











MINUTES
CITY OF EDINA, MINNESOTA
PLANNING COMMISSION
CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS
AUGUST 22, 2012
7:00 P.M.

I. CALL TO ORDER
Chair Grabiel called the meeting to order at 7:00 PM
IL. ROLL CALL

Answering the roll call were Commissioners Scherer Forrest Schroeder Platteter,
Carpenter, Staunton, Grabiel. R

Absent from the roll: Fischer and Potts

III. APPROVAL OF MEETING AGENDA

Meeting Agenda was approved as submltted

IV. APPROVAL OF CONSENT AGENDA

The minutes of the ]uly 25 2012 meetlng were ﬁled as eobmltted
V. COMMUNITY COMMENT ‘

None -

VI. PUBLIC HEARINGS E

A Front Yard Setback Varlance for Damel Wagner & Lindsey Gerrity, 5000 Schaefer
Road, Edina, MN "

Staff Presentation

Planner Aaker informed the Commission the subject property owned by Daniel Wagner
and Lindsey Gerrity is a corner lot located south of Interlachen Boulevard and west of
Schaefer Road. It consists of a one story home with an attached two car garage built in

1954.

The property owners are hoping to add a garage stall and mud room onto the
west side of the existing garage. The existing garage is nonconforming regarding
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Yes. Staff believes the proposal is reasonable for four reasons:

1. The proposed use is permitted in the R-1, Single Dwelling Unit Zoning
District and complies with all requirements with the exception of north
(street), setback. Setbacks will not change and building footprint on the
property will be to the side yard or rear yard and not affect existing street
sight lines.

2. The home is appropriate in size and scale for the lot and the
improvements will enhance the property and not detract from or impact the
neighborhood. The addition of garage and mud room area will be less
than 350 square feet. The home will remain a one story rambler.

3. The improvements will provide additional garage and living space
without drastically changing conditions on the property.

4. The home would maintain the character of the neighborhood and would
remain the same with the exception of an enhanced garage and mud
room.

e Is the proposed variance justified?

Yes. Per the Zoning Ordinance, a variance should not be granted unless it is
found that the enforcement of the ordinance would cause practical difficulties
in complying with the zoning ordinance and that the use is reasonable. As
demonstrated below, staff believes the proposal does meet the variance
standards, when applying the three conditions:

Section 850.0.Subd., requires the following findings for approval of a
variance:

Minnesota Statues and Edina Ordinances require that the following conditions
must be satisfied affirmatively. The Proposed Variance will:

1) Relieve practical difficulties that prevent a reasonable use from
complying with ordinance requirements.

Reasonable use does not mean that the applicant must show the land
cannot be put to any reasonable use without the variance. Rather, the
applicant must show that there are practical difficulties in complying with
the code and that the proposed use is reasonable. “Practical difficulties”
may include functional and aesthetic concerns.


































































Sincerely,
Kris Aaker

TALALTS,

_f;{}[{%q:}\ Kris Aaker, Assistant Planner

21 952-826-0461 | Fax 952-826-0389
L. % ; KAaker@EdinaMN.gov | www.EdinaMN.gov/Planning
==/ _.For Living, Learning, Raising Families & Doing Business

N
,

From: Deena Allen [mailto:deena.allen@ymail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, August 22, 2012 2:24 PM

To: Kris Aaker

Subject: Fw: Wagner-Gerrity Front Yard Set-Back Variance

Hi Kris,
If you have not seen this last note from Daniel Wagner, please look it over. I'have a couple of questions to ask you about his alternate
proposed plan as noted in this email.

Thanks.
Deena

Deena Allen Fruchtman
612-840-6600

----- Forwarded Message -----

From: "Wagner, Daniel" <Daniel. Wagner@bestbuy.com>
To: Deena Allen <deena.allen@ymail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 22,2012 9:18 AM

Subject: RE: Wagner-Gerrity Front Yard Set-Back Variance

Deena,
Thank you for your reply. You are certainly entitled to your opinion and, in this case objection. I did want to share with

you some photos and respective notes I took of the properties in response to your objections. I have submitted these to the
planning commission in response to your objection correspondence. You will see, hopefully, that the photos factually
contradict some of the contention you make in your objections. It is our hope that with the additional information from
last evening and with these photos showing the factual impacts (or lack thereof) that you might reconsider your objection.

