
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

City of Litchfield 
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AGENDA PACKET  

Monday, May 12, 2025 

 
 



City of Litchfield – Planning Commission 

AGENDA 
Monday, May 12, 2025 – 5:30 P.M. 

Held in the Council Chambers of City Hall 
126 N Marshall Avenue 

 
 

I. CALL TO ORDER 
 

A. ROLL CALL/DETERMINATION OF QUORUM 
 

B. ANNOUNCEMENT OF ADDITIONAL ITEMS 
 
 

II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
A. MINUTES:  (Packet) 

1. April 14, 2025   
 
 

III. SCHEDULED ITEMS 
 

A. PUBLIC HEARINGS:  (Packet)   
 
1. VARIANCE REQUEST – by John and Lesli Mueller at 408 N. Gilman Ave. 

Variance to allow for a reduction to the minimum corner side yard setback for the 
replacement of an existing detached garage at the property.  
 

2. REZONING, SITE PLAN REVIEW AND VARIANCE REQUESTS – by Scott Rech, Stix & Brix, Inc. at 
1402 E. Ripley St.  
Rezoning, Site Plan Review and Variances to allow for a 28-unit apartment development. 
 

IV. NEW BUSINESS    
 

V. OLD BUSINESS     
 
A. HPC/PC JOINT MEETING DISCUSSIONS UPDATE 

 
 

VI. ADDITIONAL ITEMS 
 
A. HPC MEETING REPORT  

 
 

VII. SET HEARING DATES AND TIMES 
 

VIII. REVIEW OF COUNCIL ACTIONS   
 

A. VARIANCE REQUEST GRANTED to Thomas & Deborah Holtz at 711 Capwood Ave. 
Increase the height of six existing rear yard privacy fence panels to eight feet.  
 

 
IX. ADJOURNMENT 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Minutes 

April 14, 2025 
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I. CALL TO ORDER 
 
A meeting of the Planning Commission was held on Monday, April 14, 2025, commencing at 5:30 p.m. in 
the Council Chambers of City Hall.  Chairperson Asmus called the meeting to order.   
 

A. ROLL CALL: 
 

Chairperson   Shannon Asmus   Present  
Commissioner   Michael Flaata   Present  
Commissioner   Larry Dahl   Present 
Commissioner   John Carlson   Present  
Commissioner   Jeff Woods   Present  
Commissioner   OPEN      
Commissioner   Gary Barnes   Present  
City Planner    Hannah Rybak   Absent 
City Administrator   Dave Cziok   Present 

 
 

B. ANNOUNCEMENT OF ADDITIONAL ITEMS    
 

  
II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 

It was moved by Commissioner Dahl, seconded by Commissioner Woods, to approve the 
minutes of the February 10, 2025, meeting.  All members present voted aye, 6-0. 

Motion Carried. 
  
III. SCHEDULED ITEMS  
 

A. PUBLIC HEARINGS:      
 

1. VARIANCE REQUEST – by Thomas and Deborah Holtz at 711 Capwood Ave. 
Variances to increase the height of six existing rear yard privacy fence panels to eight 
feet, where the maximum allowable fence height is six feet. 

 
City Administrator, Dave Cziok, provided an overview of the request.  He reviewed the 
consistency of the request with the standards for granting a variance. 
 

 No comments were received. 
 

Staff recommendation and potential action were reviewed. 
 
Commissioner Asmus opened the Public Hearing. 

 
This being the time, date, and place set, with all mailed and published notices given as 
required by law, the hearing was opened at approximately 5:33 p.m., April 14, 2025, to 
consider a Variance Request by Thomas and Deborah Holtz, at 711 Capwood Ave. 
 

  There were no questions or concerns from commissioners, public or applicant. 
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No further comments were heard, and the hearing was closed at approximately  
5:33 p.m. 
 
Based on the findings of facts and submitted plans, Commissioner Woods made a 
motion to recommend approval of the Variance Request by Thomas and Deborah Holtz 
at 711 Capwood Ave. as submitted. 

 
This motion was seconded by Commissioner Flaata.  All members present voted aye, 6-
0. 

Motion carried. 
 

  
IV. NEW BUSINESS  None. 
 
 
V. OLD BUSINESS      

 
A. HPC/PC JOINT MEETING DISCUSSIONS UPDATE 
 
 

VI. ADDITIONAL ITEMS    
 

A. HPC MEETING REPORT 
 

Commissioner Barnes provided information regarding the State Historic Building Grant process. 
 
