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Monday, February 8th, 2021

City of Litchfield – Planning Commission

AGENDA

Monday, February 8, 2021 – 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 14, 2020

III.

SCHEDULED ITEMS
A. PUBLIC HEARINGS: (Packet)
1. CHANGE OF ZONING REQUEST – by Zion Lutheran Church at 504 N Gilman Avenue
Change of Zoning from R-1 to B-1 to allow the property to operate a commercial kitchen in
addition to the existing church operations

IV.

NEW BUSINESS
A. POTENTIAL ORDINANCE AMENDMENTS DISCUSSION
B. PLANNING, ZONING, BUILDING INSPECTIONS, & CODE ENFORCEMENT DEPARTMENTAL REVIEW
C. HPC/PC JOINT MEETING DISCUSSION

V.

OLD BUSINESS

VI.

ADDITIONAL ITEMS

VII.

SET HEARING DATES AND TIMES

VIII.

REVIEW OF COUNCIL ACTIONS
A. CONDITIONAL USE REQUEST DENIED – by Brenda Lindom at 321 N Swift Avenue
Kennel license for five (5) personal dogs
B. CONDITIONAL USE REQUEST DENIED – by Keith Schulte at 518 E 1st Street
Retroactive request for a structure move onto the property

IX.

ADJOURNMENT

Minutes
Monday, December 14th, 2020

I.

December 14, 2020

CALL TO ORDER

A meeting of the Planning Commission was held on Monday, December 14, 2020, commencing at 5:30 p.m. in the
Council Chambers of City Hall. Chairperson Asmus called the meeting to order. This meeting was conducted via
videoconferencing pursuant to Minn. Stat. 13D.021.
A. ROLL CALL:
Chairperson
Commissioner
Commissioner
Commissioner
Commissioner
Commissioner
Commissioner
City Planner

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

Present
Present
Present
Present
Present
Present
Present
Present

B. ANNOUNCEMENT OF ADDITIONAL ITEMS - None.

II.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
It was moved by Commissioner Mathwig, seconded by Commissioner Dahl, to approve the minutes of
the September 14, 2020 meeting. Upon roll call vote, all members present voted aye.
Motion Carried.
It was moved by Commissioner Woods, seconded by Commissioner Dahl, to approve the minutes of the
November 23, 2020 joint HPC meeting. Upon roll call vote, all members present vote aye.
Motion Carried.

III.

