
 
 
TRANSMITTAL 
 
DATE:       July 31, 2013 
TO:            Sunfish Lake Mayor and City Council 

       Catherine Iago 
       Tim Kuntz 
       Don Sterna 
       David Neameyer 
       Jim Nayes    
       Ron Wasmund     

NUMBER OF 
PAGES 

INCLUDING 
COVER: 

 
                                

FROM:      Michelle Barness / Alan Brixius 
QUANTITY: 

 
 
 
 

MATERIAL/DESCRIPTION: 
 
Sunfish Lake August 6, 2013 City Council Meeting –  
Agenda Items 6a-6b 

DATED: 
 
 
 

VIA:                    Fax                     Mail           E-Mail          Pick Up                    Delivery   
REMARKS: 
 
Attached please find the following items for the August 6, 2013 City Council meeting: 

 
Agenda Item:  

• 6a:  8 Roanoke Road Major Site & Building Plan Review & CUP 
• 6b:  Planner’s Report/Update 

• July 17, 2013 Planning Commission Minutes 
• Planning Commission Findings of Fact – 8 Roanoke Road 
• Council Resolution – 8 Roanoka Road 
 

 
 

Please let me know if you have any questions or need additional information.  Thank you. 
 
 
 
 
CITY/PROJECT NAME:  Sunfish Lake -  General 

JOB NUMBER:                211.02  
 



 
 

 
MEMORANDUM 
 
 
TO: Sunfish Lake Mayor and City Council 
 
FROM: Michelle Barness/Alan Brixius 
 
DATE: July 31, 2013 
 
RE: Sunfish Lake – Planning Update for August City Council Meeting 
 
NAC FILE: 211.02 - General 
 
 
July 2013 Planning Commission Meeting 
 
8 Roanoke Road.  The Sunfish Lake Planning Commission met on July 17, 2013 to 
consider an application for a major site and building plan review and conditional use 
permit for the subject property.  The property owners, Angela and Rick Brown, are 
proposing to construct a new home and garage on the undeveloped property.  As the 
property does not meet net lot area standards described in the Ordinance, they also 
require approval of a conditional use permit to be able to build a single family home on a 
legally non-conforming substandard sized lot.  The parcel is zoned R-1, Single Family 
Residential and falls within the Shoreland Overlay District for Horseshoe Lake.   
 
The applicant has submitted site and building plans for the proposed home and 
attached garage for Council review.  The plans include a site survey (Exhibit A), site 
layout plan (Exhibit B), building elevations (Exhibit C), floor plans (Exhibit D-E), building 
sections (Exhibit F), site location map (Exhibit G), deck details (Exhibit H), lighting plan 
and details (Exhibit I), and the City Engineer’s report (Exhibit J).  Revised site surveys 
analyzing grading, drainage, and stormwater movement on the property have also been 
provided for review as an addendum to the original planning report. 
 
Review of submitted site and building plans has demonstrated that the project is able to 
meet R-1 District and Shoreland Overlay District standards pertaining to building 
setbacks, building size, building height, material use, drive and parking area design, 
lighting design, site grading, drainage and stormwater management, landscaping, and 
screening. 
 
The City Engineer has provided additional recommendations for the applicant regarding 
grading, site drainage, stormwater management, septic location, and erosion control 
(see the email dated July 24, 2013, included as an addendum to the planning report), 
which the applicant has agreed to address.  Revised site plans addressing some of the 
engineer requirements, dated June 18, 2013, have also been provided for the Council’s 
consideration (see addendum to the planning report). 
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The Planning Commission recommended approval of the requested major site and 
building plans and conditional use permit to allow the construction of the new home and 
garage, based on the Planning Commission findings, which have been included with the 
planning update. 
 
With the submission of these site and building plans, we request Council action on the 
development application for 8 Roanoke Road per the findings of the Planning 
Commission.  A Council resolution is attached for Council consideration. 
 
 
Planning Applications 
 
393 Salem Church Road.  Tim and Kristin Schacker submitted an application for a 
minor site and building plan review of revised site and building plans for 393 Salem 
Church Road.  The applicants previously submitted major site and building plans to 
demolish an existing home and construct a new home on the subject property.  The 
major site and building plans were approved by the City Council on May 7, 2013.  Since 
that time the applicants have made revisions to approved plans, including reducing the 
area of the proposed home by approximately 450 square feet (between the lower and 
main floor levels), and removing or otherwise adapting a combination of landscaping 
and lighting improvements (stone walls, concrete walkways, driveway surfacing, and 
tree/shrub plantings).  Additional improvements are not being proposed, with the 
exception of some additional shrub landscaping to be used as a substitute for removed 
freestanding stone walls in the landscaping design.   
 
Minor site and building plan approval does not require review by the Planning 
Commission or City Council.  City staff has had the opportunity to review revised site 
and building plans, and nearby property owners and the Council were notified of the 
revisions and given an opportunity to provide feedback on the project.  Planning staff 
did not receive comments on the project and has found the revised plans to be in 
accordance with zoning regulations.  As such, planning staff has granted approval of the 
minor site and building plan application, and will be forwarding the planning report 
addressing as much to the City Council, Planning Commission, and City staff for their 
records. 
 
 
August 2013 Planning Commission Meeting 
 
2154 Charlton Road Major Site and Building Plan Review.  John and Shannon Nelson 
have submitted application for a Major Site & Building Plan Review and conditional use 
permit for 2154 Charlton Road.  The applicants are proposing several improvements to 
the existing home and site.  Proposed home renovations and additions include roof 
renovation, new window and door openings, an expanded attached garage, a new front 
entryway, and a second floor addition, in addition to interior renovations.  Site 
improvements include the addition of a detached garage, and adjustments to site 
landscaping, lighting, and driveway surfaces.  Section 1218 of the Zoning Ordinance 
requires a conditional use permit when more than one accessory structure is proposed 
for a property.  Because the detached garage will be a second accessory structure, in 
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addition to an existing swimming pool, the applicants are also requesting approval of a 
conditional use permit from the City.  The subject property is zoned R-1 District and 
Shoreland Overlay District.  The project is anticipated to meet basic setback and 
performance standards within these districts. 
  
21 Salem Lane Major Site and Building Plan Review.  Steve and Mary Seidlitz have 
submitted an application for a Major Site & Building Plan Review for 21 Salem Lane.  
The applicants are proposing a 991 square foot master bedroom and bath addition to 
the first floor of their home.  No other renovations, additions, or site improvements are 
proposed, however the addition will require excavating more than 50 cubic yards of dirt 
for the addition foundation and therefore the application must be considered via the 
major site and building plan review process.  The proposed project may impact site 
trees and grading in the immediate vicinity of the addition.  Submitted site and building 
plans are currently undergoing review by City staff.  The subject property is zoned R-1 
Single Family Residential District.  The project is anticipated to meet basic setback and 
performance standards within these districts. 
 
 
 
 
 
cc: Catherine Iago, City Clerk 
 Tim Kuntz, City Attorney 
 Don Sterna, City Engineer 
 David Neameyer, Building Official 
 Jim Nayes, City Forester 
 Ron Wasmund, Septic System Inspector 



 
 
PLANNING REPORT - Major Site and Building Plan Review & CUP 
 

TO: Sunfish Lake Mayor and City Council 
Sunfish Lake Planning Commission 

  
FROM: Michelle Barness/Alan Brixius 
  
DATE: July 10, 2013 
  
RE: Sunfish Lake – 8 Roanoke Road – Site and Building Plan Review & CUP 
  
FILE: 211.01 – 13.06 

 
 
Application Accepted:  June 17, 2013  
Planning Commission Date: July 17, 2013 
Tentative City Council Review: August 6, 2013 
60-day Review:   August 16, 2013 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Angie and Rick Brown are requesting approval of a Major Site and Building Plan Review 
to allow the construction of a new home and garage at 8 Roanoke Road.  A Major Site 
and Building Plan Review requires review and recommendation by the Planning 
Commission and final approval by the City Council.  Because the subject property is 
legally non-conforming as pertains to required minimum net lot area, the applicants are 
also requesting approval of a conditional use permit to be able to build a single family 
dwelling on a substandard lot.   
 