 
VII. SET HEARING DATES AND TIMES  
 

The next scheduled meeting is Monday, May 12, 2025, at 5:30 p.m. 
 
 
VIII. REVIEW OF COUNCIL ACTIONS   
 

A. VARIANCE REQUEST APPROVED – The City Council approved a variance request for a 
setback reduction from the west property line and an increase in building height for a 
structure addition and installation of additional silos on the west side of the First District 
campus at 101 S Swift Ave. 

 
 
IX. ADJOURNMENT 

Commissioner Asmus adjourned the meeting at  approximately 5:50 p.m. 
 
            

              
         Dave Cziok 
         City Administrator 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A. 1. 

Variance Request 

by John & Lesli Mueller 

at 408 N. Gilman Ave. 
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CITY OF LITCHFIELD MEMORANDUM 
 

 

To:   Planning Commission Members 

David Cziok, City Administrator     

From:   Hannah Rybak, City Planner 

Date:   May 7, 2025  

Planning Commission Regular Meeting May 12, 2025 

   

Request: Request for approval of a variance to allow for a reduction to the 

minimum corner side yard setback for the replacement of an existing 

detached garage at the property located at 408 N Gilman Ave, PID: 27-

0180000. 

 

GENERAL INFORMATION 

Applicant/Owner: John & Lesli Mueller 

Location:  408 N Gilman Ave 

Existing Land Use / Residential; zoned: R-2 Residential     

Zoning: 

Surrounding Land North:  Residential; zoned: R-2 Residential     

Use / Zoning:                East:  Residential; zoned: R-2 Residential     

South:  Residential; zoned: R-2 Residential     

West:  Residential; zoned: R-2 Residential     

 

Comprehensive Plan:  The Litchfield Comprehensive Plan guides this property for low-density 

residential land use.  

 

Deadline for Agency Application Date:   04-15-2025 

Action: 60 Days:    06-14-2025 

 Extension Letter Mailed: N/A 

   120 Days:   08-14-2025 

 

CONSIDERATIONS RELATING TO THE REQUEST 

1. Overview.  The Applicant has submitted a request for variance that would allow an 

encroachment into the required corner side yard setback for the purpose of tearing down 
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and replacing the existing detached garage. The existing detached garage is very old and has 

fallen into a state of disrepair.   

The existing detached garage is 496 SF, and sits 13.5 feet from the corner side (south) 

property line, where 20 feet is the minimum corner side setback. The proposed replaced 

garage would be sited at the same corner side yard setback, 13.5 feet. The proposal is for a 

784 SF garage, which is an increase in size. Due to the enlargement of the garage, a variance 

is necessary to place it at the same corner side yard setback as the existing garage. The 

proposed garage would be shifted to the east of the existing garage, at the minimum rear 

yard setback of 3 feet. 

The proposed garage would be served by a driveway in a similar location to the one that 

currently serves the detached garage. The western portion of the existing driveway would 

be removed, and the driveway expanded to the east to serve the new garage.  

The applicant has provided a rendering of the proposed garage. The construction is required 

to utilize same or similar materials to the home and it shall visually blend with the existing 

construction. The rendering meets these requirements. 

Zoning Evaluation  

 R-2 Requirement  Proposed  

Corner side setback  20 feet 13.5 feet 

Rear setback  3 feet 3 feet 

Number of Accessory 

Structures  

2 max. 1 

Accessory Structure Square 

Footage  

1,200 SF max. 784 SF 

 

The Applicant has provided an overview of their reasoning for this request in the attached 

narrative. Replacing the detached garage in the approximate location where the existing 

garage sits allows the use of the existing driveway, and will not impede use of the 

improvements in the rear yard. The rear yard is fairly small due to the existing configuration 

of the home on the lot.   

Ordinance Authority. 

Litchfield City Code, Chapter 154, Section 12.11, Table 12.11 provides setback requirements 

for the R-2 District. 
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Litchfield City Code, Chapter 154, Section 9.5 D provides Variance approval requirements. 

Variances shall only be permitted when the applicant can show that all of the following 

criteria have been met: 

1. That the variance is in harmony with the general purposes and intent of the 

ordinance and consistent with the comprehensive plan.  

2. That there are practical difficulties in complying with the zoning ordinance. 

“Practical difficulties”, as used in connection with granting of a variance, means 

that: 

i. The property owner proposes to use the property in a reasonable manner not 

permitted by the zoning ordinance; 

ii. The plight of the landowner is due to circumstances unique to the property not 

created by the landowners; and 

iii. The variance, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality and 

will not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to other land or 

improvements in the vicinity of the parcel of land 

3. The purpose of the variance is not based exclusively upon a desire to increase the 

value or income potential of a parcel of land. 

