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PLANNING COMMITTEE MEETING
CITY OF BIRCHWOOD VILLAGE
WASHINGTON COUNTY,
December 18th, 2025
7:00 PM.
ing Committee
Andy Sorenson, Chair
Mike Kramer, Secretary
Michelle Maiers
Michael McKenzie
Casey Muhm
Ryan Hankins, Council Liaison
APPROVE AGENDA

OPEN PUBLIC FORUM

A. Variance Review for 131 Wildwood Ave

Principle Structure (attached garage) east side-yard setback from 10’ to 5.
1. Review Staff Report*
2. Open Public Hearing
3. Consider Application

i. Make Findings of Fact
1. Is the request reasonable with the general purposes and intent of
the ordinance? Why or why not?
2. Are there special conditions or circumstances that are peculiar to
the land, structure, or building involved? Why or why not?

3. Were the special conditions or circumstances created by the applicant's action or design
solution? Why or why not?

4. Will granting a variance result in any increase in the amount of water draining from the
property? Why or why not?

5. Will granting the variance impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property, or
unreasonably diminish or impair established property values within the surrounding area, or in
any other respect impair the public health, safety, or welfare of the residents of the City? Why
or why not?

* Denotes items that have supporting documentation provided




6. A variance must not be granted simply because there are no
objections or because those who do not object outnumber those
who do?

7. Is the applicant proposing a reasonable use for the property under
terms of the Zoning Code? Why or why not?

4. Assign Conditions
5. Approve or Deny Variance*

B. Variance Review for 131 Wildwood Ave

Principle Structure (attached garage) ROW setback from 30’ to 16’.
1. Review Staff Report*
2. Open Public Hearing
3. Consider Application

i. Make Findings of Fact
1. Is the request reasonable with the general purposes and intent of
the ordinance? Why or why not?
2. Are there special conditions or circumstances that are peculiar to
the land, structure, or building involved? Why or why not?

3. Were the special conditions or circumstances created by the applicant's action or design
solution? Why or why not?

4. Will granting a variance result in any increase in the amount of water draining from the
property? Why or why not?

5. Will granting the variance impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property, or
unreasonably diminish or impair established property values within the surrounding area, or in
any other respect impair the public health, safety, or welfare of the residents of the City? Why
or why not?

6. A variance must not be granted simply because there are no
objections or because those who do not object outnumber those
who do?

7. Is the applicant proposing a reasonable use for the property under

terms of the Zoning Code? Why or why not?

* Denotes items that have supporting documentation provided




4, Assign Conditions
5. Approve or Deny Variance*

C. Variance Review for 131 Wildwood Ave
Impervious Surface

Review Staff Report*

Open Public Hearing

3. Consider Application

Ol =

i. Make Findings of Fact
1. Is the request reasonable with the general purposes and intent of
the ordinance? Why or why not?
2. Are there special conditions or circumstances that are peculiar to
the land, structure, or building involved? Why or why not?

3. Were the special conditions or circumstances created by the applicant's action or design
solution? Why or why not?

4. Will granting a variance result in any increase in the amount of water draining from the
property? Why or why not?

5. Will granting the variance impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property, or
unreasonably diminish or impair established property values within the surrounding area, or in
any other respect impair the public health, safety, or welfare of the residents of the City? Why

or why not?

6. A variance must not be granted simply because there are no
objections or because those who do not object outnumber those
who do?

7. Is the applicant proposing a reasonable use for the property under
terms of the Zoning Code? Why or why not?

4. Assign Conditions
5. Approve or Deny Variance*

APPROVE MINUTES---Meeting of March 6%, 2025*

APPROVE MINUTES---Meeting of August 28", 2025*
ANNOUNCEMENTS

ADJOURN
* Denotes items that have supporting documentation provided




STAFF REPORT
Meeting Date(s): December 18, 2025 Planning Commission
January 13, 2026 City Council (Anticipated)
Scope: Variances - Principal Structure Side- and Front (ROW) Yard
Setbacks; Impervious Surface >30%
Applicant: Joe and Therese Galatowitsch, owners
Representative: Joe Galatowitsch
Property Location: 131 Wildwood Avenue
Report preP_a_red by Ben Wikstrom, Planning Consultant
ATTACHMENTS
1. Application with narrative
2. Elevations
3. Exhibit depicting proposed improvements
4. Survey depicting proposed setbacks and impervious surface
5. Engineer’s review letter (re: impervious surface)

BACKGROUND

Joe and Therese Galatowitsch were previously approved, through multiple variances, for
construction of a new, single-family home and detached garage on the property at 131
Wildwood Avenue.

The aerials shown below, from 2023, are the latest available from Washington County. The
updated survey, attached to this report, shows both existing conditions (improvements in
process) and proposed construction.

SURROUNDING USES

North: White Bear Lake

East: Single-family home

South: Wildwood Avenue and single-family homes
. West: Single-family home
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There are many
instances of non-
conformities in the
surrounding
neighborhood, as
evident in this
Washington County
aerial.

FACAT D PR 64 DEEDSG 357

| The applicants did
combine the two
lots that made up

. the property, as
required as a
condition of
approval of the
previous variances.

PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION

The applicants are in the process of constructing a two-story home with a walkout basement
with an attached deck, and have generally completed lakeside landscaping and retaining walls.
The house plans were in process at the time of the previous approvals, with determination
needed from the City on what the allowed setbacks would be, which affected the design and
potential height. Those plans were completed and approved via building permit in mid-2025,
and construction is ongoing.

The variance applications being considered in this report relate to the proposed garage, as well
as a slight increase in impervious surface from the previous approvals. The garage was
originally intended to be detached, with a conceptual design shown at the time the setback
variances for that structure were approved. A previous, non-conforming (in placement)
detached garage was removed from the property, and the City approved variances for a new
location, which slightly increased the setback from the eastern property line (previously 4'+,
approved at 5'), and greatly increased the setback from the right-of-way of Wildwood Avenue
(previously ', approved at 16’). Both of these setbacks, while substandard, were seen as
improvements and reasonable requests, and were approved with limited discussion in early
2025.

Following those approvals, the applicants submitted a building permit application for the
detached garage that showed a building height of 219", which exceeded the ordinance
requirements of 18’ maximum. The applicants proceeded to begin a redesign to meet the
height requirement, but also wanted to attach the garage to the porch of the principal structure
via a breezeway. This idea triggered a number of items to consider. First, attaching the garage
to the home - even via breezeway - would make the garage part of the principal structure,
meaning the previously approved setbacks for the detached garage would no longer be valid
and the (now attached) garage in the same location would require principal structure setback
variances. The ordinance requires the same setbacks for principal and accessory structures
anyway, but the footprints were now proposed to be connected. Second, the construction of the
breezeway would increase the proposed impervious surface on the lot by 1-1.5%, which would
result in a total impervious surface percentage exceeded 30%. The applicant had been
approved for a 29.2% impervious total through review by the City Engineer of stormwater
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calculations and design; however, any total over 30% impervious requires a variance with a few
additional submittal items. And third, if the garage becomes attached, the 18-foot height limit for
detached garages no longer applies, and the attached garage could be built up to the height of
the tallest point of the principal structure (assuming the revised calculations would not bring the
average height of the overall structure over 30’, which would be rare and in this case they would
not result in an increase).

