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City of Litchfield – Planning Commission

AGENDA

Monday, January 13, 2020 – 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. December 9, 2019

III.

SCHEDULED ITEMS
A. PUBLIC HEARINGS: (Packet)
1. Conditional Use Request – by Gary & Catherine Irons at 809 South Gilman Avenue
To allow for an accessory structure relocation onto the property

IV.

NEW BUSINESS

V.

OLD BUSINESS
A. CONCEPT REVIEW OF GREGG SCHILLING & DAVID TYSK PROJECTS

VI.

ADDITIONAL ITEMS
A. POTENTIAL ORDINANCE AMENDMENT – Allow residences within certain business districts
B. JOINT PRESENTATION ON DEVELOPMENT PRACTICES – for City Council & Planning Commission
Presented by WSB on Tuesday, February 25th, 2020, 3:00 p.m. at City Hall

VII.

SET HEARING DATES AND TIMES

VIII.

REVIEW OF COUNCIL ACTIONS
A. VARIANCE REQUEST GRANTED – by First District Association at 101 South Swift Avenue
To allow for a building 82’ in height where a maximum building height of 40’ is allowed

IX.

ADJOURNMENT

Minutes
Monday, December 9, 2019

I.

December 9, 2019

CALL TO ORDER

A meeting of the Planning Commission was held on Monday, December 9, 2019, commencing at 5:30 p.m.
in the Council Chambers of City Hall. Chairperson Asmus called the meeting to order.
A. ROLL CALL:
Chairperson
Commissioner
Commissioner
Commissioner
Commissioner
Commissioner
Commissioner
City Planner
City Administrator

Shannon Asmus
Michael Flaata
Judy Hudson
Larry Dahl
Eric Mathwig
Jeff Woods
Tom Zens
Hannah Rybak
David Cziok

Present
Present
Present
Present
Absent
Present
Present
Absent
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
October 15, 2019, meeting. All members present voted aye.
Motion Carried.
III.

SCHEDULED ITEMS
A. PUBLIC HEARINGS:
1. Variance Request – by First District Association at 101 South Swift Avenue
To allow for a building 82’ in height where a maximum building height of 40’ is allowed
City Administrator, Dave Cziok, provided an overview of the request. He reviewed the
consistency of the request with the standards for granting a variance.
11 findings of fact offered by staff were presented to the Commissioners by City
Administrator Cziok.
Staff recommendation and potential action were reviewed.
Commissioner Asmus questioned if the proposed roof stack is shorter in height than the
existing one. Administrator Cziok confirmed that it is.
Commissioner Flaata asked if the recommendations by Bolton & Menk need to be added
as conditions to the variance request. Cziok said that as he read through them, most of
the recommendations are part of ordinance requirements so they wouldn’t need to be
added.
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Commissioner Asmus asked Administrator Cziok if the City has been presented with a
master plan by First District. Cziok stated that City staff has been given an overview of
long-term plans. Some items may have shifted slightly, but this is probably something
that the Commission has not seen. Asmus expressed concern that approving one item
might be ok but four and five items might become a hinderance; would be nice to know
what is coming next. Administrator Cziok said in his opinion, First District is kind of land
locked and they are trying to figure out the best way to get milk from all over into one
facility.

Commissioner Asmus asked if when presented with items such as this building height
variance, does City staff ask if there are other options. Administrator Cziok explained that
when City Planner Rybak reviews the request with the applicant, she does ask what other
alternatives there are.
Commissioner Asmus raised a concern and observation about tree coverage that was
required as a condition on the CUP granted for the new parking lot not being there.
Administrator Cziok stated that City Planner Rybak shared the file where she tracks the
conditions made on the request and out of the fifteen conditions, thirteen have been met.
The trees have been planted as per the plan but the plan shows the trees in full size. A
couple ways to correct this is ask FDA to plant more for now and move them as they mature
or leave the condition as unmet.
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 5:48 p.m., December 9, 2019,
to consider a Variance Request by First District Association at 101 South Swift Avenue to
allow for a building eighty-two (82) feet in height where a maximum building height of forty
(40) feet is allowed.
An attendance list is on file.
No written comments were received.
Russ Albrecht, representing First District Association, was present to explain the request
and answer any questions. He first explained that he has reviewed the CUP screening
condition between South Austin Ave and South Swift Ave. He said that doubling the
amount of trees currently there still wouldn’t provide 100% coverage. He understands the
concern and could offer placing a fence until the trees mature enough to provide the
screening. Commissioner Asmus requested that he works with City staff to find a solution,
to which Albrecht agreed.
In regards to the variance request, Commissioner Hudson asked what kind of noise there
will be. Albrecht said there will be some, but not much. Commissioner Asmus asked if the
two dryer buildings will operate simultaneously. Albrecht explained that the two dryers
process different things so yes, they will run at the same time.
Commissioner Asmus asked Albrecht if there are any other options or is this what FDA
needs. Albrecht stated this is what they need.
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Commissioner Woods asked if this is the last of the dryers needed. Albrecht said that it is.
He presented the Commission with a plan showing all the different additions and
expansions for them to review.
Following discussion, no further comments were heard and the hearing was closed at
approximately 5:58 p.m.
Discussion amongst the commissioners was had in regards to adding a condition for 100%
visual coverage between South Austin Avenue and South Swift Avenue.
Commissioners asked Administrator Cziok if any written comments were received to which
he stated there were none received from residents but Commissioner Mathwig sent in his
comments and that he was in favor of a recommendation to approve the request.
Based on the submitted plans and findings of facts, and a condition that First District
Association works with City staff on providing 100% visual coverage between South Austin
Avenue and South Swift Avenue, a motion to approve the proposed Variance Request by
First District Association at 101 South Swift Avenue was made by Commissioner Flaata
and seconded by Commissioner Dahl. Upon roll call vote, all members present voted aye.
Motion Carried.
IV.