Regardless, in the end it is also our hope the Planning Commission reviews the information we have provided and the
facts of the request favorably. There is quite a lot of addition detail regarding grandfathering, etc. that you may not be
aware of, for example, that your home was built (1955) after others on the block (west corner in 1947), including ours
(east corner in 1954), where these homes (including ours) initially established the setback for the Interlachen block we
both share and therefore your home and that of 6409 (both of which were built subsequently) forced our homes into a non-
compliance situation? This is something that the planning commission typically takes into consideration, in addition to
the setbacks of the surrounding homes (all of which are in front of your setback and that of 6409.

Regardless our hope is that the variance is approved. If it isn’t, Lindsey and I see that our only alternative would be to
convert the existing garage into a storage space and then build a completely new three car garage behind the current
setback line — said line is established by the front most point of your property (not your garage corner). This alternative
would not require planning commission approval. The new structure would unfortunately extend, in addition to the
poured concrete required for access to the new structure in the currently untouched grassy area (your “east view”), well
beyond the 12 feet currently proposed (a new three car garage is approximately 30-35 ft in) and come much closer to your
property line as permitted by the current setback. This would not be our desired option, but would be the only option we
would be left with without variance approval for our current proposed plan. Certainly this option is less favorable to you,
given your noted concerns, than the currently proposed third stall addition.
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Ce: "KAaker@EdinaMN.gov" <KAaker@EdinaMN.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, August 21,2012 6:16 PM
Subject: FW: Wagner-Gerrity Front Yard Set-Back Variance

Deena,

[ hope all is well. I wanted to reach out as I was taken aback by the correspondence I was forward by the city regarding
our variance application. I don’t intend to get into a he said/she said discussion, but I did have the impression after
multiple conversations with you (you did stop by a number of times while you were in town) that you were not opposed to
our plans. The variance notice is likely not very clear so I did want to share with you the actual schematics. It sounded
like you were concerned that we might be proposing to extend the garage to the north (or move it closer to the

street). This is not the case. I have attached the survey plans which show the location of the proposed garage. As you
can see it does not include building out anything that would have any impact on your line of site to the east.

Deena, As you are aware, we have already begun phase I of our renovation work which includes building an addition to
the south and west (master suite) and to the main body of the house to the west (expanding the living/family areas). The
living and family area is being expanded by approximately 8 ft to the west (you can see this on the survey/plan I have
attached). This work is underway as it does not require city variance approval. Our plans to add a garage stall simply
extend the phase I addition an extra 4ft to the west (coming out 12 feet vs. 8ft.) along the current garage line — which you
can see in the survey/plan. You and I chatted about this, as we discussed how we would be saving the trees that currently
block your view of the existing garage and therefore would continue to block your view of the newly extended

garage. We would be more than willing to add additional landscaping in the area to further block your view of the garage
wall, however it would be the same view as it is today without the variance (just 12 feet closer to the west, no closer to the
north and still 45 ft from your property line).

You see, we currently don’t have access to the garage from the main living area and this was the only way to enable such
a thing. We are not extending the garage any further to the north that would block your view to the east, and as you
contend infer in your correspondence.

I can appreciate your concerns, but wanted to make sure you had all the information. Please let me know if I can offer
any additional explanation. I sincerely hope this information assuages your concerns, we had no intention of causing
concern or imposing unreasonable plans and would value building a neighborly relationship with you going (as I believed
we had begun based on your multiple genial visits to our home where we discussed our plans while you were in

town.) My apologies for not reaching out with this additional information earlier, I do have all your contact information
that you gave me during one of your visits, but felt we were already on the same page.