The proposed construction would require approval of the following variances:
e Principal structure setback from the right of way (front property) line of 16’, a
variance of 14’ from the ordinance requirement of 30’
¢ Principal structure setback from the eastern (side) property line of 5’, a variance of
5’ from the ordinance requirement of 10’
¢ Impervious surface exceeding 30%

VARIANCES
As you will remember from prior applications, recommendations and decisions on variances are
to be considered based on these criteria, as excerpted from the zoning ordinance:

SUBD. 1.
A. Variances shall only be permitted
i. when they are in harmony with the general purposes and intent of the ordinance and
ii. when the variances are consistent with the comprehensive plan.
B. Variances may be granted when the applicant for the variance establishes that there are
practical difficulties in complying with the zoning ordinance.

SUBD. 2. "Practical difficulties,” as used in connection with the granting of a variance, means
that:
i. Special conditions or circumstances exist which are peculiar to the land, structure, or
building involved.
ii. The condition which result in the need for the variance were not created by the
applicant's action or design solution. The applicant shall have the burden of proof for
showing that no other reasonable design solution exists.
iii. The granting of a variance will result in no increase in the amount of water draining
from the property.
iv. Granting the variance will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent
property, or unreasonably diminish or impair established property values within the
surrounding area, or in any other respect impair the public health, safety, or welfare of
the residents of the City.
v. No variance shall be granted simply because there are no objections or because
those who do not object outnumber those who do.
vi. Financial gain or loss by the applicant shall not be considered if reasonable use for
the property exists under terms of the Zoning Code.

Perhaps a clearer understanding of how “practical difficulties” are determined is found by a
League of Minnesota Cities summary of their relation to State Statute:

A. Practical difficulties

“Practical difficulties” is a legal standard set forth in law that cities must apply when considering
applications for variances. It is a three-factor test and applies to all requests for variances. To
constitute practical difficulties, all three factors of the test must be satisfied.

Variance Application - 131 Wildwood Avenue
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1. Reasonableness

The first factor is that the property owner proposes to use the property in a reasonable manner.
This factor means that the landowner would like to use the property in a particular reasonable
way but cannot do so under the rules of the ordinance. It does not mean that the land cannot be
put to any reasonable use whatsoever without the variance. For example, if the variance
application is for a building too close to a lot line or that does not meet the required setback, the
focus of the first factor is whether the request to place a building there is reasonable.

2. Uniqueness

The second factor is that the landowner’s problem is due to circumstances unique to the
property not caused by the landowner. The uniqueness generally relates to the physical
characteristics of the particular piece of property, that is, to the land and not personal
characteristics or preferences of the landowner. When considering the variance for a building to
encroach or intrude into a setback, the focus of this factor is whether there is anything physically
unique about the particular piece of property, such as sloping topography or other natural
features like wetlands or trees.

3. Essential character

The third factor is that the variance, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the
locality. Under this factor, consider whether the resulting structure will be out of scale, out of
place, or otherwise inconsistent with the surrounding area. For example, when thinking about
the variance for an encroachment into a setback, the focus is how the particular building will
look closer to a lot line and if that fits in with the character of the area.

For the setback variances, the following table applies:

Lot line or Fences Driveways & All Other
Land Boundary and Landscaping Walkwayvs Structures
Barriers

Municipal Street and

County Road

Front. Back. and Side

Lot Line 10 ft. 0 30 ft.

Municipal street or

County Road Front. Back.

And Side Lot Line for

Non address side of

Comer lot 10 ft. 0 254t

Ordinary High Water
Level of Lost Lake 75 ft: 75 ft. 751t

Ordinary High Water

Level of White Bear

Lake. Hall's Marsh.

and other wetlands 50 ft. 50 ft. 50 ft.

All Other Lot Lines 0 ft. 11 10 ft.
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A. Principal Structure (attached garage) east side yard setback of 5 ft.

Ordinance
See table above. 10-foot setback applies.

Applicants’ comments
See the applicants’ narrative, which details how the proposed construction meets the
intent of the ordinance, the criteria for variances, the practical difficulty test, etc.

Staff comment
From the previous application, most of which still stands: The applicants' comments are
correct, in that this is an improvement to a non-conforming situation versus a rebuild in
the same location, as is allowed. While the garage footprint will take a slightly different
shape, the overall size is slightly smaller, and the movement further from the property
line, while not coming fully into conformance, is seen as an improvement that obviously
does not increase the non-conformity. Many garages in the neighborhood meet neither
the side yard nor the street side setback(s), so the character of the neighborhood is not
anissue. This is a reasonable request, and the lot width and size are not a result of
actions by the applicants. Should this variance be denied, the applicants would likely
construct a garage in the previously existing location, which would be allowed but be a
worse situation, aesthetically and practically, than what it proposed. (This last sentence
has changed, in that the applicants would build a detached structure with the previously-
approved setbacks, and may alter the roof pitch to gain mass and interior space.)

B. Principal Structure (attached garage) right of way setback of 16 ft.

Ordinance
See table above. 30-foot setback applies.

Applicants’ comments
See the applicants’ narrative, which details how the proposed construction meets the
intent of the ordinance, the criteria for variances, the practical difficulty test, etc.

Staff comment
See staff comment on the previous variance; the same points and logic apply to this
request.

C. Impervious Surface

Ordinance

Projects that result in impervious surface coverage that exceeds thirty (30) percent, or
those projects that result in impervious surface coverage that exceeds twentyfive (25)
percent but does not meet the requirements of 302.050(6) may be permitted if the
property owner obtains a variance. To apply for a variance, the property owner shall
comply with, and demonstrate compliance with, the requirements of subsection
302.050(6). or shall explain how and why the property owner is unable or unwilling to

comply with subsection 302.050(6). In addition to the requirements of subsection

302.050(6), the property owner must follow the procedures and meet the standards

defined in Section 304 for obtaining a variance, including demonstrating to the
satisfaction of the City Council that a practical difficulty exists.

Variance Application — 131 Wildwood Avenue
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Applicants’ comments
See the applicants’ narrative, as well as the site plan exhibit, the survey, the impervious
calculations, etc., all of which have notations or detail explaining the proposed
construction and its impacts.

GENERAL INFORMATION

STAFF COMMENT AND DISCUSSION

Setback variances:

Despite previous approvals for a detached garage, these setback variances must be considered
on their own merit. When the “test” for variances was to show that a hardship existed, there
was a burden of proof placed on an applicant to show that the property couldn’t be used in a
reasonable manner without the granting of the variance (or perhaps, for the permitting
jurisdiction to show that the property could be used in a reasonable manner without the
variance). In 2011, the State relaxed that standard, from a hardship to a practical difficulty,
which required that the permitting jurisdiction only consider whether a proposed variance, or
construction, is reasonable. In other words, just because the applicants have shown us a plan
that worked without attaching the garage to the house, it doesn't mean the City should cite a
finding that they like the other option better. The attached garage and resulting, necessary
setback variances should be considered independently.