NEW BUSINESS
A. PRELIMINARY CONCEPT REVIEW FOR MULTI-FAMILY HOUSING PROPOSAL – by Gregg Schilling
City Administrator Cziok provided a quick overview of the proposal.
Gregg Schilling explained his ideas to the Commission. He would like to start with the 16 plex
apartment building on the north side first. He would like to put townhouses on the east side
of Yale Avenue, but he’s not positive. It depends on what would fit.
He stated that there is a need for every kind of housing right now. Schilling provided to the
Commission blueprints of townhomes and slab on grade four-plex homes recently done in
Redwood Falls as an idea of what he would like to do with some of the development.
Schilling is planning for 1.5 parking stalls per bedroom of each unit. He stated he has enough
real estate that there shouldn’t be any need for variances on the buildings.
Commissioner Asmus asked Schilling if he is wanting the City to put the roads in. Schilling
responded that he has been in discussion with the City on this. It’s still up in the air at this
point.
Commissioner Asmus expressed his concern on needing more time to think about this concept.
Would like to see this come back in thirty days so the Commission has time to talk to City staff
and make sure that everything is done right.
Commissioner Woods asked if when this moves forward would it require a public hearing so
the neighboring residents have a chance to speak. It was confirmed that there would be.
Woods then asked Schilling if he has thought about putting single family homes along Willmar
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Avenue. Schilling said there is no money to be made right now in doing spec homes.
Commissioner Woods stated that there is a need for single family living right now as well and
commented that maybe there could be a blend.
Commissioner Hudson asked Schilling if all of these units would be rentals, to which he replied
they would be.
Discussion was held on parking needs. Schilling explained that he plans to do double car
garages on the duplexes and it may be possible to do a parking pad off to the side.
Commissioner Hudson asked what he had planned for any public amenities. Schilling stated he
hasn’t gotten that far in the plans.
Commissioner Woods questioned Schilling on if funding is good to go for this project or if it
would be done in phases. Schilling explained that he plans to do it in phases and it could take
7-8 years to complete. He would like to start next spring with one 16-unit building and start
the second 16-unit building in the fall. Woods asked if the north part of the development
rezone would be first and then the rest of it can be for further consideration. Schilling said yes.
Commissioner Flaata asked if he is planning on the streets being full city size streets. Schilling
responded that is the plan.
Commissioner Woods expressed that, like Commissioner Asmus, he would like to see this
moved out thirty days for more review. He hopes it works out, but wants to make sure they
are doing it right.
City Administrator Cziok stated how this is a new process for the City. Commissioner comments
are more important right now than questions as some of the questions may still be unknown
at this point. Comments on what they want to see would be most helpful. Cziok reviewed City
Planner Rybak’s staff report. He requested the comments that come back in thirty days address
some of Rybak’s concerns.
B. PRELIMINARY CONCEPT REVIEW FOR MULTI-FAMILY HOUSING PROPOSAL – by David Tysk,
Litchfield Opportunity Zone, Inc.
City Administrator Cziok gave a brief overview of the proposal.
David Tysk, with Litchfield Opportunity Zone, Inc., explained to the Commission some
background on the opportunity zone and what he is looking for. At this time, he is looking to
do a tax parcel split, rezone a portion of it to R-3, and work with City staff on the PUD process
or creating a developer’s agreement. He is also looking for the City’s support for a grant
application. Tysk has presented his concept to Meeker County and he said they are in support
of it.
Commissioner Woods stated that he is not familiar with opportunity zones. Tysk explained that
it is unique for investors. It is a source of capital for them and it creates something new for the
community.
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Commissioner Flaata asked if a tax increment is needed before moving forward. Tysk answered
that it is as well as getting a PUD or developer’s agreement going.
Commissioner Woods asked how traffic would get in and out of the proposed neighborhood.
Tysk said for phase one, there would be a private road off of County Road 34, currently a farm
access road. Commissioner Woods asked if the access is close to the turn lane to get on to East
5th Street. Tysk stated it is not, it is approximately two blocks away. For phase two, Tysk
explained that City streets would need to be extended in, such as East 7th Street.
Commissioner Woods expressed concern with the traffic on County Road 34 and the congestion
that may happen if a northbound vehicle is waiting to turn left onto the private road. Tysk said
that a turn lane may need to be placed there. Other access options have been looked into.
Commissioner Asmus commented that he feels they need more time to review. Tysk explained
that he’s not looking for an answer on access points at this time. He is looking for support for
the tax parcel split, rezone, and a PUD or developer’s agreement. Asmus said he knows there’s
a need for this and can support the idea but they need more time to walk around and gather
questions and comments to help make a better decision for the City. Tysk replied that he wants
to do this in the right process therefore integrating steps into the process. There is a lot to be
done before getting financing and without financing the project doesn’t happen.
Commissioner Woods asked Tysk what he wants the Commission to do next. Tysk responded
that he wants support sent to the City Council. If there is no TIF or grant, he doesn’t see this
getting done. Commissioner Asmus said that they are ill prepared to give any
recommendations at this time to the Council. If a wrong decision is made it could affect the
community negatively for generations.
Discussion on extended time to review continued amongst the Commissioners and Tysk.
Tysk gave a brief explanation on how the grant works.
City Administrator Cziok reviewed City Planner Rybak’s report. He expressed how the City
needs to be careful on how they handle rezoning all ten acres. They will have little say in what
goes on in the future, provided Ordinance requirements are met.
After discussion on differences between the Schilling and Tysk proposals and brief talk on
financials, Cziok stated he would like a recommendation from the Planning Commission on the
need for developments and housing.
It was discussed and agreed upon that the Commission and City should hold a few work sessions
to continue conversation on the proposals.

