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City of Litchfield – Planning Commission

AGENDA

Monday, August 10, 2020 – 5:30 P.M.
Held in the Council Chambers of City Hall
126 N Marshall Avenue
Litchfield, MN 55355

I.

CALL TO ORDER
A. ROLL CALL/DETERMINATION OF QUORUM
B. ANNOUNCEMENT OF ADDITIONAL ITEMS

II.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
A. MINUTES: (Packet)
1. July 13, 2020

III.

SCHEDULED ITEMS
A. PUBLIC HEARINGS: (Packet)
1. VARIANCE REQUEST – by Andrew & Darlene Vossen at 711 W 6th Street
To allow a variance of 240 square feet to the maximum allowed accessory structure square
footage.

IV.

NEW BUSINESS

V.

OLD BUSINESS

VI.

ADDITIONAL ITEMS
A. UPDATE ON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

VII.

SET HEARING DATES AND TIMES

VIII.

REVIEW OF COUNCIL ACTIONS
A. CHANGE OF ZONING REQUEST GRANTED – by David Tysk, Litchfield Opportunity Zone,
at PID 27-2878010 to change zoning from R-1, Single Family to R-3, Muti-Family Residence
B. VARIANCE REQUEST GRANTED – by James Ellingson & Megan Kalina at 30 S Fuller Avenue
To allow one and one half (1 ½) foot variance to the front yard setback
C. CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT REQUEST TABLED – by Rick Rossow at 315 E 10th Street
To allow moving an existing structure older than 10 years old onto the property

D. CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT REQUEST TABLED – by Rick Rossow at 1012 N Armstrong Avenue
To allow moving an existing structure older than 10 years old onto the property
E. CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT REQUEST TABLED – by Rick Rossow at 616 N Ramsey Avenue
To allow moving an existing structure older than 10 years old onto the property
F. CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT REQUEST TABLED – by Rick Rossow at 525 N Miller Avenue
To allow moving an existing structure older than 10 years old onto the property
IX.

ADJOURNMENT

Minutes
Monday, July 13th, 2020

I.

July 13, 2020

CALL TO ORDER

A meeting of the Planning Commission was held on Monday, July 13, 2020, 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
Present
Present
Present
Present
Present

B. ANNOUNCEMENT OF ADDITIONAL ITEMS - None
II.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

It was moved by Commissioner Dahl, seconded by Commissioner Woods, to approve the minutes of the June 8,
2020 meeting. All members present voted aye.
Motion Carried.
III.

SCHEDULED ITEMS
A. PUBLIC HEARINGS:
1. CHANGE OF ZONING REQUEST & SITE PLAN REVIEW – by David Tysk, Litchfield Opportunity
Zone,
at PID 27-2878010 to change zoning from R-1, Single Family to R-3, Multi-Family Residence
City Planner, Hannah Rybak, provided an overview of the request. She reviewed the consistency
of the request with the standards for granting a change of zoning. Rybak then reviewed and
explained the site plan submitted for this property.
No written comments were received.
11 findings of fact offered by staff in packet.
Staff recommendation and potential action were reviewed.
Commissioner Asmus asked if City Planner Rybak could explain the berm a little more. Rybak said
she would let the applicant go into more detail.
Commissioner Flaata questioned if the City requested the roads in the development be private.
City Planner Rybak stated that is the applicant’s request. Commissioner Asmus asked if the
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applicant is then responsible for maintaining the roads, to which Rybak stated he is. Asmus then
asked if the width of the roads is standard size. City Administrator, Dave Cziok, responded that
the road width is not to typical City road width standard.

Commissioner Asmus asked if there is enough barrier between the single-family housing on
Cottonwood Avenue and the multi-family housing in the development. City Planner Rybak said in
her opinion between the existing tree line and the proposed added trees there is enough.
Commissioner Flaata asked City Planner Rybak if the Commission can request for overflow
parking. Rybak responded they can.
Commissioner Asmus asked for clarification if there is only one access onto County Road 34, to
which Rybak confirmed. Commissioner Flaata commented with the site plan as presented, there
is no access to 7th Street which Rybak also confirmed. Commissioner Hudson questioned if it is a
safety issue only having one access into the development. City Planner Rybak said that would be
more of an engineering and/or County issue.
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., July 13, 2020, to consider a Change
of Zoning request and site plan review by David Tysk, with Litchfield Opportunity Zone, Inc, at PID
27-2878010, to change the zoning from R-1, Single-Family to R-3, Multi- Family Residence.
David Tysk, with Litchfield Opportunity Zone, Inc, addressed the Commission and explained his
request.
Commissioner Dahl asked Tysk if he was willing to go up to 96 parking spaces. Tysk responded
that he and his partner felt going that high is not needed, costs more money, and takes away
green space.
Commissioner Woods asked Tysk about his thoughts on overflow parking. Mr. Tysk said if they
must add more parking, it would basically mean going back to the drawing board. He would prefer
to do it in a collaborative way and work with City Staff on it versus being told a number he had to
have. Discussion continued on parking between the Commission and Mr. Tysk.
Commissioner Asmus asked Mr. Tysk to describe the berm proposed. Tysk described the berm as
being twenty-four (24) feet wide with a 3:1 slope bringing the height to four (4) feet.
Commissioner Flaata expressed concern on there being no access to the City for walking and
biking aside from going on County Road 34. Mr. Tysk explained a couple access points that are
existing, but that there is nothing official. He stated he can’t plan anything without knowing what
the City’s plan is with 10th Street.
Commissioner Hudson asked if there are going to be any sidewalks, to which Tysk confirmed there
are not.
Discussion was held on the width of the proposed streets.
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Commissioner Asmus asked Mr. Tysk if there was plan to have a turn lane on County Road 34.
Mr. Tysk said he has been given permission to have the access but doesn’t yet know what will be
required.
Commissioner Woods asked if there is a concept plan for the land to the north of this parcel. Mr.
Tysk said not at this time. The proposed project is about a 4-6 year plan, starting with the
apartment complexes first.