The previous paragraph notwithstanding, it can be argued that the detached garage, which
would limit the height of the structure to 18’, does not alter the character of the neighborhood as
significantly as an attached garage might, built higher in the same location. It would be
reasonable to attach a condition of approval - based on that “character of the neighborhood”
logic — that limits the height (using peak height, since the calculation of attached, gabled roof
heights from the average grade yields a conforming number, or close to it) of the attached
garage to a height the commission/council is comfortable with, be it the <22’ proposed, or
another number. Meaning, we see the reasonableness of the proposed location with reduced
setbacks, as long as it isn’t towering over the street or neighboring property at a height
approaching the house height. Ordinances are often written with setbacks having a relation to
the height of a structure, so there is merit in that type of condition. The applicants discuss in
their narrative the reasons for the proposed placement of the garage, the improvements vs. the
previous structure and to the neighborhood aesthetic, and more.

Should the Planning Commission see fit to recommend denial and the City Council deny the
setback variances, be mindful that the detached structure in the same location will still be buit.
Further, the ordinance that determines building heights of detached garages does not
distinguish between types of roof design, as it does for attached garages. The measurement is
only from the average grade to the highest point of a detached garage. Put another way, the
applicants could build a fully detached garage with a flat roof or very slightly pitched roof (like
the proposed dormers, but without the gabled portion) 18’ above the average grade, if their goal
is to have storage above the parking area of the garage. If this were done, would the “mass” of
the building in its location be more obtrusive than a pitched roof with dormers that reaches a
peak height of 22'? Probably so.

Impervious surface variance:
The applicants have fully complied with the necessary submittals for approval of a variance for
impervious surfaces exceeding 30%. The City Engineer has provided a comment letter, which

Variance Application — 131 Wildwood Avenue



is attached to this report. The Engineer is comfortable with the materials that have been
submitted, and the calculations show compliance with the requirements of the ordinance. There
are a few suggested construction improvements related to drainage and stormwater
management, and a condition of approval of this variance will be compliance with the Engineer's
review letter. The applicants, in their narrative, have made some valid points on the
improvements to overall drainage over previously existing conditions, the reduction in unfiltered
water reaching the lake, the intent and performance of the raingardens, the percentage of
natural (filtering) vegetation to be planted which will greatly exceed the minimum requirements
of the ordinance, etc.

As with the past variances for this property, staff would encourage the commissioners
and council members to read the applicants’ narrative in the attached application in its
entirety; it is a thorough outline of their plans, and explains the reasoning for certain
decisions in the design process. Additionally, there are insightful comments (as
referenced above) answering the questions asked of any applicant regarding the
variance process and how their proposal meets the criteria necessary for approval. Itis
a very well-written and logical narrative that will be helpful in fully understanding the
proposed variances prior to making a recommendation or decision.

RECOMMENDATION

The setback variances are a purely subjective decision, based on what the commission/council
view as a “reasonable” request and as the existing character of the neighborhcod. Considering
the location of a detached garage is determined, allowing to be attached in the same location
seems to be a reasonable decision. Potential conditions and outcomes, as outlined in the
previous section, should be discussed at the Planning Commission meeting.

The impervious surface variance is reasonable, if an applicant can prove that they can meet
stormwater control requirements within the ordinance and provide the necessary mitigation
measures for drainage and filtering. In this case, they have, and the City Engineer has
recommended approval of the variance.

Should the Planning Commission recommend approval or denial at this meeting, staff will
prepare a memo for the January City Council meeting outlining the findings for the
recommendation.

Variance Application — 13 T"Wildweod: Avenue Cet e
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CITY OF BIRCHWOOD VILLAGE
VARIANCE APPLICATION

207 Birchwood Ave., Birchwood, MN 55110
651-426-3403 e info@cityofbirchwood.com

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY
(per Minn. Stat. 15.99)
Application Received Date: Amount Paid: $
Date of Payment: Payment Type:
e Cash
e Check (Number: )
e Credit Card
Application Complete: Date of Determination:
Yes
No - Other Date Notice of Deficiency Sent:
Deficiency:
(J Variance Deadline Extended, because:
L . . Q Applicant requested extension.
Q' Application Withdrawn by Applicant Q City staff require additional time to
Date: evaluate the application.
O The state or another agency must review
the application.
Q The application was received too late for

city staff to process and place on the
agenda of the next Planning Commission
meeting.

Date Variance Extension Letter Sent:

Length of Extension: days

Completed applications for variances submitted on or before the first of each month will generally be
considered by the Planning Commission at its next meeting on the fourth Thursday of that month.
Applications submitted after the first of the month will generally be considered the following month.



Upon recommendation of the Planning Commission, the City Council will consider and decide the
variance application.

A. Applicant’s Name: Joe Galatowitsch Telephone:

Home: 651-983-4470
Work/Cell: Same

B. Address (Street, City, State, ZIP):
131 Wildwood Avenue

C. Property Owner’s Name (If different from above): Telephone
Home:_
Work/Cell:

D. Location of Project: 131 Wildwood ave

E. Legal Description: See attached background document

F. Description of Proposed Project: Build an attached garage to a newly constructed home

G. Specify each section of the City Code for which a variance is sought. (Variances are not to be
granted for the provisions of 301.050 but instead may be granted for other sections of chapters 200 or
300 that cause the existing or proposed structure or use to be non-conforming). See attached background docum:

H. Explain how you wish to vary from the applicable provisions of the ordinance: See attached background docu
I. Please attach a site plan or accurate survey as may be required by ordinance, a Plot plan drawn to
scale showing existing and proposed new and changed structures on the lot, and existing structures on

adjacent lots.

J. Please answer the following questions as they relate to your specific variance request:
1. Inyour opinion, is the variance in harmony with the purposes and intent of the ordinance?

4 Yes O No
Why or why not? See attached background document

2. Inyour opinion, is the variance consistent with the comprehensive plan?
4 Yes O No
Why or why not? See attached background document

3. Inyour opinion, does the proposal put property to use in a reasonable manner?



4 Yes Q No
Why or why not? See attached background document

4. Inyour opinion, are there circumstances unique to the property?
4 Yes U No
Why or why not? See attached background document

5. Inyour opinion, will the variance maintain the essential character of the locality?
4 Yes Q0 No
Why or why not?

See attached background document

K. Are other governmental permits required for the project, including requirements of the Rice Creek
Watershed District? Please attach copies of permits, or evidence they are unnecessary.

Q Yes 4 No

Which permits are required?

L. After the proposed project, will the impervious surface of the lot exceed 25 percent?
@ Yes Q No

Please include the information in the following table. See attached background document

EXISTING PROPOSED CHANGE

1. Total Square Footage of Lot
2. Maximum Impervious Surface
3. Roof Surface

4. Sidewalks

5. Driveways

6. Other Impervious Surface

7. Total of Items 3-6

8. Impervious Surface Infiltrated
9. Item 8 subtracted from Item 7
10. Percent Impervious Surface

The Planning Commission and City Council must make affirmative findings on each of the five criteria
in question J in order to grant a variance. The applicant for a variance has the burden of proof to show
that all of the criteria have been satisfied.