V.

OLD BUSINESS

VI.

ADDITIONAL ITEMS
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VII.

SET HEARING DATES AND TIMES
The next scheduled meeting is Monday, January 13, 2020, at 5:30 p.m.

VIII.

REVIEW OF COUNCIL ACTIONS

December 9, 2019

A. CONDITIONAL USE AND VARIANCE REQUESTS GRANTED – by Scott & Debra Engfer at
PID 14-0143010
To allow for a manufactured home, more than 10 years old, to be placed in the R-1 Suburban
Residential District
B. VARIANCE REQUEST GRANTED – by Travis Magoon at 608 North Miller Avenue
To allow for a reduction in the side yard setback for a garage addition
C. CONDITIONAL USE AND VARIANCE REQUESTS GRANTED – by Kyle Bjorkman at 24094 MN
Hwy 22
To allow for an increase in allowable impervious surface coverage and to allow for a currently
nonconforming use to be expanded
IX.

ADJOURNMENT
Commissioner Asmus adjourned the meeting at 7:48 p.m.

David Cziok
City Administrator
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PUBLIC HEARINGS

A. 1.
Conditional Use Request
By Gary & Catherine Irons
at 809 South Gilman Avenue

CITY OF LITCHFIELD MEMORANDUM
To:

Planning Commission Members
David Cziok, City Administrator

From:

Hannah Rybak, City Planner

Date:

Planning Commission Regular Meeting for January 13, 2020

Request:

Request for approval of a Conditional Use Permit for an accessory
structure relocation to the property located at 809 South Gilman
Avenue, PID: 27-2199000

701 XENIA AVENUE S | SUITE 300 | MINNEAPOLIS, MN | 55416 | 763. 541. 4800 | WSBENG. COM

GENERAL INFORMATION
Applicant:

Gary & Catherine Irons

Location:

809 South Gilman Avenue

Existing Land Use /
Zoning:

Single-Family Residential; zoned R-1 Residential District

Surrounding Land
Use / Zoning:

North:
East:
South:
West:

Comprehensive Plan:

The Litchfield Comprehensive Plan guides this property for residential
land use.

Deadline for Agency
Action:

Application Date:
60 Days:
Extension Letter Mailed:
120 Days:

Single-Family Residential; zoned R-1 – Residential District
Single-Family Residential; zoned R-1 – Residential District
Single-Family Residential; zoned R-1 – Residential District
Single-Family Residential; zoned R-1 – Residential District

12-03-2019
02-01-2020
N/A
03-01-2020

CONSIDERATIONS RELATING TO THE REQUEST
1. Overview.
The Conditional Use Permit (CUP) has been requested to allow for an accessory structure
that is more than ten years old to be moved on to the property. The Applicant wishes to
relocate at 14 x 22 foot (308 square feet) single garage to the rear yard of the property. The
property currently has one 8 x 10 shed, totaling 80 square feet. The total accessory square
footage would be 388, which is below the maximum allowable square footage of 1,200
square feet. The Applicant estimates the age of the structure to be between 35 and 40 years
old. The garage was originally constructed within the City of Litchfield and is currently
located in Clara City. Due to the current location, staff is not able to do a pre-inspection of
the structure. The Building Official has reviewed photos of the structure and will conduct an

inspection if the CUP is approved and the structure is relocated to the subject property. The
proposed location of the garage on the subject property meets all setback requirements.
The need for the CUP arises only from the age of the structure.
2. Ordinance Authority.
Chapter 154, Section 80, provides the procedure for Conditional Use Permits.
Chapter 154, Section 313, describes the process required for a building relocation.
Chapter 154, Section 270 provides minimum lot requirements.
3. Conditional Use Permit Request Evaluation
The Planning Commission’s recommendation shall be based upon, but not limited to, the
following findings:
1. The conditional use permit would conform to the conditions as outlined in the Zoning
Ordinance.