 

3. Consistency of the Request with the Standards for Granting a Variance  

a. That the variance is in harmony with the general purposes and intent of the ordinance 

and consistent with the comprehensive plan.  

The intent of the corner side yar setback requirement is to ensure that structures are 

adequately spaced from the street. In this case, there is approximately 12 feet of right-

of-way between the curb and the property line. This results in the proposed garage 

being 25 feet from the edge of the street. The intent of the setback requirements is 

satisfied – the proposed garage is adequately spaced from the street. The proposed 

variance does not have any impact on the residential use of the property, therefore it is 

consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. Criterion met.   

 

b. That there are practical difficulties in complying with the zoning ordinance. “Practical 

difficulties”, as used in connection with granting of a variance, means that: 

 
i. The property owner proposes to use the property in a reasonable manner not 

permitted by the zoning ordinance.  

The desire to replace a garage in approximately the same location as the existing 

garage is reasonable. The reduced setback has already been established on the lot. 

Criterion met. 

ii. The plight of the landowner is due to circumstances unique to the property not 

created by the landowners.  
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The placement of the existing garage was established many years ago, and was not 

the decision of the current landowner. Criterion met. 

iii. The variance, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality and will 

not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to other land or improvements 

in the vicinity of the parcel of land.  

The existing garage is sited at the same reduced setback as is requested. The 

replaced garage will be a visual improvement over the existing garage. Criterion 

met.  

 

c. The purpose of the variance is not based exclusively upon a desire to increase the value 

or income potential of a parcel of land. The purpose of this request is to replace an 

existing dilapidated garage with an updated functional 2-car garage. Criterion met. 

 

4. Engineering Considerations.  

None. 

5. Resident Comments. 

Kevin & Barbara Koosman, owners of the parcel directly east (513 E 4th St.) have signed the 

application form indicating support of the request.  

Dalen Jones, owner of 517 E 4th St. provided a letter in support of the request.  

FINDINGS OF FACT 

Staff offers the following findings of fact for this proposal:  

1. The Applicant is requesting approval of a variance to allow for a 6.5-foot reduction to 

the minimum required corner side yard setback of 20 feet for the purpose of tearing 

down and replacing the existing detached garage at the subject property.  

2. The subject property is located at 408 N Gilman Ave.  

3. The subject property is located in the R-2 Residence District. 

4. The request is in harmony with the general purposes and intent of the Ordinance. 

5. The request is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. 

6. The property owner proposes to use the property in a reasonable matter not permitted 

by the Zoning Ordinance. 

7. The plight of the landowner is due to circumstances unique to the property and not 

created by the landowners. 

8. The variance, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality. 



P a g e  | 5 
 

9. The replacement of a dilapidated garage with a new garage is an improvement to the 

property and the neighborhood overall.  

RECOMMENDATION 

Based on the submitted plans and findings outlined in this report, staff recommends approval of 

the proposed variance at 408 N Gilman Ave., subject to the following conditions:  

1. A building permit is required prior to any construction.  

2. The exterior of the garage must match or closely resemble the home when completed.  

POTENTIAL ACTION 

1. Recommend Approval with Conditions: Motion to recommend approval of the 

requested setback variance, at the property located at 408 N Gilman Ave., based on the 

findings of fact, submitted plans, and the conditions outlined in this motion…  

2. Recommend Approval as Submitted:  Motion to recommend approval of the requested 

setback variance, at the property located at 408 N Gilman Ave., based on the findings of 

fact and the submitted plans in this report to the Planning Commission.  

3. Recommend Denial:  Motion to recommend denial of the requested setback variance at 

the property located at 408 N Gilman Ave., based on the following findings of fact….. 

(provide findings of fact to reflect denial).  

ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment A: Location Map 

Attachment B: Application Packet  

Attachment C: Neighbor letter of support  
 



  Attachment A 

408 North Gilman Avenue  

Location Map  

 















Dalen and Sarah Jones 

517 E. 4th Street 

Litchfield, MN 55355 

(320) 221-4224 | Dalen 

(320) 221-0055 | Sarah 

Date: May 5, 2025 

To: 

City of Litchfield Planning Commission 

City Hall 

126 N Marshall Ave 

Litchfield, MN 55355 

Subject: Support for John and Lesli Mueller's Garage Project at 408 N. Gilman 

Dear Planning Commission Members, 

We are writing to express our full support for our neighbors, John and Lesli Mueller, who reside 

at 408 N. Gilman. The Mueller’s are planning to tear down their existing garage, which is 

currently in a state of disrepair, and replace it with a new structure. 