The City and its representatives accept no responsibility for errors and/or damages caused due to
incomplete and/or inaccurate information herein. It is the responsibility of the applicant to ensure the
accuracy and completeness of this information.



The applicant declares that they are familiar with application fees and other associated costs and with
the procedural requirements of the City Code and other applicable ordinances, and that, with the
exception of the City Code listed in question G, the proposed project conforms to the City Code, that
the information provided in and enclosed herewith is complete and that all documents represented are
true and correct representations of the actual project/building that will be built in conformance with
such representation if approved.

Applicant’s Signature: %M@m Date; November 15, 2025

Fee Owner’s Signature: Date:




304.020 Variance Application Requirements. Before consideration of a variance, an application for
variance shall be made on forms provided by the City Clerk. The application shall be accompanied by
the required information described below and by all required fees. Each application must include at a
minimum:

a) The legal description and address of parcel.

b) Name, address, and phone number of applicant (and of the owner if owner is not the applicant).
c) Plot plan drawn to scale. Elevation contour lines are required.

d) Plan showing existing and proposed new and changed structures on the lot.

e) Existing structures on adjacent lots.

f) A certificate by a registered professional land surveyor verifying the location of all buildings,
setbacks, and building coverage.

g) A certificate by a registered professional land surveyor certifying other facts that in the opinion of
the City are necessary for evaluation of the application.

h) A separate enumeration of each section of the code to which a variance is requested along with a
demonstration that the criteria set forth in section 304.040 are met for each enumerated section.

i) Evidence demonstrating compliance with regulations of other governmental units when required by
provisions of this code, State Law, or regulations of other governmental units. Non-limiting examples
of government units which may have applicable regulations include the State of Minnesota, Rice Creek
Watershed District, Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, White Bear Lake Conservation
District, and the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency.

j) Other documentation as applicable and as required by the City Code for the type of variance sought
(see for example the impervious surface requirements of 302.050)
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Proposed garage
elevation at 952.5

e Same as grade level on
SW corner of the house
(highest grade around
the house)

* Assumes garage is not
built into grade on any
side.

House first floor
elevation at 954.5

Proposed garage height
is within the 18 ft.
height requirement for
attached garages

Peak of proposed
garage is ~ 6 ft. below
the peak of the house

South face

AVS
GRADE

210 1M

17-1011H6"

90%
240 16—

T0%
20 vi6®

J———_G'-W 1%

oy

129118

&-7 18"




North face
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Covered Walkway
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Front yard details

Front porch extension-ang %,
covered walkway from =\
garage to house

Garage entry on west side
through courtyard

Courtyard/turn around-e
pervious pavers

French drains

Evergreen screen planting
area

Rain garden

About a 6% grade fo
driveway

No ROW parking needed

Direction of runoff
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Impervious Calculations:

* Original: 2217 sq. ft.
e Lot size: 7590 sq. ft.
e 29.2% Impervious coverage
¢ ~ 60 sq. ft. remaining to
30%
* ‘As built’ plus proposed:
2327 sq. ft

* Porch ‘as built’ is ~ 56 sq.
ft. larger than original

* Fully covered walkway ~ 32
sq. ft.

e Additional porch overhang
~ 22 sq. ft.

* Fully covered walkway
exceeds 30% impervious
limit

* Approximately 30.7%
* Exceeds limit by ~ 50 sq. ft.

CERTIFICATE OF SURVEY .

~for~ JOE GALATOWITSCH
~of~ 131 WILDWOOD AVENUE
BIRCHWOOD, MN

EXISTING LEGAL DESCRIPTION

Al that part of Lot | of BIRCHWOOD and of Wilomood Averue, vacated
and of Lo A%, ook 3, of LAKEWOOD PARK FIRST DIVISION baunded
2 follows:

On the Nerth by White Bear Lake; on the west by a Ine paralle] win
the westerly line of Lot 1 of BIRCHWOOO and 109 feet eastery
therefiam and extended ta the poth lae af WIKwood Avinus 34 ayed
out on the plat of LAKEWOOD PARK FIRST DIVISICN: on the sauth by
S Wildweed Avenue; on the et by the easterdy line of 32id Lot "A°
extendad to White Dear Lake,

Being a parcel of lang Ay feet front on White Bear Laie and runnlng
Back in width 1o the said Willwood Avenue,

IMPERVIOUS COVERAGE

TOTAL LOT AREA (TD OHH) o 7,590 §.F.

FROPOSED HOUSE .
PROPOSED STAIRS
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SURVEY NOTES
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City of Birchwood Village Attached Garage Variance Application —
Supporting documentation

Section E:

All that part of Lot 1 of Birchwood and of Wildwood Avenue, vacated and of Lot "A"
Block 3 of Lakewood Park, First Division bounded as follows:

On the North by White Bear Lake; on the west by a line parallel with the westerly
line of Lot 1 of Birchwood and 105 feet easterly therefrom and extended to the
north line of Wildwood Avenue as laid out on the plat of Lakewood Park First
Division; on the south by said Wildwood Avenue; on the east by the easterly line of
said Lot "A" extended to White Bear Lake. Being a parcel of land fifty feet front on
White Bear Lake and running back fifty feet in width to the said Wildwood Avenue.
Washington County, Minnesota.

SectionF:
1. Build an attached garage to a newly constructed home
Section G:

1. New home and garage to be built under section 301.050

a. 2. Non-Conforming Pre-Existing Structure: A structure existing at the
time of the adoption of a zoning control that was lawful prior to the
time of the adoption of the zoning control but does not comply with
that control. APPLIES

b. 2. Non-Conforming Pre-Existing Use: A use or occupation of land
existing at the time of the adoption of a zoning control that was lawful
prior to the time of the adoption of the zoning control but does not
comply with that control. B. A non-conforming pre-existing structure
or use existing at the time of the adoption of an additional zoning
control may be continued, including through repair, replacement,
restoration, maintenance, or improvement, APPLIES unless: 1. the
non-conforming pre-existing structure or non-conforming pre-existing
use is discontinued for a period of more than one year,; or 2. the non-
conforming structure is destroyed by fire or other peril to the extent of
greater than 50 percent of its estimated market value, as indicated in



the records of the county assessor at the time of damage, and no
building permit has been applied for within 180 days of when the
property is damaged.

c. C. A non-conforming pre-existing structure or non-conforming pre-
existing use may not be moved or expanded except: EXCEPTION
APPLIES 1. If the expansion or move brings the non-conforming pre-
existing structure or use into conformance with the zoning code; or 2.
The conforming portion of a non-conforming structure may be
expanded provided that such modification or expansion does not
increase the portion of the structure that is non-conforming, and
provided that the modification otherwise conforms to the provisions
of the zoning code; Requires Variance or 3. The non-conforming
portion of a non-conforming structure may be modified so long as the
modification does not increase the horizontal or vertical size of the
non-conforming portion; - Requires Variance

2. STRUCTURAL SETBACK REQUIREMENTS SECTION 302.020. GENERAL
REQUIREMENTS. All structures must be located so that minimum setback
requirements are met or exceeded. All measurements (in feet) as set forth
below shall be determined by measuring from the foundation of the
appropriate structure perpendicular to the appropriate lot line. Variances
required (see below)