The subject property is currently undeveloped, and in addition to the proposed home, 
the applicants will construct a driveway, septic system, and well.  The proposed home is 
a single story rambler with a finished basement.  The home will have a building footprint 
of approximately 2,888 square feet in area, in addition to an attached garage 
approximately 884 square feet in area.  The following is a description of the floor area of 
the proposed home: 
            House          Garage 
 
 Basement Floor:  2,888 square feet    
 First Floor:   2,888 square feet  884 square feet 
 
 Total Floor Area:  5,776 square feet  884 square feet 
 
Sunfish Lake Zoning Ordinance Section 1202.02.F defines the gross floor area of a 
building as the floor area exclusive of the basement or cellar.  Our ordinance does not 
provide a definition that distinguishes basements from cellars, as such the planning 
commission may exclude the basement from the gross floor area of the house. 
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Attached for reference: 
 
Exhibit A: Site Survey 
Exhibit B: Site Layout Plan  
Exhibit C: Building Elevations  
Exhibit D: Foundation Plan 
Exhibit E: First Floor Plan 
Exhibit F: Building Sections  
Exhibit G: Site Aerial Image 
Exhibit H: Deck Elevation and Plan 
Exhibit I: Lighting Plan and Cut Sheets 
Exhibit J: Engineers Report Dated June 2, 2013 
 
 
ISSUES ANALYSIS 
 
Major Site and Building Plan Review 
 
The property at 8 Roanoke Road is zoned R-1, Single Family Residential and is also 
within the Shoreland Overlay District surrounding Horseshoe Lake, though it is not a 
riparian lot.  The following table illustrates the application of both the R-1 District and 
Shoreland Overlay District requirements to the property. 
 

R-1 District Standards Required Proposed Compliant 

Lot Area Requirement 2.5 net acre 1.7 net acre No** 

Front Setback (north – setback to the 
public street.) 100 feet est. 102 feet Yes 

Side Setback (west - east) 50 feet est. 50 - 145 feet Yes 
Rear Setback (south) 50 feet est. 85 feet Yes 
Front Accessory Setback  100 feet N/A Yes 
Side Accessory Setback  25 feet N/A Yes 
Rear Accessory Setback  25 feet N/A Yes 
Maximum Building Coverage 10% 4% Yes 
Building Height Limitation (height above 
average existing grade) 30 feet 29.85 feet Yes 

 

APPROVALS REQUIRED 

Major Site and Building Plan 
Review 

To permit the construction of a new house and garage at 8 Roanoke 
Road. 

Conditional Use Permit To permit the construction of a single family dwelling on an 
undeveloped, legally non-conforming lot, as pertains to lot area. 
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Shoreland Overlay District Standards Required Proposed Compliant 
Buildable lot area above OHWM* 2.5 acres 2.5 acres Yes 
Frontage on improved public 
street/private road (cul-de-sac) 50 feet est. 70 feet Yes 

Lot width at building setback line 200 feet est. 250 feet Yes 
Lot width at OHWM* of abutting water 
body 150 feet N/A N/A 

Building setback from OHWM* 200 feet N/A N/A 
Building setback from property line 
located adjacent to street 100 feet est. 102 feet Yes 

Maximum lot coverage by impervious 
surface 30% 6% Yes 

Surface building side yard setback 50 feet est. 50 - 145 feet Yes 
Sewage system setback from OHWM* 150 feet N/A N/A 
 
*  OHWM (Ordinary High Water Mark) 
** Per Ordinance requirements, as described in Section 1215.02.L.1, the applicants are 
requesting a conditional use permit to be able to build a single family home on an undeveloped, 
legally non-conforming lot of record. 
 
Lot Area Requirements.  The subject property is an undeveloped, legally non-
conforming lot of record with regards to net lot area.  The R-1 District requires a net lot 
area of 2.5 acres (excluding wetlands, drainage ways, and steep slopes in excess of 
12% grade).  The parcel is approximately 1.7 acres in net lot area, due to a significant 
area of steep slopes on the southern portion of the lot.  Zoning Ordinance Section 
1215.02.L.1 states that “legal, non-conforming, vacant, or redeveloped substandard 
sized lots of record may be developed for single family detached uses upon approval of 
a conditional use permit,” and requires the following conditions to be met: 
 
a. The lot in question was legally established in accordance with Ordinance 
requirements existing at the time of its creation and is a separate, distinct tax parcel. 
 
Comment: The subject property was platted in 1991, and the R-1 District net lot area 
requirement was not established until 2000, in which case the parcel would have been 
legally established in accordance with Ordinance requirements existing at the time. 
  
b. The lot in question is similar in size and characteristics to and not highly divergent 
from other lots immediately abutting or in the adjacent area. 
 
Comment:  The subject property is similar in size and characteristics to adjacent lots, 
which run between 2.9 acres and 3.3 acres in size, and are similarly tree covered. 
 
c. The lot in question has frontage on a public or private street.  
 
Comment: The subject property has frontage on Roanoke Road. 
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d. Public health concerns (potable water and sanitary sewer) can be adequately 
addressed.  
 
Comment: The applicants have worked with a surveyor and a septic contractor to 
propose the location of a new well and septic system on the site. 
 
e. The setback and yard requirements as determined by the City Council [to be either  
 (1) those established as part of the applicable Zoning District; or  
 (2) those measurements which are common to immediately abutting properties]  
 
can be achieved while simultaneously resulting in development which complies with the 
character and quality of the immediate area and the objectives of the City's 
Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Ordinance. 
 
Comment: The subject parcel is able to meet all other R-1 District and Shoreland 
Overlay District setback requirements. 
 
f. The lot in question and related potential development is evaluated based upon criteria 
outlined in Section 1204, Subd. 2.F. and is found to be acceptable per these standards. 
 
Comment: An analysis of the proposed project in relation to criteria provided for 
approval of a conditional use permit in Section 1204.02.F of the Zoning Ordinance is 
provided below. 
 
 
Conditional Use Permit. 
 
Section 1204.02.F.  The Planning Commission and City Council shall consider possible 
adverse effects of the proposed conditional use. Their judgment shall be based upon 
(but not limited to) the following factors: 
 
1. The proposed action in relation to the specific policies and provisions of the official 
City Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Comment: The proposed single family home is an allowed use in both the R-1 Single 
Family Residential District and the Shoreland Overlay District.  Further, the proposed 
home is anticipated to satisfy the following housing policies, as provided in the 
Comprehensive Plan: 
 

• Development shall respect natural contours, enhancing site orientation while 
minimizing terrain modification. 
 

• New housing shall meet established zoning and building performance standards. 
 

• New construction shall be of a type and style such that it is not so dissimilar with 
exiting architecture that it would adversely affect adjacent property values or 
significantly alter continuity. 
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2. The proposed use's compatibility with present and future uses of the area.  
 
Comment: The Development Potential map, provided in the Development Framework of 
the Sunfish Lake Comprehensive Plan, identifies the subject property as a single family 
lot surrounded by several other single family lots.  The applicants are proposing the lot 
for single family residential use, as guided. 
 
3. The proposed use's conformity with all performance standards contained herein.  
 
Comment: A review of the major site and building plans ability to meet required Zoning 
Ordinance performance standards is provided in this report. 
 
4. The proposed use's effect on the area in which it is proposed.  
 
Comment: The proposed single family home will result in the removal of very little 
existing site vegetation, so that impact to the site’s natural systems should be minimal.  
Further, the proposed home design is compatible with that of surrounding homes. 
 
5. The proposed use's impact upon property values in the area in which it is developed. 
 
Comment: The proposed home is not anticipated to negatively impact property values in 
the area in which it is developed. 
 
6. Traffic generated by the proposed use is in relation to capabilities of streets serving 
the property.  
 
Comment: Traffic generated by the proposed single family residential use is not 
anticipated to exceed that generated by surrounding properties, and as such should not 
exceed the capability of Roanoke Road to continue to serve residences. 
 
7. The proposed use's impact upon existing public services and facilities including 
parks, schools, streets and utilities, and the City's service capacity. 
 
Comment: No additional public streets or utilities are required in association with the 
proposed project.  The subject property abuts an existing public street, and the 
applicants are proposing to install their own well and septic systems. 
 
 
Building Height.  According to the Ordinance no building structure shall exceed two 
and a half stories or 30 feet in height above existing grade (measured from the average 
existing ground level). According to the submitted plans, the average existing ground 
elevation around the proposed home is 987.75 feet in elevation, so that any new 
structure should not exceed 1017.75 feet in elevation, or 30 feet.  The top of the 
proposed principal building does not exceed 1017.60 feet in elevation, with a total 
building height of 29.85 feet, meeting the R-1 District 30 foot height limit.   
 
Building Materials.  The home and attached garage will be constructed of a 
combination of hardy plank siding and stone veneer, both approved exterior building 
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finishes, and the roof will be composed of architectural shingles.  The foundation walls 
of the principal building will consist of concrete block, and the garage will sit on a poured 
concrete slab.   
 