SCHEDULED ITEMS
A. PUBLIC HEARINGS:
1. CONDITIONAL USE REQUEST – by Brenda Lindom at 321 N Swift Avenue
Kennel license for five (5) personal dogs
City Planner, Hannah Rybak, provided an overview of the request. She reviewed the consistency
of the request with the standards for granting a conditional use permit.
Two written comments were received.
Staff recommendation and potential action were reviewed.
Commissioner Mathwig asked if a dog has a litter of pups, per the Ordinance, if the owner can
keep the pups up to three months. City Planner Rybak confirmed that is correct. Mathwig
continued to state that once dogs are done with show they are often used for breeding
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purposes. He questioned if the applicant had plans to do that with her dogs. Commissioner
Asmus asked Mathwig to hold that question for the applicant during the public hearing.
Commissioner Flaata asked if the Conditional Use Permit meant that the applicant could have five
dogs indefinitely. City Planner Rybak explained that the commission could add a condition to not
allow the replacement of a dog after the passing of one until she is in compliance with Ordinance.
Commissioner Asmus asked City Planner Rybak how many kennel licenses the City currently has
issued. Rybak stated in the four years she has been here she hasn’t issued any. Asmus then asked
the dimensions of the applicant’s lot. Rybak stated it is 50’ x 150’.
Commissioner Flaata asked if the 400 square foot kennel area was 10’ x 40’. City Planner Rybak
clarified it is 20’ x 20’.
Commissioner Zens asked if having more than two dogs required a kennel license. City Planner
Rybak explained there is conflicting information in the Ordinance and recommends the Ordinance
is looked at and possibly amended. Zens then asked if it is the responsibility of the Police
Department to police the number of animals at a residence. Rybak said that people don’t know
where to call with animal questions and issues and some are unaware the animals need to be
licensed.
Commissioner Woods commented that maybe conflicting information is coming from the fact that
the kennel license portion of the Ordinance is intended to be handled for a business. Rybak
agreed that yes that is a possibility.
Commissioner Flaata asked if the Ordinance means you can have two cats or two dogs. City
Planner Rybak explained that you can have two cats and two dogs in a residence per the
Ordinance.
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 5:52 p.m., December 14, 2020, to consider a
Conditional Use Request by Brenda Lindom at 321 N Swift Avenue to allow a kennel license for
the keeping of five (5) personal dogs.
Applicant Brenda Lindom was present to explain her request and answer any questions.
Commissioner Mathwig asked Lindom if she was planning to breed any of her dogs. She stated
with her retirement she is no longer breeding them.
Commissioner Asmus asked when Lindoms moved to the home. Lindom stated they moved in
October, 2015. She explained that the dogs have not always been there at the same time so
there’s never been an issue. The kennel is in the same location it always has been. Lindom said
she uses barn lime in the summer to help keep any smell away.
Commissioner Hudson asked Lindom how she handles the dog waste. Lindom said it is bagged up
and picked up by Waste Management with weekly garbage pickup. Commissioner Woods
questioned if the smell the neighbors are complaining about is coming from the bagged waste in
the garbage. City Planner Rybak clarified the neighbor indicated the smell was urine, not
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feces. Commissioner Woods wondered if there was a better product that Lindom could use on
the smell, to which Lindom said she is unsure. She said there is pea rock in the kennel area and
barn lime is used twice a day. Lindom also said the neighbor has been over before and never once
mentioned anything about a smell.
Commissioner Woods asked what kind of dogs the applicant is housing. Ms. Lindom said they are
mastiffs and even though large, approximately 175 pounds, they are gentle and friendly and their
young neighbors come over and hug on them. If the dog showed any kind of aggression or timid,
they never would’ve gotten international championships.
Commissioner Asmus asked when Lindom stopped showing the dogs. She said about seven
months ago she retired.
Commissioner Hudson asked how old the dogs are. Lindom stated they are between two and
nine years of age.
Commissioner Woods asked Lindom if she would be opposed to the idea of not replacing the dogs
after death to get her into compliance with the Ordinance. Lindom said she wouldn’t be running
out to get a new one right away.
Stephanie Rech, resident at 307 N Holcombe, owns multiple rental properties in the area. She
wondered if the City would require vet records be submitted each year for the dogs to be sure
they are properly vaccinated. She explained that she feels two pets is plenty and asked how do
we know more people aren’t going to want to do this process if this is approved. Commissioner
Asmus asked Rech if she was opposed to this request to which she responded she
is. Commissioner Hudson asked Rech if she owned rentals next to Brenda. Rech said she owns
multiple in the area.
No further comments were heard and the hearing was closed at approximately 6:10 p.m.
Commissioner Dahl stated that five is a large number of dogs to have but he senses the applicant
is willing to reduce the number of dogs in the home as they pass. He feels once she’s down to
two or three dogs would take care of a large part of the problem. Commissioner Asmus stated
the amount of time that could take concerns him. Commissioner Woods read that a mastiff’s
lifespan is six to twelve years.
Commissioner Woods expressed that he can see the applicant has done a great job with animal
care. He can also see Stephanie Rech’s view as well and questioned if this is approved if it would
be setting a precedence that five dogs is the limit. Commissioner Asmus agreed.
Commissioner Zens commented that there is confusion in the Ordinance and it’s suggested that
it gets looked at and possibly changed. He questioned if this could be a one-time scenario that
has follow-up down the road.
Commissioner Asmus stated that he feels this is a lot of dog in a little space.
Commissioner Hudson asked if there are any state regulations on kennels. City Planner Rybak
explained that if this was for commercial use, then yes, the state has regulations, but in this case
it is not commercial and there are none.
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Commissioner Flaata suggested a condition is placed to reduce the number of dogs as they pass
and any complaints to the Police Department get brought back to the Commission for review. City
Planner Rybak said a condition to review the CUP could be added. Flaata said he would agree to
that.
Commissioner Zens asked for clarification if anything was found from the police report. Rybak
explained that upon inspection, the complaint was unfounded.
Commissioner Mathwig asked Rybak what the distance is between the kennel and the property
owner to the south. Rybak said it is approximately fifteen feet.
Commissioner Mathwig stated that Ms. Lindom did what she should’ve done, however he can’t
support five large animals on a lot the size that it is. Commissioners Asmus and Hudson were in
agreement. Commissioner Flaata also agreed, stating he wouldn’t want five dogs that size next
door.
Commissioner Zens asked Commissioner Asmus to review the conditions City Planner Rybak set
forth to add to the CUP. Commissioner Mathwig asked if a sixth condition could be added to do
a followup on the permit in six months. Rybak said that could be done.
Commissioner Zens suggested a seventh condition be added that over time the applicant be in
compliance with the two dog rule in the Ordinance.
Commissioner Flaata made a motion to approve the Conditional Use Permit by Brenda Lindom, at
321 N Swift Avenue, with the five conditions suggested by City Planner Rybak, adding a sixth
condition that a follow up be done on the permit in July, 2021, and a seventh condition that the
applicant over time works towards compliance with the Ordinance. Commissioner Dahl seconded
this motion. Upon roll call vote, Commissioners Flaata, Dahl, and Zens voted aye with
Commissioners Asmus, Hudson, Mathwig, and Woods voting nay.
Motion denied.
After further discussion, Commissioner Mathwig made a motion, seconded by Commissioner
Woods, to deny the Conditional Use Permit to Brenda Lindom at 321 N Swift Avenue, to allow a
kennel license for five personal dogs. Upon roll call vote, Commissioners Asmus, Hudson,
Mathwig, and Woods voted aye with Commissioners Flaata, Dahl, and Zens voting nay.
Motion carried.