3. IMPERVIOUS SURFACE COVERAGE PERMIT. Section 302.050 (4) Projects that
result in impervious surface coverage that exceeds twenty-five (25) percent
but does not exceed thirty (30) percent shall be permitted if the property
owner complies with, and demonstrates compliance with, the requirements
of Section 302.050(6) to the satisfaction of the City Planner. Variance
Required

4. Variances being sought:

a. Attached garage east side yard setback of 5 ft. (code calls for 10 ft.)

i. See Zoning Code Requirements section 302.020 (2)
b. Attached garage Road right of way setback of 16 ft. (code calls for 30
ft.)
i. See Zoning Code Requirements section 302.020 (2)
c. Impervious surface limit > 30% (code calls for 30% maximum)
i. See Zoning Code Requirement section 302.050 (5)



Doviation Datalls Variance

-1410 Lakeside lot minimun = 60% x 15,000 Yes

-1.50 Proposed housa is 0.6 ft. narrower Yes

130 All of east side Is well back from ordinance No

" 1000  Consistentwith new tion height ordi Yes

Deck west side setback (ft.) 4.5 8.5 4 10.0 -1.50 Proposed deck alignas with side of house No
Deck east side setback (ft.) 3.0 16 13 10.0 6.00 Eliminate side yard deck, add front porch No
House OHW setback (ft.) 453 45.3 0 50.0 4.70 Maintain setback, align house with side lot finos No
Lakaside deck CHW setback (ft.) 333 36.3 3 50.0 -13.70 Proposed deck is 9' deep vs 12’ for previous No
Attached garago streat ROW setbadk (ft.) 0o 16 16 30.0 -14,00 Significantimp from i Yes
Attached garage east side setback {ft.) 4.5 5 05 10.0 -5.00 Slightimprovement from previous Yes

| (V] d decks and ded walk (sq. ft.) 630 235 -395 - - Front, back, and sides

Off-street parking area (sq. ft.) 0 530 530 - - Off streat courtyard No
Off-street perking spaces [} uptod uptod - - Averege vehicle: 14.7 x 5.8 ft. No
Impervious coverege (sq. ft.) 2141 2327 188 277 50 Regulation = 30% (w permit), Propsed > 30% Yes
|Wpuim zone natural plantings (sq. ft) $00 900 [} 566 33 8% of riparian erea for cach 1% over 25% Required
Retaining walls within zone 'ﬁ le-s Functional 50.0 - Improve esosion control and safc lake access
Section H:
e Requested principle structure (attached garage) side yard variance

Section J:

moves the garage 5 ft. closer to the side yard on the EAST side of the lot
vs. ordinance and 0.5 ft less non-conforming vs. the non-conforming
pre-existing garage

Requested principle structure (attached garage) road setback variance
moves the garage 14 ft. closer to the road right of way vs. ordinance
and 16 ft less non-conforming vs. the non-conforming pre-existing
garage

Requested impervious surface coverage slightly exceed the 30% limit. It
is believed that the ‘as built’ structures will be very close to the 30%
limit.

1. Each variance request is in harmony with the purposes and intent of the
ordinance

a.

The garage side yard variance request is less non-conforming compared
to the non-conforming pre-existing garage side yard location (5 ft. vs.
4.5 ft.) and thereby facilitates 11% wider access between the garage
and the side yard.

The garage road right of way variance request is less non-conforming
compared to the non-conforming pre-existing garage road right of way
location (by 16 ft.) and therefore is creating less non-conformance vs.
the non-conforming pre-existing garage. The garage road right of way
variance request is sufficiently removed from the road right of way to
create off-street parking spaces on the lot thereby relieving ROW
parking and future road improvement complexities.



c. The impervious surface variance request is intended to ensure that the
‘as built’ impervious surface can be allowed to slightly exceed the 30%
requirement.

2. Yes, the variance requests are consistent with the comprehensive plans

a. The proposed development of this small lakeside lot is consistent with
the comprehensive plans and with the intent to maintain a homestead
community that works in aesthetic and environmental harmony with
the surrounding lands and lake.

3. Yes, the variance requests put the property to use in a reasonable manner

a. Furthering the historical residential use of this lot by allowing
construction of a modern home is a reasonable use of the property and
is consistent with how similarly sized lakefront properties are utilized in
the community.

b. A lakefront home requires unique storage requirements. There are
many demands for large storage space to protect, secure, and hide lake
enjoyment related equipment and devices. A sufficiently large garage
(proposed 21 x 28) is therefore essential to accommodating the unique
requirements of lakeside living. Additionally, without the variance,
situating a garage directly in front of the home’s front entry creates a
difficult burden related to observing activities on the street and
obscuring access to the house for residents and guests.

c. The requested garage variance creates several off-street parking spaces
on the lot that would not be available by replacing the non-conforming
pre-existing garage with a new garage in the historical location.

d. The impervious surface variance is required due to the very small lot
size and the limited space available for moving homeowners and guests
around the property in safety and protected from the elements.

4. Yes, there are circumstances unique to the property.

a. Thelot itself is very small and narrow (in fact about half the size of
conforming lots today (7590 sq. ft. vs, 15,000 sq. ft.). Considering all
zoning requirements, without variances, the building envelope for the
house, porches, decks, garage, and access between the house and
garage is less than 2200 sq. ft.

b. This small lot is also a lakeside lot with a steep riparian slope, old
unsafe and non-functional steps and retaining walls that have practical



considerations and limitations for reasonable use, lake access, erosion,
runoff control, and safety

c. The non-conforming pre-existing home, decks, and garage footprint, as
well as the old riparian hardscape structures, perpetuates several
zoning and set-back related difficulties that these variances are
designed to remedy.

i. Granting the requested variances has the following impacts:

1. Reducing non-conforming areas associated with the non-
conforming pre-existing house, garage, and decks by about
575 sq. ft.

2. Net decrease in total non-conforming area of more than
450 sq. ft. (~ 6% of total lot area and 36% of non-
conforming pre-existing structures)

3. Creation of several off-street parking spaces

4. Meaningful separation of the garage from the road ROW
(16 ft.)

5. Impervious surface infiltration ~ 100% vs. 0%

6. Reduction of annual stormwater runoff into the lake by
over 40%

d. To achieve these goals, we have squeezed the house and garage sizes,
locations, and setbacks to optimize reasonable use of the lot, while
preserving the intent of the ordinances, reducing non-conformance,
ensuring safe access, managing stormwater, and creating an
aesthetically attractive and functional property.

i. The side yard variance request for the attached garage is, in part
driven by the small size of the lot (7590 sq. ft.) and the relatively
narrow lot width (49.8 ft.). If the garage would comply with the
side yard setback, it would overlap and cover most of the front of
the house situated behind it. This would perpetuate a ‘garage
dominated’ or ‘snout house’ street view rather than a more
balanced and integrated view of the house and garage together.

ii. The road right of way variance request is necessitated by the
small lot size and the relatively short usable length of the lot. At ~
150 ft, the lot provides very little room to accommodate road,
lake and side yard setback requirements and a reasonably sized
and situated house and garage.



iii. By switching the garage entry from the south to the west side

and moving the rain garden to the south side of the lot along the
ROW, parking will be completely off-street and partially hidden
from the street thereby further reducing parking congestion
along the road ROW. In addition, instead of showing parked cars,
the entire width of the lot will display flower/rain gardens and a
narrow entry driveway.