Commissioner Zens asked Mr. Tysk what his maximum space for parking he would go, and Tysk
responded with ninety (90) spaces. Zens commented that it is only six (6) off from using the one
space per bedroom calculation.
Commissioner Asmus asked how wide the parking spaces would be. Tysk said he wasn’t certain
but they should be standard size. City Administrator Cziok clarified the plan shows ten (10) feet
wide by eighteen (18) feet deep.
Commissioner Flaata expressed that he struggles with the width of the private road being only
twenty-four (24) feet wide. City Administrator Cziok said the East-West road off of County Road
34 is thirty (30) feet in width and the others are twenty-four (24). Tysk said there shouldn’t be a
parking issue on the areas twenty-four (24) feet wide as the townhomes and villas have long
driveways and garages for parking. The road in front of the apartments is thirty (30) feet wide.
He also stated the width of the access off County Road 34 is what is required.
No further comments were heard and the hearing was closed at approximately 6:30 p.m.
Commissioners held discussion on the number of parking spaces. Commissioner Dahl felt that
ninety spaces is a reasonable number and it’s not worth getting the deal caught up over six
additional spaces.
More discussion was held on the width of the roads. Commissioner Flaata is comfortable with
the width as long as there is no parking on the roads. He would also like to see a way for walking
and biking access out of the development. City Administrator Cziok said that is something that
the City and the applicant can work together on and not something we would need up front.
Some things can change as the project goes along.
Commissioner Hudson made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Zens, to recommend approval,
as submitted, of the Change of Zoning request by David Tysk, with Litchfield Opportunity Zone,
Inc, at PID 27-2878010, to change the zoning from R-1, Single-Family to R-3, Multi- Family
Residence. All members present voted aye.
Motion Carried.
A motion was made by Commissioner Hudson, seconded by Commissioner Dahl, to approve the
site plan request subject to the following conditions:
1. Any alterations to the site plan shall be submitted to City Staff for determination on whether
they are minor or major.
2. Any major alteration shall require a site plan amendment, with review by the Planning
Commission and City Council.
3. The total parking on site for the apartment buildings must be increased to ninety (90) total
spaces.
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5. Final construction plans and specifications shall be submitted to the City for review and
approval. All improvements must be completed to City standards.
6. Storm water calculations shall be submitted to the City for review and approval. There shall
be a net decrease in storm water (rate, volume, TSS and phosphorus) leaving the site after
construction compared to the existing conditions for the 2-year, 10-year and 100-year
rainfall events.
7. The developer will be responsible for obtaining a permit from Meeker County for the access
connection to CSAH 34. In addition, the developer will be required to complete any
necessary improvements to CSAH 34 as a result of the access and requirements by the
County. Also, the developer shall confirm that the existing field entrance adjacent to the
proposed access will be removed as part of the project.
8. The existing wetland areas shall be shown on the plans. In addition, the developer will be
responsible for any permitting associated with any wetland impacts resulting from the
improvements.
9. The sanitary sewer and watermain shall be extended to the limits of the property to allow
for future expansion. In addition, the sanitary sewer shall be extended at minimum grade
and the watermain will need to be looped to the 10th Street watermain in the future.
10. As the sanitary sewer extends south from the future 10th Street location, the first section is
indicated to be 10-inch diameter pipe. Please clarify the intent of using 10-inch pipe in this
area rather than 8-inch pipe.
11. The developer shall be responsible for all permits required for the development (NDPES
Construction Storm Water Permit, Minnesota Department of Health, MPCA Sanitary Sewer
Extension, etc.).
All members present voted aye.

Motion Carried.

2. VARIANCE REQUEST – by James Ellingson & Megan Kalina at 30 S Fuller Avenue
To allow a one and one half (1 ½) foot variance to the front yard setback
City Planner, Hannah Rybak, provided an overview of the request. She reviewed the consistency
of the request with the standards for granting a variance.
No written comments were received.
Staff recommendation and potential action were reviewed.
9 findings of fact offered by staff were presented to the Commissioners by City Planner Rybak.
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 6:50 p.m., July 13, 2020, to consider a Variance
request by James Ellingson and Megan Kalina at 30 S Fuller Avenue to allow a variance of one and
one half (1 ½) feet to the front yard setback to allow for construction of a front porch.
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James Ellingson and Megan Kalina were present to explain their request and answer any
questions.
No further comments were heard and the hearing was closed at approximately 6:54 p.m.

Commissioner Dahl made a motion to recommend approval, as submitted, of the Variance
request by James Ellingson and Megan Kalina at 30 S Fuller Avenue to allow a variance of one and
one half (1 ½) feet to the minimum requried front yard setback to allow for construction of a front
porch. This motion was seconded by Commissioner Woods. All members present voted aye.
Motion Carried.
3. CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT REQUEST – by Rick Rossow at 315 E 10th Street
To allow moving an existing structure older than 10 years old onto the property
4. CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT REQUEST – by Rick Rossow at 1012 N Armstrong Avenue
To allow moving an existing structure older than 10 years old onto the property
5. CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT REQUEST – by Rick Rossow at 616 N Ramsey Avenue
To allow moving an existing structure older than 10 years old onto the property
6. CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT REQUEST – by Rick Rossow at 525 N Miller Avenue
To allow moving an existing structure older than 10 years old onto the property
City Planner, Hannah Rybak, provided an overview of all four of the Conditional Use Requests by
Rick Rossow. 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 of each request were reviewed.
The findings of fact offered by staff on each request were presented to the Commissioners by City
Planner Rybak.
Commissioner Dahl asked if the plan was to relocate all four houses at once or do one at a time.
City Planner Rybak said in the interest of the City, there will be timelines in place for each project
in a Conditional Use Agreement before City Council approval on the requests.
Commissioner Asmus expressed concern about the six-month completion time-line considering
it is already July. Rybak explained the six months begins when the building permit is issued. She
said she has not heard the applicant’s timeline.
Commissioner Asmus said that he is not understanding the Certificate of Occupancy in City
standards. City Planner Rybak explained it is something the Building Official issues after
everything meets MN State Building Code.
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Commissioner Asmus opened the Public Hearing, holding one hearing for all four requests.

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 7:20 p.m., July 13, 2020, to consider
Conditional Use Permit requests by Rick Rossow at 315 E 10th Street, 1012 N Armstrong Avenue,
616 N Ramsey Avenue, and 525 N Miller Avenue to allow moving existing structures older than
ten years old onto each of the properties.
Sue Dege, attorney for the applicant, Rick Rossow, spoke on his behalf. She commented that
Rossow’s current properties have had no violations of any significance in the last year. He is now
retired and has more time to focus on his own projects.
Commissioner Woods asked Attorney Dege if she has been working with the City Attorney and
will continue to do so, to which she responded yes.
Commissioner Dahl commented that Rick Rossow’s property on the 300 block of North Austin
Avenue has been vacant for nearly 13 years and asked if it was even habitable. Attorney Dege
stated that it is.
Attorney Dege explained to the Commission that having a Conditional Use Agreement in place
will give comfort to the City as it will be enforceable.
Commissioner Asmus asked if Rossow’s plan is to sell the properties once complete. Attorney
Dege stated the intent is to sell, however, they may be rented for a time depending on the market.
Commissioner Zens asked if there is an order to the projects. Attorney Dege explained the first
project would be 315 E 10th Street, followed by 525 N Miller Avenue. 1012 N Armstrong Avenue
and 616 N Ramsey Avenue would be done third and fourth as they require more construction
work than the first two.
Attorney Dege made a request to encourage the Commission not to look at past history with
Mr. Rossow.
No further comments were heard and the hearing was closed at approximately 7:34 p.m.
Commissioner Woods commented that he liked that the properties included garages.
Commissioner Zens stated that the City recognizes Mr. Rossow’s history and they want to protect
themselves against unnecessary issues. With the Conditional Use Permit Agreement, between
the attorneys, they will agree on all conditions to be met. With a CUP Agreement in place, he
does not oppose to these projects happening. He hopes the City will take action to address any
issues along the way. Commissioner Dahl expressed support of Commissioner Zens’s comments.
Commissioner Flaata commented that the City needs to follow through on the deadlines that will
be in the CUP Agreement. Commissioner Hudson stated that a Certificate of Occupancy cannot
be issued until everything is complete and to code. The homes cannot be rented or sold until the
CO is issued.
Commissioner Asmus said in the past there was negligence from the City and the homeowner. He
commented the only change since the applicant’s last house move is that he’s now retired. He
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doesn’t feel that means he will spend more time on the current projects. Commissioner Zens
responded that he will have specific deadlines to follow with these. Asmus commented that the
applicant’s track record shows that nothing is taken seriously unless there’s enforcement.

