  t e lazxdscape and landscape escrow

requirements of the City Code. The applicant shall be required to pay a landscape letter o
credit or a landscape escrow in the amount of$ 2, 340 ( Revised condition  14 of Resolution

No. 2014-261).

6.  The required landscape sha11 be installed within six months from the date of an approved

Certzficate of Qccupancy of the property. The applicant shal be required to contact City staff
to schedule a landscape inspection after such landscape has been installed. A landscape

warranty sha11 commence on the date of installation and expire two years from th date of
installation only upon condition hat the landscape is healthy and alive. { Revised co dition#

14 of Resolution No. 2014-261).

7,  The proposed revised Site Plan dated 9/ 1/ 15, prepared by Buetow 2 Architects, nc. and

associated improvements shall be completed as approved and as conditionally revised by the
Planning Com zn.ission and the City Council. (Revised condition# I7 of Resolution No. 2014-

261).

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of tl e City of Waconia
hareby approves the amended Site Plan and Design Review application for Pro Partners Group, LLC
for the property located at 232 Elm St. S. subj ect to the findings and the conditions of approval stated
above.

Passed and adopted by tha City Council of the City of W conia t '     
St

a of September,

2015.     

J P;. San orn, Mayor   

ATTEST: i?-  J41

Susan MH Arntz, City Adrninistrator

M/       Bloudek Bloudek Aye

Carrier Aye

s Carrier Erickson Ab nt

Ayers Absent

Sanborn Aye
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8 December 2015 

 

Angie M. Perera, Assistant Planner 

City of Waconia 

201 S. Vine Street 

Waconia, MN 55387 

 

RE: 232 Elm St - Proposed Permit Plans and previous City Site Plan Approvals / Conditions 

 

Dear Angie: 

 

I was recently hired by the owner of the property at 232 Elm Street in Waconia.  I was commissioned to 

provide permit drawing for an addition on the west side of the existing Nagel Assisted Living Center.  

The renovation of the former hospital into an assisted living center is currently underway under a separate 

permit.  The owner informed me that site plan approval had already been done regarding the West side 

addition and shared the site plan provided by Buetow 2 Architects during that approval process.  I 

proceeded to provide the addition to the existing building following the guidelines set forth in the 

completed development approvals.  I will try to indicate both verbally and through the proposed permit 

plans that we are in compliance with said conditions and that the variations are within reasonable 

expectations from a design development set of drawings to the current construction documentation. 

 

Building Footprint:   

The current building footprint follows the general layout of the approved addition.  It varies in the 

following ways: 

1) It is a little larger in area because it includes the existing basement exit stair on the south side and 

the existing storage shed on the northwest corner of the existing building.  If you subtract both of 

these from the SF total of the addition, we are actually a little smaller in overall SF.  The original 

approved footprint was 2,273 sf per level.  The new footprint is 2,570 sf per level. 

2) The north side of the approved footprint went all the way to the back of the trash enclosure 

(approx. 11’-0” from the north property line).  The new footprint is 16’-4” from the north 

property line. 

3) The west facing elevation was 3’-0” from the property line at its closest point on the approved 

plan.   The final distance is 3’-6”.   The remaining west wall was 6’-10” from the property line 

with exit stairways along the exterior of the façade on the approved plan.  The final distance of 

the permit plans is 6’-6” with no stairwells past that point. 

4) On the south side, the stair that protruded from the structure was absorbed into the new addition 

creating an interior stairway that exits both the upper and lower level.  The existing stairway that 

was removed was 15’-0” from the south property line.  The final dimension of the south wall of 

the addition is 12’-1”.  This is still 2’-0” more than the current 10’-0” setback. 

 

Elevations: 

The exterior proposed during the site plan approval process was not dependent on any interior layout. It 

also was not very workable given the restraints along the west property line.  Our solution was to 

coordinate the interior layout with the existing façade and essentially re-build the current west façade for 

the west elevation of the addition.  This would be the same face brick (to be approved by staff) as the 

existing building and the same windows proposed as part of the initial renovation.  They would be code 

compliant; egress windows for the sleeping units and similar low height windows for the lower level 

dining and activity rooms.  It is essentially the same elevation that currently exists along the west side, 

only closer to the property line with a small jog toward the north end.  We are even repeating the stepped 

Page 44 of 66



 

brick at the parapet condition to match the existing façade.  We will also be repeating the soldier course at 

the second floor level.   

