AGENDA
BIG LAKE PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
COUNCIL CHAMBERS
April 6, 2022
6:00 p.m.
1)

CALL TO ORDER

2)

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

3)

ROLL CALL

4)

ADOPT PROPOSED AGENDA

5)

OPEN FORUM

6)

APPROVE MEETING MINUTES

(Members: K. Green, A. Heidemann, L. Odens, P. Seefeld, S. Zettervall, T. Benecke, A. Berg)

6A. Approve Regular Planning Commission Meeting Minutes of March 2, 2022
7)

BUSINESS
7A. PUBLIC HEARING: Variance request to encroach within the OHWL principal building setback
at 111 Jefferson Blvd.
7B. PUBLIC HEARING: Variance request for residential fence to exceed six feet at 18576 Green
Tree Court
7C. PUBLIC HEARING: Draft Amendment to City Code Section 1030.08 (Parking Pads)
7D. PUBLIC HEARING: Draft Amendment to City Code Section 1027.04, Subd. 3, 3, b (Buffer Yard
Screening)
7E. PUD Concept Plan Review – Aeon Big Lake Station Senior Living
7F.

Planning Commission Strategic Plan Revisions

7G. Community Development Department Update
8)

PLANNER’S REPORT

9)

COMMISSIONERS’ REPORTS

10) OTHER
11. ADJOURN
Disclaimer: This agenda has been prepared to provide information regarding an upcoming meeting of the Big Lake Planning Commission. This document
does not claim to be complete and is subject to change.
Notice of City Council Quorum: A quorum of the City Council members may be present at this Big Lake Planning Commission meeting beginning at 6:00
p.m. in the City Council Chambers. No action will be taken by the City Council.

AGENDA ITEM
Big Lake Planning Commission
Prepared By:
Corrie Scott,
Coordinator

Meeting Date:
Recreation

and

Communication 4/6/2022

Item No.

6A

Item Description:
Reviewed By: Lucinda Spanier, City Planner
March 2, 2022 Planning Commission Regular Meeting
Reviewed By: Hanna Klimmek, Community
Minutes
Development Director

ACTION REQUESTED
Approve the March 2, 2022 Big Lake Planning Commission Regular Meeting Minutes as presented.
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
The March 2, 2022 Commission Regular Meeting Minutes are attached for review.
FINANCIAL IMPACT
N/A
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
N/A
ATTACHMENTS
03-02-2022 Planning Commission Regular Meeting Minutes
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BIG LAKE PLANNING COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING MINUTES
MARCH 2, 2022

1.

CALL TO ORDER

Chair Zettervall called the meeting to order at 6:02 p.m.
2.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIENCE

The Pledge of Allegiance was recited.
3.

ROLL CALL

Commissioners present: Allen Berg, Ketti Green, Alan Heidemann, Lisa Odens, and
Scott Zettervall. Commissioners absent: Tony Benecke, and Paul Seefeld. Also present:
City Planner Lucinda Spanier, City Engineer Layne Otteson, and Recreation and
Communication Coordinator Corrie Scott.
4.

ADOPT AGENDA

Commissioner Heidemann moved to adopt the agenda. Seconded by Commissioner
Odens, unanimous ayes, agenda adopted.
5.

OPEN FORUM

Chair Zettervall opened the Open Forum at 6:03 p.m. No one came forward for
comment. Chair Zettervall closed the Open Forum at 6:03 p.m.
6.

APPROVE MEETING MINUTES

6A.

APPROVE REGULAR PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES OF
FEBRUARY 2, 2022

Commissioner Green motioned to approve the February 2, 2022 Regular Meeting
Minutes. Seconded by Commissioner Heidemann, unanimous ayes, Minutes approved.
7.

BUSINESS

7A.

PUBLIC HEARING: PRAIRIE MEADOWS 3RD ADDITION DEVELOPMENT
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APPLICATIONS FOR PRELIMINARY PLAT, DEVELOPMENT STAGE PUD,
SHORELAND PUD, VARIANCE AND CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT
Spanier reviewed the Prairie Meadows 3rd Addition residential development application
and asked the Planning Commission to hold a public hearing, consider all input
provided, and provide a recommendation for the City Council.
Odens asked if residents will be able to build sheds in the future. Spanier stated that
additional impervious surfaces outside of the lots will be restricted. She stated that
sheds and fences will not be allowed for residents in this development. Zettervall asked
if the side elevation meets requirements. Spanier stated that the siding is vinyl, but
portions are different styles. She stated that it is up for interpretation for the Planning
Commission on whether this meets requirements. Heidemann asked if only R-2 has the
requirement for different materials. Spanier stated that the applicable architectural and
building materials requirements pertain specifically to attached townhome buildings.
Zettervall asked if the rear elevation meets requirements because of the proposed
shutters. Spanier stated that it does not meet the exterior material requirements
because it is all vinyl. The Applicant, Todd Olin, stated that although the materials are
vinyl, they differ in style. Olin stated that the transition between materials isn’t very
attractive for the single-story twin homes. Green asked if they will all be the same color.
The developer stated that they will not be the same color.
Odens asked why there is extra parking near the dog park and if the reasoning is
because it is difficult or not allowed. The Applicant indicated that on-street parking is
allowed, but scarce as a result of the prevalence of driveway openings. Olin stated that
with the setup of driveway openings, only one car could fit between most driveways.
Zettervall asked if the dog park is going to be HOA run and if it will be part of a Park
Dedication. The Developer stated that the dog park will be HOA run and will not be part
of a Park Dedication. Green asked if the dog park can be used by the public. The
Applicant stated that it will be privately owned and maintained. Spanier stated that the
Applicant is proposing cash-in-lieu of park land dedication, as recommended by the
Parks Advisory Committee given the close proximity of the development to existing Bluff
Park.
Green asked about coordination between the City and HOA regarding plowing in the
winter. The Applicant stated that the snowplowing of driveways, sidewalks and the
bump-out on-street parking area will be taken care of by the HOA. Green asked where
the snow will be stored. Olin stated that there will be ample space for snow to be stored
on either side of each driveway. He stated that the parkway at the end of the street will
likely be utilized for snow storage. Zettervall asked if vehicles will be able to park in the
proposed driveways without blocking sidewalks. Spanier indicated there will be a
minimum of twenty-five feet between the front property line and the garage, which is
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plenty of space for vehicle parking. The sidewalk is located in the public right-of-way
and not on private property. The public right-of-way proposed for dedication is 60 feet.
Odens asked the Applicant if they feel they’re able to satisfy all of the Engineering
comments relating to stormwater runoff and water quality. Olin confirmed that they are
confident they can.
Chair Zettervall continued the public hearing at 6:45 p.m. No one came forward for
comment. Chair Zettervall closed the public hearing at 6:45 p.m.
Commissioner Heidemann motioned to recommend approval of Prairie Meadows 3rd
Addition Preliminary Plat subject to the conditions outlined in the staff report dated
March 2, 2022. Seconded by Commissioner Odens, unanimous ayes, motion carried.
Heidemann stated that he is okay with the rear elevations not having brick because it
isn’t required for detached homes. He stated that he is okay with all of the other
deviation requests. Zettervall stated that he is concerned about the aesthetics for those
that live within the development.
Commissioner Green motioned to recommend approval of Prairie Meadows 3rd Addition
Development Stage PUD, thereby allowing the flexibility requested as outlined in the
staff report dated March 2, 2022. Seconded by Commissioner Heidemann, unanimous
ayes, motion carried.
Commissioner Berg motioned to recommend approval of the Shoreland Management
Residential PUD, pursuant to the City Code Section 1011.07. Seconded by
Commissioner Green, unanimous ayes, motion carried.
Commissioner Odens motioned to recommend approval of the Variance to City Code
Section 1011.07, Subd. 6, 2, a., to allow 47% of the area within the Shoreland District to
be set aside as open space per Section 1011.07, Subd. 6, 2. Seconded by
Commissioner Heidemann, unanimous ayes, motion carried.
Commissioner Heidemann motioned to recommend approval of the CUP, to allow 30%
of the area within the Shoreland Overlay District to be covered in impervious surface.
Seconded by Commissioner Green, unanimous ayes, motion carried.
7B.