2. CONDITIONAL USE REQUEST – by Keith Schulte at 518 E 1st Street
Retroactive request for a structure move onto the property
City Planner, Hannah Rybak, provided an overview of the request. She reviewed the consistency
of the request with the standards for granting a conditional use permit.
No written comments were received.
Staff recommendation and potential action were reviewed.
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Commissioner Dahl questioned if the Commission would be setting a precedence by allowing this
project to be done before getting proper permission and permits. City Planner Rybak stated it’s
not ideal.
Commissioner Woods asked City Planner Rybak if she knew where the garage came from and
when it was moved onto the property. Rybak stated she did not know where it came from and it
was placed on the property approximately a month ago.
City Planner Rybak explained to the Commission that they can place a condition on the CUP with
a deadline for the applicant to meet all conditions of the permit.
Commissioner Asmus asked if there was a business going on at the property or anything else the
Commission should be aware of. City Planner Rybak stated there were complaints on the
property this summer. A code enforcement letter was sent to the applicant outlining the
violations. At that time, the applicant told Rybak the issue in the rear yard was prep for the
garage. She informed him at that time that an application for a conditional use would be required.
Commissioner Woods asked if there was a fine for doing this work prior to a permit. City Planner
Rybak explained that the Conditional Use Permit fee was the standard $300 but the building
permit fee would double for doing work prior to a permit.
Commissioner Hudson asked if a performance bond would be required. Rybak said not in this
case because it is not a home. If conditions of the permit were not met, it would go through the
court process to order removal of the garage.
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 6:56 p.m., December 14, 2020, to consider a
retroactive Conditional Use Permit request by Keith Schulte at 518 E 1st St for a garage structure
move.
Applicant Keith Schulte was present to answer any questions and explain his request. He stated
he plans to fix the garage up. He got a good deal on it at the last minute. Schulte said as soon as
the garage was brought to his property, he called Building Official Jim Tews over to take a look
and at that time Tews informed him he would need a permit. He continued to explain that he is
landscaping his whole yard and planning to sell the property as he’s outgrown it.
Commissioner Woods asked Mr. Schulte why, if planning on moving, is he moving in the
garage. Schulte responded to increase the property value.
Commissioner Hudson asked Schulte what he would do if he sold the property before the garage
was finished. Schulte said he didn’t know and in turn asked what the City would do. City Planner
Rybak commented that would likely need to be worked out in the purchase agreement.
Commissioner Zens questioned Mr. Schulte if it would be realistic to work on the exterior right
now before the foundation since that can’t be done at this time. Schulte replied that is his
plan. He plans to put a steel roof on and siding to match the house.
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Commissioner Asmus asked Schulte if he had any concerns with the conditions that are suggested
to be applied to the CUP. Schulte said he has no concerns.
No further comments were heard and the hearing was closed at approximately 7:03 p.m.
Commissioner Mathwig suggested a tenth condition to impose a six month completion date, more
specifically June 1, 2021.
Commissioner Mathwig made a motion to recommend approval of the Conditional Use Permit
request by Keith Schulte at 518 E 1st Street to allow a retroactive request for a garage structure
move, based on the findings of fact, submitted plans, and the ten conditions outlined in this
motion:
1. The roof of the structure must be replaced.
2. The siding of the structure must be repaired or replaced.
3. The windows on the structure must be repaired, replaced, or eliminated.
4. The end wall of the structure with the overhead and standard doors must be
completely rebuilt to Building Code standards.
5. A foundation for the building must be constructed.
6. The original drainage patterns must be maintained so there are no impacts to the
adjacent properties.
7. The Applicant must bring the property’s driveway into conformance with Zoning Code
requirements.
8. All areas of the yard, outside of the approved driveway, must be returned to grass.
9. The Applicant must provide a site plan for bringing the yard into conformance with
zoning and engineering requirements along with a building permit application for
review. The site plan must include details on the amount of proposed impervious
surface coverage. No work shall commence until a building permit has been issued.
10. All conditions must be met by June 1, 2021.
This motion was seconded by Commissioner Dahl. All members present voted aye.
Motion Carried.
IV.

