
Melisa Pollak 
2012 Cedar Lake Parkway 
Minneapolis, MN 55416 
 
 
October 24, 2015 
 
Andrew Liska 
City Planner – Zoning Administration 
City of Minneapolis – Community Planning and Economic Development 
250 S. 4th St. Room 300 
Minneapolis MN 55414 
 
Andrew, 
 
Here is our application to appeal the Zoning Board of Adjustment’s decision on our fence height variance 
(BZZ-7457).  Please let me know if you have questions, or need any additional information.  
 
Thank you, 
 
Melisa Pollak  
 
612-242-5934 
Melisa.pollak@gmail.com 
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Reasons for Appeal 

I am appealing the Board of Adjustment’s 11/19/15 decision to deny our request to vary the fence 
height in the established front yard setback along Cedar Lake Parkway (BZZ-7457). In my opinion, 
our practical difficulties in complying with the ordinance deserve further consideration, as do 
several staff findings.  

1. Practical difficulties complying with the ordinance 

We now understand that city code designates the yard on the lake-side of our house as our 
“front yard,” but in all practical respects that yard is our back yard. The fence ordinance 
recognizes that privacy is an appropriate backyard amenity, allowing 6-foot tall privacy 
fences in back yards.  The peculiar situation of our lot presents a practical difficulty in 
complying with the fence height ordinance: if we comply, we are denied the back-yard 
privacy that is allowed by the ordinance. We ask that you grant a variance, essentially 
applying back-yard-rules, which allow 6-foot tall fences.  There is logic behind this 
interpretation. While addresses of all the neighbors on our block read “Cedar Lake 
Parkway”, we can’t see the parkway from our windows or reach our homes from the 
parkway – instead we enter through an alley off Drew Ave S.  Our yards facing the alley 
serve front-yard functions, such as mail delivery and the main entrances to our homes. 
Photo 1 shows our “front door,” off the alley. Our yards facing the lake serve back yard 
functions, such as patios and grills. Photo 2 shows our “back yard,” facing the lake. So while 
city code may consider the yard facing the parkway and the lake to be our “front” yard, 
functionally it performs as our back yard, and as such, a 6-foot privacy fence is appropriate 
and in keeping with the spirit of the ordinance.  

The size of the new home built after the tear-down at 2016 Cedar Lake Parkway 
exacerbates the need for privacy in our “back yard”. The new construction, which 
apparently reaches the maximum allowable height and sits the minimum distance from our 
property line, looms over and intrudes on our home and yard. Zoning variances granted to 
the new owners of 2016 Cedar Lake Property, which reduced the established front yard 
setback by 5 feet, and increased the maximum floor area ratio for the construction of a new 
home, heighten our need for privacy. Our situation as a whole, which includes the scale of 
the new construction and the quirk of our property layout, renders application of the fence 
height ordinance, as written, illogical and impractical.  

2. Response to Staff Findings  

2.1 Effect of fence on views from 2016 Cedar Lake Parkway 

Views of the Minneapolis skyline and Cedar Lake are not obstructed from any part house or 
yard where the new residents of 2016 Cedar Lake Parkway property will spend time, such 
as their windows or their deck. Contrary to the CDEP Staff Report (page 3, item #2) 
conclusion that our fence “…blocks views [from 2016 Cedar Lake Parkway] of the 
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Minneapolis skyline and Cedar Lake,”  actually their view of the lake and the city skyline is 
framed by large trees, not our fence (see Photo 3).. The fence obstructs only their view of 
our yard (in keeping with the spirit of a back-yard privacy fence).  

2.2 Effect of the fence on the essential character of the neighborhood.  

Our fence is a minor and attractive visual feature (see Photo 4). The widespread support for 
the fence from our neighbors supports the conclusion that the fence does not alter the 
essential character of the neighborhood. See the attached petition, and the letters of support 
from Arthur and Marion Bowron, of 2036 Cedar Lake Parkway and John Goetz, of 2028 
Cedar Lake Parkway.  Looking at the fence next to the new construction (Photo 4) it is 
difficult to conclude that it is the fence which disrupts “the fairly uniform built environment” 
(DEP Staff Report page 3, item #3).   

3. Summary 

Our lot is peculiar in that the functional back yard is, on paper, the official front yard.  The letter of 
the code would prevent us from enjoying normal privacy in our back yard. Given that the 6-foot 
fence does not disrupt our neighbors’ views and that it fits in with the character of the 
neighborhood, we ask that the council acknowledge our practical difficulty in complying with the 
fence height ordinance as written and grant our variance request.  
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Photo 1 2012 Cedar Lake Parkway “Front Door” off alley 
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Photo 2 2012 Cedar Lake Pkwy “back door” and patio facing the lake 
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Photo 3 View of Cedar Lake and city skyline looking east from yard of 2016 Cedar Lake Pkwy 
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Photo 4  View of fence from Cedar Lake Parkway 
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