 

Interior Layout: 

There was no current interior layout provided during the site plan approval process.  The approved 

resolution discussed various uses for the addition with possible future renovations based on the facility 

needs.  See the following: 

 

WHEREAS, the amended Site Plan also includes some minor internal changes to the floor plans 

including: encasing the two exterior deck. areas to create one 1, 700 sq. ft. four season porch 

with area below which may be used as either expanded activity/dining area, a physical therapy 

area, a storage area, or future alterations to bedrooms. A new 573 sq. ft., two story storage/ 

shed addition is also being proposed on the northwest corner of the building. The two proposed 

additions will include double hung windows with prefinished metal gutters and downspouts to 

splash block on grade.  The four season porch addition will also include exterior staircases for 

access;  

The current layout makes use of all the available space to allow the facility to meet the current state 

licensing guidelines for assisted living centers.  These guidelines include activity rooms, dining areas, 

storage areas and other various support spaces for the residents of the facility.  We were required to 

provide a certain amount of these spaces based on the number of residents.  After reviewing several 

different layouts, it made the most sense to dedicate the entire lower level of the new addition along with 

some lower level space in the existing structure for support spaces only. 

Site Plan Layout: 

Other than the minor variations discussed in the building footprint section above, there are no planned 

changes to the current approved site plan and landscape plan. 

 

I do not currently understand why there is a need for a revision to the current site plan approvals as I feel 

we are essentially in compliance with the original approvals as they currently stand.  The variations of the 

footprint were primarily driven by field conditions as the 2 existing appendages where in such poor shape 

that to work around them did not make any practical sense.  We also needed to properly exit the 

occupants and the stair at each end which accommodated both levels was a much simpler solution then 

the multiple exterior stairways from each level.  As for the elevational changes, I believe we have greatly 

improved the look of the addition as opposed to the currently approved elevations.  We have also 

simplified the construction process through these code compliant choices we have made since the initial 

submittal. 

 

Please feel free to contact the applicant or myself if you have any specific questions on any items you feel 

I may have over-looked since I was not involved in the original approval process.  As previously stated, I 

do not believe we are in need a revised site plan review application but that will be for you and your staff 

to determine.  Thank you for your time and attention to our project. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Richard J. Lavelle, AIA 

Principal Architect / Owner 

Creador Architecture LLC 

952-240-7050        
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1/8" =1'-0"A1.0
1 RENOVATED SITE AND LANDSCAPING PLAN - REVISED
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UPPER LEVEL  6,413 S.F. G.F.A.
TOTAL 12,890 S.F. G.F.A.
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NEW THREE SEASON PORCH & STORAGE ADDITION (SOUTH)
UPPER LEVEL:  720 S.F.
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AND GUTTER

1. THE  CONTRACTOR SHALL THOROUGHLY REVIEW THE
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VISITS SO AS TO UNDERSTAND THE SCOPE OF WORK INVOLVED
PRIOR TO THE ONSET OF CONSTRUCTION.

2. PROTECT EXISTING VEGETATION AND IMPROVEMENTS.
THEY SHALL NOT BE DISTURBED NOR DAMAGED - UNLESS
NOTED OTHERWISE.
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3/16" =1'-0"A2.0
1 RENOVATED LOWER LEVEL PLAN - REVISED
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 REQUEST FOR PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION 

 
Meeting Date: January 7th, 2016 
Item Name: Sketch Plan – Interlaken Outlot A - Hartman Communities, LLC 
Originating Department: Planning and Zoning 
Presented by: Lane Braaten, Community Development Director 
Previous Commission Action (if any):  
Item Type (X only one): Consent  Regular Session X Discussion Session  
RECOMMENDATIONS/COUNCIL ACTION/MOTION REQUESTED (Include motion in proper format.) 
 
Informally discuss the Hartman Communities Sketch Plan for the property located at 1150 Somerwood Drive and 
described as PID # 753150610 and advise the applicant of the extent to which the plan conforms to the Comprehensive 
Plan and City Ordinances and discuss possible modifications that may be necessary. 
 
EXPLANATION OF AGENDA ITEM (Include a description of background, benefits, and recommendations.) 
 