City Administrator Cziok explained to the Commission that they have the opportunity to table the
requests until the next meeting. He said that potentially some angst could’ve been resolved had
the CUP Agreement been in place prior to tonight’s meeting, but there’s no guarantee that it
would be ready for next month’s meeting either. Cziok continued to explain that everything will
be ironed out by the attorneys and City Planner Rybak will be enforcing all deadlines.
Commissioner Asmus reopened the Public Hearing at approximately 7:51 p.m. to hear resident
comments that were missed in the first hearing.
Gaye Rollins, resident at 310 E 10th Street, wanted to know where the driveway was going to be
for 315 E 10th Street, on 10th Street or North Armstrong. When clarified it would be E 10th Street,
she expressed concern about there already being enough issues with the school being on the
same block. Rollins also expressed concern about the current state of the lot at 315 E 10th Street.
She said Rossow started taking trees and brush down back in April and there’s brush piles
and trees that still need to come down. She’s concerned about the length of time on his project.
Corky Rollins, also a resident at 310 E 10th Street, asked if two houses were going on the one lot
at 315 E 10th Street. Commissioner Asmus explained that one house would be on that lot and the
second on a lot north of there at 1012 N Armstrong Avenue.
Joann Leaf, resident at 325 E 10th Street, asked how the City will enforce the agreement and
wondered if there would be fines for not meeting deadlines. Commissioner Asmus explained the
attorneys will work out those details.
Tonya Bruggman, resident at 1006 N Armstrong, questioned where the driveway would be placed
at 315 E 10th Street because her driveway is along the property line. Attorney Dege explained it
will not be right next to Bruggman’s, but parallel to it. Rybak clarified there is a five (5) foot
setback requirement for driveways, so the driveways will actually be approximately fifteen (15)
feet apart.
No further comments were heard and the hearing was closed at approximately 7:56 p.m.
After discussion, Commissioner Mathwig made a motion to recommend approval of all four
Conditional Use Permit requests, with conditions, contingent on a Conditional Use Permit
Agreement coming back to the Planning Commission for review. This motion was seconded by
Commissioner Woods. All members present voted aye.
Motion Carried.
*Commissioner Hudson excused herself for the remainder of the meeting.
IV.

NEW BUSINESS
A. TAX PARCEL SPLIT REQUEST – by First District Association at 101 S Swift Avenue
City Planner, Hannah Rybak, explained the request, outlining the staff report that was included in the
packet.
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Doug Anderson, representing First District Association, was present to explain the request and answer any
questions.
After discussion, Commissioner Woods made a motion to recommend approval, as submitted, of a Waiver
of Subdivision Regulations for a tax parcel split at 101 S Swift Avenue. This motion was seconded by
Commissioner Dahl. All members present voted aye.
Motion Carried.
B. PARKING LOT SITE PLAN REVIEW – by First District Association/St Pauls Lutheran Church
City Planner, Hannah Rybak, gave the Commission an overview of the parking lot site plan.
Commissioner Asmus asked about the shared stormwater infrastructure and who would be responsible
for repairs. City Planner Rybak said that would be figured out between the two property owners and
recorded.
Doug Anderson, representing First District Association, explained they’re currently in conversation with
the church of stormwater ownership and agreement. There will be an easement for use and First District
Association has agreed to maintain it. St Pauls Lutheran Church will be responsible to replace it at the
end of its life. He also explained that First District Association does not need use of Ramsey Avenue
anymore.
Allan Thorp, representing St Pauls Lutheran Church, explained that First District Association has been a
good neighbor. He said the congregation is in favor of the new plan and the church is okay with vacating
Ramsey Avenue.
Following discussion, Commissioner Dahl made a motion to approve the parking lot site plan review
request by First District Association and St Pauls Lutheran Church, subject to the following conditions:
1. Actual construction must be in substantial conformance with the approved site plan.
2. All bituminous street areas and sidewalk areas disturbed shall be replaced utilizing a
pavement/sidewalk section that matches the existing street/sidewalk. Also, any curb and
gutter disturbed along the street should be replaced to match the existing curb and gutter.
3. All sidewalk constructed in City right-of-way must be ADA complaint.
4. A NPDES Construction Storm Water Permit shall be obtained for the improvements and all
requirements, including inspections, of the permit shall be followed.
5. The appropriate signage shall be provided in the parking lot to guide traffic.
6. The removal of any existing utilities shall be coordinated with the appropriate utility
company.
7. Any damage to the adjacent streets as a result of the construction will need to be
corrected.
8. All work in the Sibley Avenue (TH 22) right-of-way shall be reviewed and permitted by
MnDOT.
9. The plan includes changing Ramsey Avenue to a one-way street with diagonal parking
along the west side of the street, which changes the functionality of the
street. Additional discussion and review will be necessary for the proposed change.
10. The existing utilities within the alley will need to be protected during construction or
relocated.
11. Since the alley is essentially being used as part of the parking lot, snow removal and future
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maintenance and repair will need to be discussed and reviewed further.
12. The storm sewer systems for FDA and the new church parking lot are combined. It should
be clarified on who will be responsible for future maintenance, repair, and replacement of
the shared storm sewer facilities.
This motion was seconded by Commissioner Flaata. All members present voted aye.

Motion Carried.

C. DISCUSSION ON APPLICATION DEADLINE
City Planner Rybak explained to the Commission how she felt they need to extend the application deadline
from three weeks prior to the meeting to one month. Applicants seem to wait until the last day to submit
their information so this will allow her more time to review and prepare the requests. All Commissioners
present were in agreement to change the deadline to a month before the meeting.
City Planner Rybak requested that any engineering or building specific questions the Commissioners might
have on a request be submitted to her ahead of time so adequate responses can be provided at the
meeting.
V.

OLD BUSINESS

VI.

ADDITIONAL ITEMS

VII.

SET HEARING DATES AND TIMES
The next scheduled meeting is Monday, August 10, 2020, 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 Bradley & Jennifer Kusler at 615 Northridge Drive
To allow a seven (7) foot variance to the side yard setback
B. VARIANCE REQUEST GRANTED – by Thomas Torkelson at 802 Estates Avenue
To allow a two (2) foot variance to the corner side yard setback
C. VARIANCE REQUEST GRANTED – by Jeremy & Keri Bischof at 704 W 7th Street
To allow a two (2) foot variance to the side yard setback
D. CHANGE OF ZONING REQUEST GRANTED – by Peter Balbo at 403 E Ripley Street
To change zoning from I-2 to R-2
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IX.

ADJOURNMENT
Commissioner Asmus adjourned the meeting at approximately 8:40 p.m.

July 13, 2020

Hannah Rybak
City Planner
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PUBLIC HEARINGS

A. 1.
Variance Request
Andrew & Darlene Vossen
at 711 W 6th Street

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:

Planning Commission Regular Meeting for August 10, 2020

Request:

Request for approval of a variance of 240 square feet from the
maximum allowable accessory structure square footage for the
purpose of constructing a greenhouse at the property located at 711
West 6th Street, PIDs: 27-2336000 & 27-0024002.