NEW BUSINESS

V.

OLD BUSINESS
A. HPC/PC JOINT MEETING DISCUSSION
Commissioner Asmus reviewed how these discussions came about and the meetings that have taken place
to this point. He explained that conversation needs to keep going with the HPC, the Planning Commission,
the City Council, and City Administration.
Commissioner Woods expressed that he was disappointed in the last meeting. In the long run, he feels
they need to try to decide who is in charge when a property owner downtown wants to do something.
Commissioner Mathwig asked Commissioner Asmus if it’s possible to set up multiple opportunities for
community engagement in these discussions. Asmus responded that is a question for Mid-MN, what we
can and cannot do.
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CIty Planner Rybak offered some clarification of who is in charge downtown. The Planning Commission
reviews any land use items. The HPC reviews items with the buildings themselves and the aesthetics of
the buildings.
This topic will be a continued item on the agenda in the future.
VI.

ADDITIONAL ITEMS

VII.

SET HEARING DATES AND TIMES
The next scheduled meeting is Monday, January 11, 2021, at 5:30 p.m., however it is uncertain at this time
if there will be any items for the agenda.

VIII.

REVIEW OF COUNCIL ACTIONS
A. VARIANCE REQUEST GRANTED – by Meeker Memorial Hospital & Clinics at 524 S Ramsey Ave
7’ variance from the required front yard setback of 30’ and 4’ from the required corner side yard
setback of 20’
B. TAX PARCEL SPLIT & VARIANCE REQUEST GRANTED – by SK Properties of Mankato at 125 S Sibley
Ave
9.9’ variance from the minimum required side yard setback of 20’
C. ALLEY & STREET VACATION REQUEST GRANTED – by First District Association & St Pauls Lutheran
Church

IX.

ADJOURNMENT
Commissioner Asmus adjourned the meeting at approximately 7:17 p.m.

Hannah Rybak
City Planner
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PUBLIC HEARINGS

A. 1.
Change of Zoning Request
by Zion Lutheran Church
at 504 N 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 February 8, 2021

Request:

Request for approval of a change in zoning at the property located at
504 North Gilman Avenue, PID: 27-0152000.

GENERAL INFORMATION
Applicant/Owner:

Zion Lutheran Church

Location:

504 N Gilman Ave.

Existing Land Use /
Zoning:

Institutional; zoned R-1 Residence District

Surrounding Land
Use / Zoning:

North: School; zoned R-1 Single Family Residential
East: Single-family residential; zoned R-1 Single-Family Residential
South: Single-family residential; zoned R-2 Residential
West: Commercial & residential; zoned B-1 Limited Business & R-2
Residential

Comprehensive Plan:

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

Deadline for Agency
Action:

Application Date:
60 Days:

01-14-2021
03-15-2021

CONSIDERATIONS RELATING TO THE REQUEST
1. Overview. The Applicant is proposing a change in zoning at the subject property to
accommodate an expansion of the existing kitchen at Zion Lutheran Church. There is an
existing kitchen at the church which serves the church’s in-house programs. Through a
partnership with Lutheran Social Services, the kitchen will be upgraded, and its use
expanded to serve children and older adults throughout Litchfield and Meeker County. In
order to do this, the State of Minnesota requires compliance with the requirements of a
commercial kitchen, per the MN Department of Health. The kitchen area at the church is not
expanding in size but is getting an overall upgrade and new equipment to be consistent with
the State’s Requirements.
The existing kitchen functions as an accessory use to the church, serving only in-house
church programs. Because of the expansion to more of a commercial kitchen use, preparing
a significant number of meals to be served off-site, staff recommended the rezoning to B-1