The City Building Inspector has reviewed the plan set and has no comments regarding 
this application.  A more thorough Building Code review will be conducted with the 
building permit application.  The building plans were also reviewed against the Sunfish 
Lake Design Guidelines, and were found to successfully meet the standards set forth 
therein.  A discussion of proposed improvements in relation to the Design Guidelines is 
provided in the Site and Building Evaluation Criteria discussion later in this report. 
 
Accessory Buildings.  An attached garage not exceeding 1,250 square feet (first floor) 
shall be considered an integral part of the principal building.  The applicants are 
proposing an 884 square foot attached garage, which meets ordinance size 
requirements.  No additional detached accessory structures are being proposed.   
 
Placement and Design of Roads, Driveways, and Parking Areas.  According to the 
Ordinance, private roads and parking areas shall be designed to take advantage of 
natural vegetation and topography to achieve maximum screening from view from public 
waters.  The driveway and garage are located at the north end of the subject property, a 
significant distance from Horseshoe Lake to the south.  The driveway abuts Roanoke 
Road, an existing public street right of way, and runs approximately 100 feet into the 
site where it meets the garage.  The driveway maintains a minimum width of 15 feet, 
which is sufficient to accommodate emergency vehicles.   
   
The proposed parking area and drive meet the design standards listed in Section 
1223.02 of the Zoning Ordinance, including providing bituminous surfacing and a buffer 
of at least 25 feet between the property line and the parking area.   
 
Lighting.  Exterior lighting of homes or property is allowed as necessary for safety 
purposes provided the impact on surrounding properties is minimized and it is in 
compliance with Section 1216.06 of the Zoning Ordinance, which states the following:   
 

• Any exterior lighting shall be arranged as to deflect light away from any adjoining 
residential property; 

• Direct or sky-reflected glare (e.g., up lighting and flood lighting) shall not be 
directed into any adjoining property; and 

• The source of lights shall be hooded or controlled in some manner so as not to 
light adjacent property.   

 
The applicants’ exterior lighting plan includes eight cylindrical outdoor wall lights 
(located at the front entrance, around the garage, and above the proposed deck), and 
three recessed soffit lights (located above the front porch).  The proposed cylindrical 
wall lights are neither hooded nor recessed, and do direct light upwards.  Additionally, 
they do not appear to provide fogged glass to reduce the sky-reflected glare.  However, 
the cylindrical lights are relatively small in size (12” height by 4” width) and use 
moderate wattage (60w), and as such the applicants are requesting consideration of the 
fixtures by the Planning Commission.  If the Planning Commission deems the cylindrical 
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lights as inappropriate, the applicants are requesting consideration of an alternative 
hooded light fixture.  The second wall light option is a bit larger (14” height by 7” width), 
but provides a black hood and milked glass, features which will help to control glare.  
The proposed soffit lights are recessed and provide albalite lens to help diffuse light, 
and as such meet all ordinance requirements pertaining to outdoor lighting.   
 
Upon installation all lights or combination of lights which cast any light on residential 
property or over public water shall not exceed one foot candle (meter reading) as 
measured from the edge of water abutting the subject property.  This may be 
demonstrated by providing evidence of at which distance out from proposed light 
fixtures meter readings will fall below the required one foot candle measurement. 
 
Grading and Drainage. 
 
Steep Slopes.  The proposed grading plan includes work within areas of steep slopes 
(in excess of 12%).  The City Engineer has had the opportunity to review proposed 
grading on the site and has not provided additional recommendations with regards to 
steep slopes at this time. 
 
Topographic Alteration and Erosion Control.  Re-grading of the site will occur in the area 
of the proposed driveway, home and garage.  The applicants have provided some 
information on erosion and sediment control, including indicating an extent of erosion 
control fence (silt fence) to surround the area of construction, and have indicated that all 
areas of the site disturbed by construction activities will be restored to a sod ground 
cover.  This restoration should occur immediately after construction on the site is 
completed.  In addition, the applicants have indicated two locations for a soil stock pile, 
both of which are to be surrounded with silt fencing to control runoff. 
 
In review of proposed grading, the City Engineer has indicated that positive drainage is 
provided away from the home foundation.  However, he is requesting the applicants 
indicate additional grades along the west property line and on either side of the 
proposed driveway so that it is possible to determine that drainage will occur to the 
south (rather than towards the adjacent property to the west), and to determine whether 
a driveway culvert is necessary.  If a culvert is necessary, the applicants will need to 
provide the location, size, invert elevation, and type of material for the culvert.   
 
In review of proposed erosion control measures, the City Engineer is requiring that the 
applicants provide the following: 
 

1) The proposed stockpile locations be moved to be within 50 feet of a driving 
surface. 
 

2) The applicants indicate the location of a rock construction entrance of 
approximately 50 feet in length and 20 feet wide at a point where the contractor 
is entering the paved surface and leaving the exposed dirt surface. 
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3) The applicant describe the area of the land to be disturbed.  A National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System NPDES Construction permit will be required if over 
an acre of land it to be disturbed.   

 
Stormwater Management.   Stormwater will drain away from the proposed home and 
driveway.  Stormwater movement to the north of the house will drain down the driveway 
towards the Roanoke Road right of way.  Stormwater movement to the west and south 
of the house will drain towards a tree covered low area located in the southwest corner 
of the property.  Stormwater movement to the east of the home will drain towards a 
grassed low area in the northeast corner of the lot.   
 
The Shoreland Overlay District limits the impervious surface coverage of lots to not 
exceed 30% of the lot area.  The proposed home and garage will result in approximately 
6% impervious surface coverage on the site.  The proposed impervious coverage meets 
Ordinance standards.   
 
Interception of stormwater movement during construction is essential, especially given 
the amount of grading that will occur on the site.  In addition, the undeveloped site 
currently has no impervious surfaces, so that the impact of creating areas of impervious 
surface should be carefully considered, especially in regards to any requirement for the 
installation of stormwater treatment areas.  The City Engineer is requiring additional 
information pertaining to stormwater management, drainage, and impervious surface on 
the subject property.  The applicants need to provide the following to the City Engineer 
for review, prior to moving ahead with a building permit: 
 

1) A description of the existing and proposed impervious drainage areas. 
 

2) The location of septic systems and wells on both the subject properties and 
adjacent properties to within 150 feet of the project site. 

 
3) The location, size, and elevations of any existing utilities, drainage control 

devices, or underground facilities on or adjacent to the subject property, including 
drainfields and wells within 50 feet of the property lines on adjacent properties. 

 
4) Location and dimensions of existing storm water drainage systems and natural 

overland drainage areas and patterns, including a calculation (by a qualified 
engineer) of storm water runoff before construction. 

 
5) A drainage plan of the developed site, prepared by a qualified engineer, 

delineating areas in which direction and at what rate stormwater runoff will be 
conveyed from the site and setting forth the areas of the site where stormwater 
will be allowed to collect. 

 
6) Location, size, species, and present condition of all significant trees/vegetation 

on site. 
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Landscaping/Fencing/Screening. 
   
Fencing.  The applicant is proposing two retaining walls as part of the project.  Two 
small retaining walls, measuring approximately 15 feet in length by 3’6” in height, are 
proposed on the west side of the home, and one long retaining wall, measuring 
approximately 60 feet in length by 3’6” in height, is proposed on the south side of the 
home.  If retaining walls are shorter than four feet in height, applicants are not required 
to provide retaining wall design details by a registered engineer.  The City Engineer has 
not indicated any concerns regarding grading around the proposed retaining walls.  No 
additional fencing is proposed.  
 
Landscaping.  The applicants are proposing to remove only one tree from the site in the 
course of constructing the proposed home, garage and driveway.  The removed tree 
would not be considered a significant tree by ordinance standards, and as such, its 
removal is not regulated by the City.  All other existing tree coverage on the site is to be 
maintained in its current state.  The applicants have indicated the installation of silt or 
construction fencing around trees to be saved in the immediate area of construction.  It 
is also recommended that the applicants clearly mark the single tree intended for 
removal, so as to differentiate it from the trees intended to be preserved.   
 
The applicants have provided a site layout plan indicating the installation of a Japanese 
Holly shrub in an edged landscaping area adjacent to the proposed home.  Though 
additional shrubs are not illustrated on this plan, discussions with the applicants have 
revealed that they intend to install between 13 and 14 holly shrubs every three feet 
along the front expanse (north side) of the proposed home.  In addition, the applicants 
have indicated the installation of sod twelve feet out from the home on all sides.  This 
sod is in addition to sod ground cover for use in restoring areas disturbed during 
construction. 
 
The City Forester has reviewed the applicant’s submitted site plans and has no further 
recommendations in regards to tree removal, preservation, or installation on the site. 
 