We believe this improvement will have a positive impact not only on the Mueller’s property but 

also on our neighborhood and the broader community. Replacing the deteriorating garage with 

a well-built and attractive new structure will enhance the overall aesthetic of the area and 

contribute to the continued beautification of our city. 

We appreciate homeowners like Mr. and Mrs. Mueller who invest in maintaining and improving 

their properties, and we encourage the Commission to support this project. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Dalen and Sarah Jones 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A. 1. 

Rezoning, Site Plan Review  

and Variance Requests 

by Scott Rech, Stix & Brix, Inc. 

at 1402 E. Ripley St. 
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CITY OF LITCHFIELD MEMORANDUM 
 

 

To:   Planning Commission Members 
   David Cziok, City Administrator 

From:   Hannah Rybak, City Planner 

Date:   May 7, 2025  
Planning Commission Regular Meeting for May 12, 2025    

Request: Request for approval of a rezoning, site plan review and variances for 
a 28-unit apartment development at the property located at 1402 E 

Ripley St., PID: 27- 2670000. 
 

GENERAL INFORMATION 

Applicant/Owner: Scott Rech, Stix & Brix Inc.  

Location: 1402 E Ripley St.  

Existing Land Use / Undeveloped; zoned B-4 General Business  
Zoning: 

Surrounding Land North:  Undeveloped; zoned B-4 General Business  
Use / Zoning:                East:  Undeveloped; zoned R-1 Single Family Residential  

South:  Multifamily Residential & Commercial; zoned R-3 Multifamily 
Residence & B-4 General Business  

West:  Commercial; zoned B-4 General Business  
 

Comprehensive Plan: The future land use map that is currently being developed guides this 
property for Mixed Residential/Commercial land use. 

Deadline for Agency Application Date:   04-24-2025 
Action: 60 Days:    06-23-2025 
 Extension:   N/A 
 120 Days:   08-22-2025 
 

CONSIDERATIONS RELATING TO THE REQUEST 

1. Overview.  The Applicant is requesting a change in zoning, site plan review and several 
variances to facilitate a 28-unit multifamily apartment development at the subject parcel. 
The development would be comprised of three buildings; two 8-unit buildings on the west 
side and one 12-unit building on the east side. The site plan shows a surface parking lot 
between the buildings, and a garage structure with 10 single-car units. There is a children’s 
playground and a gazebo shown on the southern portion of the lot. A dog park is proposed 
at the northwest corner of the lot. A 7-foot tall fence is proposed along the west and a 
portion of the south property lines, to provide screening between the development and 
neighboring commercial uses. There are storage units located in the basements of the 
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structures and attached to the garage structure. The buildings will not contain any interior 
hallways; all units would be accessed from the exterior of the building. The second floor 
units will have a deck with a staircase for access, and the main floor units would be accessed 
at ground level.  

The subject property contains no frontage on a public street. The parcel is accessed from 
260th Street through the undeveloped property to the north. The Applicant holds an access 
easement through this property.  

Currently, the property is zoned B-4 General Business and is undeveloped. The requested 
rezoning would change the parcel to R-3 Multifamily Residential District. The proposed 
apartment development is a permitted use in the R-3 District.  

This application also includes a request for site plan review. The proposed site plan includes 
the layout and details on the proposed development. If approved by the Planning 
Commission and City Council, the applicant is held to substantial conformance with the 
approved site plan. Any significant modifications, as determined by City staff, would be 
required to be reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission and City Council, 
through a request for a site plan amendment.  

The Applicant has provided a detailed narrative, describing all aspects of the development. 
The development will serve to fill a documented need for affordable housing units in 
Litchfield. The target renter would be single parents. Rent would range from $1,500 to 
$1,650 per month and would include all utilities, including internet. Each unit would come 
with a storage unit included in the fee. Use of one of the 10 garage spaces would be 
provided with an additional fee added to rent (the high end of the range provided above). 
There would be security cameras, but no on-site management.  