Limited Business. The commercial kitchen, church and childcare program are all permitted
uses in B-1. B-1 Limited Business is intended to be a transitional commercial district. The
location of this property, on the fringe of residential neighborhoods, is appropriate for B-1
zoning. The Armory to the west is also zoned B-1 Limited Business.
There are no exterior modifications to the property proposed with this request. The
Church’s existing parking lot is sufficient to serve the kitchen.
2. Ordinance Authority.
Chapter 154, Section 36, provides the procedure for a change in zoning.
Chapter 154, Section 290 provides permitted uses by zoning district.
3. Change in Zoning Request Evaluation.
The Planning Commission shall consider the following when considering a request for a
change in zoning:
a. There is a public need for additional land to be zoned as requested and is best served by
rezoning in this area.
The rezoning of the property to allow a commercial kitchen serves the public by
providing meals to children and seniors. Criterion met.
b. Would the granting of the rezoning request conform to the presently accepted future
land use plans for the City as well as current land uses?
The rezoning of this property to Limited Business make sense in the context of the area.
The property is situated on the edge of residential, next to a school property and with
another commercially zoned property across the street. If the Church were to sell the
property in the future, B-1 zoning makes sense. It is highly unlikely that the property
would be converted to residential use and the Limited Business zoning district is
intended to be transitional between uses. Criterion met.
c. Would the rezoning adversely affect property values of adjacent landowners to an
unreasonable degree?
The rezoning of this parcel will have virtually no impact on the area. The proposed use
takes place entirely within the structure. The property is configured adequately to
handle the transportation of meals from the Church to external locations. Criterion met.
d. Would the rezoning impose other undue hardships on the adjacent landowners such as
noise, electrical display signs, odors or other nuisances?
The rezoning of the subject property will not create any hardships or nuisance
characteristics. Criterion met.
e. Would any additional public services and/or utilities be required?
No additional public services or utilities will be required for this request. Criterion met.
f.

Is there a reasonable alternative that would eliminate the necessity for rezoning?

There is no other alternative in this case. The requested change in zoning is logical.
Criterion met.
g. Was there an error or oversight in preparing the original Zoning Map that indicates this
zoning should have been included at that time?
Not applicable.
h. Is this change really needed by the public or is it merely a convenience to the owner?
The request is made out of a need for a commercial kitchen to produce meals for
various people/groups within the community. Criterion met.
3. Engineering Considerations.
None.
FINDINGS OF FACT
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.

The subject property is located at 504 North Gilman Avenue.
The subject property is located in the R-1 Single-Family Residence District.
The Applicant has requested a change in zoning from R-1 to B-1 Limited Business.
The change in zoning is consistent with the zoning of the neighboring properties and the
proposed use of the subject parcel.
There is a public need for additional land to be zoned as requested and is best served by
rezoning in this area.
The granting of the rezoning request would conform to the presently accepted future
land use plans for the City, as well as current land uses.
The rezoning would not adversely affect property values of adjacent landowners to an
unreasonable degree.
The rezoning would not impose other undue hardships on the adjacent landowners such
as noise, electrical display signs, odors or other nuisances.
No additional public services and/or utilities are required.
There is not a reasonable alternative that would eliminate the necessity for rezoning.
The change is not merely a convenience to the owner.

RECOMMENDATION
Based on the submitted plans and findings in this report, staff recommends approval of the
requested change in zoning from R-1 Single-Family Residential to B-1 Limited Business.
POTENTIAL ACTION
1. Recommend Approval as Submitted: Motion to recommend approval of the requested
change in zoning at 504 North Gilman Avenue, based on the findings of fact and the
submitted plans in this report to the Planning Commission.
2. Recommend Denial: Motion to recommend denial of the requested change in zoning at
504 North Gilman Avenue, based on the following findings of fact….. (provide findings
for denial)

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A: Location Map
Attachment B: Application & Plans

Attachment A

504 North Gilman Avenue
Location Map

Attachment B
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NEW BUSINESS

A.
POTENTIAL ORDINANCE AMENDMENT
DISCUSSION

CITY OF LITCHFIELD MEMORANDUM
To:

Planning Commission Members
David Cziok, City Administrator

From:

Hannah Rybak, City Planner

Date:

Planning Commission Regular Meeting for February 8, 2021

Request:

Consider possible amendments to the Ordinance

Escrow
Existing Fee Process
Because the City of Litchfield uses consultants for planning, engineering and legal, it is
recommended that escrow funds be considered to pay for land use application reviews.
Currently the Applicant for a land use application pays a fairly minimal fee (usually
$300), and the City then covers the bills from all consultants. Some of the land use
applications recently have required a significant amount of consultant time that the City
had to pay for.
Escrow Accounts, Generally
The use of escrow accounts requires the Applicant to make an escrow deposit at the
time of the application. The initial escrow amount is determined by City staff based on
their estimate of the cost for the city’s consultants to review the application. Consultant
bills for the specific application are then received by the City and paid with the escrow
funds. If additional funds are required as the review and approval processes go on, the
Applicant must make an additional deposit. Upon project completion, any unused escrow
funds are returned to the Applicant. The use of escrow accounts could be implemented
by the City for all land use applications, or for any specific applications that the City
Council deems necessary (ex. non single-family residential applications – these
generally take a substantial amount of review time).
Conclusion
The use of escrow accounts is common in cities throughout Minnesota – this includes
both cities that have staff planners and engineers, and cities that utilize consultants.
Escrow accounts ensure that the City is not paying for reviews for specific developments
or property owners requesting variances and conditional use permits. Generally, if
people are requesting something, they should be paying for it rather than the taxpayers.
There have been months where most of my Litchfield hours have been spent on specific
projects, but those Applicants paid only the minimal fee, with the City covering the rest.
Fee Schedule
The City of Litchfield fee schedule has not been updated since 2017. The attachment to
this memo shows a marked-up version of the 2017 Fee Schedule. This fee schedule
was created shortly after I began working for the City of Litchfield. As time has gone on
working with applications, I recommend some changes based on the knowledge I now
have of the land use application process. Most land use application fees have been

$300, but there are several that were listed as more expensive. I recommend making all
application fees a uniform amount and implementing the escrow account process. This
way, application complexity does not have to be accounted for in the fee setting process.
The Applicant would have to pay the fees through the escrow. This ensures that
applications are charged appropriately based on the time it takes staff to review and
prepare reports on the application. The proposed fee schedule shows a general land use
application fee of $300. If the City Council decides to implement the use of escrow fees
for all applications, the base fee could potentially be reduced.
Park Dedication
Currently, there is a section of the subdivision ordinance that requires developers to
provided parkland dedication or a cash equivalent when land is platted. In recent history,
the City has not collected land or fees as required by the Ordinance. The intent of this
requirement is that as the City develops, additional land is needed to be set aside for
parks. If a land dedication does not make sense for the subdivision, the developer
should instead be providing funds to the City’s Park Fund to be used to enhance the
other parks within the City. The reasoning behind this is that new properties created
mean new park users.
The Ordinance requires five percent (5%) of the land within a new subdivision to be
dedicated for parks. If cash is used instead of land, it is to be the current market value of
five percent (5%) of the land. Staff recommends looking at this amount and determining
whether it needs to be decreased, perhaps to three percent (3%). The City must
determine what the balance should be between being friendly to developers, by having
the lowest fees possible, and ensuring that the City’s parks adequately serve current and
future residents. Staff also recommends applying this requirement to all divisions of land,
not just for land that is platted. Many cities have a “flat fee” option, which is generally
lower than the required percentage. This is useful in administering lot splits and small
subdivisions. This way the applicant can be told upfront that park dedication fees are X
amount per new lot created.
Attachments
Attachment A: Option 1 redline to add escrow language
Attachment B: Option 2 redline to add escrow language
Attachment C: Marked up 2017 Fee Schedule
Attachment D: Redline to park dedication section
Attachment E: Other cities’ park dedication fees

Attachment A
Litchfield – Land Usage
§ 154.030 FEES.
The City Council shall establish a schedule of fees, charges and expenses and a collection procedure
for land use permits, appeals, amendments, conditional uses, interim uses, variances and other
matters pertaining to this Ordinance. The schedule of fees shall be posted in the office of the Code
Enforcement Officer and may be altered or amended only by the City Council. Until all applicable
fees, charges and expenses have been paid in full, no action shall be taken on any application or
appeal.