2022 COMMUNITY FAIR

Spanier asked the Planning Commission to consider attending the 2022 Big Lake
Chamber of Commerce & Industry Community Fair scheduled Saturday, April 23, 2022
from 10:00 am to 1:00 pm at the Big Lake High School (501 Minnesota Avenue).
Zettervall stated that he will not be able to attend. Berg and Green stated that they will
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both be there working multiple booths. Odens recommended having a place for
residents to voice their concerns and make complaints.
7C.

PLANNING COMMISSION STRATEGIC PLAN

Spanier asked the Planning Commission to review their Strategic Plan and direct staff to
make changes where appropriate.
Zettervall recommended revising the timeline for the Code Revision Task Force.
Spanier stated that she will update that portion with the start date and anticipated end
date as identified in the contract for services with Landform. Spanier recommended
including the sign ordinance in the first objective and attaching the Code Revision Task
Force timeline for reference. Odens asked if the timeline for Standardizing Road Signs
is dependent on staff or Commissioners. Spanier stated that the first step is to update
the Engineering Specifications. She stated that this will be brought to the Code Revision
Task Force, but that the Planning Commission is welcome to comment on it as well.
Odens recommended updating the timeline to be the same as the Code Revision Task
Force objective.
Zettervall asked what the next step is for standardizing road designs. Spanier stated
that the first step is for staff to compile all existing policy documents for Planning
Commission review and comment. Green stated that she is concerned that future
roadway plans are not involving sidewalks. Spanier replied that the priority is to include
sidewalks with the creation of new roads but not necessarily existing roads. Spanier
stated that sidewalks appear to be a political hot-button and that the City Engineer is
working at capacity due to multiple street projects happening simultaneously.
Zettervall stated that he feels it is a good idea to formalize feedback from the Planning
Commission to the City Council regarding sidewalks. Odens stated that a consultant
can be valuable as a third party to explain the importance of recommendations to
Council. Spanier proposed starting the conversation for this at the next Planning
Commission meeting and to change the starting date to April 6. Zettervall stated that
after that meeting they can decide whether the Commission is prepared to bring the
item to the City Engineer.
Spanier stated that Landform is preparing preliminary designs for the proposed parkway
system, which could be added as its own objective. She also proposed including
working with the City Engineer on engineering specs and setting the timeline for 2022 if
possible. Zettervall asked if an action item should be added regarding communicating
with Council. Green recommended holding off on that.
Odens asked if accessory dwelling units will be looked at with the zoning amendment.
Spanier confirmed and stated that an efficient way to go about this is having the
Planning Commission research the topic and provide that research to the consultant
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who will then bring suggested code language to the Code Revision Task Force for
review. Zettervall asked if it would take two meetings to complete the item. Spanier
confirmed. Spanier stated that she will update the Strategic Plan with the revisions
identified and bring it back to the next meeting for finalization.
7D.

SET SPECIAL JOINT COUNCIL/PC/BLEDA WORKSHOP

Spanier reviewed that Council has directed Staff to schedule a Joint Worksession with
the Council, Planning Commission, and the BLEDA to receive educational information
on Tax Abatement and Tax Increment Financing. Spanier recommended that the
Planning Commission set a Special Workshop for this purpose.
Commissioner Green motioned to set a Special Joint Council/PC/BLEDA Workshop at
5:00 p.m. on Monday, April 11, 2022 in the Big Lake City Council Chambers located at
160 Lake Street North, Big Lake, MN for Tax Abatement and Tax Increment Financing
training conducted by Northland Securities. Seconded by Commissioner Odens,
unanimous ayes, motion carried.
7E.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT UPDATE

Spanier discussed the status of various projects within Community Development. This
update included Housing, Commercial and Industrial, BLEDA, Planning and Zoning,
Building. Green asked if Aeon is going to have any underground parking in their
application. Spanier confirmed that they are proposing partially underground parking.
Green asked about the status of Norland Trucking. Spanier stated that they may
potentially be interested. Scott gave an update regarding Recreation and
Communication.
8.

PLANNER’S REPORT – None.

9.

COMMISSIONERS’ REPORTS – None.

10.

OTHER – None.

11. ADJOURN
Commissioner Green motioned to adjourn at 7:52 p.m. Seconded by Commissioner
Odens, unanimous ayes, motion carried.

AGENDA ITEM

Big Lake Planning Commission
Prepared By:
Lucinda Spanier, City Planner

Meeting Date:
4/6/2022

Item No.

7A

Item Description:
Reviewed By: Clay Wilfahrt, City Administrator
PUBLIC HEARING: Request for variance to allow principal
structure encroachment within OHWL setback at 111 Reviewed By: Hanna Klimmek, EDFP,
Community Development Director
Jefferson Blvd.
ACTION REQUESTED
The Planning Commission is asked to hold a public hearing on the variance request to allow the principal
structure located at 111 Jefferson Blvd. to encroach within the Ordinary High Water Level (OHWL) setback.
The Planning Commission is asked to provide a recommendation to the City Council for approval, approval
with conditions, or denial of the application.
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
Applicant:
Willy McCoy’s of Big Lake, LLC, 515 165th Ave NW, Andover, MN 55304
Owner:

Big Lake Investments, LLC, 5273 W 95th St, Bloomington, MN 55437

Address:
111 Jefferson Blvd
Legal Description: (unavailable at the time of this report)
PID:
65-401-0171
Request:

Variance to City Code Section 1056.08, Subd. 2 (link provided in Attachment G), which
establishes a fifty (50) foot principal structure setback from the Ordinary High Water Level
(OHWL) of Big Lake (General Development Lake) for water-oriented uses. The applicant is
requesting to construct a deck, a portion of which is covered, between 7.5 feet and 22.4
feet within the fifty (50) foot OHWL setback as shown in the survey provided (Attachment
C).

Zoning:

Community Business (B-2) district
Shoreland Management Overlay district
Zoning Map Attached (Attachment B)
All properties surrounding are similarly zoned. Property to the east is used as a single
family dwelling.

The applicant has indicated willingness to remove existing rear yard concrete patio, which would reduce the
overall amount of impervious surface on the property. They are also willing to construct a catch basin
underneath the proposed deck, employ vegetation screening and ground cover and explore options for a
raingarden on the northeastern portion of the property. They have expressed a general willingness to work
with city staff and the DNR on mitigation efforts as outlined in their response to the DNR comments
(Attachment E).