GENERAL INFORMATION
Applicant/Owner:

Andrew & Darlene Vossen

Location:

711 W 6th St.

Existing Land Use /
Zoning:

Single-Family Residential; zoned: R-1 Single-Family Residential

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:

Single Family Residential; zoned: R-1 Single-Family Residential
Single-Family Residential; zoned: R-1 Single-Family Residential
Single-Family Residential; zoned: R-1 Single-Family Residential
Single-Family Residential; zoned: R-1 Single-Family Residential

07-22-2020
09-20-2020

CONSIDERATIONS RELATING TO THE REQUEST
1. Overview. The Applicant has submitted a request for variance that would allow the
construction of a greenhouse on the subject property. The subject property is unique
because it is comprised of two separate parcels. This is a result of the Applicants having
purchased an adjacent piece of property from a neighbor, and the parcel was never
combined with their main parcel. The garage on the secondary parcel was issued a building
permit in 2004 and was constructed to City standards. The garage is 1,200 square feet,
which is the maximum accessory structure square footage that is allowed on a parcel.
The Applicant’s main parcel is 10,625 square feet (85 x 125). The secondary parcel is 12,500
(100 x 125). The total area owned by the Applicants is 23,125
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The Applicants wish to construct a 240 square foot (12 x 20) greenhouse on their secondary
parcel, near the existing garage. They have agreed to combine the secondary parcel with the
main parcel that their home sits on, if the variance is approved. This is desirable to the City
because currently their secondary parcel has no street frontage and contains an accessory
structure with no principal structure. Staff notes that the Applicants could place the
greenhouse on their main parcel without the need for a variance.
Ordinance Requirement

Proposed

Number of accessory structures

2 max.

2

Accessory structure square footage

1,200 SF max.

1,440 SF

North side setback

3 ft. min.

7 ft. 2 in.

West side setback

3 ft. min.

8 ft. 6 in.

Setback from garage

10 ft. min.

20 ft.

The variance requested is to allow an increase of 240 square feet of accessory structure
square footage, over the maximum allowable square footage of 1,200 square feet.
2. Ordinance Authority.
Litchfield City Code, Chapter 154, Section 101 provides accessory structure requirements.
Litchfield City Code, Chapter 154, Section 270 provides setback requirements.
Litchfield City Code, Chapter 154, Section 27, 2, D. provides Variance approval requirements.
Variances shall only be permitted:
1. When they are in harmony with the general purposes and intent of the Ordinance
2. When the variances are consistent with the Comprehensive Plan
3. Variances may be granted when the applicant for the variance establishes that there
are practical difficulties in complying with the zoning ordinance. “Practical
difficulties”, as used in connection with the 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
iv.
The purpose is not solely financial
3. Consistency of the Request with the Standards for Granting a Variance
a. The request is in harmony with the general purposes and intent of the Ordinance.
Allowing a greenhouse to be constructed on an oversized property in the R-1 District is
in harmony with the intent of the Ordinance. Criterion met.
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b. The request is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.
The Litchfield Comprehensive Plan guides this property for continued residential use.
Criterion met.
c. The property owner proposes to use the property in a reasonable manner not permitted
by the Zoning Ordinance.
Staff has determined that the request for additional accessory structure square footage
on a property that is over twice the minimum lot size for the R-1 District is reasonable.
The Applicants could technically place the greenhouse on their main parcel with no
variance, as that parcel currently contains no accessory structures. Allowing the
variance, with the condition that the two properties then be combined will clean up the
two areas of the secondary parcel that do not conform to Ordinance regulations; the
lack of frontage on a public street and the presence of an accessory structure without a
principal structure. Criterion met.
d. The plight of the landowner is due to circumstances unique to the property and not
created by the landowners.
The unique circumstance in this case is the Applicant’s property being comprised of two
lots that exceed R-1 District minimum requirements. It is reasonable to allow additional
accessory structure square footage in this case. Criterion met.
e. The variance, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality.
Granting the variance will not alter the character of the area. The property is large
enough to accommodate the extra square footage. The variance request will not cuase
the property to exceed the total allowable number of accessory structures. Finally, a
greenhouse is less visually impactful than a standard accessory structure, as the walls
are clear. Criterion met.
f.

The purpose of the request is not solely financial.
The request for the variance is not solely financial. Criterion met.

FINDINGS OF FACT
Staff offers the following ten (10) findings of fact for this proposal:
1. The applicant is requesting approval of a variance to allow for an increase of 240 feet of
accessory structure square footage for the purpose of constructing a greenhouse.
2. The subject property is located at 711 West 6th Street.
3. The subject property is located in the R-1 Single-Family Residence District.
4. The subject parcel contains one (1) existing accessory structure.
5. The request is in harmony with the general purposes and intent of the Ordinance.
6. The request is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.
7. The property owner proposes to use the property in a reasonable matter not permitted
by the Zoning Ordinance.
8. The plight of the landowner is due to circumstances unique to the property and not
created by the landowners.
9. The variance, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality.
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10. The purpose of the request is not solely financial.
RECOMMENDATION
Based on the submitted plans and findings of fact, staff recommends approval of the requested
variance at 711 West 6th Street, subject to the following conditions:
1. The Applicant must file paperwork with Meeker County to combine their two parcels
prior to building permit issuance.
2. Construction of the greenhouse must adhere to the site plan provided with the
application.
POTENTIAL ACTION
1. Recommend Approval with Conditions: Motion to recommend approval of the
requested variance, at the property located at 711 W 6th St., based on the findings of
fact, submitted plans, and the two conditions outlined in this motion.
2. Recommend Approval as Submitted: Motion to recommend approval of the requested
variance, at the property located at 711 W 6th St., 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 variance at the
property located at 711 W 6th St., based on the following findings of fact….. (provide
findings of fact that support denial)
ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A: Location Map
Attachment B: Application Packet

Attachment A

711 West 6th Street
Location Map

Attachment B

July 23, 2020

To Whom it May Concern,

We are asking for a variance on our second parcel. Our second parcel is 100’ by 126’. We bought this
parcel on June 25, 1999 with the intent of having more room for our children to be able to play and with
the intent of being able to some day add a shed and a greenhouse.
On the second parcel we have a shed that is 30’ by 40’. We also have a sandbox that is 32’ by 32’.
We are asking for a variance to put a 12’ by 20’ greenhouse in that sand box.
We believe that the sand box is the most aesthetically pleasing spot for the greenhouse. We will not use
up any more lawn or flower beds. We will be using a portion of a sandbox that our children have
outgrown, and our grandchildren will never need that much room. We also have an in-ground irrigation
system so we do not want to move the irrigation lines for the greenhouse.

Gardening is my one hobby and summer in Minnesota is a very short season. I am unable to indulge that
hobby in the winter because Andrew’s allergies do not allow me to have plants in the house. Our
children have all moved out and I would love to be able to spend my winter evenings in the greenhouse.
We believe it will be a nice addition to our back yard. We spoke to all our neighbors when we were
going to start this project and they are all ok with it. Some are even excited to watch the plants grow.)