5. Yes, the variances will maintain the essential character of the locality.

a. The variance requests being made here are much less non-conforming
than the previous home and garage and much more in keeping with the
essential character of the locality.

b. The finished home and garage will ft very well within the character and
locations of the surrounding homes on their respective lots. They will
also be an attractive addition to the locality from a ‘street and lake
presence’ perspective.

Section L:

¢ Yes, the impervious surface of the lot will exceed 25%
o Total impervious surface will be ~ 30.7% after the project, but 100% of
impervious surface runoff will be infiltrated on the lot.
= Proposed landscape plan to construct ~ 375 sq. ft. of rain gardens
= The primary rain garden will receive run off from the front
courtyard and garage roof via gutters and underground piping or
French drain style conveyance
= On site infiltration tests will be completed to ensure that the rain
garden is sized to remove 100% of the retention volume within
48 hours (per ordinance).
o Additionally, ~ 70% of riparian area will be designated for natural
plantings (vs. 40% required by ordinance)
= Retaining walls and natural plantings on riparian slope will
eliminate 40% of annual stormwater runoff into the lake
o The owners agree to fully comply with section 302.050 (6)
= Section a: (i-v) complied
= Section b: to be completed after competed build (Summer 2026)
= Section c: complied
= Section d: to be completed after completed build (Summer 2026)



Impervious Analysis | Existing | Proposed | Change | Comment
Total lot (sq. ft.) 7590 7590 0 Per survey
Max. Impervious (sq. | 1898 1898 0 25% per ordinance
ft.)
Structure impervious | 1856 2088 +232 House, porch, and garage
(sq. ft.) footprint
Sidewalks (sq. ft.) 285 185 -100 Steps only (pervious pavers
for walks)
Driveways (sq. ft.) 0 0 0 Pervious pavers
Other Impervious 0 54 +54 Front porch extension plus
(sq. ft.) covered walkway
Total Impervious (TI) | 2141 2327 +186 | Requires variance (50 sq. ft.
(sq. ft.) (28%) (30.7%) over)
Retention Volume 196 213 +17 See MIDS v4 caiculator
(cu. ft.) results below
Rain Garden (RG) (sq. | O 375 +375 8” ponding depth
ft.)
RG infiltration rate 0 250 +250 | (RG x 8)/12 (24-hour
(cu. ft.) infiltration rate)
Impervious runoff 0% 100% +100% | Infiltration rate > Tl runoff
infiltrated
NET Impervious 28% 0% -100% | All impervious runoff
Surface infiltrated
Previous  Proposed  Difference 9% DIff. Absolute Details
1280 1500 220 17% 19.8%  30.6x 38 = 28.2 (average) x 50
576 588 12 2% 7.7% 24x243>21x28
285 185 -100.2 -35% 2.4% Retinaing walls not considered Impervious
0 54 54 - 0.7% Extend porch roof ~ 2' to meet breezeway roof
. 2141 2327 188 9% 80.7% |Total impervious (Previous = 28%)
Impervious Retention Volume (cu. Ft.) 196 213 17 9% (impervious x 1.1)/12 => cubic ft.
Impervious surface infiltrated (cu. R.) o 250 250 - Based on raln garden size and ponding depth
Net Impervious Surface (%) @ -5% -!}9& 100% (nftktration capacity in 24 hours (est.)
Stormwater Management Analysis Previous  Proposed  Difference % Diff. Factors Details
General lawn area (< 5% grade) 3449 4568 1119 32% 0.45 Estimated soil Infiltration rate: 0.45 In./hour
JRain garden/bioswale areas (sq. ft.) 0 375 375 - 8 Ponding depth of 8 inches {~ 24 hour infiltration) (3)
[rotal runc#f Infiftration areas 3449 4943 1494 43% |Exclutdes impervious and > 50% slope areas
Lot Infiltration capacty/event (LIC) (cu ft.) 259 593 334 129% 632 Lot receives 632 cu. ft. from a 1" rainfall event
Portion of 1" rainfall events infiltrated (%) 41% 94% 53% 129% Ability to infiltrate a 1" rainfall event
Maximum rainfall event infiltration capacity (In.) 0.4 0.9 0.5 129% Considering all Infiltration areas
Percentage of rainfall EVENTS infiitrated 60% 84% 24% 40% Per MN ' freq y maps (2)
Percentage of rainfall VOLUME infiitrated 25% 56% 31% 124% Per MN ! freg y maps
1304 765 <539 -41% 275 WHBL average precipitation = 2.75 inches/month
978 459 -519 -53% Based new landscaping and run-off management

(2) stormwater.pca.state.mn.us/index.php/Rainfall_volume-frequency_maps

(3) meets requirements of 100 year rainfall event




Minnesota MIDS Calculator -- Version 4

Notes:

1) Make sure macros are enabled. If nat, click Microsoft Office Button in upper left hand corner.

Click "Excel Options”. Click "Trust Center”, click "Trust Center Settings" and then click "Macro Settings”. Set Macro Settings to
“"Enable All Macros” and restart Excel.

2) Enter Site Information in b below

3) Go to MIDS BMP Calculator tab and follow instruction on top of that page

Project Name: 131 wildwood

User Name / Company Name:

Date: November 20, 2025
Project Description: Home and garage buiki

Are you using the calculator to determine compliance with a Construction Stormwater permit?
(Yes/No)

Reset Site Information and

Summary Tab
[Site Information
Retention Requirment (inches): 11
Site's Zip code:|
Annual Rainfall (inches): 318
Phosphorus EMC (mg/L): 0.3
TSS EMC (mgiL): 54.5
Fraction of annual rainfall events that produce runoff: 0.9
Total Watershed Area
Totals
Land Cover (acres) A soils B Soils [ C Soils | D Soils | (acres)
Forest/Open Space (acres) - undisturbed, protected forest/open space | 2
or reforested land b 0
Managed Turf (acres) — disturbed, graded for yards or other turf to be
mowed/managed 012
Impervious Cover (acres) 0.0534 |
Total:|  0.1734
Watershed Area Routed to BMPs (Summary of "MIDS BMP Calculator” Tab)
Totals
Land Cover (acres) A sails B Soils | C Soils | D Soils | (acres)
Forest/Open Space (acres) — undisturbed, protected forest/open space
or reforested land 0
Managed Turf (acres) — disturbed, graded for yards or other turf to be
mowed/managed 0
Impervious Cover (acres)
Total: 0
|[Summary Information
Total impervious cover (acres) 0.05
Total watershed area (acres) 047
Site runoff coefficient, Rv 0.43
% Impervious 31%
Development volume retention requirement (cubic feet) 213
Volume removed by BMPs (cubic feet) Note: I
Addttional volume removal needed to meet requirement (cubic feet) 213 E"r%%nacﬁil}g éwa}gﬂlalpomel?is
Percent volume removed complete
Post-developoment annual volume (acre-ft) 0.18 Grey Cells are calculated

using Site Information entered
Annual volume removed by BMPs (acre-ft) abgvge

Percert annual volume removed

Post-development annual Particulate P load (Ib/yr) | 0.08
Annual Particulate load removed by BMPs (Ib/yr)
Post-development annual Dissolved P load (Ib/yr) 0.07

Annual Dissolved P load removed by BMPs (Ib/yr)
Percent annual TP removed

Post-development annual TSS load (lb/yr) 26
Annual TSS load removed by BMPs (Ib/yr)
Percent annual TSS removed




CERTIFIGATE OF SURVEY .