VARIANCE
Purpose
To provide relief from the strict application of the terms of this Ordinance, in instances where their strict
enforcement would cause practical difficulties because of circumstances unique to the individual property
under consideration, and to grant such variances only when it is demonstrated to be in keeping with the
spirit and intent of this Ordinance.
Planning Commission
The Planning Commission shall hold a public hearing to consider the application and the possible adverse
effects of the proposed variance. An application for variance shall not be approved unless a finding is made
that failure to grant the variance will result in practical difficulties for the applicant in complying with the
requirements of this Ordinance. “Practical difficulties” means that the applicant proposes to use the
property in a reasonable manner not permitted by the Ordinance. In addition, as may be applicable, all of
the following criteria must be met:
a. That because of the particular physical surroundings, lot shape, narrowness, shallowness, slope or
topographical conditions of the specific parcel of land involved, practical difficulties to the owner would
result, as distinguished from a mere inconvenience, if the strict letter of the regulations were to be
carried out.
b. That the conditions upon which a petition for a variance is based are unique to the parcel of land for
which the variance is sought and are not applicable, generally, to other property within the same zoning
classification.
c. That the purpose of the variance is not based exclusively upon a desire to increase the value or income
potential of the parcel of land.
d. That the alleged practical difficulties are caused by this Ordinance and have not been created by any
persons having an interest in the parcel of land and are not self-created difficulties.
e. That the granting of the variance will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property,
or substantially increase the congestion of the public streets, or increase the danger of fire, endanger
the public safety, or substantially diminish or impair property values within the neighborhood.
f. That the granting of the variance will not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to other land
or improvements in the neighborhood in which the parcel of land is located.
g. The variance is the minimum action required to eliminate the practical difficulties.
h. The variance does not involve a use which is not allowed within the respective Zoning District.
i. The variance is in harmony with the general purposes and intent of the Ordinance.
j. The variance is consistent with the comprehensive plan.
k. The property owner proposes to use the property in a reasonable manner not permitted by the
Ordinance.
l. The variance will not alter the essential character of the locality.
m. Shoreland Management District Variances.
1. Variances may only be granted in accordance with Minnesota Statute Chapter 462, as applicable. A
variance may not circumvent the general purposes and intent of Section 1065 (Shoreland
Management District) of this Ordinance. No variance may be granted that would allow any use that
is not allowed in the underlying zoning district in which the subject property is located. Conditions
may be imposed in the granting of a variance. A condition must be directly related to and must bear
a rough proportionality to the impact created by the variance. In considering a variance request, the
Board of Adjustment must also consider whether the property owner has reasonable use of the land
without the variance, whether the property is used seasonally or year-round, whether the variance
is being requested solely on the basis of economic considerations, and the characteristics of
development on adjacent properties.

The Planning Commission shall make a recommendation to the City Council to approve, deny, or
conditionally approve the variance application. The recommendation shall consider the criteria for decision
outlined in a-m, above.
A public hearing notice was sent to properties within 500’ of the subject property and the DNR, published in
the Monticello Times and Elk River Star News, and posted on the City Website and on the bulletin board at
City Hall. At the time of this report, no input from the public has been received.
FINANCIAL IMPACT
All costs associated with the processing of this request are the responsibility of the applicant. The City of Big
Lake charges $350.00 for variance applications and collects a $1,000.00 escrow to cover the costs of any
consultant time spent reviewing the application.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff is supportive of the request, finding that it satisfies the criteria established by City Code Section
1014.03, 6 (outlined above), subject to the following conditions:
1. Confirmation of footing locations as proposed/approved prior to footing inspection
2. The applicant works with the DNR and City Staff to satisfy the concerns outlined in the DNR comment
letter to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.
3. Removal of the existing rear yard concrete patio prior to footing inspection
4. Material underneath deck shall be impervious and is subject to the approval of the City Engineer
5. Improvements result in an overall reduction in the amount of impervious surface
ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A – Vicinity Map
Attachment B – Zoning Map
Attachment C – Proposed Site Plan
Attachment D – Rendering of Rear Building Elevation and Existing
Conditions Attachment E – DNR Comments and Applicant’s response
Attachment F – City Code Section 1014 – Variance (link only)
Attachment G – City Code Section 1056.08, Subd. 2 (link only)
Attachment H - Applicant's Narrative

Legend
City Limits
Easements
Township Limits
Parcels (8-1-2021)
PWI - Watercourse
PWI - Basins

Vicinity Map

Disclaimer:

0

66 Feet

© Bolton & Menk, Inc - Web GIS 4/1/2022 4:17 PM

94.
0

This drawing is neither a legally recorded map nor a
survey and is not intended to be used as one. This
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sources affecting the area shown, and is to be used for
reference purposes only. The City of BigLake is not
responsible for any inaccuracies herein contained.

Legend
City Limits
Shoreland Overlay District
Easements
Township Limits
Parcels (8-1-2021)
PWI - Watercourse
PWI - Basins
Zoning
A, Agricultural
R1 - E, Single Family Residential Estate
R-1, Single Family Residential
R-2, Medium Density Residential
R-3, High Density Residential
R-4, Manufactured Home Park
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I hereby certify that this survey, plan, or report was prepared by
me or under my direct supervision and that I am a duly Licensed
Land Surveyor under the laws of the state of Minnesota.

Larry Huhn
License No. 24332

Date: 02/21/2022

Signature shown is a digital reproduction of original. Wet signed
copy of this plan on file at Landform Professional Services, LLC
office and is available upon request.
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Lucinda,
Mr. Bannerman forwarded the DNR’s comments to me for a response. He is traveling this week and wanted to
make sure you received a timely response.
Applicant’s responses are below in red. We attempted to break apart the comments and respond to those
comments in discrete parts. Please let m know if the comments are unclear or require additional elaboration.
On a related note, we are working with the surveyor and general contractor to answer the question about
impervious surface. That will likely be sent to you early next week.
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the comments. And please let me know if you need anything
further from the Applicant.
Sincerely,
Matt