BACKGROUND: 
Applicant: Hartman Communities, LLC 
Owner(s): City of Waconia/Hartman Communities, LLC 
Project: Interlaken Outlot A Sketch Plan 
Address: 1150 Somerwood Drive 
PID#: 753150610 
Zoning District:  R-3, Medium Density Residential District 
Comp Plan Designation: M – Medium Density Residential (M) 
 
REQUEST: 
The City has received a Sketch Plan Application from Hartman Communities, LLC (the “applicant”) to facilitate a discussion 
with the Planning Commission regarding the possible future development of the property located at 1150 Somerwood Drive.   
 
APPLICABLE ORDINANCE PROVISIONS: 

1. Section 1000.03 – Sketch Plan 
 

Submittal of a Sketch Plan allows possible developers to provide a concept plan to the Planning Commission to receive 
feedback on a potential project to determine any conflicts prior to submittal of any future applications such as Preliminary 
Plat, Comprehensive Plan Amendments, Zoning Map Amendments, Annexation, etc. 
 
City Ordinance Section 1000.03 Sketch Plan, Subd. 1. states “Subdividers shall prepare ten (10) copies of a subdivision 
sketch plan for review by the Planning Commission. Such sketch plan will be considered as having been submitted for 
informal discussion between the subdivider and the Planning Commission.  No fee shall be required of the subdivider for the 
submission of a sketch plan.”  
 
Further, Section 1000.03 Sketch Plan, Subd. 3. States “Submission of a subdivision sketch plan shall not constitute formal 
filing of a plan with the City.  On the basis of the subdivision sketch plan, the Planning Commission may informally advise the 
subdivider of the extent to which the plan conforms to the Comprehensive Plan, design standards of this ordinance and to 
other ordinances of the City, and may discuss possible modification necessary to secure approval of the plan.” 
 
SKETCH PLAN ANALYIS: 
The applicant has submitted a sketch plan for the 15.3 acre parcel located at 1150 Somerwood Drive (see Attachment #2) 
indicating the possible development of approximately 51 small lot, single-family residential parcels.  The concept plan (see 
Attachment #3) indicates a typical lot size of 60 feet in width and 130 ft. to 140 ft. in lot depth, with a minimum lot depth of 
120 feet.  The lot sizing stated above results in an overall density of 3.5 units per acre for the subject parcel, which is not 
currently in compliance with the guidance of the City of Waconia Comprehensive Plan as the property is guided for Medium 
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Density Residential which requires a minimum density of 4 units per acre.  As such, a Comp Plan Amendment would be 
needed to allow the development as proposed. A copy of the Land Use Plan Map has been attached for your review and 
consideration. 
 
The applicant has also indicated that a rezoning to a Planned Unit Development (PUD) would be the current direction 
considered to allow for the reduced lot sizing and setbacks to accommodate the proposed housing type.  The subject parcel is 
currently zoned R-3, Medium Density Residential. 
 
RESIDENTIAL LAND USE PLAN CATEGORIES AND PROPOSED ZONING MAP DISTRICTS: 
 

CATEGORY LAND USES ZONING DISTRICTS 
 
L – Low Density Residential 

 
Single-family, detached housing on 
parcels with a minimum size of 10,500 
square feet. 
 

 
R-1, Single-Family District 
R-2, Single-Family District 

 
M – Medium/Mid Density Residential 

 
Single-family and two-family 
dwellings, townhouses and other forms 
of housing having and individual 
outdoor entrance for each housing unit.  
The density range should be from 4 to 
10 units per gross acre. 
 

 
R-2, Single-Family District 
R-3, Medium Density District 
R-4, Mixed Residential District 

 
H – High Density Residential 
 
 

 
All forms of attached housing ranging 
from 8 to 22 units per gross acre. 
 

 
R-5, High Density Residential District 

*Information above taken from Table 3-8 of the City of Waconia Comprehensive Plan 
 
PUBLIC NOTICE/COMMENT: 
As this application is an informal discussion with the Planning Commission, no public notice was required.   
 
CONCLUSION / RECOMMENDATION 
The Planning Commission should review the proposed submittal and how it relates to the City of Waconia’s Comprehensive 
Plan and to the applicable City Ordinances and advise the applicant of the extent to which the plan conforms to said 
documents.  It would also be appropriate to discuss possible modifications that may be necessary prior to submittal of a 
subdivision application, Zoning Map Amendment application, or Comprehensive Plan Amendment application for the 
property. 
 