/
~for~ JOE GALATOWITSCH ~ N,/

~of~ 131 WILDWOOD AVENUE / A

BIRCHWOOD, MN LEGEND / /

DENOTES IRON MONUMENT FOUND AS LABELED S
DENOTES IRON MONUMENT SET, MARKED RLS# 41578 / .
DENOTES EXISTING SPOT ELEVATION o
EXISTING LEGAL DESCRIPTION DeoTES Gur wike =/ e
DENOTES POWER POLE A N

All that part of Lot 1 of BIRCHWCOD end of Witdwood ,
and of Lot "A", Block 3, of LAKEWOGOD PARK FIRST DIVISION bounded

®
o
-
AL 3
&9 follows: === DENOTES EXISTING CONTOURS LoT 1
_

~

On the North by White Bear Lake; on the west by 8 (ine parallel with /
S e R T ooems rmvuo
8l \venus as
out on tha plat of LAKEWOOD PARK FIRST DIVISION; on the south BrTuM SURFACE /
said Wildwood Avenue; on the sast by the ezsterly ne of sald Lot *A* DENOTES CONCRETE SURFACE - —/ T
extended & Whits Bear Lake. DENOTES PERVIOUS PAVER SURFACE /| VACATED
Being a parcel of land fifty feet front on Whita Boar Lsks and runnl ' -
bock In widthto o sakd Wikwood Averis. " TREE BETAIL /4 WILDWOOD
_— DENOTES ELEVATION y i AZE' NUE é&’
A5~ DENOTES TREE QUANTITY |
#0650 DENOTES TREE SIZE IN INCHES = §
"~~~ DENOTES TREE TYPE /= — -
/
ONR PAINT MARK ON SLAB OF
PUMPHOUSE AT MATOSKA PARK
ELEVATION: 528.74 (MSL 1912)
- Feld survey was completed by E.G. Rud and Sens, Inc. I January
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BOLTON g 1 Subs D
& M E N K Oakdale, MN 55128

Phone: (651) 704-9970

Real People. Real Solutions. Bolton-Menk.com

December 8, 2025
To: City of Birchwood Village, Planning Commission

RE: 131 Wildwood Impervious Review
Project No.: ON1.131471

Planning Commission,

Engineering reviewed the original application this past spring. The original application was approved
without a variance for impervious surfaces by meeting all the criteria necessary for being under 30%
impervious surface in the application. The summary of the changes from the previous application to
what is in front of you currently is the addition of a breezeway (impervious due to the roof), the
relocation of the driveway to the west side of the garage (pervious due to previous paver design which is
already approved), and the relocation of the infiltration basin.

The owners of 131 Wildwood asked to modify the plans to add the breezeway. It was requested to add
the breezeway or partially add the breezeway to hit the 30% impervious surface threshold exactly and
avoid the variance. After Bolton and Menk’s review, it was our opinion that the owners should apply for
an impervious surface variance even though the numbers might show on the plan to be at 30%.
Engineering reviewed the impervious surface calculations and did not see any missing information at
this time and did not find errors in the calculations.

With the relocation of the infiltration basin, engineering requested an infiltration test (to be done in the
spring) to verify infiltration is still an option with construction potentially driving over the new location
of the basin. Typically, these areas should be fenced off to avoid compaction during construction. If the
infiltration test shows that infiltration is not an option, a filtration system design will be requested of the
homeowner at that time. That change should not cause a significant enough change to need to come
back to the planning commission. It should consist of adding a drain tile running from the ponding area
along the length of the property and discharging toward the lake. The calculations of the infiltration
pond meet the city’s requirements, and Bolton and Menk does not see this change as being of any
concern.

Bolton and Menk’s recommendation would be to approve the application.

Sincerely,

Bolton & Menk, Inc.

Marcanr A, Pohmodre

Marcus Johnson, PE
Associate Project Engineer

Bolton & Menk is an equal opportunity employer.




MEETING MINUTES
Birchwood Planning Commission Special Meeting
City Hall - 6:45 PM Special Meeting 3/6/2025
Submitted by Michelle Maiers-Atakpu — acting secretary

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: — Andy Sorenson - Chairman, Michelle Maiers-Atakpu,
Michael kraemer McKenzie (via Zoom)

COMMISSIONERS ABSENT: Michael Kraemer, Casey Muhm

OTHERS PRESENT: Council Member Ryan Hankins, Ben Wikstrom ~ City Planner, John
Winters, Barb Winters, Joe Galatowitsch, Therese Galatowitsch, Tim Winters (Landscape
Contractor for 131 Wildwood), Len Pratt, Kathy Madore, Lisa Madore, Mike Tschida.

CALL TO ORDER: Meeting called to order by Chairman Andy Sorenson at 6:51 PM.

1. PUBLIC FORUM — no speakers regarding 131 Wildwood Ave. After Agenda item ‘a’ was
reviewed and voted upon, John Winters, Kathy Madore, and Lisa Madore all spoke to the
variance request for 425 Lake Ave. (See comments below)

2. APPROVE AGENDA
a. Motion by Maiers-Atakpu, 2" by McKenzie to approve the agenda.
Vote: Yes - 3, No — 0. Motion passed.

3. REGULAR AGENDA
a. Review 6 Variance requests for 131 Wildwood Ave
i._Variance Request #1 — Construction on an Undersized Lot
Discussion:

1. Maiers-Atakpu noted that 131 Wildwood is one of the smaller lots
in Birchwood Village and the Planning Commission should be
careful not to support any variances that would result in
overbuilding on a small lot

2. McKenzie concurred.

Commission Action:

3. Advisory motion by McKenzie and 2™ by Maiers-Atakpu to support
the variance request to construct a new home and garage on the
Undersized Lot.

Vote: Yes — 3, No — 0. Motion passed.



ii. Variance Request #2 — Garage east side setback at 5 feet {code calls for 10
feet)

Commission Action:

1. Advisory motion by Maiers-Atakpu and 2™ by McKenzie to support
the variance request to construct the garage at 5 feet from the
property line.

Vote: Yes — 3, No - 0. Motion passed.

iii. Variance Request #3 — Garage right of way setback at 16 feet (code calls
for 30 feet)
Discussion:
1. McKenzie noted that the proposed garage will be set back further
from Wildwood Avenue right of way than the previous garage.