The proposed variance is to encroach 13 feet into the shore impact zone. It is the DNR’s position that no
variances be granted for encroachment into the shore impact zone unless there is demonstrated hardship. The
shore impact zone is the most critical and sensitive area of the setback which provide ecological services, such
as rain water/ runoff treatment, screening during leaf on conditions, and providing habitat. Because of this
critical nature, variances to setbacks that encroach into the shore impact zone must demonstrate that there
are no other feasible alternative available to the landowner and that there are practical difficulties that do exist
beyond economical hardships.
The landowner has proposed that the deck be raised to provide ADA and ease of access to the restaurant, has
the applicant reviewed ramp requirements and determined that the given space is not great enough to meet
ADA compliance, or looked at utilizing other methods such as mechanical lifts that are designed for ADA
compliance. Has the applicant viewed alternative alignments so that the proposed open air patio does not
further encroach into the shore impact zone and is in alignment with the current building setback.
Under the current unaltered condition, the existing concrete patio encroaches into the shore impact zone
by 13-feet. As a result, the Applicant explored several alternatives to the current site condition and
selected the proposal presented as the best alternative to address the concerns raised by the DNR. The
proposed elevate deck will replace a worn out and crumbling impervious concrete patio that needs
substantial repair or replacement. Further, the proposed deck follows the exact same footprint of the
current impervious concrete patio, meaning it does not encroach any further into the shore impact zone
than the current impervious surface patio. The elevate deck will permit water runoff, that under current
conditions natural travels toward the lake, to infiltrate naturally under the deck surface. The Applicant is

open to installing a catch basin under the deck and directing all building gutter systems into the catch basin
to enable rain water/water runoff to naturally infiltrate under the deck. Reducing impervious surface with
the elevated deck will benefit the lake as would the proposed catch basin and will improved current
conditions on the site. Replacing the current concrete patio would be less expensive than the constructing
the proposed elevated deck, but it would not improve the water runoff condition or reduce impervious
surface.
As for the ADA access to the restaurant and patio area. It is possible to put ramps in to accommodate those
guests with limited mobility to the impervious patio. However, after reviewing options to improve overall
access to the restaurant and deck, the improvements to the front entry to the building and elevating the
deck to be the same elevation as the dining room, will eliminate the need for ramps and other additional
structures on the lake side of the restaurant to improve accessibility. Of the options considered, the
elevated deck was the option that provided the best access and lowest impact on the impervious surface
calculations on the lake side of the restaurant. The elevated deck is one of the more expensive options
considered for the site; so it is costing Applicant more to remove the current patio and build the deck than
other options considered. After consulting with the construction team, Applicant submitted the proposal to
elevate the deck. Also, the covered portion of deck will help redirect water runoff from the structure and
control runoff. Applicant is willing to install a catch basin under the deck or locate a rain garden on the
northeast side of the property to control and redirect water runoff and enable that water to naturally
infiltrate.  If the concrete patio was replaced, ramps and other structures would be needed and added to
comply with the ADA, which would likely increase the impervious surface on the site. That is another
reason why the elevated deck was the option presented.
Applicant did not create any of the conditions currently on the site. The hardship is the existing concrete
patio needs to be replaced and updated to more substantially comply with the ADA, among other
considerations, and address water runoff and hard surface. The proposed elevated deck addresses access
and helps reduce the impervious surface on the site. Applicant is simply addressing and attempting to
improve the current conditions, including water runoff and impervious surface.
This may require the loss of some parking spaces. The loss of these parking spaces may be offset with the
proposed 8 slip mooring facility.
Applicant is not in favor of reducing the number of parking spots on the site. However, that is ultimately
within the discretion of the City as to whether parking spots can be eliminated to accommodate the DNR’s
recommendations. Under Applicant’s proposal, the elevated deck (following the same footprint as the
current concrete patio) will enable Applicant to install a catch basin to store water runoff and enable it to
naturally infiltrate. Applicant is against losing parking spaces, when it has proposed alternatives that
Applicant believes addresses the concerns raised by the DNR and accomplishes the DNR’s objective of
improving water quality and enabling water runoff to naturally infiltrate.
The survey provided does not give impervious surface calculations. The site appears to already be at its
maximum impervious surface area if not beyond.
The surveyor has been requested to provide those calculations. Applicant’s elevated deck will remove a
large area of impervious surface and enable water runoff to naturally infiltrate. Even if the site is over its
maximum impervious surface, that is not a condition created by Applicant. In fact, Applicant’s proposal is
looking to reduce the current impervious surface conditions.
Part of the proposal is to enclose an area which would be an increase in impervious area. In addition to lacking
impervious area calculations no vertical elevations are given.

The proposal does not include an “enclosed area” simply a covered area of the elevated deck. There are
multiple reasons for the cover, but the most relevant reason to address the DNR’s comment is it will enable
applicant to redirect water runoff away from the lake. As proposed and mentioned, Applicant is willing to
install a catch basis under the elevated deck to store water runoff and allow it to naturally infiltrate.
If the footings for the proposed deck are below the Regulatory Flood Protection Elevation (RFPE) then the
entire restaurant would also be considered to be encroaching in the floodplain. Applicant should prove that
they will not be placing footing below the RFPE.
By building code and best construction practices, the deck footings must be below the frost line, in this case
a minimum 42 inches deep. Applicant cannot alter the depth of the footings.
If the landowner is able to demonstrate practical difficulties then mitigation measures need to be utilized to
offset the impact proposed. Mitigation can have a multiple approaches such as vegetation screening, runoff
treatment via construction of rain gardens, removal of outfalls structures to the Big Lake. Any Runoff treatment
mitigation measures should be created to treat the runoff to the impervious surface standards.
The Applicant is willing to install a catch basin and is checking with the general contractor and landscape
architect about additional rain gardens. One of the reasons for elevating the deck is to remove the large
concrete patio the is currently on the site. The elevated deck will enable Applicant to install pervious
surface and a catch basin to permit water to naturally infiltrate. Applicant is willing to work with and
consider options proposed by the DNR. Overall, Applicant is trying to improve the site and help improve
the water quality of the lake. Given the location of the parcel and its proximity to the lake, represents an
opportunity to improve the overall conditions on the site to help the DNR obtain its objective of reducing
runoff into the lake and providing ways for water to naturally infiltrate. Applicant believes the overall plan
and some proposed modifications to the plan suggested by the DNR will accomplish those objectives.
Applicant is willing to work with the DNR and employ modifications that are feasible and reasonable under
the circumstances.
Applicant is also working with its landscape architect to employ vegetation screening and ground cover to
filter and reduce water runoff. Applicant is willing to work with the DNR on recommendations to address
these concerns.
The proposed 8 slip facility may require a public water work permit, more information is required to determine
if this activity would be considered a mooring facility or a marina. Mooring facilities do not require a public
water work permit and are regulated by the local government unit under their shoreland rules, whereas
marinas require a public water work permit. I have attached a document that gives guidance to Cities on
implementing mooring facilities.
Applicant appreciates the information provided by the DNR and will follow the application process to get
its dock and boat slip configuration approved. Applicant is willing work with the DNR.
Matthew S. Duffy
Partner
Monroe Moxness Berg PA
7760 France Avenue South, Suite 700
Minneapolis, MN 55435
T    952.885.5999
D    952.885.1290

F     952.885.5969
MMBLawFirm.com

From: Lucinda Spanier <LSpanier@biglakemn.org>
Date: March 31, 2022 at 8:16:52 AM PDT
To: Korey Bannerman <Korey.bann@gmail.com>
Cc: Layne Otteson <LOtteson@biglakemn.org>, Hanna Klimmek <HKlimmek@biglakemn.org>
Subject: FW: Variance Request - 111 Jefferson Blvd

Hi Korey,
I am forwarding the comments received from the Department of Natural Resources regarding
your variance request. Please address each inquiry/comment posed in an email to my attention.
Contact me with any questions.
Thank you,
Lucinda
Lucinda Spanier
City Planner
City of Big Lake
160 Lake Street N
Big Lake, MN 55309
Phone: (763) 251-2977
Biglakemn.org