We understand the rule 154.101.B but we believe this is a unique situation because we only have one
building on that lot. So instead of putting the greenhouse on our first lot and making it look cluttered it
would make more sense to put it on the second.
I have attached photos of lot one and lot two so you can see what the lots look like. I have also attached
a photo of the greenhouse that we are putting up.
Thank you for your time.
Sincerely,

Andrew and Darlene Vossen

Lot one photos

Lot two

The greenhouse

ADDITIONAL ITEMS

A.
Comprehensive Plan Update

July 30, 2020
Dave Cziok
City Administrator
City of Litchfield
126 North Marshall Ave
Litchfield, MN 55355
Re:

City of Litchfield Comprehensive Plan Update
WSB Project No.015774-000

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

Mr. Cziok,
Thank you for the opportunity to work with the City of Litchfield on your comprehensive plan
update. The occurrence of the Covid-19 pandemic right as the comprehensive planning project
got started is certainly not something we could have anticipated. Understandably, priorities for
local governments shifted to respond to the pandemic. WSB remains ready to partner with the
City of Litchfield to assist your community with your comprehensive plan and pandemic response.
On March 26, 2020 WSB was authorized to complete Activity 1 as outlined in the proposed scope
of services that was approved by the City Council. Delivery of activity 1 was expected by May 4th,
2020. Activity 1 deliverable was sent to you via email on May 1st, 2020. The approved budget for
Activity 1 listed in the proposal was $3,740. The job to date invoiced to the City is $3,416.50.
Activity 1 Tasks:
1.1 Existing Conditions Review. WSB team to review existing plans including the
existing land use, zoning, and comprehensive plan designations.
1.2 Demographics Update. Demographics and population projections to be updated to
inform future land use decisions. WSB to utilize our subscription to ESRI Business
Analyst that provides demographic information based on most recent American
Community Survey (ACS) and US Census data.
Activity 1 Deliverables:
1. Survey and summary of existing conditions.
2. Chapter one draft and document design of the updated comprehensive plan to
include mapping updates and demographics analysis and chart updates.
Next Steps: WSB is seeking feedback and direction from the City as it relates to progressing on
Activities 2 through 6. WSB stands ready to deliver on the provided scope and has tools to
manage and deliver public engagement activities and meetings in a safe manner.
Sincerely,
WSB

Eric Maass, AICP
Project Manager
cc:
Hannah Rybak, Litchfield City Planner
Attachments:
Comprehensive Plan Update Proposal

K:\015774-000\Admin\Docs\Memo's to City\July 2020 Memo.docx

March 4, 2020
Mr. David Cziok
City Administrator
City of Litchfield
126 Marshall Ave N
Litchfield, MN 55355
Re:

Litchfield Comprehensive Plan Update

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

Dear Mr. Cziok,
WSB is pleased to submit the following proposal to the City of Litchfield for the preparation of an
update to the City’s Comprehensive Plan. This project represents an opportunity to pro-actively
plan for and set the stage for future development within the community.
As Project Manager, I will lead WSB’s planning team through all facets of the proposed project
and believe that our team provides the following advantages to your project:
•

Community Knowledge: WSB has been providing zoning administration services to the
City since 2016 and as a result our team has extensive knowledge of not only the
community’s strengths but also some of its present challenges related to facilitating
development. We can ensure that our planning process will address those challenges
and provide clarity for future development within the community.

•

Leveraging Technology for Plans that Work: The WSB planning approach includes a
robust backing of technological tools. With this plan we proposed to use a site called
Social Pinpoint. This platform allows for a range of filters and data mining used to extract
useful information and identify whether participants are local, nearby, distant and can
also host surveys, images, GIS information, maps, plans, aerial images and photos in an
effort to articulate issues and questions to the community. This is a very useful tool and is
perfectly suited for the City’s comprehensive planning project.

•

Public Involvement - Early and Often: The engagement experts at WSB bring unmatched
enthusiasm and creativity to involving stakeholders in the planning process. We will
develop a down-to-earth, approachable set of activities and opportunities for the
stakeholders to engage in the planning process depending on their interests and desired
level of involvement.

Thank you for the opportunity to illustrate our capabilities. We are excited about the prospect of
working with you on this project. Please contact either Eric or Hannah regarding any questions
you may have regarding our proposal at EMaass@wsbeng.com or HRybak@wsbeng.com.
Sincerely,
WSB
Eric Maass, AICP
Project Manager / Associate

Hannah Rybak, AICP
Planner

David Cziok
March 4, 2020
Page 2

ACCEPTED:
CITY OF LITCHFIELD
By:
Date:

Project Approach & Work Plan
Activity 1 – Community Profile Update
1.1 Existing Conditions Review. Our team will begin with a review of existing plans including
the existing land use, zoning, and comprehensive plan designations.
1.2 Demographics Updates. Demographics and population projections play a large role in
helping to inform land use direction, as a result we will review and take into consideration
these projections to assessing existing conditions of employment and housing. WSB holds
a subscription to ESRI Business Analyst which is an online data management dashboard
that provides demographic information based on most recent American Community Survey
(ACS) and US Census data.
Activity 1 Deliverables:
1. Survey and Summary of existing conditions
2. Chapter one draft and document design of the updated comprehensive plan
• Mapping updates
• Demographic analysis and chart updates

Activity 2 - Community and Stakeholder Engagement Strategy
2.1 Pop-up Community Engagements. The WSB team’s philosophy regarding community
engagement is that we must go to where the people are already convened to talk to
them. We are recommending the following in person events:
•
•

•

A booth at a nearby community event or festival.
Community Tour/Walkabout: WSB staff along will schedule a time to do a
community tour with City Staff that will include driving to specific locations of
interest to the community as well as walking around the neighborhoods and sites
of interest allowing the project team to talk through and understand opportunities
and constraints.
Community Chalkboard: A chalk board can be placed at key locations with a
question like “I would like to see… in the neighborhood.” On a weekly basis, we
will collect the data and relocate the community chalkboard. This information will
serve to augment the community information gathered to date.

David Cziok
March 4, 2020
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2.2 Online Engagement. No community engagement approach is complete without the use of
technology. With this plan we proposed to produce both a project website as well as
utilize a website called Social Pinpoint. Social Pinpoint is a very flexible engagement tool,
both intuitive and interactive. This platform allows for a range of filters and data mining in
order to extract useful information and identify whether participants are local, nearby,
distant and can also host surveys, images, GIS information, maps, plans, aerial images
and photos in an effort to articulate issues and questions to the community as well as
collecting data. an online engagement platform, which allows polls, surveys, and
opinions to be quickly and easily shared.
Activity 2 Deliverables:
• Project Website & Social Pinpoint Site
• Community Engagement Activities:
o One booth at community event or festival
o One Community Tour/walkabout with City Staff
o A Community Chalkboard will be placed at five (5) local businesses for a period of
one week each to gather feedback from area residents as well as provide promotion
of the comprehensive planning process.
• Summary memo of all community engagement activities and information gathered

Activity 3 – Review of Goals, Objectives, and Policy Guidelines
3.1 The WSB team will review the City’s current goals, objectives, and policy guidelines
contained within Chapter five of the current Comprehensive Plan and identify areas that
may no longer be considered as a best practice or gaps in goals, objectives, and policy
guidelines for current planning issues.
3.2 WSB Staff will meet with City Staff to review recommendations related to possible
revisions to goals, objectives, and policy guidelines
3.3 WSB Staff will meet with the Planning Commission and present recommendations to
revisions to goals, objectives and policy guidelines
3.4 WSB Staff will attend a City Council meeting and present recommendations to revisions
to goals, objectives, and policy guidelines.
Activity 3 Deliverables:
• “Redline” review of current goals, objectives and policies based on currently held best
practices and community engagement results
• Planning Commission meeting to review proposed revisions
• City Council Meeting to review proposed revisions

Activity 4 – Land Use and Housing Analysis
4.1 GIS Data Gathering & Creation. WSB will gather available GIS information from the City
related to Land Use and where necessary create new GIS Shapfiles related to Existing Land
Use, Future Land Use, and Zoning.