Septic Systems and Wells.  The applicant indicated the location of a proposed primary 
and secondary septic system on the site.  There are no existing septic systems on the 
currently undeveloped site.   
 
Detailed construction plans and applicable permits will be required in conjunction with 
the permit application for the septic systems, and the applicant must further comply with 
the recommendations of the City Septic Systems Specialist pertaining to installation of 
the proposed septic areas. 
 
In addition, the City Engineer is requiring that the applicants plan to install protective 
fencing around the perimeter of the primary and secondary drainfields, which needs to 
be installed prior to any heavy equipment onsite.  Further, the size of the proposed well 
must be specified in the site plans, and the well must be installed by a licensed well 
driller according to Minnesota State Rules and Regulations.  
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Site and Building Plan Evaluation Criteria.  As described in Section 1208.04 of the 
City Zoning Ordinance, the Planning Commission, as its basis of recommendation, and 
the City Council, as its basis for decision, shall evaluate the effects of the proposed site 
and building plans.  This review shall include, but is not limited to, the following: 
 
A. Whether the proposed improvements are compatible and in harmony with the 

existing structures in the surrounding community.  
 
 Comment:  The proposed single family home is a permitted use in the R-1 

District.  The proposed home is comparable in size to other single family homes 
in the community, and the site and building plans appear to comply with R-1 
standards.  In addition, the architecture is of quality design consistent with City 
Design Guidelines.  The Planning Commission will need to make a finding as to 
whether this proposed home is compatible and in harmony with the surrounding 
community. 

 
B. Whether the proposed improvements preserve the character and nature of the 

surrounding community, including the natural landscape and woodland 
characteristics of the community. 

 
 Comment:  The applicants make efforts to preserve the quality of the natural 

landscape on the property.  The site has a significant amount of existing tree 
coverage, which is to be maintained in its current state.  The applicants are 
proposing the removal of only a single tree in the course of construction.   

 
 The applicants do need to provide additional information as to stormwater 

management and drainage on the site, so that the City Engineer can make a 
determination that construction activities and any increase in impervious surface 
on the site is appropriate, and will not negatively impact adjacent properties or 
nearby water systems.  

 
C. Whether the proposed improvements are not constructed of unsightly, improper 

or unsuitable materials. 
 
 Comment:  The exterior materials of the proposed house and garage meet 

Ordinance requirements, create aesthetic appeal, and otherwise maintain the 
character of the locality.  Further, the home meets the requirements of the 
Sunfish Lake Design Guidelines, in that it: 

 
 1) Preserves sensitive areas during construction (applicants plan on installing 

silt and/or tree protection fencing during construction, plan on restoring exposed 
areas immediately after construction, will leave undisturbed a significant area of 
steep slopes on the site, and will integrate the proposed home into an existing 
area of tree coverage). 

 
2) Is responsive to site conditions (home will be built at a higher elevation on 
the site, and will step down with the existing elevation change on the site) 
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3) Provides major architectural elements (a front porch and elevated entryway 
draws attention to the front entrance to the home). 
 
4) Exhibits architectural character (the east elevation has minimum window 
openings, however the remainder of the home provides ample window and door 
openings to break up building faces; the home has window details (paned glass), 
deep roof overhangs, a hipped roof, etc.). 

 
5) Uses attractive and complementary exterior finish materials (siding and 
stone veneer, which are typical exterior building finishes in the community).  

 
D. Whether the proposed improvements will not materially adversely affect any 

natural resources in the community, except when there is no feasible and 
prudent alternative to the proposed location of the improvements.  For purposes 
of this clause, “natural resources” shall include, but not be limited to, all mineral, 
animal, botanical, air, water, land, timber, soil, quietude, recreational, historical, 
scenic and aesthetic resources. 

 
 Comment: The subject property is located within the Shoreland Overlay District 

for Horseshoe Lake. Future use of the lot shall make it a priority to consider the 
preservation of natural areas within the lot and the protection of water quality by 
minimizing the removal of vegetation and maximizing the control of stormwater 
runoff, erosion, and any other impactful water-borne substances associated with 
residential development (fertilizer and pesticides, automobile oils and fluids, etc.).  
A significant amount of grading will be taking place with the construction of the 
new home and driveway, so that it is of particular importance that erosion and 
sediment control measures be adhered to, in addition to any recommendations 
from the City Engineer as described in Exhibit J.   

 
E. Whether the proposed site and improvements shall have an appearance that will 

not have an adverse effect upon adjacent residential properties. 
 
 Comment:  The proposed home and garage will be positioned at a high elevation 

on the property and will be newly visible to surrounding properties.  However, this 
location generally limits the impact of the development on the overall site by 
locating structures and impervious surfaces nearest the public road and other 
development.  In addition, the majority of existing tree coverage on the site will 
be maintained and can provide significant screening between the subject 
property and adjacent properties.   

 
F. Whether the proposed site improvement complies with drainage requirements, as 

provided in Section 1216.04 of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 

Comment:  The City Engineer has reviewed the proposed site improvements and 
provided comments in Exhibit J.  He is requiring that the applicants demonstrate 
how they will meet the stormwater runoff management criteria for this project per 
City Zoning Ordinance requirements listed under Section 1216.04 Storm Water 
Management. 
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION 
 
The applicants are requesting approval of major site and building plans to allow the 
construction of a new home and garage at 8 Roanoke Road, and a conditional use 
permit to allow construction of a single family residence on an existing non-conforming 
lot as pertains to minimum net lot area.  Planning staff review of the applicant’s site and 
building plans demonstrates that the proposed project can address Zoning Ordinance 
criteria pertaining to building setbacks, building height and design, landscaping, fencing, 
lighting, accessory buildings, and parking areas.  However the City Engineer, whose 
report has been incorporated herein and attached as Exhibit J, is requiring the 
applicants provide additional drainage and stormwater management information prior to 
making a recommendation for approval on the project.  The applicants have already 
moved ahead with making plan revisions based on the engineer’s comments, and have 
indicated their intent to continue to work with the engineer in providing additional 
information as necessary.  The engineer hasn’t had the opportunity to review revised 
plans as of yet, and currently has no further feedback on the project.  Based on these 
circumstances, planning staff recommends the Planning Commission take one of two 
actions on the application:   
 

1) Approve site and building plans and the requested conditional use permit based 
on the conditions provided below, including requiring final review and approval of 
revised plans by the City Engineer prior to the applicants moving ahead with a 
building permit. 
 

2) Table consideration of the application until the following Planning Commission 
meeting on August 21, 2013, which will provide an additional month for the City 
Engineer to review revised plans and requested stormwater and drainage 
information, as provided in his report dated June 2, 2013.  If consideration of the 
application is tabled, planning staff will notify the applicants in writing that the 
initial 60 day review period has been extended to 120 days based on the need to 
gather additional information for review prior to approval. 

  
  
Recommendation on the Requested Conditional Use Permit: 
 
Planning staff recommends approval of the conditional use permit to allow the 
applicants to construct a single family residence on a substandard sized lot, based on 
the finding that: 
 

1) The lot was legally established according to Ordinance requirements, and did not 
become legally non-conforming until a later date. 

 
2) The lot is similar is similar in characteristic to adjacent single family residential 

properties. 
 

3) The single family use on the subject property will not require the City to expand 
street, septic, or water infrastructure. 
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4) The single family home is able to meet basic lot width and setback requirements, 
and will be required to meet all performances standards provided for single family 
homes in the Zoning Ordinance. 
 

5) The project satisfies the criteria for a conditional use permit provided in Section 
1204.02.F of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 

6) The proposed project meets all conditions for major site and building plan 
approval, as described below. 

 
 
Recommendation on the Major Site and Building Plan Review: 
 
Planning staff recommends approval of the Major Site and Building Plans based on the 
finding that the projects impact on site conditions related to vegetation, land alteration, 
and neighboring properties falls within the limits set forth in the Sunfish Lake Zoning 
Ordinance.  Approval is based on the applicant’s submitting revised plans or otherwise 
meeting the following conditions: 

 
1. The applicants provide a revised layout plan indicating all proposed 

shrubs and ground covers to be installed for landscaping and soil erosion 
control. 

 
2. The applicants shall provide proof that upon completion of installation of 

lights, all lights or combination of lights which cast any light on residential 
property do not exceed one foot candle (meter reading) as measured from 
adjacent property lines.  This may be demonstrated by providing evidence 
of at which distance out from proposed light fixtures meter readings will fall 
below the required one foot candle measurement. 