Accessory Structure Setback Requirements
Minimum Requirement

Proposed

Distance from the
principal structure
North side Setback

10 feet

30 feet

3 feet

14 feet

Rear Setback

3 feet

29 feet

Accessory structure
square footage

1,200 sq. ft. max

388 sq. ft.

Criteria met.
2. That the Conditional Use Permit would not have an adverse effect on the use, value or
appearance and of the uses already permitted in the area.
The proposed accessory structure will fit well in the area. It will not negatively affect the
neighborhood. Criteria met.
3. That the Conditional Use Permit would not impede the normal and orderly development
and improvement of the surrounding property.
Criteria met.
4. That the Conditional Use Permit would not be detrimental to the public welfare, safety,
order, convenience, prosperity or general welfare of the community.
Criteria met.
5. That the Conditional Use Permit would have adequate utilities, access roads, drainage,
parking and other facilities.
N/A. Criteria met.
6. That the Conditional Use Permit would not adversely affect the existing uses because of
traffic generation, noise, glare, general unsightliness or other nuisance characteristics.
The CUP will not increase noise, glare, general unsightliness or any other nuisance
characteristics. Criteria met.

7. That denying the Conditional Use Permit would not create a hardship for the use of the
property.
The CUP is required by Ordinance if the structure to be moved is more than ten years
old. Criteria met.

4. Building Relocation Performance Standards
1. Upon relocation, the building shall comply with all applicable building,
plumbing, heating and electrical codes of the City.
2. The proposed relocated building shall comply with the character of the
neighborhood in which it is being relocated as determined by the City Council.
3. The relocated use will not result in depreciation of neighborhood or adjacent
property values.
4. Except as otherwise allowed by the City Council, the relocated structure shall be
ready for occupancy within six (6) months from the date of the relocation.
5. Building Official Comments.
The proposed garage appears to be in good condition from the pictures, structure wise. The
applicant will be required to make any repairs that may arise in connection with the moving
process.
6. Resident Comments.
None received to date.

FINDINGS OF FACT
1. The applicant is requesting approval of a Conditional Use Permit to allow for a detached
garage that is more than ten (10) years old to be moved onto the property.
2. The subject property is located at 809 South Gilman Avenue.
3. The subject property is located in the R-1 Residence District.
4. The structure to be moved is twenty-two (22) feet long by fourteen (14) feet wide.
5. The structure to be moved is one story in height.
6. The conditional use permit would conform to the conditions as outlined in the Zoning
Ordinance.
7. The Conditional Use Permit would not have an adverse effect on the use, value or
appearance of the uses already permitted in the area.
8. The Conditional Use Permit would not impede the normal and orderly development and
improvement of the surrounding property.
9. The Conditional Use Permit would not be detrimental to the public welfare, safety,
order, convenience, prosperity or general welfare of the community.

10. The Conditional Use Permit would have adequate utilities, access roads, drainage,
parking and other facilities.
11. The Conditional Use Permit would not adversely affect the existing uses because of
traffic generation, noise, glare, general unsightliness or other nuisance characteristics.

RECOMMENDATION
Based on the findings in this report, staff recommends approval of the requested conditional
use permit, with the following conditions:
1. The structure must be in good repair and physical appearance. No holes, breaks, gaps,
missing siding or shingles, chipped paint, overall deterioration or any other item that
would be a violation of Litchfield’s property maintenance code.
2. The Applicant must obtain a building permit prior to the structure being relocated to the
property.
3. The applicant must make any repairs deemed necessary by the Building Official
following his inspection.

POTENTIAL ACTION
1. Recommend Approval with Conditions: Motion to recommend approval of the
requested conditional use permit, at the property located at 809 South Gilman Avenue,
based on the findings of fact, submitted plans, and the three conditions outlined in this
motion...
2. Recommend Approval as Submitted: Motion to recommend approval of the conditional
use permit, at the property located at 809 South Gilman Avenue, 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 conditional use
permit at the property located at 809 South Gilman Avenue, based on the following
findings of fact….. (provide findings of fact to reflect denial)

ATTACHMENTS
Exhibit A: Location Map
Exhibit B: Application

Attachment A

809 South Gilman Avenue
Location Map

OLD BUSINESS

A.
CONCEPT REVIEW ON GREGG SCHILLING &
DAVID TYSK PROJECTS

701 XENIA AVENUE S | SUITE 300 | MINNEAPOLIS, MN | 55416 | 763.541.4800 | WSBENG.COM

CITY OF LITCHFIELD MEMORANDUM
To:

Planning Commission Members
David Cziok, City Administrator

From:

Hannah Rybak, City Planner

Date:

January 8, 2020
Planning Commission Regular Meeting for January 13, 2020

Subject:

Planning Commission direction for concept reviews of Gregg Schilling
and David Tysk projects.