The Applicant’s narrative states that the units would be two-bedroom units with a den. The 
statement is also made that the dens will have egress windows to qualify as bedrooms, 
which could be used by a small child. In reviewing the building plans, the difference in 
square footage between the rooms marked as “bedroom 2” and “den” is less than four 
square feet. The distinction between a bedroom and den is not significant, and the dens that 
are equipped with windows are considered bedrooms. Given this, the unit breakdown is as 
follows:  

8-Unit Buildings  

• 16 three-bedroom units  

12-Unit Buildings  

• 4 two-bedroom units  

• 8 three-bedroom units  

 

The Applicant also provided their anticipated timeline for development in the narrative. The 
timeline states that construction will begin on June 1st, with the garage and one 8-unit 
building completed in September of this year, the second 8-unit building completed in 
December of this year, and the 12-unit building completed by September of 2026. It was 
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also stated that the parking lot and driveway will be hard surfaced by October 1st, 2026 or 
upon completion of the exterior of the third building – whichever comes first. Staff has 
several concerns with this – the June 1st start date for construction may not be realistic, 
given the incomplete nature of the engineering plans (per memo from Chuck DeWolf), and 
the site plan review items that require additional attention. Further, the narrative seems to 
indicate that the Applicant would be seeking to have the certificates of occupancy issued as 
buildings are completed, and thus having residents move in ahead of the access drive and 
parking lots being hard surfaced. This would not be possible. Safe and complete access 
would be required prior to any certificates of occupancy being issued.  

Requested Approvals:  

1. Rezoning from B-4 to R-3  
2. Site Plan Review for the overall development  
3. Variance for lack of frontage on a public street 
4. Variance of 10,195 SF, for lot area of 90,605 SF where 100,800 SF is required  
5. Variance of 9 feet, for front yard setback for the garage building of 16 feet 

where 25 feet is required  
6. Variance of 22 parking spaces, for 48 parking spaces where 70 are required  
7. Variance of 1 foot for a 7-foot fence where 6 feet is the maximum fence height 

in the R-3 District  

 

2. Ordinance Authority. 
Litchfield City Code, Chapter 154, Section 9.4 provides site plan review requirements. 

Litchfield City Code, Chapter 154, Section 9.5 C provides variance approval requirements.  

Litchfield City Code, Chapter 154, Section 9.8 provides rezoning requirements. 

Litchfield City Code, Chapter 154, Section 11.5 D provides off-street parking requirements.  

Litchfield City Code, Chapter 154, Section 11.8 provides fencing requirements.  

Litchfield City Code, Chapter 154, Section 12.4 provides setback requirements for the R-3 

District. 

 

3. Site Plan Review 

 
District Standards Evaluation  
 

 R-3 Minimum Requirement Proposed Principal Structures 

Lot area  100,800 SF total 
3,600 SF per dwelling unit  

90,605 SF total  
3,236 SF per dwelling unit 

Front (north) setback  25 ft.  66 ft.  

West side setback  15 ft. 50 ft. 

Rear (south) setback  30 ft.  62 ft. 

East side setback  15 ft. 40 ft. 

Height  35 ft. max 22 ft. 
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 R-3 Minimum 
Requirement 

Proposed Accessory Structure 

Distance from principal structure  10 ft. 30 ft. 

Front setback (north) 25 ft.  16 ft. 

West side setback  3 ft.  70 ft. 

East side setback  3 ft.  80 ft. 

Accessory structure height  May not exceed height 
of principal structure  

12 ft. 

 
Site Layout  
The apartment buildings are located on the east (two 8-unit buildings) and west (one 12-unit 
building) sides of the property. A garage sits on the north side of the property, with the dog park 
area located to the west of the garage. Each 8-unit building contains 21 storage units in the 
basement, and there are two storage units shown attached to the garage structure. This totals 
44 storage units on site.  
 
A surface parking lot is located in the center of the development. The southern approximately 
one-quarter of the lot will remain mostly undeveloped, with existing trees. The children’s play 
area and gazebo are located in this area. Access to the property comes from the northeast 
corner of the property. There is a proposed stormwater pond located on the east side, south of 
the access and north of the 12-unit building.  
 
The main floor units are accessed via exterior doors from ground level. The upper floor units are 
accessed from decks; all proposed decks meet all relevant setback requirements. People living in 
the units located on the back side of each building will need to walk around the building to 
access their units. No sidewalks are shown to facilitate access to any units. This will cause an 
accessibility issue and should be added to the site plan. Staff also note that these required 
sidewalks will add to the impervious surface coverage of the site, which may impact the 
stormwater management plan.  
 