Thanks
Dan and Lindsey
617-216-8170

From: Kris Aaker [mailto:KAaker@EdinaMN.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, August 21,2012 4:18 PM

To: Wagner, Daniel

Cc: Cary Teague; Jackie Hoogenakker; Jeffrey A. Lindgren (jlindgren@jalin-design.com)
Subject: FW: Wagner-Gerrity Front Yard Set-Back Variance

Dear Daniel,
I received this correspondence regarding the variance requested for your property. So far I have not received any other

letters/e-mails. [ will forward them if received.

Sincerely,
Kris Aaker



: ;",:;~ Kris Aaker, Assistant Planner
( S)[TINEY 952-826-0461 | Fax 952-826-0389
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From: Deena Allen [mailto:deena.allen@ymail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 21,2012 4:11 PM

To: Kris Aaker

Subject: Wagner-Gerrity Front Yard Set-Back Variance

To:  Ms. Aker and Edina City Council Planning Commission Members

From: Deena A. Fruchtman
6405 Interlachen Blvd
Edina, MN 55436

Re:  Item IV Public Hearings A. Wagner-Gerrity Front Yard Set-Back Variance Request

I was informed last Thursday (August 16) by a neighbor of the variance request which was just sent out last week to property owners
impacted by the referenced request. I am out of state and will not be back for the city council meeting at which time this variance
request will be reviewed. I respectfully submit this statement as my objection to this variance request, and request that the planning
commission deny this request.

I am the neighbor directly to the west of the Wagner-Gerrity residence and the neighbor and property most directly affected by the
variance request. My property faces Interlachen Blvd and is set back 122.6 feet from the boulevard. I request that the council deny
this request and uphold the existing building code which was established to protect the property of homeowners from building projects
like the one in question. I am objecting to this variance request for the following reasons:

1. The current set back for the existing Wagner-Gerrity structure is already significantly out of compliance with the established front
yard set back on Interlachen Blvd. Extending the existing two car garage to the west exacerbates the existing noncompliance
situation. Adding a second wrong to an existing wrong does not create a correct situation. Furthermore, this variance request causes
me, as a neighbor and Edina residence and property owner, to have to object to something that I should not have to address if the
existing code were complied with.

2. Allowing this variance to exist will create a situation where my view to the east will be further obstructed -- looking out both of my
kitchen windows and my den window. The existing Wagner-Gerrity garage creates a major, unsightly obstruction to my view and line
of sight to the east. Approving this request will cause my rights as an Edina residence and property owner to be violated. Allowing a
variance for one Edina residence that harms another residence is not an action that the commission should look kindly on or should

approve.

3. Contrary to the letter submitted by Ms. Gerrity and Mr. Wagner, I have not voiced my support of (or lack of objection) their plans
to add a third garage. Nor have I had a discussion where I was informed of their plans other than a brief discussion about a tree (the
roots) possibly being in the area where a garage was being considered. This extremely brief discussion (a minute or less) occurred in
the presence of my arborist who was doing some work in my yard several months ago. I find the Wagner-Gerrity letter does not
represent the facts regarding my interaction regarding their construction/expansion plans. In this fleeting conversation, I was not asked
if I objected to anything and absolutely do not concur with the conclusion about discussion with the neighbors.

4. The houses in the immediate vacinity on the south side of Interlachen in the block to the west of the intersection of Schaefer and
Interlachen Blvd are set back in compliance with the existing code. One of the layout conditions that attracted my husband and I to
this area and to out home was the distance the structures were set back from the boulevard. This set back conditon was a MAJOR
criterion in our consideration of potential homes. We would not have purchased our home if it had been as close to the boulevard as
the Wagner-Gerrity home is.

5. The lot size of the Wagner-Gerrity residence is significantly smaller than several of the lots to the west on Interlachen Blvd and
other lots in the area. Allowing this variance on a small lot (in comparison to mine and those to my west as well as those across the
pond) will negatively impact the value of my property and will impact the aesthetic conditions of my lot. I do not want to look out my
window or walk into my yard and see a garage even closer to my property than it is now -- when the building code that exists to
protect my property may be compromised.