From: Bedell, James (DNR) <james.bedell@state.mn.us>
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2022 4:40 PM
To: Lucinda Spanier <LSpanier@Biglakemn.org>
Subject: RE: Variance Request - 111 Jefferson Blvd
Hello Lucinda,
Please accept these comments for the Public Hearing for the variance request at 111 Jefferson
Blvd:

The proposed variance is to encroach 13 feet into the shore impact zone. It is the DNR’s position
that no variances be granted for encroachment into the shore impact zone unless there is
demonstrated hardship. The shore impact zone is the most critical and sensitive area of the
setback which provide ecological services, such as rain water/ runoff treatment, screening during
leaf on conditions, and providing habitat. Because of this critical nature, variances to setbacks
that encroach into the shore impact zone must demonstrate that there are no other feasible
alternative available to the landowner and that there are practical difficulties that do exist beyond
economical hardships.
The landowner has proposed that the deck be raised to provide ADA and ease of access to the
restaurant, has the applicant reviewed ramp requirements and determined that the given space is
not great enough to meet ADA compliance, or looked at utilizing other methods such as
mechanical lifts that are designed for ADA compliance. Has the applicant viewed alternative
alignments so that the proposed open air patio does not further encroach into the shore impact
zone and is in alignment with the current building setback. This may require the loss of some
parking spaces. The loss of these parking spaces may be offset with the proposed 8 slip mooring
facility.
The survey provided does not give impervious surface calculations. The site appears to already be
at its maximum impervious surface area if not beyond. Part of the proposal is to enclose an area
which would be an increase in impervious area. In addition to lacking impervious area calculations
no vertical elevations are given. If the footings for the proposed deck are below the Regulatory
Flood Protection Elevation (RFPE) then the entire restaurant would also be considered to be
encroaching in the floodplain. Applicant should prove that they will not be placing footing below
the RFPE.
If the landowner is able to demonstrate practical difficulties then mitigation measures need to be
utilized to offset the impact proposed. Mitigation can have a multiple approaches such as
vegetation screening, runoff treatment via construction of rain gardens, removal of outfalls
structures to the Big Lake. Any Runoff treatment mitigation measures should be created to treat
the runoff to the impervious surface standards.
The proposed 8 slip facility may require a public water work permit, more information is required
to determine if this activity would be considered a mooring facility or a marina. Mooring facilities
do not require a public water work permit and are regulated by the local government unit under
their shoreland rules, whereas marinas require a public water work permit. I have attached a
document that gives guidance to Cities on implementing mooring facilities. Please direct the
applicant to me (James Bedell) to determine if what they are proposing would require a public
water work permit.
If there additional questions please contact me at 320-223-7850 or at james.bedell@state.mn.us
Thank you,
James Bedell
Area Hydrologist | EWR
Minnesota Department of Natural Resources
1035 S Benton Dr.
Sauk Rapids, MN 56379
Phone: 320-223-7850
james.bedell@state.mn.us
mndnr.gov

Project: Russell’s on the Lake/Willy McCoy’s Big Lake

Applicant: Korey Bannerman
Nature of Proposed Use:
Renovate the existing Russell’s on the Lake building and property into a Willy McCoy’s themed
restaurant location. The renovation will include building an elevated deck on the Northwest side
of the building closest to Big Lake. The deck will be built to the same elevation as the existing
dining room to improve accessibility from the indoor restaurant space to the deck area. A portion
of the deck will be covered to enable improved bar service for the deck area as well as
accommodate anticipated patronage from boaters and other watercraft operators during
seasonable weather months. As part of the improved outdoor space, the Applicant is planning on
at least eight boat slips for boaters to access the restaurant and the property. Eventually, as
supply chain issues are resolved, Applicant intends to expand the number of boat slips to
accommodate anticipated increase demand for access to the restaurant from the lake. Applicant is
aware of and will submit the required permit application to the Minnesota Department of Natural
Resources (“DNR”) and a plan illustrating the proposed dock slip configuration (the proposed
dock plan is attached hereto). In addition to the boat slips, Applicant intends to provide open
space between the deck area and the lake to enable patrons to enjoy the lake and play games to
more thoroughly connect to Big Lake.
Reasons to Approve the Request:
Applicant intends to improve accessibility to the restaurant and deck space. The new elevated
deck will encroach approximately 13 feet into the “Shoreland Impact Zone.” Accordingly,
Applicant must apply for a variance related to that encroachment. As noted above, Applicant is
planning to initially incorporate eight (8) dock slips into its use of the property and to enable
access from the lake to the restaurant. Applicant recognizes Big Lake as a significant amenity to
the property wants to make every effort to incorporate the use and appreciation of that amenity
into Applicant’s use of the property.
The existing restaurant location and uniquely shaped lot provides Applicant with challenges to
improve access to/from the restaurant and deck to full advantage of the Big Lake frontage. As
part of these efforts, the existing restaurant vestibule will be opened up to provide more open
area to accommodate patrons, including those with mobility concerns. The deck from the dining
room area will be elevated to improve access from the indoor restaurant space to the outdoor
deck space. As part of the deck construction, a roof covering will be installed on the northeastern
portion of the deck to enable Applicant to put a bar outside and provide space for patrons to
escape inclement weather including hot summer sun and rain. The cover will also extend the
patio season for at least a couple of weeks on either side of the summer season. The improved
deck space will connect the restaurant more closely with Big Lake and enable boaters and other
lake visitors to visit the restaurant. Further, the dock slips will provide space for boats and other
watercraft to tie off and patronize the restaurant from the lake. Applicant views Big Lake as a

significant amenity to the property, the City and the area and wants to make every effort to
incorporate that amenity into this Willy McCoy’s restaurant location. The proposed use is
similar, if not identical, to the prior restaurant use on the property.
The proposed variance is consistent with the City of Big Lake’s most recent comprehensive
guide plan (“Comprehensive Plan”). The property is currently zoned B-2 and guided Business.
The use as a restaurant is permitted within the B-2 zoning designation and guided use.
Additionally, the prior restaurant had a concrete patio and an awning system to accommodate
approximately 30 tables for patrons. Applicant believes an elevated deck at the same level as the
indoor dining space will improve accessibility from inside the restaurant and a more permanent
deck covering will enable the space to be used in more types of inclement weather (than the prior
awning system) and help contain ambient noise on the patio from the neighboring properties to
the northeast.


The proposed use is reasonable –Applicant’s proposal is reasonable and consistent
with the prior use as a restaurant. Further, the variance request to accommodate an
elevate deck on roughly the same footprint as the prior concrete patio makes the
outdoor space more accessible from the indoor space because it will be at the same
level as the existing dining room. Further, the covered portion of the deck will provide
a more usable space the prior awning cover system, particularly in windy or rain
conditions. The patio will be connected to Big Lake and incorporate a Water-Oriented
Use by the boat slips that will be installed by Applicant, initially eight (8) slips will be
available and the plan is to incorporate more as needed.



The need for a variance is caused by circumstances unique to the property. The
property is uniquely shaped and bounded by Big Lake to the north and west and U.S.
Highway 10 to the south and east. As discussed, the concrete patio requires stairs or a
ramp from the inside restaurant space to the outdoor patio. As part of the renovation
and to improve access from inside the restaurant to the outdoors, the deck will be
elevated to match the elevation of the dining room. This will also improve accessibility
to the patio area. Additionally, the roof cover will improve the use of the space,
accommodate a new bar area, provide shelter during rain and hot sun conditions, and
extend the patio season at least a couple of weeks on either side of the summer. The
new deck area will also connect better with Big Lake. The deck area will be connected
to the lake via eight dock slips and open space to take full advantage of the lakeshore.