This will improve the condition.
Commission Action:

2. Advisory motion by Maiers-Atakpu and 2™ by McKenzie to support
the variance request to construct the garage at 16 feet from the
right of way.

Vote: Yes — 3, No — 0. Motion passed.

iv. Variance Request #4 ~ House west side yard setback at 8.5 feet (code calls
for 10 feet)
Discussion:
1. Maiers-Atakpu objects to “crowding” the west side of the property
and believes the 10 foot setback should be maintained.

2. Joe Galatowitsch noted that there are two reasons they are
requesting the variance. Currently, as the main floor plan is
sketched, the front door would be partially hidden by the garage if
the west side 10 foot setback was maintained. He also noted that
he is proposing a narrow garage (21 feet wide) to reduce the
impact on the front facade at the house. The second reason is
that they are proposing living space at the basement level that will
require window wells on the west side of the home. More space
on the west side of the property would allow for the window wells
as well as access along that side of the house.

3. It was noted that there has been no objection by the neighboring
properties to the 8.5 foot setback.



4. Maiers-Atakpu noted that the front door could be moved to the
west to keep it out from behind the garage. The plan could also
be redesigned to eliminate the need for the window wells. Or, the
house plan could be narrower to comply with the 10 foot setback
requirement.

Commission Action:

5. Advisory motion by Maiers-Atakpu to deny the variance request,
but there was no 2™ to this motion.

6. Advisory motion by McKenzie and 2™ by Sorenson to support the
variance request to construct the home at 8.5 feet from the west
property line.

Vote: Yes — 2, No — 1. Motion passed.

¥. Variance Request #5 — House Height of <30 feet (method A)/35 feet max
(code calls for no higher than the previous home max height of ~25 feet)
Discussion:
1. It was noted that this variance request is due to the code
restrictions of rebuilding on an undersized lot

Commission Action:

2. Advisory motion by McKenzie and 2™ by Maiers-Atakpu to support
the variance request to construct a home with a maximum height
of 35 feet (as limited by code for new construction)

Vote: Yes — 3, No - 0. Motion passed.

vi. Variance Request #6 — Retaining walls requested within the 50 foot OHW
setback requirement
Discussion:
1. Tim Winters noted that all the walls will be less than 4 feet tall and
will be constructed of rectangular shaped ledgestone. This
material is more stable than boulders

Commission Action:

2. Advisory motion by Maiers-Atakpu and 2™ by Sorenson to support
the variance request to construct 4 foot tall retaining walls — as
shown on the plan — withing the 50 foot OHW setback.

Vote: Yes — 3, No — 0. Motion passed.



vii. _Impervious Surface Coverage permit.
1. Wikstrom noted that no variance is needed for this item since the

proposed work is within the provisions of the code.

viii. Proposed Deck on the lakeside
1. Wikstrom noted that this item may come up for Variance when

the final construction drawings are submitted to the City for the
Building Permit.

ix. Approve Findings of Fact
1. These items were not part of the Planning Commission’s

deliberations.

b. Review Variance Request for 425 Lake Ave

1.

Wikstrom noted that the variance request has been withdrawn at
this time. It may be part of the March Regular Planning
Commission meeting on March 27, 2025

Wikstrom also noted that a variance for less than 4 foot tall
boulder retaining walls within the 50 foot OHW setback was
approved by the City Council earlier this year. However, now the
property owner may change the material and height of the wall.
(as shown as part of the Planning Commission meeting packet).
This will trigger a revisit of the variance.

Even though the variance request has been withdrawn for this
meeting, several people were in attendance to make statements
under the “Public Forum” portion of the meeting. Wikstrom was
not sure that a Public Forum for this project will be a part of the
agenda if 425 Lake Ave comes up for variance at the next Planning
Commission meeting. So, Sorenson agreed to let them speak.
John and Barb Winters (429 Lake Ave) noted that they support the
approval of this variance request.

Kathy Madore (413 Lake Ave) is concerned about the revised
proposal for the retaining wall material and height. It is not
known at this time what material is being proposed, or what the
revised height will be.

Lisa and Kathy Madore both expressed concern over the
protection of the 2 mature trees along the property line.
Substantial regrading of the site may damage the roots and harm
the trees.

Maiers-Atakpu noted that the submitted documentation indicated
substantial regrading of the site.



4. ADJOURNED at 7:52 PM
a._Motion by Maiers-Atakpu, 2™ by McKenzie to adjourn meeting. Vote: Yes— 3, No
— 0. Motion passed.



MEETING MINUTES (Draft)
Birchwood Planning Commission Regular Meeting
City Hall - 7:00 PM Regular Meeting 8/28/2025
Submitted by Michael Kraemer — secretary

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: — Andy Sorenson, Michael Kraemer, Casey Muhm, , Michelle
Maiers-Atakpu, Michael McKenzie

COMMISSIONERS ABSENT: None
OTHERS PRESENT: City Planner - Ben Wikstrom,

. CALL TO ORDER: Chairman - Sorenson called meeting to order at 7:02 PM.

. PUBLIC FORUM

a. None

. APPROVE MINUTES - Minutes from March 6, 2025 special meeting. Motion by Maiers-
Atakpu, 2™ by Muhm to approve the minutes with edit that Michael Kraemer was
absent. Vote: Yes — 5, No — 0 Motion to approve passed.

. APPROVE MINUTES - Minutes from regular meeting April 4, 2025. Motion by Maiers-
Atakpu 2" by Muhm. Vote: Yes —5, No — 0. Motion to approve passed.

. APPROVE AGENDA

a. Motion by Muhm, 2" by Maiers-Atakpu to approve agenda. Vote: Yes -5, No - 0.
Motion passed.

. REGULAR AGENDA

a. ltem A —Propose Amending City Code, Section Zoning 303.030 to establish clear
and consistent deadlines for the distribution of agenda and supporting materials
for Planning Commission members prior to their meeting.

i. The amendment proposes that all materials concerning agenda items
will be distributed a minimum of 7 calendar days before the Planning
Commission meeting. This includes staff reports connected to meeting
issues.

ii. Motion by Muhm, 2" by Maiers-Atakpu to recommend approve the
amendments to Section Zoning 303.030 as good procedural practices.
Vote: Yes- 5, No 0. Motion to amend the section was approved.

b. Item B — Discussion regarding Planning Commission Duties and Responsibilities.

i. General discussion ensued on Planning Commission duties and
responsibilities. No formal action taken.

c. ltem C- Discussion regarding potential ordinance changes. — Ben Wikstrom —

City Planner.




i.  City Planner introduced several ordinance related issues for future
Planning Commission consideration. These topics included the

following:

1. Concept of creating “resolutions” from the Planning Commission
on finding of facts and actions for consideration by the Council.

2. Update “set-back code” to include terminology such as patios.

3. Update the Fence Ordiance.

4. Update the “Impervious Surface Ordinance” to clarify roles of City
Engineer and City Planner.

5. Consider adding the concept of non-binding “sketch plan” review

ADJOURN 8:28 PM

by the Planning Commission before formal application is made
and fees imposed.

d. Motion by McKenzie , 2" by Maiers-Atakpu to adjourn meeting. Vote: Yes - 5, No
— 0. Motion passed.