NOTE: 
The Hartman Communities, LLC Sketch Plan does not require review or consideration by the City Council.  The Sketch Plan 
practice is a Planning Commission process to allow informal review of a potential development and to discuss possible 
modifications necessary to secure future approval of the plan.   
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
Attachment 1:  Sketch Plan Application (2 pages) 
Attachment 2:  Location Map (1 page) 
Attachment 3:  Interlaken Outlot A Sketch Plan (1 page) 
Attachment 4:  Comprehensive Plan – Land Use Plan Map (1 page) 
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LOCATION MAP—1150 SOMERWOOD DRIVE 
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Land Use Analysis and Plan

City of Waconia 3-29
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 REQUEST FOR PLANNING COMMISSION CONSIDERATION 

 
Meeting Date: January 7th, 2016 
Item Name: Day Mental Health Treatment Facility Regulation for Residentially Zoned 

Properties 
Originating Department: Planning and Zoning 
Presented by: Angie Perera, Assistant Planner 
Previous Commission Action (if any):  
Item Type (X only one): Consent  Regular Session X Discussion Session  
RECOMMENDATIONS/COUNCIL ACTION/MOTION REQUESTED (Include motion in proper format.) 
 
Discuss and consider development of future regulations pertaining to Day Mental Health Treatment Facility regulation 
within residentially zoned properties per the direction of the City Council. 
 
EXPLANATION OF AGENDA ITEM (Include a description of background, benefits, and recommendations.) 
 
The City Council, at their regular meeting on December 14th, 2015, considered an Ordinance Amendment Application submitted 
by Cedar House Inc. to allow for a Day Mental Health Facility to be allowed as a permitted use with special restrictions in all 
residentially zoned areas.  After much consideration and conversation the City Council denied the proposed amendment as they 
did not feel the use would be appropriate as a permitted use in all residentially zoned properties as proposed by the applicant.  
However, the Council was in favor of having the Planning Commission further discuss the possibility of allowing the use as 
either an interim or conditional use in some residentially zoned areas and therefore directed City Staff and the Planning 
Commission to discuss this topic further and develop suitable Ordinance language for future consideration by the City Council. 
 
This memo has been drafted with the anticipation that the Planning Commission will begin to review and consider options 
regarding what residential zoning districts may be appropriate for the afore-mentioned use, if an Interim Use Permit or 
Conditional Use Permit would be appropriate, and what special restrictions may be necessary to include in the Ordinance 
language to insure that the use is compatible with neighboring residential properties. 
 
As the Council indicated that the Day Mental Health Facility may be acceptable in some of our residential areas as either an 
interim or conditional use, staff has provided the use descriptions and process table below to help inform our conversation and 
future direction. The main difference between the two uses is that an interim use is intended to be a temporary use of a property 
whereas a conditional use would not have an end date therefore the use be allowed to stay with the property. 
 
Use Types Use Descriptions & Process 
Interim Use A temporary use of a property until a particular date, until the occurrence of a particular 

event, or until zoning regulations no longer permit the use, permitted only upon issuance of 
an interim use permit and subject to the limitations and conditions specified therein. – similar 
to a Permitted Use with Special Restrictions; although the Interim Use would essentially 
expire at a certain time & City Code requires a public hearing process & notification to be 
published in the newspaper and mailed to properties within 350 ft. of proposed Interim Use. 
An Interim Use could be revoked if conditions or specific regulations were not being met. 

Conditional Use A use or occupancy of a structure (building), or a use of land (property), permitted only upon 
issuance of a conditional use permit and subject to the limitations and conditions specified 
therein. A conditional use would be approved and stay with the property – similar to a 
Permitted Use with Special Restrictions & Interim Use; although the Conditional Use would 
not expire and would stay with the property. City Code requires a public hearing process & 
notification to be published in the newspaper and mailed to properties within 350 ft. of 
proposed Interim Use. A Conditional Use could be revoked if conditions or specific 
regulations were not being met. 
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As stated above, in addition to our consideration of conditional versus interim use, the Planning Commission may want to 
consider specific requirements for the use such as some of the examples listed below: 

1. Minimum lot size requirements 
2. Onsite parking requirements 
3. Additional landscape/screening requirements 
4. Hours of operation 
5. Signage 
6. Out-patient versus inpatient care 
7. Maximum number of patients to be served on the property 
8. Architectural compatibility 
9. Proximity of another such facility within a certain distance  

 
Subsequent to our discussion regarding this topic, and based on the direction of the Planning Commission comments, staff will 
begin to draft an Ordinance Amendment for consideration at the February 4th, 2016 regular meeting. 
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