Parking 
 

Apartment/Multifamily Units Stalls Required 

2.25 spaces per 2-bed unit 4 9 

2.5 spaces per 3-bed unit 24 60 

0.05 spaces per unit for visitors 28 units 1.4 

Total Parking Spaces Required 70 spaces  

 
In total, there are 48 parking spaces provided at the site. These are broken down as follows: 

• Spaces in garage building: 9 

• Surface parking spaces: 38 

• ADA-accessible parking spaces: 1 (one in garage, none shown on surface lot) 
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The Applicant has indicated that the garage spaces would require additional rent cost to utilize. 
The Planning Commission and City Council must determine whether they will accept these as 
required spaces or not, due to the fact that use of them would be based upon an individual’s 
desire to pay for them. Given that each unit will come with a separate storage unit, staff is less 
concerned that garage stalls will be utilized for storage, in this case.  
 
There are two additional surface parking spaces shown on the plan, to the south of the two 
garage storage units and to the north of the 8-unit building. To use these spaces, a vehicle 
would need to back up over 40 feet. This is not an acceptable design, thus these spaces must be 
removed from the site plan.  
 
Additionally, no surface handicap accessible parking has been shown. For parking lots between 
26 and 50 spaces, two handicap spaces are required. Conversion of two standard surface spaces 
to handicap accessible spaces will require additional area, so if the parking lot is not expanded, 
the parking lot will be reduced by at least two spaces to accommodate the required handicap 
accessible parking.  
 
The Applicant notes that there is a location for overflow parking if needed in the future. This 
location was not shown on the site plan. Expansion of the parking lot would add additional 
impervious surface coverage to the site, which must be included and accounted for in the 
engineering plans. Further, it would require the removal of additional trees, which are currently 
marked to be preserved.  
 
Staff has concerns that the proposed parking plan may not adequately serve the parking needs 
of the development. There is no street parking available on 260th St. to the north; all parking 
needs must be met on site. The Applicant stated that the target renter would be single parents, 
which is excellent. However, the rent scale of these apartments would also be attractive to 
couples or even two or three young adults to cohabitate. For example:  

• 10 units occupied by single parents and children. Two units with teenage children who 
drive 

o Need for 12 parking spaces  

• 9 units occupied by a two-parent household  
o Need for 18 parking spaces  

• 9 units occupied by three adults  
o Need for 27 parking spaces  

 
In this example, 57 parking spaces would be needed. That is 9 more spaces than are shown on 
the site plan. Additionally, with garage spaces coming at an additional cost, there is no 
guarantee that they would be utilized so there is question on whether these should be 
considered in the parking calculation.  
 
Trash Handling. The Applicant’s submitted plans show a rectangular trash enclosure located to 
the east of the garage building. The enclosure would be made of wood fencing panels, which is 
compliant with the screening requirement. The trash enclosure would be accessible to residents 
and the trash collection company through a gate. 
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Lighting.  The lighting plan will be evaluated at the time of a building permit application; no 
plans for lighting were provided with the application. The lighting will need to be directed 
downward, so that it does not impact neighboring properties.  
 
Tree Preservation and Replacement.  There are 133 existing trees on the property. 44 trees will 
need to be removed to accommodate construction.  
The Litchfield City Code requires one tree per 750 square feet of gross floor area. The total 
square footage of all units is 22,400 square feet. Based on this requirement, 30 are required for 
the development. There are more than enough trees remaining on the property to satisfy the 
Ordinance requirement.  
 
Site Plan Review Criteria  

1. Consistency with the City’s adopted Comprehensive Plan; Criterion met.  
2. Compliance with all applicable Ordinances including, but not limited to provisions for 

parking, landscaping and screening; Criterion is dependent on the granting of all 
requested variances.  

3. Reasonable accommodation of unique geologic, geographic or historically significant 
characteristics; Criterion met.  

4. Consideration of adjacent and neighboring properties through adequate design and 
provision for such matters as surface water drainage, building location and orientation, 
parking and access drives, lighting, and trash storage; Criterion met.  

5. Reasonable consideration for the safety and convenience of both vehicular and 
pedestrian traffic both within the site and in relation to access streets. Criterion not met 
– lack of adequate parking and no sidewalks shown for safe access to units.  

 
4. Rezoning Request Evaluation 

The Planning Commission shall consider the following when considering a request for a 
change in zoning: 

1. The Zoning Map Amendment is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan; 

The proposed rezoning is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan guidance of Mixed 
Residential/Commercial. The southern parcel adjacent to the subject parcel is also 
zoned R-3 Multifamily Residence, and is an apartment development. Criterion met.  