At this month’s Planning Commission meeting, you are again being asked to consider the
concept plans for housing projects presented by Gregg Schilling and David Tysk. The concept
plan review process does not require that any action be taken by the Commission. This process
provides the Commission an opportunity to get a first look at development that may be coming
through the formal land use approval process. The feedback given to the developers will be used
as they finalize their plans to be submitted for subdivision and/or rezoning.
At this stage, many of the details have not been investigated or planned by the developers, as
some of the items required for a formal plan are costly to create. The developers need your
feedback on the concept plans at this stage so that they may decide whether to invest in the
creation of full plans and move forward with their respective developments.
Please review the concept plans submitted in terms of the physical development. Financial
incentives and public infrastructure should not be factors of serious consideration at this phase.
The City does have the ability to use development agreements and other mechanisms
throughout the process to ensure that the project meets City standards, but those would come
later on when a land use application has been made to the City. At this stage, the developers are
simply looking for feedback and to gauge whether they have general support for their projects
or not.
Questions to consider as you review the plans:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

What do you like about the development?
What do you dislike about the development?
Does the development fit within the proposed area?
Are there items or amenities not shown on the plan that you would like to see?
Thoughts on street connectivity?
Is there enough parking?
Thoughts on landscaping, trails, playgrounds?
Is there a need for this type of development in Litchfield?
What is the impact of the development on neighboring property owners?
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CITY OF LITCHFIELD MEMORANDUM
To:

Planning Commission Members
David Cziok, City Administrator

From:

Hannah Rybak, City Planner

Date:

December 5, 2019
Planning Commission Regular Meeting for December 9, 2019

Request:

Preliminary concept review for multi-family housing proposal at PID:
27-2879010.

GENERAL INFORMATION
Property Owner:

Gregg Schilling

Location:

Lot 1, Block 1 Park Village Second Addition

Existing Land Use /
Zoning:

Undeveloped; zoned: R-1 Residential

Surrounding Land
Use / Zoning:

North: Manufactured home community; zoned: R-1 Residential
East: Manufactured home community & single-family residential;
zoned: R-1, R-2 & R-3 Residential
South: Single-family residential; zoned: R-2 Residential
West: Single-family residential; zoned: R-1 Residential

Comprehensive Plan:

The Litchfield Comprehensive Plan guides this property for residential
land use.

PRELIMINARY REVIEW
Mr. Schilling has requested that staff and the Planning Commission review his preliminary plan
and provide feedback.
Existing Parcel.
The subject property is comprised of 16.84 acres.
Unit Types.
The project includes a mix of duplexes, 4-8 unit townhomes and 16 unit apartments. The concept
plan shows a subdivision where each building would be situated on its own parcel. The parcels
along Willmar Ave. would remain zoned R-1, and be developed for duplexes through the
conditional use permit (CUP) process. This would provide a buffer between the existing R-1
zoned single-family homes in the area and the new development. The apartment buildings are
located on the northernmost parcel of the development, adjacent to Park Village. The remaining
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lots, along extended Yale Ave. North, would be 4-8 unit townhomes. Both of these housing types
would require R-3 zoning.

Parcel #
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16

*Approximations
Width Length Area
158
149
24,059
162
149
24,344
162
149
24,344
162
149
24,344
161
149
24,269
158
110
17,380
142
110
15,620
162
149
24,138
162
149
24,138
162
149
24,138
162
149
24,138
159
149
23,691
204
150
30,600
204
150
30,600
204
150
30,600
630
274
172,620

Zoning District
R-1
R-1
R-1
R-1
R-1
R-1
R-1
R-3
R-3
R-3
R-3
R-3
R-3
R-3
R-3
R-3

Units Allowed
Duplex w/ CUP
Duplex w/ CUP
Duplex w/ CUP
Duplex w/ CUP
Duplex w/ CUP
Duplex w/ CUP
Duplex w/ CUP
4 units
4 units
4 units
4 units
4 units
8 units max
8 units max
8 units max
48 units max

Parking.
The number of required parking spaces depend on the type of unit.
Each duplex is required to have 2 parking spaces per dwelling unit. This can include garage and
driveway spaces. This requirement would be met with a standard duplex configuration.
The townhome and apartment units would be required to have one space per dwelling unit. No
parking is shown on the plan for the townhome units. The apartment units show 14 spaces in
front of each building, in addition to an unspecified number of garage stalls. Given that, this
requirement is likely met.
Staff notes that 1 space per unit will very likely not be enough to serve the development in reality.
More parking should be added to accommodate couples living together, driving children, and
visitors.
Streets.
The development will be served by public street connections to be constructed with the proposed
development. No private roads are proposed. Connections to existing West 8th Street and West
6th Street (currently dead end on the west boundary of the property) would be constructed as a
part of this project. North Yale Avenue would be constructed perpendicular to the east of existing
North Willmar Avenue. Gaining public street extensions and connections advances the goal of the
Comprehensive Plan and is consistent with the City’s goals for growth.
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Stormwater Retention.
Two storm water retention ponds are located within the development. The first is located south of
the apartment parcel, on the eastern boundary of the property. The second is in the southeast
corner of the property. Contours and engineering details have not been provided at this point,
therefore a full review of the drainage details cannot be performed.
Landscaping.
No plantings have been shown on the site plan. Staff would like to see trees and other plantings
as a part of the project. All yards will be required to be landscaped with grass.
Community/Public Spaces.
None shown on concept plan.
Bulk Requirements.
The concept plan does not show actual building footprints, elevations, or structure details. The
bulk requirements will be evaluated upon the City receiving more detailed plans.
R-1 Requirements:
Lot area: 12,000 square feet (for duplex)
Lot width: 75 feet
Front setback: 30 feet
Interior side setback: 10 feet
Corner side setback: 20 feet
Rear setback: 35 feet
Maximum building height: 35 feet
R-3 Requirements:
Lot area: 3,600 square feet per dwelling unit
Front setback: 25 feet
Interior side setback: 8 feet
Corner side setback: 20 feet
Rear setback: 25 feet
Maximum building height: 30 feet
Recommended Process.
Staff recommends that this development be facilitated through the Planned Unit Development
(PUD) process. The PUD process is a type of land use application that essentially creates a new
zoning district for the subject area. It allows the City to grant flexibility to the developer in
exchange for a public benefit. Staff notes that the development could proceed with or without a
PUD.
PUD, subdivision and rezoning could all be processed simultaneously.
Phasing.
Phase 1 would be the construction of the 16-unit apartment buildings.