 
3. The applicants work with the City Engineer in providing additional 

stormwater management, drainage and grading information for review, as 
requested in the engineer’s report dated June 2, 2013 (Exhibit J).  Further, 
the applicants provide revised site plans to planning staff and the City 
Engineer for review, which shall address all other requirements described 
in the City Engineer’s report, prior to moving ahead with a building permit. 

 
4.  The applicants must comply with the recommendations of the City Septic 

Systems Specialist pertaining to the installation of the proposed septic 
areas. 

 
5.  Prior to receiving a certificate of occupancy, the applicants must contact 

planning staff to arrange pre- and post-construction site visits, whereby 
staff can confirm that site and building plans and associated approval 
conditions have been implemented accordingly.  The inspections are 
separate from other inspections that may be necessary by the City 
Building Inspector, City Septic System Inspector, City Engineer, or other 
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individuals. The cost of site inspections is $75 each and payment of this 
amount shall be the responsibility of the property owner.   

 
 
 
c: Cathy Iago, City Clerk 

David Neameyer, City Building Official 
Ron Wasmund, City Septic System Inspector 
Don Sterna, City Engineer 
Jim Nayes, City Forester 
Tim Kuntz, City Attorney 
Angie and Rick Brown, Applicants 
John Bennett, Representative of the Current Property Owner 



EXHIBIT A



EXHIBIT B



EXHIBIT C



EXHIBIT D



EXHIBIT E



EXHIBIT F



EXHIBIT G



EXHIBIT H



EXHIBIT I



EXHIBIT I



EXHIBIT I



EXHIBIT I
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Memorandum 
 
To: Michelle Barness and Alan Brixius 
 Northwest Associated Consultants 
 
From: Donald W. Sterna, PE 
 WSB & Associates, Inc. 
 
Date: June 2, 2013 
 
Re: Site and Building Plan Review 
 8 Roanoke Road 
 City of Sunfish Lake, MN 
 WSB Project No.  1629-28 
 
 
Project Background 
The applicant is proposing to construct a new home, septic drain field system and well along with the 
necessary grading and driveway construction.  The following review is only for the engineering, 
storm water management, and site grading issues. The building compliance and/or septic and well 
requirements will be handled by the City planners, and Building and Septic inspectors.   
The existing and proposed impervious drainage areas were not listed and this information must be 
provided (only a percentage of increased impervious was given). Since the application is proposing 
to increase the impervious surface, the applicant shall demonstrate how they will meet the storm 
water runoff management criteria for this project per City Zoning Ordinance requirements listed 
under Section 1216.04 Storm Water Management. This document is available on the City’s website. 
 
In accordance with the Site Plan Building Permit Application Procedures Checklist the following 
items need to be provided: 

 Site survey must show layout of buildings, old foundations, septic systems, wells, and other 
site elements which currently exist on the property and those on adjacent properties to within 
150 feet. This appears to be partially done. 

 Location, size, and elevations of any existing utilities, drainage control devices, or 
 other underground facilities on or adjacent to the property, including drainfields and wells 

within 50 feet of the property lines on adjacent lands. The west side property is the most 
critical. 

 Location and dimensions of existing storm water drainage systems and natural overland 
drainage areas and patterns, including a calculation (by a qualified engineer) of storm water 
runoff before construction. 

 A drainage plan of the developed site, prepared by a qualified engineer, delineating areas in 
which direction and at what rate stormwater runoff will be conveyed from the site and setting 
forth the areas of the site where stormwater will be allowed to collect. 

 Location, size, species, and present condition of all significant trees/vegetation on site. Tree 
locations should be illustrated on the grading plan including those trees proposed to be 
removed. 

EXHIBIT J



8 Roanoke Rd 
June 2, 2013 
Page 2 
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 Setback lines appear to have been shown on the plans, but please label these. 
 Please fix the line in legend for Silt Fence. This is incorrect. 
 In lieu of silt fence, the applicant may want to consider a straw bio-roll (staked) to minimize 

the land disturbance caused by installing and removing silt fences. 
 Please show the type of driveway material, bituminous, concrete, etc. 

 
Site Grading and Driveway 
The applicant’s proposed site grading shows a positive slope away from the house foundation, 
therefore, should require no modifications to the proposed grading plan around the house.  However 
careful attention to the grading must be maintain along the west property line so drainage is directed 
south and not west onto the adjacent property. Sufficient grades to the east and west of the driveway 
are not shown to determine if a driveway culvert is necessary. Please provide this information and if 
a culvert is necessary specify the size, invert elevation and type of material. 
 
Erosion Control 
The proposed, temporary stockpile location(s) need to be at locations that are within 50 feet of a 
driving surface for the Sunfish Lake building ordinances. Please revise these locations.  The 
applicant will need to construct and maintain a rock construction entrance of approximately 50 feet in 
length and 20-feet wide at a point where the contractor is entering the paved surface and leaving an 
exposed dirt area to minimize tracking of material off the project site. This must be shown on the 
plans. 
Please provide the area of land to be disturbed. A National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
NPDES Construction permit will be required if over an acre of land it to be disturbed.  
 
Sanitary Sewer and Well 
The Contractor will need to install, prior to any heavy equipment onsite, the protective fencing 
around the perimeter of the primary and secondary septic drain field to protect them from soil 
compaction and/or destruction.  In accordance with the Site Plan Building Permit Application 
Procedures Checklist, the size of the proposed well must also be specified and installed by a licensed 
well driller according to Minnesota State Rules and Regulations. 
 
Conclusion and Recommendations 
Based upon our review of the proposed site and grading plan for the proposed new home at 8 
Roanoke  Road proposed site and grading plans appear to be consistent with the City’s requirements, 
with the exception of the above-noted items in this memorandum.  Storm water management 
improvements are determined necessary due to increased run-off rates and increased impervious 
surface and the plans must be modified to show how these are to be handled.  Therefore, we hereby 
find the proposed plans not to be in accordance with City requirements and recommend denial from 
an engineering standpoint for this project until these items are addressed.  We are requesting a new 
set of plans addressing these comments and drainage calculations be resubmitted to our office prior 
to final issuing of the building permit on the project. 
 

EXHIBIT J



 
 

 
PLANNING REPORT – Site and Building Plan Review & CUP Addendum 
 
 
TO:  Sunfish Lake Mayor and City Council 
   
FROM: Michelle Barness 
 
DATE:  July 31, 2013 
 
RE:  Sunfish Lake – 8 Roanoke Rd. – Site and Building Plan Review & CUP 
 
FILE:  211.01 – 13.06 
 
 
 
 
Attached are two additional items relating to the 8 Roanoke Road site and building plan 
and CUP application.  The applicant’s original site and building plans have been 
included as exhibits with the planning report (dated July 10, 2013).  In addition, an email 
memo from the City Engineer (dated July 24, 2013) is being provided.  The email details 
the engineer’s final recommendations after working with the applicants to address 
issues identified in his review of submitted plans.  Also provided for your consideration 
is revised site plans from the applicant (with revisions dated June 18, 2013) which 
address initial City Engineer recommendations (see Exhibit J in the planning report for 
the City Engineer’s original report). 
 
 
 
 
c. David Neameyer, Building Inspector 
 Don Sterna, City Engineer 
 Jim Nayes, City Forester 
 Tim Kuntz, City Attorney 
 Cathy Iago, City Clerk 
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Michelle Barness

From: Tom Voll [TVoll@wsbeng.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 24, 2013 2:28 PM
To: Michelle Barness
Cc: Jim Parker (jim@advsur.com); Don Sterna
Subject: RE: Sunfish Lake - 8 Roanke Rd. Major Site Plan Review

Hi Michelle, 
They met most of the comments on our original review memo dated 6‐2‐13. On 7‐19‐13 over the phone I spoke with Jim 
Parker Advance Surveying and Engineering Co. and gave him the following comments to address: 

 Identify the significant trees that are going to be impacted by construction (including and drip lines of the trees 
within the construction limits) and also which ones were going to be removed. He didn't have to label trees 
outside of the construction area but should still show the tree lines. 

 Should label and show any trees that are to be save that may be close to construction and show tree protection 
fencing around these as necessary 

 Provide and label areas for each of the specific drainage areas for both the existing E1‐E3 drainage areas and 
also for the proposed P1‐P3 drainage areas. Also make these lines delineating these drainage areas darker so 
they can be clearly seen. 

 Label the total area to be disturbed. If over and acre then a NPDES Construction permit will be required per 
MCPA requirements 

 Revise the grading plan back to the original version and I didn't think trying to get the drainage from the west 
side of the house around to the back to the east side would work very well or could be graded without a 
potential for a low spot. Also future improvements may block this and could cause ponding issues for the 
homeowner. He should also revise his drainage calculations accordingly. 