The proposed use does not alter the essential character of the surrounding area. The
proposed use is consistent with the prior use as a restaurant. The new deck will replace
a concrete patio and improve the aesthetics of the building and access to and from the
interior of the restaurant. Further, it will improve access to the lake. The roof on a
portion of the patio will be help better contain ambient noise on the patio and provide a
way to shade patrons from the hot sun in the afternoons (due to the western facing
patio) and shield the patrons from rain. The roof will also buffer noise from the
uncovered portion to the southwest.

AGENDA ITEM

Big Lake Planning Commission
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Lucinda Spanier, City Planner
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Item No.

7B

Item Description:
Reviewed By: Clay Wilfahrt, City Administrator
PUBLIC HEARING: Request for variance to allow
construction of an 8-foot fence at 18576 Green Tree Reviewed By: Hanna Klimmek, EDFP,
Community Development Director
Court
ACTION REQUESTED
The Planning Commission is asked to hold a public hearing on the variance request to allow construction of
an 8-foot fence at the property located at 18576 Green Tree Court. The Planning Commission is asked to
provide a recommendation to the City Council for approval, approval with conditions, or denial of the
request.
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
Applicant:
Stacy Upton, Worry Free Mobility, 6250 Bunker Lk. Blvd., Ste. 113, Ramsey, MN 55303
Owner:

Alfred and Faustina Oku

Address:
18576 Green Tree Court
Legal Description: Lot 2, Block 10, Sanford Select Acres First Addition, Sherburne County, Minnesota
PID:
65-540-1004
Request:

Variance to City Code Section 1025.02, Subd. 4, 1 (link provided in Attachment E), which
restricts residential fences to six (6) feet in height. The applicant is requesting to exceed
the maximum height by two (2) feet, proposing an eight (8) foot fence in the rear yard.
Applicant’s request is attached (Attachment C)

Zoning:

Single Family Residential (R-1)
Zoning Map Attached (Attachment B)
All properties surrounding are zoned R-1 and used as single family dwellings

The applicant has indicated that Mr. and Mrs. Oku have a developmentally disabled child whom requires an
eight (8) foot privacy fence for containment on their property. The applicant has indicated that the child has
previously scaled a six (6) foot vinyl fence.
VARIANCE
Purpose
To provide relief from the strict application of the terms of this Ordinance, in instances where their strict
enforcement would cause practical difficulties because of circumstances unique to the individual property

under consideration, and to grant such variances only when it is demonstrated to be in keeping with the
spirit and intent of this Ordinance.
Planning Commission
The Planning Commission shall hold a public hearing to consider the application and the possible adverse
effects of the proposed variance. An application for variance shall not be approved unless a finding is made
that failure to grant the variance will result in practical difficulties for the applicant in complying with the
requirements of this Ordinance. “Practical difficulties” means that the applicant proposes to use the
property in a reasonable manner not permitted by the Ordinance. In addition, as may be applicable, all of
the following criteria must be met:
a. That because of the particular physical surroundings, lot shape, narrowness, shallowness, slope or
topographical conditions of the specific parcel of land involved, practical difficulties to the owner would
result, as distinguished from a mere inconvenience, if the strict letter of the regulations were to be
carried out.
b. That the conditions upon which a petition for a variance is based are unique to the parcel of land for
which the variance is sought and are not applicable, generally, to other property within the same zoning
classification.
c. That the purpose of the variance is not based exclusively upon a desire to increase the value or income
potential of the parcel of land.
d. That the alleged practical difficulties are caused by this Ordinance and have not been created by any
persons having an interest in the parcel of land and are not self-created difficulties.
e. That the granting of the variance will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property,
or substantially increase the congestion of the public streets, or increase the danger of fire, endanger
the public safety, or substantially diminish or impair property values within the neighborhood.
f. That the granting of the variance will not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to other land
or improvements in the neighborhood in which the parcel of land is located.
g. The variance is the minimum action required to eliminate the practical difficulties.
h. The variance does not involve a use which is not allowed within the respective Zoning District.
i. The variance is in harmony with the general purposes and intent of the Ordinance.
j. The variance is consistent with the comprehensive plan.
k. The property owner proposes to use the property in a reasonable manner not permitted by the
Ordinance.
l. The variance will not alter the essential character of the locality.
The Planning Commission shall make a recommendation to the City Council to approve, deny, or
conditionally approve the variance application. The recommendation shall consider the criteria for decision
outlined in a-l, above.
A public hearing notice was sent to properties within 500’ of the subject property, published in the
Monticello Times and Elk River Star News, and posted on the City Website and on the bulletin board at City
Hall. At the time of this report, no input from the public has been received.
FINANCIAL IMPACT
All costs associated with the processing of this request are the responsibility of the applicant. The City of Big
Lake charges $350.00 for variance applications and collects a $1,000.00 escrow.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff is supportive of the request, finding that it satisfies the criteria established by City Code Section
1014.03, 6 (outlined above), subject to the following conditions:
1. Removal of the top two (2) feet of the fence shall occur when the Oku’s and their son no longer
reside in the home.
2. The eight (8) foot fence is permitted in the rear yard, outside of the ten (10) foot drainage and utility
easement.
3. Applicant is required to obtain a zoning permit for the fence.
4. Applicant shall schedule an inspection upon installation of the fence.
ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A – Vicinity Map
Attachment B – Zoning Map
Attachment C – Proposed Site Plan & Applicant’s Request
Attachment D – City Code Section 1014 – Variance (link only)
Attachment E – City Code Section 1025.02, Subd. 4, 1 (link only)
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To:
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Date:
Attachments:

Stacy Upton
Lucinda Spanier
Re: Variance Application Complete for Review
Wednesday, March 23, 2022 4:26:36 PM
image001.png

Thank you Lucinda
After discussion with a couple fence companies we have decided to go with a fence similar to
this style

This way the posts are installed far enough into the ground and made tto handle the wind load
and if the time comes that it needs to be made into a 6 foot compliant fence the posts can be
cut down and the 2 foot top section removed.
Let me know if you need anything else from me.
Thanks for your help on this
Stacy Upton

Worry Free Mobility
612.987.0342

From: Lucinda Spanier <LSpanier@Biglakemn.org>
Sent: Tuesday, March 22, 2022 12:32:56 PM
To: Stacy Upton
Cc: douglasoku@gmail.com
Subject: Variance Application Complete for Review
Hi Stacy!
The variance application that you submitted is complete for City review! Please see the letter
attached.
The planning report will be published and available for your review on the City Website, here:
https://www.biglakemn.org/AgendaCenter/Planning-Commission-3 on April 1st.
Please contact me with any questions.
Thanks!
Lucinda
Lucinda Spanier
City Planner
City of Big Lake
160 Lake Street N
Big Lake, MN 55309
Phone: (763) 251-2977
Biglakemn.org
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Big Lake Planning Commission
Prepared By:
Lucinda Spanier, City Planner

Meeting Date:
4/6/2022

Item No.