December 5, 2019
P a g e |4

The remaining development would be broken into two phases. It is unclear at this point whether
that would be along Willmar Ave. first or Yale Ave. first.

How 'Opportunity Zones' Could
Transform Communities
The new federal program could lure fresh investment to distressed areas. But the clock is ticking.
NOVEMBER 2018

Downtown South Boston, Va. (Wikipedia/Eduardo Montes-Bradley)
By Anne Kim | Columnist

Vice President of Domestic Policy at the Progressive Policy Institute

Twenty years ago, the rural hamlet of South Boston, Va., was a thriving blue-collar,
middle-class community. Most of its residents were employed in manufacturing, such as
at the nearby Burlington Industries textile plant and Russell Stover candy factory, or out
in the tobacco fields.
Today, the once vast tobacco industry is largely derelict (China is now the world’s
leading producer), and the Burlington plant and Russell Stover factory are closed. “We
lost about $100 million in payroll out of this community over four years,” says South
Boston Town Manager Tom Raab.
This is a familiar story for the nation’s rural areas, but Raab is optimistic about a
turnaround. He is pinning his hopes, in part, on the new “opportunity zones” program
passed in last December’s federal tax overhaul. It could generate billions in economic
development for distressed communities like South Boston -- provided they get the help
they need.

Opportunity zones represent a breakthrough approach to community development. The
program relies on an ingenious mechanism for spurring investment: Instead of tax credits
or other traditional subsidies, investors are offered a temporary tax deferral for capital
gains reinvested in designated opportunity zones. For investments held longer than 10
years, that deferral becomes forgiveness -- a huge boon.
Unlike under past tax credits, there’s no cap on the amount that can be invested. What’s
more, the process is simple. Instead of purchasing tax credits through a secondary market,
investors simply create a “qualified opportunity fund” as a vehicle for making
investments. The Economic Innovation Group (EIG), which developed the opportunity
zone concept, estimates that as much as $6.1 trillion in unrealized gains held by both
corporations and households might be waiting to be tapped.
In the spring of
2019 Clarity
hopeful. “We’ve already had a number of inquiries and meetings with potential
was Provided
by Second
investors,” says Virginia Secretary of Commerce and Trade Brian Ball. “A lot of
Tranche of
businesses are looking for opportunities to reinvest.”
Treasury
Regulations to
A couple of potential hazards, however, could derail the ability of places like South
Incent More
Boston to reap the program’s benefits. One is federal regulations on implementing the Investment in
Opportunity
program, which the Treasury Department has yet to issue and finalize. Speed is of the
Zones
essence here. Opportunity zones expire in 2026, and certain benefits are not available forBusinesses
Figures like these, as well as the benefit’s structural advantages, are why states are

investments made after 2019. Final regulations are expected early next year, but the
current administration has proven anything but predictable.
A more significant hazard, however, is that both investors and opportunity zone
communities will need extensive matchmaking to find each other. “A governor’s job
doesn’t end with the zone selections -- it begins,” says EIG co-founder John Lettieri.
“You may not get a single dollar of investment if you don’t work for it.”
Therefore, states will need strategies for marketing and promoting their zones, as well as
identifying promising investors and steering them toward the best opportunities. This
kind of support will be vital for places like South Boston, which is competing against
roughly 8,700 other opportunity zones for investment dollars.

As a community of under 8,000 people in rural south central Virginia, the town has no
budget for slick promotional materials to court wealthy potential investors. Town leaders
don’t rub elbows with Silicon Valley venture capitalists, either. Identifying investors,
Raab says, is “one more ball to juggle” along with understanding the mechanics of the
new program and dreaming up opportunities investors may find attractive.
All of these challenges are eminently fixable if states step up to the plate. In the
meantime, places like South Boston are waiting for the opportunities that could and
should be their due.