In addition to the application fees, the City retains engineering, legal, planning and other
consultants who may be involved in the application review process and attend Planning
Commission and City Council meetings for a particular application. All costs resulting from
the review of the application by the City and its consultants, including but not limited to
engineering, legal, and planning must be paid by the applicant. Applicants for any
development request or land use application shall be required to deposit an amount in escrow
with the City according to the attached land use application fee schedule. Failure to remit
payment of consultant fees incurred as a result of land use application review and
consideration may result in withholding Building Permit issuance.

Attachment B
Litchfield – Land Usage
§ 154.030 FEES.
(A) Application Fees. The City Council shall establish a schedule of fees, charges and expenses
and a collection procedure for land use permits, appeals, amendments, conditional uses,
interim uses, variances and other matters pertaining to this Ordinance. The schedule of fees
shall be posted in the office of the Code Enforcement Officer and may be altered or
amended only by the City Council. Until all applicable fees, charges and expenses have
been paid in full, no action shall be taken on any application or appeal.
(B) Review Costs.
a. 1. Initial Escrow Funds. In addition to the application fees, the applicant shall also
deposit initial escrow funds with the City as estimated and determined by the City
Administrator or other Authorized Agent. The initial escrow funds shall be used to
pay any and all out-of-pocket expenses the City incurs in employing Professional
Consultants who review and process the applicant’s petition or petitions.
b. Replenishment of Depleted Escrow Funds. The applicant must deposit additional
escrow funds as directed by the City to replenish the depletion of the initial escrow
funds prior to the City’s final action on the applicant’s petition or petitions, or prior
to final inspection and issuance of certificates of occupancy, unless otherwise
determined by the City Administrator or other Authorized Agent.
c. Applicant Responsibility for Outstanding Out-of-Pocket Expenses. The applicant
must pay any and all outstanding out-of-pocket expenses in excess of deposits of the
initial escrow funds and the additional escrow funds within thirty (30) days of the
applicant’s receipt of billings from the City. The applicant is responsible for all outof-pocket expenses the City incurs. The City will return to the applicant any amount
of initial escrow funds / additional escrow funds remaining after the City’s final
billing of its out-of-pocket expenses.
a.d. City Administrator Authority and Discretion to Stop Professional Consultant Work.
The City Administrator shall have the authority and discretion to order the City’s
Professional Consultants to not begin or to stop work on any petition either before or
after depletion of the initial escrow funds, or before or after the depletion of
additional escrow funds in order to avoid or minimize the City’s accrual of unpaid
out-of-pocket expenses.

Attachment C

Planning & Zoning Fee Schedule
City of Litchfield

Application
Zoning Permit
Variance
CUP (Residential)
CUP (Non-Residential)
IUP
Tax Parcel Split
Subdivision- 3-5 lots

Fee
$30
$300
$300
$500
$500
$300
$400

Subdivision- 6-100 lots

$500

Subdivision- 100+ lots
Rezoning
Site Plan Review
Zoning Letter
Sign Permit

(State Surcharge fees are in
addition to the permit fee)

Temporary Sign Permit
Vacation Application
Park Dedication Fee
(Residential)

Park Dedication Fee (Other)
PUD
Zoning Code Amendment
Comprehensive Plan
Amendment
Reinspection Fee
Retroactive Permit

Remove, proposed escrow would apply to non-residential CUPs
Reduce to $300

Reduce to $300, escrow will apply for subdivisions

$500
$300
$100
$75
0-20 sq. ft.: $40
21-50 sq. ft.: $50
Switch to flat fee for sign permits
$50 or $60 is recommended
51-100 sq. ft.: $60
101 + sq. ft.: $75
$30
Remove, not regulated in the ordinance
$300
$1000 per new lot
3% of fair market value of
undeveloped land
$500 Reduce to $300
$500