7C

Item Description:
Reviewed By: Clay Wilfahrt, City Administrator
PUBLIC HEARING: Draft Amendment to City Code Section
Reviewed By: Hanna Klimmek, EDFP,
1030.08 (Parking Pads)
Community Development Director
ACTION REQUESTED
The Planning Commission is asked to hold a public hearing and consider input received on a proposed Zoning
Ordinance amendment to City Code Section 1030.08 (Parking Pads). The Planning Commission is asked to
provide a recommendation to the City Council on the proposed amendment.
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
Staff is seeking input on the intent of this ordinance. Section 1030 of the Zoning Code regulates off-street
parking and loading. As stated in the ordinance, the purpose of the section is:
The regulation of off-street parking spaces in these zoning regulations is intended to alleviate or
prevent congestion of the public right-of-way and to promote the safety and general welfare of the
public, by establishing minimum requirements for off-street parking of motor vehicles in accordance
with the intensity of utilization of the various parcels of land or structures.
Section 1030.08 provides regulations for parking pads and is attached for your review (Attachment A).
The intent of this ordinance is to provide alternative locations for parking (alternative to a garage or
driveway). The alternative locations include the side yard and rear yard. Although the ordinance is
written to allow motor vehicle parking, parking pads are commonly used for the storage of trailers,
campers, and ice houses.
The Planning Commission should discuss whether the ordinance should be amended to expand the
use of parking pads beyond motor vehicles to include trailers, campers, and ice houses.
FINANCIAL IMPACT
This is being handled as part of normal staff duties.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends the Planning Commission make a formal recommendation to the City Council on the
proposed ordinance amendment.
ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A – City Code Section 1030.08 Parking Pads

AGENDA ITEM

Big Lake Planning Commission
Prepared By:
Lucinda Spanier, City Planner

Meeting Date:
4/6/2022

Item No.

7D

Item Description:
Reviewed By: Clay Wilfahrt, City Administrator
PUBLIC HEARING: Draft Amendment to City Code Section
Reviewed By: Hanna Klimmek, EDFP,
1027.04, Subd. 3, 3, b (Buffer Yard Screening)
Community Development Director
ACTION REQUESTED
The Planning Commission is asked to hold a public hearing and consider input received on the draft Zoning
Ordinance amendment to City Code Section 1027.04, Subd. 3, 3, b (Buffer Yard Screening). The Planning
Commission shall provide a formal recommendation to the City Council on the proposed amendment.
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
The draft ordinance eliminated the ordinance provision prohibiting fence construction in the buffer yard. The
draft ordinance also eliminates the requirement for properties abutting railroads or power lines to maintain
buffer yard.
Amendments to the Zoning Ordinance require a public hearing at the Planning Commission. This hearing has
been noticed per State and City noticing requirements.
The City Council will be acting on the amendment at their regularly scheduled meeting April 13, 2022. The
ordinance will take effect upon publication in the City’s official newspaper (Elk River Star News), which is
anticipated to occur on Saturday, April 23, 2022.
FINANCIAL IMPACT
This is being handled as part of normal staff duties.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
N/A
ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A – Draft Ordinance Amendment to Buffer Yard Screening Ordinance

Attachment A
Draft Buffer Yard Ordinance

City of Big Lake
Ordinance No. 2022-XX
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 10 (ZONING CODE) SECTION 1027.04,
REQUIRED SCREENING, OF THE BIG LAKE CITY CODE
THE CITY COUNCIL OF BIG LAKE ORDAINS:
SECTION 1. Chapter 10 (Zoning Code), Section 1027.04 (Required Screening),
of the Big Lake Municipal Code is hereby amended to add the provisions with underlined
text and delete provisions shown with a strikethrough as follows:
Subd. 3. Buffer Yards. Buffer yards shall be located along lot lines for residential lots
that abut major collector or arterial roads, railroad right of way or overhead power lines.
(Ord. 2003-05).
1. Buffer Yard Requirements. Except as may be approved by the City Council and
except for lots of record and preliminary platted lots having legal standing
established on July 20, 2002 (effective date of Ordinance), lots which border major
collector, arterial street, overhead power lines or railroad right-of-way shall provide
a minimum twenty (20) foot buffer yard in addition to the required lot width and
depth requirements of the underlying zoning district, to screen homes from said
streets, power lines or railroad right-of-way. (Ord. 2003-05). With the exception of
those lots which are located adjacent to power lines or railroad right-of-way, buffer
yards shall be maintained.
3. Buffer Yard Landscape Design Standards.
b. Walls And Fences: All walls and fences erected within designated buffer yards
shall adhere to the following:
1) Only walls and fences formally approved as part of the subdivision and site
plan process shall be permitted.

2) At least fifty (50) percent of the street side of a screening fence shall be
landscaped with plant materials. Plant materials shall be at least equal to
the fence height.
3) Exposed fences shall run a maximum length of fifty (50) feet between
landscaping areas or clusters.
4) Fences and landscaping shall not be located within the "Clear View
Triangle" as defined in Section 1001 (Rules and Definitions) of this
Ordinance.
c. b. Accessory structures: Accessory structures buildings shall not be located
within designated buffer yards.
d. c. Earth Berms. Earth berms within designated buffer yards:
SECTION 2.
publication.

This Ordinance shall be effective following its passage and summary

Adopted by the Big Lake City Council this 13th day of April, 2022.
CITY OF BIG LAKE
________________________________
Mayor Paul Knier
Attest:
______________________________________
City Clerk Gina Wolbeck
Drafted by:
City of Big Lake
160 North Lake Street
Big Lake, MN 55309
STATE OF MINNESOTA
COUNTY OF SHERBURNE

)
) SS.

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this
day of April, 2022,
by Paul Knier and Gina Wolbeck, the Mayor and City Clerk respectively of the City of Big
Lake, a Minnesota municipal corporation, on behalf of the corporation.
Notary Public

AGENDA ITEM
Big Lake Planning Commission
Prepared By:
Lucinda Spanier, City Planner

Meeting Date:
4/6/2022

Item No.

7E

Item Description:
Reviewed By: Clay Wilfahrt, City Administrator
PUD Concept Plan Review for Aeon Big Lake Station
Reviewed By: Hanna Klimmek, EDFP,
Senior Living
Community Development Director
ACTION REQUESTED
The Planning Commission is asked to give informal review and comment regarding the project’s acceptability
in relation to the Comprehensive Plan and development regulations and to advise the City Council as they
review the concept plan.
Any comments given by the Planning Commission are advisory in nature. While the comments are nonbinding, the applicant will consider the comments from the Planning Commission when they prepare their
formal submittal.
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
Applicant/Owner:
Aeon Big Lake Station LLC, 901 N 3rd St. Ste 150, Minneapolis, MN 55401
Location:
Legal Description:
PID:

South of North Star Commuter Rail Station, east of Station Street NW
Vicinity Map Attached (Attachment A)
Outlot A, Station Street Acres East, Sherburne County, Minnesota (2017)
65-580-0010

Request:

PUD Concept Plan Review of a 74-unit, four (4) story multifamily building for seniors

Zoning:

Transit-Oriented Development District (TOD)
Zoning Map attached (Attachment B); link to TOD Section provided as an
attachment (Attachment H)

Future Land Use:

Transit-Oriented Development
Future Land Use Map attached (Attachment C)

The subject property is 6.14 acres of vacant, agricultural land. The concept subdivides the parcel and
proposes development on the western 2.6 acres, or 113,256 square feet. At 74-units, the project density is
28.5 units per acre.