David Cziok
March 4, 2020
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4.2 Existing Land Use and Zoning. WSB Staff will create new maps related to Existing Land Use
and Zoning.
4.3 Draft Future Land Use Map. Based on feedback gathered through Community Engagement
WSB will produce a Draft Future Land Use Map. WSB will provide the Draft Future Land Use
Map to Bolton & Menk for their review for any utility issues that may arise based on proposed
future land use designations.
4.4 WSB Staff will create updated Existing Land Use, Future Land Use, and Zoning Maps for the
City.
4.5 WSB Staff will attend a Planning Commission meeting and present recommendations to the
Future Land Use map and solicit feedback from the Planning Commission as to any revisions
they see as appropriate.
Draft Land Use and Housing Chapter. WSB staff will draft an updated Land Use and Housing
chapters including updating of all text and tables to be consistent with information gathered during
public engagement processes and updates to goals, policies, and objectives outlined by the City.
Activity 4 Deliverables:
• Land Use and Housing Maps Including: Existing Land Use, Future Land Use,
Estimated Housing Value
• Planning Commission Meeting
Activity 5 – Implementation
5.1 Updated Implementation Chapter - Within WSB we strive to ensure that all plans we
produce are practical and implementable for our partner communities. To that end we will
produce for the City a revised Implementation Chapter which will include specific tasks
including responsible parties, timelines for completion, and estimated budgetary impacts
to complete so that the City can proactively plan and budget for implementation of the
updated Comprehensive Plan.
5.2 WSB Staff will identify specific implementation tasks related to land use, zoning, and
subdivision ordinances to help the community proactively plan for and provide clarity to
future development expectations within the community.
5.3 As a growing City, Litchfield is facing a housing shortage resulting in peaked interest by
housing developers. To address all housing needs within the Community WSB staff will
prepare specific implementation tasks related to lifecycle housing and housing
goals/policies identified as part of the comprehensive planning process.
Activity 5 Deliverables:
• Updated Implementation Chapter
• Identification of Land Use and Zoning Implementation Tasks
• Identification of Housing Implementation Tasks
Activity 6 – Formal Adoption of Comprehensive Plan
6.1 Prepare Draft Comprehensive Plan

David Cziok
March 4, 2020
Page 5

6.2 Draft Plan Public Open House: Following completion of the draft plan WSB staff will host an
open house at Litchfield City Hall to garner feedback from residents and stakeholders on
components of the draft plan
6.3 Formal Adoption of Comprehensive Plan
• Planning Commission Meeting – Draft Plan Review
• City Council Meeting – Draft Plan Review
• Planning Commission Meeting – Public Hearing on Final Plan
• City Council Meeting – Adoption of Final Plan
Activity 6 Deliverables:
• One Draft Plan Open House
• Two Planning Commission Meetings
• Two City Council Meetings
• Final Version of Adopted Comprehensive Plan

Activity 1 - Community Profile Update
1.1 Survey and Summary of Existing Conditions
1.2 Chapter One Draft & Document Design
1.2.A Mapping Updates
1.2.B. Demographic analysis and chart updates
Activity 1 Total
Activity 2 - Community and Stakeholder Engagement Strategy
2.1 Pop-up Community Engagement
2.1.A - Community Event Booth
2.1.B - Community Tour/Walkabout
2.1.C - Community Chalkboard
2.2 Project Website
2.3 Project Social Pinpoint Site
Activity 2 Total
Activity 3 - Review of Goals, Objectvies, and Policy Guidelines
3.1 Red line review of existing Goals, Objectives, and Policies
3.2 Meeting with Staff on recommendations
3.3 Planning Commission meeting to review recommendations
3.4 City Council Meeting to review recommendations
Activity 3 Total
Activity 4 - Land Use and Housing Analysis
4.1 GIS Data Gathering & Creation
4.2 Existing Land Use and Zoning Maps
4.3 Draft Future Land Use Map & Review with Bolton & Menk
4.4 Draft Land Use and Housing Chapter
4.5 Planning Commission Meeting - Future Land Use
Activity 4 Total
Activity 5 - Implementation
5.1 Update Implementation Chapter
5.2 Land Use and Zoning Implementation
5.3 Housing Implementation
Activity 5 Total
Activity 6 - Final Plan Preparation
6.1 Prepare Draft Plan
6.2 Draft Plan Public Open House
6.3 Formal Adoption of Comprehensive Plan
6.3A Planning Commission Meeting - Draft Plan
6.3B City Council Meeting - Draft Plan
6.3C Planning Commission Meeting - Public Hearing

Eric
Maass
$119
Project
Manager

Hannah
Rybak
$83
Senior
Planner

2
2

4
4

Kristin
Moen
$80
Planner

Ryan
Delwiche
$84
Graphic
Design

4

8

4
8
4
6
22

4
4

6
5
10
4
4
29

12
5
5
8
8
38
8

3
5

4
1
3
3
11

4

4

4
4
12

2
8
2
16

10
8
4
20

2
2
2
6

4
2
2
8

8

8

0

4
4

8
4

12
10

6

4
4

4
4
4

8
2

8

42

6.3D City Council Meeting - Adoption
4
Activity 6 Total
16
28
22
WSB Total Hours
51
100
140
Base Fee
WSB anticipates Hannah Rybak being able to complete 25% of the hours allocated to her during her weekly office hours
Discounted Hours
Hourly Rate
25
$83
Final WSB Proposed Fee

Total

2
10

$890
$1,882
$320
$648
$3,740

0

$1,934
$1,291
$1,230
$972
$972
$6,399

0

$1,210
$83
$249
$606
$2,148

0

$1,608
$640
$804
$2,108
$166
$5,326
$1,210
$404
$404
$2,018

8

$2,604
$1,608
$808
$808
$332

6
16

$332
$6,492
307
$26,123

Amount Discounted
$2,075.00
$24,048.00

Activity 3

Activity 2

Activity 1

Task
1.1 Survey and Summary of Existing Conditions
1.2 Chapter One Draft & Document Design
1.2.A Mapping Updates
1.2.B. Demographics analysis and chart updates
2.1 Pop-up Community Engagement
2.1.A. - Community Event Booth
2.1.B. - Community Tour/Walkabout
2.1.C. - Community Chalkboard
2.2. - Project Website
2.3. - Project Social Pinpoint Site
3.1 Red line review of existing Goals, Objectivies, and Policies
3.2 Meeting with Staff on recommendations
3.3 Planning Commission meeting to review recommendations
3.4 City Council meeting to review recommendations

Activity 4

4.1 GIS Data Gathering & Creation
4.2 Existing Land Use and Zoning Map
4.3 Draft Future Land Use Map & Review with Bolton & Menk
4.4 Draft Future Land Use and Housing Chapter