 The infiltration/retention area they have proposed on the north east side of the site will meet their storm water 
requirements and is a good solution with minimal impacts to the existing trees and ground. It takes advantage of 
the natural drainage and existing grades. 

 Place construction or silt fence around the septic drain fields and label them on their plans to protect and keep 
construction equipment off. 

 Move the alternate septic drain field so it was 50' from the water well per code and also provide a dimension 
showing this. 

 Place silt fence or straw biorolls around temporary stockpiles 

 Put a note on the plans next for the retaining wall that it is less than 4' high.  If it is greater than 4 feet then this 
must be designed by a MN registered professional engineer with shop drawings and calculations submitted to 
the City for review before a building permit is issued 

If you would like a memo for this please let me know otherwise I will just consider this email good and will check their 
plans once they have them revised. 
Thanks, 
 

 
Tom Voll, PE 
Senior Project Manager 
d: 763-287-7175 | c: 612-360-1302 
WSB & Associates, Inc. | 701 Xenia Avenue South, Suite 300 |  Minneapolis, MN 55416 
 

 
 
This email, and any files transmitted with it, is confidential and is intended solely for the use of the addressee. If you are 
not the addressee, please delete this email from your system. Any use of this email by unintended recipients is strictly 
prohibited. WSB & Associates, Inc. does not accept liability for any errors or omissions which arise as a result of 









CITY OF Sunfish Lake MINNESOTA 
Planning Commission 

                          Findings of Fact & 
            Recommendation 

(Approval) 
Applicant's Name:  Angela and Rick Brown 
 
Request: The applicants request City approval of major site and building plans and a 
conditional use permit to be able to construct a new home and garage at 8 Roanoke 
Road. 
 
Planning Commission Meeting Date:  July 17, 2013  
 
Findings of Fact:  Based on review of the application and evidence received, the 
Sunfish Lake Planning Commission now makes the following findings of fact and 
recommendation: 
 
1. The address of the subject property is as follows:   
 
 8 ROANOKE ROAD, SUNFISH LAKE, MN 55118 
 
2. The Planning Report dated July 10, 2013 prepared by Northwest Associated 

Consultants, Inc. is incorporated herein by reference. 
 
3. Final conditions from the City Engineer, as detailed in an email memo dated July 

24, 2013 and discussed in the course of the Planning Commission meeting on 
July 17, 2013, are incorporated herein by reference. 

 
3. The Sunfish Lake Planning Commission reviewed the applicant’s request for 

major site and building plan and conditional use permit approval on July 17, 
2013.  The Planning Commission recommended approval of major site and 
building plans to allow for the construction of a new home at 8 Roanoke Road, 
and a conditional use permit to allow construction of a single family home on an 
undeveloped, substandard sized lot, subject to certain conditions as set forth in 
the Planning Report and as provided by the City Engineer. 

 
4. Upon review of the planning report and application information the Planning 

Commission found that the proposed site and building plans and conditional use 
permit request meet Ordinance requirements.  The following findings support the 
Planning Commission recommendation for approval: 

 
 Major Site and Building Plans: 
 

1. The proposed home will meet R-1 District and Shoreland Overlay District 
lot area, width and setback standards. 
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2. The proposed home meets Ordinance requirements pertaining to building 
size, height, and material use. 

 
3. The proposed home, garage and driveway will address Ordinance 

requirements pertaining to drive and parking area design, lighting design, 
site grading, drainage and stormwater management, landscaping, 
screening, and septic system location. 

 
4. The proposed building meets the requirements of the Sunfish Lake Design 

Guidelines. 
 
5. The proposed home meets all other Zoning Ordinance criteria. 
 
 
Conditional Use Permit: 

 
1. The lot was legally established according to Ordinance requirements, and 

did not become legally non-conforming until a later date. 
 

2. The lot is similar in characteristic to adjacent single family residential 
properties. 

 
3. The single family use on the subject property will not require the City to 

expand street, septic, or water infrastructure. 
 
4. The single family home is able to meet basic lot width and setback 

requirements, and will meet performances standards provided for single 
family homes in the Zoning Ordinance. 

 
5. The project satisfies the criteria for a conditional use permit provided in 

Section 1204.02.F of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
6. The proposed project meets all conditions for major site and building plan 

approval. 
 

Recommendation:   
Based on the foregoing considerations and applicable ordinances, the Planning 
Commission recommends approval of the applicant’s major site and building plans and 
conditional use permit to allow for the construction of a new home on their property. 
 
Approved, subject to the following conditions: 
 
1. The applicants provide a revised layout plan indicating all proposed shrubs and 

ground covers to be installed for landscaping and soil erosion control purposes. 
 
2. Upon completion of installation of lights, all lights or combination of lights which 

cast any light on residential property shall not exceed one foot candle (meter 
reading) as measured from adjacent property lines.   
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3. The applicants provide revised plans addressing final conditions from the City 

Engineer, as follows: 
 

a) Identify the significant trees that are going to be impacted by construction 
(including any drip lines of the trees within the construction limits), and 
also which ones are going to be removed. The applicants are not required 
to label trees outside of the construction area, but should still show the 
tree line. 
 

b) Label and show the trees that are to be saved that may be close to 
construction and show tree protection fencing around these as necessary. 

 
c) Provide and label areas for each of the specific drainage areas for both 

the existing E1-E3 drainage areas and also for the proposed P1-P3 
drainage areas. Also, make the lines delineating these drainage areas 
darker so they can be clearly seen. 

 
d) Label the total area to be disturbed. If over an acre, then a NPDES 

Construction permit will be required per MCPA requirements. 
 
e) Revise the grading plan back to the original version.  The current proposal 

to get the drainage from the west side of the house, around the back, to 
the east side of the house, may not work and couldn’t be graded without 
the potential for creating a low spot.  The applicants shall revise the 
drainage calculations accordingly and provide those as well. 

 
f) Place construction or silt fence around the septic drain fields and label 

them on the plans to protect and keep construction equipment off of the 
area. 

 
g) Move the alternate septic drain field so it is 50' from the water well per 

code and also provide a dimension showing this. 
 
h) Place silt fence or straw biorolls around temporary stockpile locations. 
 
i) Put a note on the plans for the retaining walls that are less than 4' high.  If 

any retaining wall is greater than 4 feet then it must be designed by a MN 
registered professional engineer with shop drawings and calculations 
submitted to the City for review before a building permit is issued. 

 
4.  Per the recommendation of the City Forester, the applicants must tag any trees 

for removal to clearly differentiate them from those trees to be saved.  In addition, 
tree protection fencing must be provided around a white oak tree and bur oak 
tree (both in excess of 20” in diameter) in the vicinity of the construction area., as 
identified during the applicant’s site visit with the City Forester. 
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5. The applicants must comply with the recommendations of the City Septic 
Systems Specialist pertaining to the installation of the proposed septic areas. 

 
6.  Prior to receiving a certificate of occupancy, the applicants must contact planning 

staff to arrange pre- and post-construction site visits, whereby staff can confirm 
that site and building plans and associated approval conditions have been 
implemented accordingly.  The inspections are separate from other inspections 
that may be necessary by the City Building Inspector, City Septic System 
Inspector, City Engineer, or other individuals. The cost of site inspections is $75 
each and payment of this amount shall be the responsibility of the property 
owner.   

 
 
   
Adopted by the Sunfish Lake Planning Commission this 17th day of July 2013. 
  
 
  City of Sunfish Lake  
   

 
 

  By:  
   Arnulf Svendsen 

Planning Commission Chair 
ATTEST    
  

 
  

 Catherine Iago, City Clerk   
 



CITY OF SUNFISH LAKE 
DAKOTA COUNTY, MINNESOTA 

 
RESOLUTION NO. _________ 

 
RESOLUTION APPROVING A MAJOR SITE AND BUILDING REVIEW  

FOR A NEW HOME AND GARAGE, AND A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT TO 
ALLOW CONSTRUCTION OF A SINGLE FAMILY HOME ON AN UNDEVELOPED, 

SUBSTANDARD SIZED LOT, FOR THE PROPERTY LOCATED AT 8 ROANOKE 
ROAD, LEGALLY DESCRIBED AS LOT 4, BLOCK 1, ZEHNDER ACRES NO. 2. 