Recommended text amendment
to revise amounts for developments

$500
$50
Double the required fee

August, 2017

Attachment D
Subdivisions

§ 152.049 PUBLIC LANDS.
(A) It is deemed necessary and consistent with the city planning of the city to provide in each new
proposed plat or subdivision areas for future development for park and recreational purposes. Each
platdivision of land shall hereafter provide for a dedication to the municipality an area not less than
53% of the total proposed area to be subdivided, less that acreage devoted to streets. This area shall
consist of developable and usable land and shall be located so as to serve the present and future needs
of the community for recreational and park purposes. The Planning Commission and the Council shall
consider the proposed location in relation to existing or contemplated recreational and park sites in
other parts of the community and as to the suitability in meeting the requirements of the city plan.
(B) Land dedicated for school sites shall not be substituted for the land required for park purposes
in this chapter.
(B)
(C) The requirements of this chapter may be waived or modified by the Council, after
recommendation by the Planning Commission, for one of the following reasons:
(1) The enforcement of this provision would act as an extreme hardship to the property owner
because of the size of the tract involved, the topography of the land (zoning areas involved), or the
owner has already dedicated comparable areas in other subdivisions in the city;
(2) The owner is dedicating comparable areas for school or other public use; or
(3) The owner contributes a cash equivalent to the City Treasury for the Park and Recreation
Funds of the city. A cash equivalent shall be a sum set by the City Council in the City’s fee schedule.
mutually agreed upon representing 5% of the market value of the tract in an undeveloped state on the
date the preliminary plat is presented to the city.
(D) When structures are constructed on property which has been previously platted and on which
plat no park dedication or cash equivalent has been received by the City, a cash equivalent, in
accordance with this section, shall be paid at the time of building permit issuance.
(E) When building permits are issued on property which is not platted and not required to be
platted prior to receiving a building permit, a cash equivalent shall be paid at the time of building
permit issuance in accordance with this section.

Attachment E
Litchfield

Hutchinson

5% of area to be
subdivided, less the
streets
5% of area to be
subdivided, less the
streets

7.5% of the undeveloped
site or its fair market land
value
7% net developable land
12%‐15% of the
undeveloped site or its fair
market land value
7% net developable land

Willmar

Dassel

Waseca

New Prague

Cokato

Jordan

Delano

Land

Single Family

Multifamily

5% of area to be
subdivided, less the
streets
5% of area to be
subdivided, less the
streets

Commercial

Industrial
Other

4% net developable land
A negotiated percentage of
land dedication or its fair
4% net developable land
market land value
4% net developable land

5% 8%‐14%

815 SF per resident

10% 799 SF per resident

10% net buildable area

5% 20%‐45%

815 SF per resident

10% 799 SF per resident

10% net buildable area

5%

282 SF per employee

310 SF per employee

10% net buildable area

5%
5%

282 SF per employee

310 SF per employee

10% net buildable area

Cash In Lieu

Single Family

Multifamily

Commercial

Industrial

Not published online

$1000 per new lot
Cash payment
equalavalent to market
value of required land
dedication
Cash payment
equalavalent to market
value of required land
dedication
Cash payment
equalavalent to market
value of required land
dedication
*Plat only

Cash payment
equalavalent to market
value of required land
dedication
Cash payment
equalavalent to market
value of required land
dedication

$215 per unit

Cash payment equalavalent to
market value of required land
dedication

Cash payment equalavalent to
market value of required land
dedication
$420 per unit

Fair market value of the buildable
unplatted land x land requirement

$135‐$175 per unit

Cash payment equalavalent to
market value of required land
dedication

Cash payment equalavalent to
market value of required land
dedication
$250‐$300 per unit

Fair market value of the buildable
unplatted land x land requirement

Cash payment equalavalent to
market value of required land
dedication

Cash payment equalavalent to
market value of required land
dedication

Fair market value of the buildable
unplatted land x land requirement

Fair market value of the required
buildable unplatted land

Cash payment equalavalent to
A negotiated cash
contribution based on its market value of required land
dedication
fair market land value

Cash payment equalavalent to
market value of required land
dedication

Fair market value of the buildable
unplatted land x land requirement

Fair market value of the required
buildable unplatted land

Fair market value of the required
buildable unplatted land

Fair market value of the required
buildable unplatted land

B.
PLANNING, ZONING, BUILDING INSPECTIONS, &
CODE ENFORCEMENT DEPARTMENTAL REVIEW

Memo to Commission
Date: February 4, 2021
Meeting Date: February 8, 2021
From: Administrator Cziok

Subject: Planning, Zoning, Building Inspections, & Code
Enforcement Departmental Review
History
The council has authorized a performance and efficiencies review
of the planning, zoning, building inspections, and code enforcement
department.

Discussion/Consideration
Due to our city planner’s close association with the planning
commission the city council would like to involve the planning commission
in this process. The city council has appointed Mayor Keith Johnson,
Council Member John Carlson, and Council Member/Planning
Commission representative Eric Mathwig. The Litchfield City Council
would like the planning commission to appoint two members to this
committee.

C.
HPC/PC JOINT MEETING DISCUSSION