2. The Zoning Map Amendment promotes public health, safety, morals and the general 
welfare, as well as efficiency and economy in the process of development; 

The proposed use of the subject parcel will add additional housing stock to the City of 
Litchfield. The addition of multifamily residences will diversify the City’s housing 
options. Criterion met. 
 

3. The Zoning Map Amendment is compatible with the present zoning and conforming uses 
of nearby property and with the character of the neighborhood; and  
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The rezoning would not negatively affect adjacent landowners. There is already 
multifamily residential in the immediate area, and the proposed use would not conflict 
with the commercial uses in the area. Criterion met.  
 

4. The property to be amended (rezoned) is suitable for the uses permitted by the Zoning 
District that would be applied by the proposed Zoning Map Amendment. 

The plans provided show that the subject parcel is suitable for multifamily development.  
Criterion met. 
 

5. Consistency of the Request with the Standards for Granting a Variance  
a. That the variance is in harmony with the general purposes and intent of the 

ordinance and consistent with the comprehensive plan.  

b. That there are practical difficulties in complying with the zoning ordinance. 

“Practical difficulties”, as used in connection with granting of a variance, means 

that: 

i. The property owner proposes to use the property in a reasonable manner not 

permitted by the zoning ordinance.  

ii. The plight of the landowner is due to circumstances unique to the property not 

created by the landowners.  

iii. The variance, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality and 

will not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to other land or 

improvements in the vicinity of the parcel of land.  

c. The purpose of the variance is not based exclusively upon a desire to increase the 

value or income potential of a parcel of land.  

 

Staff finds that the following variance requests satisfy all variance criteria: the variance for 
lack of frontage on a public street, the variance to reduce the  minimum front setback for 
the garage structure and the variance to construct a 7-foot fence, where 6 feet is the 
maximum allowable fence height.  

In the opinion of staff, the conformance of the lot area variance request is yet to be 
determined. With the unresolved questions related to the engineering plans, parking, and 
timeline, it is not possible to determine whether the site is appropriate for the number of 
units proposed. Plans that provide further detail and clarity related to these items would 
likely allow staff to confidently say that the lot area variance meets the variance criteria.  

Finally, staff finds that the request for 48 parking spaces where 70 parking spaces are 
required does not satisfy all variance criteria. The unique siting of this property without 
access to a public street, lack of on-street parking on the nearest street, and low number of 
spaces as compared to bedrooms indicate that the proposed parking will not be adequate. 
The City has experienced issues with similar developments within Litchfield. If the Applicant 
intends to offer an option to pave additional parking if necessary, plans for this should be 
provided so that it can be contextually evaluated for impacts to tree removals, site layout 
and stormwater.  
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6. Engineering Considerations.  

See attached memo from City Engineer, Chuck DeWolf.  

 

RECOMMENDATION  

Overall, a multifamily development would be a great addition to this property and the City as a 
whole. Based on the plans provided, there are several questions and areas of incomplete 
information, primarily related to the following:  

• 48 parking spaces provided where 70 are required. This development contains no street 
parking and 80 bedrooms. Many people, of all backgrounds and household type, are 
struggling financially and would find the proposed rent scale attractive. There is a 
likelihood that many adults or teens with vehicles could reside at this property. The 
overflow parking mentioned by the Applicant has not been shown, therefore cannot be 
considered.  

• There are no sidewalks shown for access. This is of particular concern for the units 
around the back of each structure.  

• The timeline for paving the access drive and parking lot does not allow for certificates of 
occupancy to be issued as the buildings are completed.  

• There are 44 storage units shown on the site plan, and only 28 dwelling units. The 
Applicant did not mention that storage units would be rented to people not residing on 
the property. The Applicant needs to clarify the reasoning for the additional storage 
units. Rental storage for people who do not reside on the property would not be an 
allowable use in the R-3 District. Additionally, renting to outside persons could 
constitute a safety concern in a development targeting renters with children.  

• Based on the memo provided by the City Engineer, there is not sufficient detail on the 
provided site plan to evaluate the engineering components of this application (grading, 
stormwater, surfacing, utility, etc.) The feasibility of this project, from an engineering 
perspective, is not verifiable with the current plans.  

Based on the findings in this report, staff recommends that the Planning Commission table this 
item to allow the Applicant time to address the areas of concern with satisfactory plans. There 
has not been enough information provided to demonstrate that the issues outlined above could 
be resolved through conditions.  

POTENTIAL ACTION  

1. Table the Application: Motion to table the application for consideration at a future Planning 

Commission meeting, so that the Applicant can address the concerns raised in this report 

and provide plans with additional required detail.  