 
 

WHEREAS, Angela and Rick Brown submitted an application for a major site and building 
review for a new home and garage, and a conditional use permit request to be able to build a 
single family home on a substandard sized lot, for the property located at 8 Roanoke Road, 
legally described as:  
 
Lot 4, Block 1, Zehnder Acres No. 2, Dakota County, MN 
 
 
WHEREAS, City staff reviewed the application and judged it to be complete and outlined their 
review comments in a planning report dated July 10, 2013, prepared by Northwest Associated 
Consultants, and an engineer’s report dated June 2, 2013; and 
 
 
WHEREAS, the Sunfish Lake Planning Commission held a public hearing at their July 17, 2013 
meeting and reviewed the major site and building application and the requested conditional use 
permit, along with the planning report dated July 10, 2013; and  
 
 
WHEREAS, upon hearing the staff presentations, applicant testimony, and public testimony, the 
Planning Commission closed the public hearing and recommend to the City Council approval of 
the major site and building plans to construct a new home, and the conditional use permit to 
allow construction of a single family home on a substandard sized lot, whereby the following 
findings support the Planning Commission recommendation for approval: 
 
Major Site and Building Plans: 
 
1. The property is zoned R-1 Single Family Residential District and Shoreland Overlay  

District, and single family use is a permitted use in the R-1 District. 
 
2. The proposed home will meet R-1 District and Shoreland Overlay District lot area, width 

and setback standards. 
 
3. The proposed home meets Ordinance requirements pertaining to building size, height, 

and material use. 
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4. The proposed home, garage and driveway will address Ordinance requirements 
pertaining to drive and parking area design, lighting design, site grading, drainage and 
stormwater management, landscaping, screening, and septic system location. 

 
5. The proposed building meets the requirements of the Sunfish Lake Design Guidelines. 
 
6.   The proposed home meets all other Zoning Ordinance criteria. 
 
 
Conditional Use Permit: 
 
1. The lot was legally established according to Ordinance requirements, and did not become 

legally non-conforming until a later date. 
 

2. The lot is similar in characteristic to adjacent single family residential properties. 
 
3. The single family use on the subject property will not require the City to expand street, 

septic, or water infrastructure. 
 
4. The single family home is able to meet basic lot width and setback requirements, and will 

meet performances standards provided for single family homes in the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
5. The project satisfies the criteria for a conditional use permit provided in Section 

1204.02.F of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
6. The proposed project meets all conditions for major site and building plan approval. 
 
  
WHEREAS, the Sunfish Lake City Council considered the application for major site and 
building plan review and a conditional use permit at their meeting on August 6, 2013 and agrees 
with the findings of the Planning Commission. 
 
 
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT the City Council of the City of Sunfish Lake 
hereby approves the major site and building plan review and conditional use permit request dated 
June 17, 2013, for the property legally described as Lot 4, Block 1, Zehnder Acres No. 2, with 
the following conditions: 
 
1. The applicants provide a revised layout plan indicating all proposed shrubs and ground 

covers to be installed for landscaping and soil erosion control purposes. 
 

2. Upon completion of installation of lights, all lights or combination of lights which cast 
any light on residential property shall not exceed one foot candle (meter reading) as 
measured from adjacent property lines.   
 

3. The applicants provide revised plans addressing final conditions requested by the City 
Engineer in an email memo dated July 24, 2013, as follows: 
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a) Identify the significant trees that are going to be impacted by construction (including 
any drip lines of the trees within the construction limits), and also which ones are 
going to be removed. The applicants are not required to label trees outside of the 
construction area, but should still show the tree line. 

 
b) Label and show the trees that are to be saved that may be close to construction and 

show tree protection fencing around these as necessary. 
 

c) Provide and label areas for each of the specific drainage areas for both the existing 
E1-E3 drainage areas and also for the proposed P1-P3 drainage areas. Also, make the 
lines delineating these drainage areas darker so they can be clearly seen. 

 
d) Label the total area to be disturbed. If over an acre, then a NPDES Construction 

permit will be required per MCPA requirements. 
 

e) Revise the grading plan back to the original version.  The current proposal to get the 
drainage from the west side of the house, around the back, to the east side of the 
house, may not work and couldn’t be graded without the potential for creating a low 
spot.  The applicants shall revise the drainage calculations accordingly and provide 
those as well. 

 
f) Place construction or silt fence around the septic drain fields and label them on the 

plans to protect and keep construction equipment off of the area. 
 

g) Move the alternate septic drain field so it is 50' from the water well per code and also 
provide a dimension showing this. 

 
h) Place silt fence or straw biorolls around temporary stockpile locations. 

 
i) Put a note on the plans for the retaining walls that are less than 4' high.  If any 

retaining wall is greater than 4 feet then it must be designed by a MN registered 
professional engineer with shop drawings and calculations submitted to the City for 
review before a building permit is issued. 

 
4.  Per the recommendation of the City Forester, the applicants must tag any trees for 

removal to clearly differentiate them from those trees to be saved.  In addition, tree 
protection fencing must be provided around a white oak tree and bur oak tree (both in 
excess of 20” in diameter) in the vicinity of the construction area., as identified during the 
applicant’s site visit with the City Forester. 

 
5. The applicants must comply with the recommendations of the City Septic Systems 

Specialist pertaining to the installation of the proposed septic areas. 
 

6.  Prior to receiving a certificate of occupancy, the applicants must contact planning staff to 
arrange pre- and post-construction site visits, whereby staff can confirm that site and 
building plans and associated approval conditions have been implemented accordingly.  
The inspections are separate from other inspections that may be necessary by the City 
Building Inspector, City Septic System Inspector, City Engineer, or other individuals. 
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The cost of site inspections is $75 each and payment of this amount shall be the 
responsibility of the property owner.   

 
 
 
This resolution is adopted by the City Council of the City of Sunfish Lake this 6th day of August 
2013. 
 
 
      _____________________________________  
      Molly Park, Mayor 
Attest: 
 
 
 
________________________________________ 
Catherine Iago, City Clerk 



- DRAFT - 
 

SUNFISH LAKE PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING – July 17, 2013 
7:00 P.M. - ST. ANNE’S EPISCOPAL CHURCH 

 
Attendants: 
 

Acting Chair:   Andrea McCue    
Commissioners:   Tom Hendrickson and Gordon Peters 
City Planners:  Michelle Barness and Emily Shivly 
City Clerk: Cathy Iago  
    Chair Arnulf Svendsen and Commissioner Tom Schlehuber were absent. 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER:   Acting Chair McCue called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.  
 
2.    ADOPT AGENDA:  Acting-Chair McCue asked if there were any additions to the agenda and there was no response.  
 
Commissioner Hendrickson moved to adopt the agenda, seconded by Commissioner Peters and carried.  (3-0) 
 
3.  APPROVE MINUTES MAY 15, 2013:  Acting-Chair McCue asked if there were any additions or corrections to the 
May 15, 2013 Planning Commission minutes and there was no response.  
 
Commissioner Hendrickson moved to approve the May 15, 2013 Planning Commission minutes as presented, 
seconded by Commissioner Peters and carried. (3-0)  
  
4.  PUBLIC HEARING; Major Site and Building Plan Review,  8 Roanoke Road, Angie & Rick Brown;  Planner 
Barness referred to her report dated July 10, 2013 and explained the applicants are proposing to build a new home and 
attached garage on an existing vacant non-conforming lot of record at 8 Roanoke Road.  She stated that the review by the 
Commission includes the major site and building plan for the new home and also a conditional use permit review because 
the subject property is a legally non-conforming lot. She stated that the net lot area is below the current zoning 
requirement of 2.5-acres, however; the lot was platted prior to adoption of the current regulations and also contains a 
significant area of steep slopes that may not be included in the lot area calculations. 
 
The Planner stated that the proposed new home would be 2,888 sq. ft. on the main floor and would have a finished 
basement that is not calculated in the gross floor area of the home.  She further advised that the attached garage would be 
880 sq. ft. and the current ordinance allows up to 1200 sq. ft.  She referred the Commissioners to pages 2 and 3 of her 
report that outline the required building standards for the R-1 and Shoreland Overlay Districts; she explained the property 
falls within the Shoreland Overlay District for Horseshoe Lake although it does not have frontage on the lake. 
 
Planner Barness explained that the proposed application meets all building setbacks and lot coverage requirements. She 
further explained that the application also meets all applicable Shoreland Overlay District standards and setbacks; she 
noted that the maximum impervious surface coverage required is 30 percent and only 6 percent is proposed. 
 