Anne Kim | Columnist | akim@ppionline.org | @Anne_S_Kim

States, Cities Add Sweeteners to
Attract 'Opportunity Zone' Investors
With 8,700 low-income communities competing for private investment, some places are topping on the
incentives to make themselves stand out.
BY J. BRIAN CHARLES | APRIL 17, 2019 AT 3:23 PM

Downtown Charles Town is one of 55 "opportunity zones" in West Virginia. (Shutterstock)

Opportunity, it is said, only knocks once. So when it comes to attracting private developers to
invest in so-called opportunity zones, several states and cities are working hard to make
themselves stand out.
The zones were created in the 2017 federal tax overhaul as a way to entice companies to
invest in underdeveloped areas. A company can reduce the capital gains taxes it owes on
previous investments if it invests in low-income communities that have been designated as
opportunity zones. On Wednesday, the Trump administration released new guidelines for the
program.
But with 8,700 opportunity zones across the country -- many in big cities that already attract
considerable development dollars -- some places are worried about distinguishing
themselves. What would make an investment in, say, Oklahoma City any more attractive
than one in Boston?
So state and local governments are adding incentives to help make themselves even more
desirable.
West Virginia lawmakers are looking at an income tax exemption for new opportunity zone
investment. Florida is trying to align its opportunity zones with preexisting enterprise zones,
which would give investors the benefits of both programs. In Connecticut, some legislators

want to exempt historic preservation requirements in opportunity zones if the building has
been vacant for more than five years. Maryland lawmakers are considering two bills -- one
that would offer tax credits to opportunity zone businesses that hire former inmates and
another that would offer historic preservation tax credits to businesses that locate in
opportunity zones.
“You’re seeing OZs prompt a number of common-sense reforms,” says John Lettieri,
president and CEO of the Economic Innovation Group, the Washington, D.C.-based think
tank that drafted the opportunity zone legislation.
At the local level, five mayors -- of Erie, Pa.; Louisville, Ky.; Oklahoma City; South Bend,
Ind., and Stockton, Calif. -- have released an investment plan aimed at attracting opportunity
zone investment.
Oklahoma City's downtown opportunity zone also covers its tax increment financing district,
allowing investors to benefit from both programs. And thanks to a 2017 ballot initiative in
which voters approved $50 million for job creation, the city is able to negotiate additional tax
incentives for businesses in return for an agreed-upon number of jobs to be created. Mayor
David Holt says he plans to use all the tools available to attract opportunity zone businesses
to his city.
“If you are looking for ways for cities to not just sit back and wait for people to invest in
opportunity zones," Holt says, "we have a little to play with.”
Still, attracting businesses to small and midsize cities remains a challenge. Oklahoma City,
for all of its efforts, has not yet secured an investment in any of its 117 opportunity zones.
But Holt remains optimistic. He says the opportunity zone program has already put cities like
his on the map and that investors are considering places they may not have looked at in the
past.
“If nothing else, opportunity zones get people looking around at places around the country,”
Holt says. “So maybe people look at the best deal in OKC and invest here instead of the
200th best deal in Los Angeles.”

J. Brian Charles | Staff Writer | jbcharles@governing.com | @JBrianCharles

Litchfield's OZ is within the red
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Qualified Opportunity Fund Benefits
DEFERRAL OF CAPITAL GAINS
Any Capital Gains can be invested into an Opportunity Fund. By investing in an
Opportunity Fund, the invested Capital Gains do not need to be recognized when the
investment is sold or exchanged or until December 31, 2026.
REDUCTION OF CAPITAL GAINS
After holding an investment in the Opportunity Zone Fund for seven years the Capital
Gains tax on the original Capital Gains is reduced by 15%. This is the equivalent of
having a 15% step-up in basis on the initial investment.
NO CAPITAL GAINS TAX ON FUND PROFITS
After holding an investment in the Opportunity Fund for at least ten years, an investor’s
disposition of an investment in the Opportunity Fund does not result in any additional
federal income taxes

Qualified Opportunity Fund General Rules
1. A Qualified Opportunity Fund is an investment vehicle classified as a corporation
or a partnership and that was formed for the purpose of investing in “qualified
opportunity zone property.”
2. At least 90% of the Qualified Opportunity Funds assets must be invested in
qualified opportunity zone property.
3. Capital Gains that are invested in an Opportunity Fund money must constitute
equity not debt.
4. Properties in which the fund invests (directly or indirectly) generally must be
substantially improved within 30 months or have their original use
commence with the Opportunity Fund in the Opportunity Zone.
5. The Fund generally intends to engage in ground up development or "substantially
improve" an existing property by investing new money into a property in the
amount of the original purchase price of the property allocable to purchased
building(s) on the land.
6. Eligible Capital Gains for investment into the Opportunity Fund include
gains recognizable from taxable exchanges such as: the sale of stocks or
bonds, the sale of a property, or the sale of an interest in a partnership.
7. Both long term and short term Capital Gains can be invested into an Opportunity
Fund.
8. Gains taxed as ordinary income and gains from certain derivative contracts are not
eligible for qualifying investment.
9. Each Investor generally must invest Capital Gains into Opportunity Fund
within 180 days of realizing Capital Gains.
10. Investor generally must make an election to defer gain in the tax return for the
year of the Capital Gains and the investment in the Opportunity Fund and are
solely responsible for ensuring eligibility and qualification in each Investor's
individual circumstances.
11. Many taxpayers can defer Capital Gains through Opportunity Fund investment
including: individuals, C corporations (including REITs and RICs), partnerships
and trusts.
12. Only investors with qualifying Capital Gains are eligible for Opportunity
Fund tax benefits.
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CITY OF LITCHFIELD MEMORANDUM
To:

Planning Commission Members
David Cziok, City Administrator

From:

Hannah Rybak, City Planner

Date:

December 5, 2019
Planning Commission Regular Meeting for December 9, 2019

Request:

Preliminary concept review for multi-family housing proposal at PID:
27-2878000.