2. Recommend Approval with Conditions: Motion to recommend approval of the requested 

Site Plan Review, Rezoning and Variances, at the property located at 1402 E Ripley St., based 

on the findings in this report, submitted plans, and the following conditions…(provide 

conditions)  
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3. Recommend Approval as Submitted:  Motion to recommend approval of the requested Site 

Plan Review, Rezoning and Variances, at the property located at 1402 E Ripley St., based on 

the findings in this report and the submitted plans.  

4. Recommend Denial:  Motion to recommend denial of the requested Site Plan Review and 

Rezoning and Variances, at the property located at 1402 E Ripley St., (provide findings to 

reflect denial).  

 

ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment A: City Engineer’s Memo  
Attachment B: Location Map 
Attachment C: Application & Plans   
 



  Attachment A 

1402 East Ripley Street 

Location Map  

 



 

H:\LITC\24X137282000\1_Corres\C_To Others\2025-05-07 137282 Rech Apartment Dev Planning Commission Memo.docx 

 

MEMORANDUM 
 

Date: May 7, 2025 

To: Members of the Planning Commission 
 City of Litchfield 

From: Chuck DeWolf, P.E. 
 City Engineer 

Subject: Rech Apartment Development 
 Litchfield, Minnesota 

  
We have reviewed the preliminary documents for the above reference project and have the following 
comments: 

1. Final engineered construction plans shall be submitted for review and approval prior to 
construction. At a minimum, the plans shall include a site plan, grading and drainage plan, utility 
plan, surfacing plan and stormwater pollution prevention plan, along with appropriate 
dimensioning and details associated with the proposed improvements.  

2. Stormwater calculations shall be submitted for the proposed development for review and 
approval prior to construction.  No additional stormwater shall be directed onto adjacent 
properties and shall meet all City and MPCA requirements. 

3. The developer will be responsible for obtaining all necessary permits for the project. 

4. The necessary room needed for the proposed emergency/large vehicle turnaround shall be 
verified during final design. 

5. The final construction plans shall include details of the proposed sewer and water connections 
to the city's mainlines. 

6. The parking stalls north of the westerly building do not allow for normal vehicle maneuvers 
leaving the parking stall. 

7. All sidewalk connecting the building units to the parking areas shall be shown on the drawings. 

Please let me know if you have any questions. 
 
cc: David Cziok, City Administrator 
 Joyce Spreiter, Assistant City Administrator  
 Hannah Rybak, City Planner 
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JOB NO:__2025022___

DRAFTED BY:_PMH_ 
CHECKED BY:_DSH_ 

310 East Depot Street

Litchfield, MN 55355

(320)693-3710

dough.northstar@gmail.com

paul.northstarsurveying@gmail.com

1:  Northstar Surveying prepared this survey without the benefit of a current abstract or title work.  We reserve 

the right to revise the survey upon receipt of a current title commitment or title opinion.

2:  Northstar Surveying was not contacted to locate the size, location, or existence of any/all easements, 

right-of-way lines, setback lines, agreements or other similar matters.  

3:  Subsurface buildings, improvements and/or Environmental issues may exist on site that we were not made 

aware of and therefore were not examined or considered during the process of this survey. 
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CLIENT NAME: 

Scott Rech

PROJECT ADDRESS

1402 Ripley Street East

Litchfield, MN

HORIZONTAL DATUM:

Meeker County

NAD83 2011

VERTICAL DATUM:

         NAVD88           

EXISTING LEGAL DESCRIPTION PER DOCUMENT NO. 392460

Lot 2, Block 1, CARLY ADDITION, as of public record Meeker County, Minnesota, EXCEPTING 

THEREFROM the North 212.08 feet as measured along the West and East lines of said Lot 2.  

Together with a perpetual, nonexclusive 50.00 foot ingress and egress easement over and across the 

east 50.00 feet of the north 213.00 feet of Lot 2, Block 1, CARLY ADDITION.

Containing  2.08 Acres, more or less.

Subject to easements of record.

Subject to any and all enforceable restrictive covenants.

CERTIFICATION:  I hereby certify that this survey was prepared by me or under my direct supervision 

and that I am a Professional Licensed Surveyor under the Laws of the State of Minnesota.

_______________________________________________

Doug Huhn 

Registration No. 43808 - In the State of Minnesota 
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DATE OF FIELD WORK:    February 25,    2025

DATE OF MAP:     March 11,    2025 
Added Proposed Features:     March 18,    2025 

Revisions per Requested:     April 24,     2025 
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