Activity 6

Activity 5

4.5 Planning Commission Meeting on Future Land Use
5.1 Update Implementation Chapter
5.2 Land Use and Zoning Implementation
5.3 Housing Implementation
6.1 Prepare Draft Plan
6.2 Draft Plan Public Open House
6.3 Formal Adoption of Comprehensive Plan
6.3.A - Planning Commission Meeting - Draft Plan
6.3.B - City Council Meeting - Draft Plan
6.3.C - Planning Commission Meeting - Public Hearing
6.3.D - City Council Meeting - Adoption

Litchfield Comprehensive Plan Update Schedule
March
CC Authorization 3/16/2020

April

May

June

July

August

September

October

November

Litchfield Comprehensive Plan

CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION & COMMUNITY PROFILE

INTRODUCTION TO THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
This document establishes a Comprehensive Plan (“the Plan”) for the City of Litchfield.
The primary purpose of the Plan is to provide a guide for growth and development. This
Plan accomplishes this in two ways. First, this plan establishes the City’s goals, policies,
and objectives. These describe how land use decisions should be made on a day-to-day
basis. Second, a future land use map is included in Chapter three to show where various
types of land use is planned to occur within the City’s current municipal boundary. The
Plan is written using a 20-year timeframe; however, the Comprehensive Plan is meant to
serve as a living document and will likely be amended within the 20-year timeframe to
response to changing conditions within the City. The following provides an overview of the
chapters and information included in this Plan:
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)
9)

Introduction & Community Profile
Vision and Goals
Land Use
Housing
Transportation
Public Infrastructure
Recreation & Natural Resources
Economic Competitiveness
Implementation

The Planning Process
In March of 2020, the Litchfield City Council authorized this update to the City’s
Comprehensive Plan. The City went through a lengthy process to update this Plan which
included a variety of public engagement opportunities as well as reviews by the City’s
Planning Commission and City Council.

COMMUNITY HISTORY
In 1856, Ole Halverson Ness, Henry Halverson,
Ole Halverson Thoen, Amos Nelson Fosen, Nels
Hanson, Colberg and Gunder Olson came to the
township. The Congressional township was
named Ness in 1858, and the lake was named
for Dr. Frederick Noah Ripley, who was found
frozen to death on the shores of Lake Ripley in
the winter of 1855-56. This name was taken from
the name of the election or church district of
Norway, where Halvorson came from in July
1856. Heindrick Halverson built the first house
Litchfield Historic Downtown
and Ole H. Ness built the first barn. Sarah Jane
1
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Daugherty was the first white birth in the township in July 1856.
The Village of Litchfield, the County Seat of
Meeker County, was not even a dot on the map
until 1869, when the St. Paul and Pacific
Railway (Great Northern) established its rightof-way through Meeker County and the railroad
station was erected and named in honor of
three brothers from London, England, (Electus
Darwin Litchfield, Egbert E. Litchfield, and
Edwin Clark Litchfield) all contractors and
heavy stockholders in the railway company.
Trinity Episcopal Church
The first plat was filed July 16, 1869, and lots
were placed on the market at a reasonable price. Lots
on Sibley Avenue in the business section sold as low
as $100 for a 25-foot frontage. A county seat contest
between Forest City and the embryo villages of
Litchfield and Darwin was inaugurated at the general
election Nov. 2, 1869. Litchfield won over Forest City
by a plurality of 82 votes. Very few homes had been
erected prior to this time. The establishment of the
county seat at Litchfield caused a rapid influx of a
substantial class of business and professionals. The
business buildings and homes located in Forest City
were placed on skids and hauled to Litchfield. A few of
these buildings remain to serve as historical landmarks
of this eventful period.
Grand Army of the Republic Hall
The National Register of Historical Places
lists one historic district and three
buildings in Litchfield. These appear on
Map 1B and include the following listings:
•
•
•
•

Litchfield Commercial Historic
District
Grand Army of the Republic Hall
Litchfield Opera House
Trinity Episcopal Church

In addition to these listings, Meeker
County has several historic sites and
buildings throughout the area. Appendix
C contains a list of the ones found on the
National Register of Historic Places.

Litchfield Opera House
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History Highlights
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Splash pad at Legion Memorial Park

COMMUNITY PROFILE
The City of Litchfield is located in west-central Minnesota, approximately 65 miles west of
the Minneapolis-St. Paul Metropolitan Area (please refer to Map 1A found on page 3). The
City is the County Seat for Meeker County, which neighbors Kandiyohi, Stearns, Wright,
McLeod and Renville Counties. West-central Minnesota is well known for its numerous
lakes, rolling topography, and strong agricultural base. The City of Litchfield is the leading
edge of Minnesota’s prairie lands. The City is partially located along the shores of Lake
Ripley, which covers 558 acres. Litchfield is also surrounded by Litchfield Township and is
growing to the east. Main highways, frequent rail service, a local municipal airport,
medical facilities and infrastructure, and updated school facilities are some of the
community’s attractions. Litchfield residents take great pride in their community. The
small-town character and charm is deeply valued by its residents.
In 1996, Litchfield’s main street was officially declared the Litchfield Historic Commercial
District. The City maintains an active Historic Preservation Commission to promote the
preservation and continued use of the City’s historic spaces. Litchfield has a rich history
and it is of utmost importance the community to continue to share it for years to come.
For more information regarding the City of Litchfield, visit the City’s official website at
www.ci.litchfield.mn.us.
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Figure 1: Regional Context
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LITCHFIELD’S DEMOGRAPHICS
This section provides historical, current, and forecasted data on the demographics of
Litchfield, specifically related to population and households.
Population
Litchfield’s population data is presented in Figure 1 below. The table shows that Litchfield
has consistently gained new residents over the last 77 years to its 2019 estimated
population of 6,828 residents. Notice that Litchfield did not see much of an increase in
population from 1980 to 1990 but increased by over 500 people during the 1990s. Overall,
the community has nearly tripled in size since 1930, gaining 3,991 residents.
One of the best ways to judge the City’s rate of population growth is to compare the
growth rates experienced by similar communities. Table 1 does this for some of
Litchfield’s neighboring communities as well as communities with which Litchfield is a part
of (Meeker County, State of Minnesota).

Litchfield Population Growth from 1930 to 2019
8,000
7,000
6,000
5,000
4,000
3,000
2,000
1,000
0
1930

1940

1950

1960

1970

1980

Population

Figure 2: Historic Population Levels
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Table 1: Population Data for Litchfield and Neighboring Communities
Population

City of
Litchfield
Meeker
County
State of
Minnesota
Neighboring
Communities
Litchfield
Township
Dassel
(12 miles)
Hutchinson
(15 miles)
Paynesville
(25 miles)
Willmar
(25 miles)