The Planner explained that in the R-1 District a net lot area of 2.5 acres is required that excludes wetlands, drainage ways 
and steep slopes in excess of 12 percent grade. She advised this parcel is approximately 1.7 acres in net lot area due to a 
significant area of steep slopes on the southern portion of the lot.  She stated that the Zoning Ordinance allows for a legal, 
non-conforming, vacant or redeveloped substandard sized lot of record to be developed for single family detached uses 
with approval of a Conditional Use Permit, based upon the conditions listed in the ordinance.  She noted the following: 1) 
the lot in question was legally established under the ordinance requirements existing at the  time of its creation in 1991; 2)  
the lot in question is similar in size and characteristics to adjacent lots; 3) the lot has frontage on a public or private street; 
4) public health concerns can be adequately address with septic and well installation; 5) the parcel is able to meet all other 
R-1 District and Shoreland Overlay District setback and yard requirements; and 6) the lot must meet the standards 
outlined for approval of a conditional use permit. 
 
Planner Barness explained that the proposed single family home is anticipated to satisfy the housing policies as provided 
in the Comprehensive Plan by respecting natural contours on the property and enhancing site orientation by using the 
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existing topography in the home design. She stated the architectural features of the home are similar to surrounding homes 
in the area and would not adversely affect adjacent property values. She advised that the proposed use is compatibility 
with present and future uses of the area and is in conformance with all performance standards for the R-1 District.  She 
noted that the proposed single family home would result in the removal of very little existing vegetation and that traffic 
generated by this use is compatible with current traffic use generated by surrounding properties.  She also explained that 
no additional public streets or utilities are required as part of the project. 
 
The Planner explained that the building structure does not exceed the 30 ft. height requirement and reviewed how the 
building height is calculated. She advised that the neighbors will view the home as a single story from the front elevation 
and the rear elevation would be screened by tree coverage. She stated the building materials include hardy plank siding, 
stone veneer and architectural shingles for the roof; she noted that the front elevation shows a higher entryway 
architectural feature in the design. She stated that the City Building Inspector reviewed the plan set and had no comments 
regarding the application; she explained that a more thorough review will be conducted with the building permit 
application. She explained that the plans were also reviewed against the City Design Guidelines and met the standards 
listed. 
 
Planner Barness advised that an attached garage is proposed and no additional accessory structures are proposed at this 
time. She explained that the Shoreland Overlay District requires driveways and parking to be screened from adjacent 
properties, however, the driveway and garage are located at the north end of the subject property which is a significant 
distance from the lake to the south. The bituminous driveway meets all standards and setbacks and will be 15 ft. in width 
for accommodating emergency vehicle access.  
 
The Planner reviewed the exterior lighting plan and stated that eight (8) cylinder lights are proposed and three (3) recessed 
soffit lights; she advised that the recessed lights meet the standards; however the cylinder lights direct light upwards and 
do not appear to reduce reflective glare. She showed the Commission an alternative cottage light proposed by the 
applicant and suggested that the Commission consider deeming the cylinder light appropriate or requesting the alternate 
cottage lighting be used.  
 
Planner Barness advised that the City Engineer had reviewed the site survey and requested several revisions; she noted the 
applicants had revised the site survey to include the Engineer’s revisions and she distributed copies of the revised site 
survey to the Commissioners. She explained that originally the Engineer had recommended denial of the request, 
however; after review of the revised site survey, the Engineer now recommends approval of the request with conditions 
that he will outline in a memorandum prior to Council review of the plan. She noted that the revised plan includes a rock 
construction entrance and the stockpile location moved to within 50 ft. of a driving surface. 
 
Commissioner Hendrickson asked if the stockpile location proposed is outside of the area where the well is proposed 
 
The Planner responded yes and showed that the stockpile location is just north of the well location. 
 
The Planner referred to the watersheds shown on the revised site survey and explained the areas shown as E-1 and E-2  
should not have drainage issues, however, it is recommended that the applicants install a berm in area E-3 to trap water 
prior to leaving the site. 
 
Commissioner Peters asked if the site is usually wet. The Planner responded no, but noted there are a few low areas on the 
property where water may pool. 
 
Acting-Chair McCue asked if the applicants had considered installing a rain garden. The Planner explained that this had 
been discussed with the applicants and they appeared to be open to the suggestion.  
 
Planner Barness pointed out that the Engineer had asked about removal of trees on the site; she noted there was one large 
apple tree near the driveway to be removed, but she indicated that the Commissioners may wish to request the applicants 
provide a more detailed plan showing tree removal. She suggested that the applicants work with he City Forester 
regarding the tree removal and installation of trees. 
 
Acting-Chair McCue asked if the applicants would be installing more trees.  
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Rick Brown stated he would be willing to plant more trees and asked for suggestions as to what would be appropriate to 
plant.  
 
Planner Barness commented that oak trees and evergreens provide screening but take a long time to mature; she suggested 
the applicants work with the City Forester to determine which plantings would be best. 
 
Rick Brown asked if apple trees would be appropriate and the Planner responded yes.  
 
The Planner explained that the landscaping plan shows re-sodding of the area 12 ft. out from the home and installation of 
holly shrubs in the front area of the home.  
 
Acting-Chair McCue asked if the septic system is shown on the plan. 
 
The Planner responded that both the proposed and alternate areas for the septic area shown. She advised that the applicant 
was asked to move the well 10 ft. further from the drainfield and they agreed. 
 
Planner Barness stated that no fencing is proposed on the property; however, the applicants plan to install two (2) 
retaining walls that do not exceed 4 ft. in height. She explained that the applicants would work with the Septic Inspector 
regarding installation of the septic system and well. She also noted that the City Engineer requested installation of 
protective fencing around the perimeter of the primary and secondary drainfields prior to any heavy equipment on site. 
She explained that the City Engineer requests the applicants install erosion control silt fencing around the entire 
construction area, septic area and also as protection for mature trees.    
 
The Planner explained that she spoke to the Engineer today and he recommends approval of the plan with the following 
conditions: 
 
1.  Provide a revised landscape plan showing tree removal and plantings and recommend that the applicant contact the   
     City Forester to discuss species for planting; 
2)  Show location of silt fencing installation on revised site plan; 
3)  Move the Well location 10 feet further away from the drainfield; 
4)  Require applicant to have their engineer enlarge the drainage area on the survey where pooling of water occurs and 
      provide a copy to the City Engineer for review. 
 
The Planner also noted that the applicants should be required to show the one foot candle measurements for the proposed 
cylinder or cottage style lighting and that this information could be obtained from the manufacturer. 
 
Planner Barness stated that staff recommends approval of the Major Site and Building Plan and the Conditional Use 
Permit, based on the findings of fact as listed in her report and with the conditions listed in her report along with the 
additional conditions as recommended by the City Engineer as discussed and to be provided in a memorandum prior to 
Council consideration.   
 
Acting-Chair McCue thanked the Planner for her report and asked if there were any comments from the floor; she noted 
there were no audience members present for the public hearing.  
 
Planner Barness introduced Planner Emily Shivly and explained Emily would be attending meetings while she was on 
maternity leave. 
 
There was discussion with the applicant regarding species of trees for planting. Commissioner Peters suggested mixed 
pine and hardwoods. Commissioner Hendrickson commented that the City Forester could provide recommendations for 
plantings; he noted that the site is currently well screened and the only area that may have issues is the northeast side of 
the property.    
 
Acting-Chair McCue closed the public hearing asked if the applicant or Commissioners had any questions. 
 
Commissioner Peters asked what material would be used for the retaining walls and if an irrigation system is proposed.   
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Rick Brown responded the retaining wall would be block material and that no irrigation system is proposed. 
 
Commissioner Peters commented that the attached garage is 884 sq. ft. and the City allows up to 1250 sq. ft. He pointed 
out that the corner of the garage is currently placed at the required setback and this does not allow for any future 
expansion of the garage. 
 
Rick Brown asked if he would have to revise the plans to move the home from the required setback to accommodate 
future expansion and the Planner responded yes.   
 
Commissioner Hendrickson commented that moving the home may change the height of the building.  
 
The Planner explained that if the applicant chooses to move the setback after the plans have been approved, it would only 
require a review by staff and not the Commission and Council.  
 
Commissioner Peters complimented the applicants on their plans for the new home. 
 
Acting-Chair McCue asked if there were any further questions or comments and there was no response. 
 
Commissioner Hendrickson moved to approve the Major Site and Building Plan and Conditional Use Permit 
application for Angie and Rick Brown at 8 Roanoke Road,  based on the findings of fact and conditions as outlined 
by the Planner and listed in her report dated July 10, 2013 and with the additional revised conditions as listed in 
the memorandum from the City Engineer dated July 18, 2013, seconded by Commissioner Peters and carried. (3-0)  
 
 
5. ADJOURN:  Acting-Chair McCue asked if there was any further business or discussion and there was no response. 
 
Commissioner Hendrickson moved to adjourn the meeting at 7:40 p.m., seconded by Commissioner Peters and 
carried. (3-0)  
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
______________________ 
Catherine Iago, City Clerk  
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