


new home is proposed to be 34.04 feet from Minnehaha Creek or 6.34 feet
closer to the creek than the existing home.

SUPPORTING INFORMATION
Surrounding Land Uses
Northerly:  Minnehaha Creek
Easterly: Single-family homes
Southerly:  Single-family homes
Westerly:  Single-family homes

Existing Site Features

The subject property is 28,965 square feet in area. The existing home is two
stories and was built in 1940.

Planning
Guide Plan designation: Single-family detached
Zoning: R-1, Single Dwelling Unit District

Building Design

The proposal is to rebuild on the property with a two story single dwelling unit
with an attached garage. See new home plans attachments: A.7— A14.

Compliance Table

City Standard Proposed
Front - Match adjacent homes: 33.79 feet
Side- 10 feet + height 11.73/5.10 feet
Rear - 50 feet from Creek *34.04 feet
Building Height 2 % stories 2 stories,

30 feet to midpoint 35 feet to feet to midpoint, feet to
ridge, ridge

Lot coverage 25% 10%

* Variance Required

Primary Issues

e Is the proposed development reasonable for this site?




No. Staff believes the proposal is not reasonable:

1. The proposed use is permitted in the R-1, Single Dwelling Unit Zoning
District and would comply with all requirements with the exception of
setback from Minnehaha Creek. The proposed setback from the Creek is
closer than the existing home.

2. The home while appropriate in size and scale for the lot will bring the
building mass closer to a natural resource.

3. The improvements will provide for a new home to be closer to
Minnehaha Creek than allowed by code and currently provided on site.

4. The new home erodes an already nonconforming setback from a
natural resource that should be protected as much as possible.

e Is the proposed variance justified?

No. 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.

Staff believes the proposed variance is not reasonable. The new home is
less conforming to the current city code than the existing home. Staff finds
it reasonable to rebuild the home no closer to the creek than the existing
home, (would still require a variance, but only to match existing setback).



2) There are circumstances that are unique to the property, not
common to every similarly zoned property, and that are not self-
created?

No. The required setbacks are meant to protect a natural resource. The
proposed setback will be more impacting along the creek than the existing
nonconforming setback of the current home. The proposed setback from
the creek is a self-imposed condition.

3) Wiill the variance alter the essential character of the neighborhood?

Yes. The proposed home will be closer to the creek than the existing
home.

Staff Recommendation
Recommend that the Planning Commission deny the variance.
Denial is based on the following findings:

1) With the exception of the variances requested, the proposal would meet
the required standards and ordinances for the R-1, Single Dwelling Unit
District. It would appear however, that a new home could be designed to
match the existing nonconforming setback of the home which would be a
more reasonable variance to consider.

2) The proposal would not meet the required standards for a variance,
because:

a. The proposed use of the property is not reasonable; as it will increase
encroachment into the setback required and currently provided from
Minnehaha Creek.

b. The practical difficulties in complying with the ordinances are the
narrow building pad allowed by current standards and required setback
from the Creek. Staff could perhaps support a request to maintain the
existing nonconforming setback of the home from the Creek with new
construction. Staff cannot support a request or identify difficulties with
not matching the existing nonconforming creek setback.











































