1980

1990

2000

2010

2019

39-Year
Change

Percent
Change

5,904

6,041

6,597

6,732

6,828

924

15.65%

20,594

20,846

22,644

23,300

24,199

3,605

17.50%

4.1 Mil

4.4 Mil

4.9 Mil

5.3 Mil

5.7 Mil

1.6 Mil

39.02%

817

745

868

832

840

23

2.80%

1,066

1,082

1,224

1,469

1,715

649

60.88%

9,244

11,523

13,421

14,178

14,373

5,129

55.48%

2,140

2,275

2,287

2,435

2,506

366

17.10%

15,895

17,531

18,606

19,569

20,272

4,377

27.54%

The data in Table 1 above show that, since 1980, Litchfield has grown in population by
924 people, or 15.65% percent. This rate was slightly lower when compared to Meeker
County (17.50% change), and significantly lower when compared to the State (39.02%
change).
While, slower than the State average, Litchfield has shown steady growth over the past
four decades, gaining a couple hundred people per decade, with the largest jump in
population happening during the 1990s, adding 556 people between 1990 and 2000.
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Population by Age Groups
Table 2 compares Litchfield, Meeker County, and Minnesota’s population by age groups.
Information included in this table is based on the 2019 American Community Survey. This
data shows that Litchfield’s population is representative of both the county and state as a
whole, with very similar percentages of populations in each age group. The most
noticeable difference occurs in the older population. Compared to Minnesota, Litchfield
has a higher percentage of people in the oldest population category (75+), with an
additional 3.5 percent more people. An aging population presents the City with increased
demand for life cycle housing, especially all levels of senior housing. In addition to housing
needs, an aging population will also put a strain on the local workforce availability
presenting an opportunity and a need for the City to both retain its young adults but also
attract new young adults to the community.
Aging populations is currently a common trend across the state and nation. Minnesota
Planning projects the percent increase in elderly population will continue to grow at a
larger rate than that of the total population over the next 30 years.
Table 2: City, County, and State Population by Age Group (2019)
Litchfield
Age
Group

Minnesota
Percent

% Difference:
Litchfield
Compared to
MN

Meeker County

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Under 5

434

6.4%

1,535

6.3%

6.1%

+ 0.3%

5 to 14

883

13%

3,346

13.8%

12.6%

+ 0.4%

15 to 19

415

6.1%

1,438

5.9%

6.3%

+ 0.2%

20 to 29

792

11.6%

2,385

9.9%

13.5 %

- 1.9%

30 to 39

824

12.1%

2,818

11.6%

13.3%

- 1.2%

40 to 49

788

11.6%

2,807

11.6%

12.1%

- 0.5%

50 to 59

894

13.1%

3,494

14.5%

13.5%

- 0.4%

60 to 74

1,098

16.0%

4,305

17.8%

16.0%

0%

75 +

699

10.3%

2,071

8.6%

6.8%

+ 3.5%
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Median Age
Litchfield’s median age is another way to compare the City’s population with Meeker
County and the rest of the State. Table 3 shows that Litchfield’s median age was 33.4 in
1980, and 40.8 in 2019. This is an increase of 7.4 years over the community’s median age
over the span of nearly four decades. During this same time frame, the County’s median
age increased by 10.8 years, and the State’s median age increased by 9.5 years. This
information highlights the well-known fact that the median age continues to rise as several
quality-of-life indicators (such as medicine, health, and technology) improves.
Table 3: City, County, and State Median Age since 1980

Litchfield
Meeker
County
State of
Minnesota

1980

1990

2000

2010

2019

33.4

36.2

38.5

39.6

40.8

31.3

34.9

38.4

41.2

42.1

29.2

32.5

35.4

37.3

38.7

Household Numbers
An increase in a city’s population is commonly linked to an increase in the number of
households. For reference, a household is defined as an occupied housing unit. Table 4
shows that the City of Litchfield has increased by 964 households since 1970. Knowing
the total number of people and households is important because an average household
size can be determined (i.e., the average number of people living in each household).
Notice that between 1970 and 2019, the average household size in Litchfield decreased
by 0.71 people per household, going from 3.1 to 2.39 people. This trend is important
because it shows that additional housing units will be needed in the future to
accommodate Litchfield’s growing population. Decreasing household sizes have been
common throughout most of the Country over the past few decades.
Table 4: Population, Households, and Persons per household
1970

1980

1990

2000

2010

2019

+/-

Population

5,262

5,904

6,041

6,597

6,732

6,828

+1,566

Households

1,810

2,283

2,406

2,624

2,749

2,774

+964

Persons Per
Household

3.1

2.49

2.42

2.37

2.39

2.39

-0.71
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Population and Household Projections
The information presented up to this point in the Chapter helps to pinpoint a reliable range
of population and household projections for the City. Table 5 show projections for the
years 2024, 2030, and 2040.
Table 5: Population and Household Projections for Litchfield
1980

1990

2000

2010

2019

2024

2030*

2040*

Increase
2019 2040

Population

5,904

6,041

6,562

6,732

6,828

6,908

6,968

7,258

+430

Households

2,283

2,406

2,624

2,749

2,774

2,802

2,844

3,024

+250

Avg.
Persons
2.58
2.51
2.50
2.45
2.49
2.47
2.45
2.40
-0.09
Per
Household
*Projections based on State Demographer’s Office for persons per household and
Historic City building permit records

The information presented in Table 5 suggests that Litchfield will grow by approximately
430 people, 250 households between 2019 and 2040. Those figures average to 12
households per year and 21 persons per year between 2020 and 2040. The growth
projection is based upon historic City building permit data since 2000 as well as information
from the State Demographer’s office regarding anticipated average persons per household.
Since 2000 the City has averaged 14.5 additional dwelling units per year which is bolstered
with a high growth period from 2000 through 2006 which had at least 18 dwelling units per
year with most having more than 30 new dwelling units being established per year. In recent
years the City has seen a resurgence in multifamily housing highlighted by three separate
ten unit buildings that were constructed in 2017.
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OVERVIEW
ISSUES

OF

COMMUNITY GOALS BASED

ON

CURRENT

AND

EMERGING

This section explains the nature and extent of the current and emerging issues facing
Litchfield. This inventory of issues, however, is not intended to remain constant over the
next 20 years. Some of these issues may become lower in priority as planning measures
are taken by the City to address them. Additional issues will also arise that should be added
to the list as they emerge.
A key element to a comprehensive plan is being able to address the current and emerging
issues of the City. The issues facing Litchfield now, and in the future, will largely dictate
the development that will occur and the planning that will need to take place.
The issues identified in the seven goal areas are used as a framework for the goals and policies
found in Chapter Two. The goals and policy guidelines, in turn, provide specific information
on the issues that are important in Litchfield and clearly define how decisions should be
made by the City on a day-to-day basis. Many of the specific goal areas are covered
extensively as individual chapters of this Comprehensive Plan.
The community’s seven goal areas are listed below:
•
•

•

•

•

•

•

Land Use Planning
o Updated future land use map that clearly articulates city’s plan for future growth.
Housing
o Expansion of life cycle housing opportunities including opportunities for medium
and higher density housing.
Transportation
o Continued coordination with Meeker County and the Minnesota Department of
Transportation (MnDOT) to improve the service level and safety of the
transportation network. Analysis of pedestrian connectivity within downtown
residential neighborhood.
Economic Development
o Promotion of the historic downtown commercial area as well as commercial
business growth north of Highway 12 and industrial grown south of Highway 12.
Natural Resources
o Maintenance of city parks and trails system as well as water quality of local lakes
especially Lake Ripley.
Public Investments
o Ongoing maintenance and improvements to public utility systems and roadway
infrastructure.
Sense of Community
o Bolstering pride in the community through investment in properties which
currently detract from the image of the city. Coordination with residents and
business owners on city projects to reduce negative impacts and improveme
overall communication.
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