GENERAL INFORMATION
Property Owner:

David Tysk

Location:

Outlot A, Arnold’s Addition

Existing Land Use /
Zoning:

Farmland; zoned: R-1 Residential

Surrounding Land
Use / Zoning:

North: Farmland; zoned: R-1 Residential
East: Single-family residential &; zoned: A Agricultural Preservation
(Meeker County)
South: Single-family residential; zoned: R-1 Suburban Residential
(Meeker County)
West: Single-family residential; zoned: R-1 Residential

Comprehensive Plan:

The Litchfield Comprehensive Plan guides this property for residential
land use.

PRELIMINARY REVIEW
Mr. Tysk has requested that staff and the Planning Commission review his preliminary plan and
provide feedback.
Existing Parcel.
The subject property is comprised of 24.48 acres.
Unit Types.
The project includes a mix of duplexes, 4 unit townhomes and 30 unit apartments. The concept
plan would require a lot split. All of the housing units would be situated on one parcel (Lot 2 on
concept plan). This would require Lot 2 to be zoned R-3. The other parcel resulting from the lot
split (Lot 1) would remain zoned R-1 and continue to be used for farming.

December 5, 2019
P a g e |2

Number Proposed

Number of Units

2 Unit Villas
(duplex)
4 Unit Townhomes

6

12

Lot Area Required
(3,600 sq. ft. per DU)
43,200 sq. ft.

4

16

57,600 sq. ft.

30 Unit Apartments

2

60

216,000 sq. ft.

TOTALS

12

88

316,800 sq. ft.

The lot split would result in Lot 2 being comprised of 10 acres, or 435,628 square feet. This is
more than enough area to support the proposed 88 residential units.
Parking.
The number of required parking spaces depend on the type of unit.
Each duplex is required to have 2 parking spaces per dwelling unit. This can include garage and
driveway spaces. It is assumed that these units would have attached garages. This would meet
the parking requirement.
The townhome and apartment units would be required to have one space per dwelling unit. Small
driveways have been shown on the plan for the townhome units. It is assumed that these units
would contain attached garages. This would meet the parking requirement.
The apartment units show 28 spaces in front of each building, in addition to an unspecified
number of garage stalls. Given that, this requirement is likely met.
Staff notes that 1 space per unit will very likely not be enough to serve the development in reality.
More parking should be added to accommodate couples living together, driving children, and
visitors.
Streets.
The development will be served by a private drive access off of CSAH 34 on the east side. A
connection to existing East 7th Street, which currently dead ends at the western boundary of the
property. In addition to the connection, the street shown on the concept plan that connects to the
apartment parking lots and provides access to the villas and townhomes would be public.
The proposed subdivision also includes a street easement running along the north property line of
Lot 1. This would allow the City to connect existing East 10th Street through to CSAH 34. East
10th Street currently dead-ends on the western boundary of the subject property. This advances
the goals of the City’s Comprehensive Plan.
Stormwater Retention.
One storm water retention pond is shown on the northwest corner of Lot 1. No stormwater
retention is shown for Lot 2. Contours and engineering details have not been provided at this
point, therefore a full review of the drainage details cannot be performed.
Community/Public Spaces.
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The concept plan shows a public trail running around the outside of the housing development,
roughly running along the inside of the property lines. There is a playground located to the west of
the apartment buildings. These would be nice amenities that could be used by the existing
residents to the west and the future residents of the housing development.
Landscaping.
The concept plan shows 37 trees planted on the southern half of the housing parcel. This would
contribute to the aesthetics of the development, and provide screening from the higher density
land use.
Bulk Requirements.
The concept plan does not show actual building footprints, elevations, or structure details. The
bulk requirements will be evaluated upon the City receiving more detailed plans.
R-3 Requirements:
Lot area: 3,600 square feet per dwelling unit
Front setback: 25 feet
Interior side setback: 8 feet
Corner side setback: 20 feet
Rear setback: 25 feet
Maximum building height: 30 feet
Recommended Process.
Staff recommends that this development be facilitated through the Planned Unit Development
(PUD) process. The PUD process is a type of land use application that essentially creates a new
zoning district for the subject area. It allows the City to grant flexibility to the developer in
exchange for a public benefit. Staff notes that the development could proceed with or without a
PUD.
A PUD, subdivision and rezoning could all be processed simultaneously.
Phasing.
The phasing plan provided breaks the development out into two phases. The first would include
the construction of the two 30 unit apartment buildings. These buildings would be accessed from
the proposed private drive off of CSAH 34. The two buildings, two garages, parking lots,
playground and walking trail would be constructed during Phase 1.
Phase 2 would include the rest of the development; the public street connection to East 7th Street,
the internal streets and the construction of the villas and townhomes.
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