Per the Comp Plan, TOD is intended to accommodate mid- or heigh-density housing and supportive public
space design, all consistent with the principles of the Transit-Oriented Development Design Manual (2008).
Per the City’s TOD Ordinance, the district is intended to achieve the following:
a. Implement the City’s “vision” of the TOD area as outlined in the Big Lake Comprehensive Plan, TransitOriented Development Design Manual and Master Plan;
b. Encourage a mix of moderate and high density development within walking distance of the transit
station (to increase transit ridership);
c. Create a pedestrian-friendly environment to encourage walking, bicycling and transit use;
d. Provide an alternative to traditional development by welcoming and promoting mixed use, pedestrian
oriented development;
e. Create a neighborhood identity that promotes pedestrian activity, human interactions, safety and
livability;
f. Reduce automobile dependency and roadway congestion by locating multiple destinations and trip
purposes within walking distance of one another;
g. Provide a range of housing options for people of different income levels, needs and at different stages
of life.
The TOD district “Midway Zone” includes lands generally within one quarter (1/4) mile and half (1/2) of a
mile of the rail station and serves as a transition area for the TOD area. Section 1068.03 of the City Code
states that multiple family residential developments containing eight (8) or more dwelling units per acre is
an allowed use within the “Midway Zone.” The project meets the density requirements in the Code.
The applicant will be requesting a rezoning to planned unit development overlay in order to receive flexibility
on a number of items required by the Zoning and Subdivision ordinance. The proposed flexibilities are
discussed below.

LOT STANDARDS:
For senior housing units in a non-shoreland area, the following lot standards apply:

Standard

Allowed

Proposed

Lot Coverage
Height Principal Structure

60-85%
53%
18-40 ft., or three (3) TBD; 4 stories
stories, whichever is
less

Compliance
with
Code
Appears to comply
Does not appear to
comply

SETBACKS:
For senior housing units in a non-shoreland area, the following lot standards apply:
Standard
Building Setbacks: Front
Yard (from Station
Street)
Building Setbacks: Front
Yard
(from
north
unnamed street)
Building Setbacks: Side
Yard
Building Setbacks: Rear
Yard

Allowed
5-15 ft.

Proposed
20 ft.

Compliance with Code
Does
not
comply;
requires flexibility

5-15 ft.

18 ft.

Does
not
comply;
requires flexibility

0-25 ft.

< 50 ft.

15 ft.

< 15 ft.

Does
not
comply;
requires flexibility
Appears to comply

The concept plan, as proposed, will require flexibility from front and side yard setbacks. This is common for
senior housing, as much of the space is used for common space and amenities.

PROPOSED PARKING:
The concept plan proposes parking as a mix of off-street parking and underground parking. The plans show
110 parking spaces, which is the equivalent of 1.5 spaces per unit. The spaces are broken down as follows:
Garage:
Covered:
Surface:
Bicycle:

55 stalls
24 stalls
31 stalls
10 spaces

The TOD requires a minimum of two (2) parking stalls per unit. One (1) stall shall be in a garage or parking
structure. The plan shows a larger amount of structures parking, but does not meet the parking
requirements.

PROPOSED LANDSCAPING:
Residential structures containing two (2) or more units are required to contain at a minimum one (1) tree
per dwelling unit. The Code states that at least 50% of the required trees must be overstory (deciduous)
trees. The remaining 50% can be replaced with ornamental trees or shrubs at a rate of 3:1. At least 25% of
the trees must be deciduous and at least 25% must be coniferous.

The concept plan proposes a mix of deciduous, coniferous and ornamental trees and shrubs in compliance
with the minimum requirements, which are broken down as follows:
Deciduous:
Coniferous:
Ornamental Trees & Shrubs:

35 (47%)
19 (25%)
6 & 54 min. (28%)

UTILITIES:
The applicant is proposing to connect to municipal water and sewer. The code requires that all new utilities
shall be placed underground. This will be reviewed at preliminary plat when the applicant provides utility
plans.

BUILDING DESIGN STANDARDS:
Section 1040.05, Subd. 3 of the Zoning Ordinance provides the building requirements for multi-family
dwellings. At formal development review, the applicant will be required to provide the building elevations
to ensure compliance with code, or to request flexibility from the requirements.

RECREATION AREAS:
The applicant is proposing gardens, a patio, walking paths, a dog run, and other unidentified amenities as
part of the overall development. Section 1040.05 of the Zoning Ordinance requires senior projects to
reserve 20% of the gross lot area for passive or active recreation. Twenty percent (20%) of the gross lot area
is 22,651 square feet. At formal development review, the applicant will be required to provide the square
footage of proposed recreation areas to ensure compliance with code, or to request flexibility from the
requirement.

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT:
A pond is shown on the southeastern corner of the parcel. A stormwater management plan is required for
all PUDs. When a stormwater management plan is created, stormwater management techniques will be
required to be consistent with the City’s Subdivision Ordinance and ponds will be landscaped as designed
by the City’s Zoning Ordinance with the following additional requirements:
1. All retention basins shall resemble natural ponds to the maximum extent possible.
2. Retention basin landscaping shall include indigenous plants and landscaping materials.

PARK DEDICATION:
The staff report for the Parks Advisory Committee is attached to this report for your review (Attachment F).

STAFF COMMENTS:

Planning and Zoning
Planning staff is supportive of this project. The City established a regional presence with the NorthStar Train
Station in the City, and creating affordable and accessible housing near this public transit is critical to
supporting residents in the City by providing a variety of housing options with access to transit. This area is
guided for development including multi-family in the Comprehensive Plan and this project could serve as a
catalyst to encourage further development in the area.
Engineering
Bolton & Menk prepared a comment letter for the initial review of this concept plan dated March 31, 2022
(Attachment G).
Fire Department
The Fire Chief indicated that their current equipment- 75 foot ladder- will be sufficient to service the
building. The department plans to purchase a 110 foot ladder in 2026, which will better serve the four-story
building.

FINANCIAL IMPACT
Per the 2022 City of Big Lake Fee Schedule, the Concept Plan application fee of $100.00 and $1,000.00 escrow
has been paid by the applicant. Any consultant fees incurred during the review and processing of the
application will be paid by the escrow funds.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
The Planning Commission should provide feedback on the applicant’s proposal and whether there are
additional items that should be addressed by the applicant prior to the submittal of the preliminary plat and
PUD. The applicant would take these comments under advisement as they prepare a formal submittal.
Staff is generally supportive of the concept plan but is seeking Planning Commission feedback regarding
some of the specifics of the proposal. The Planning Commission is asked to give informal review and
comment regarding the project’s acceptability in relation to the Comprehensive Plan and development
regulations and advise the City Council as they review the concept plan.

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A – Vicinity Map
Attachment B – Zoning Map
Attachment C – Future Land Use Map
Attachment D – Applicant’s Narrative
Attachment E – Aeon Big Lake Station Senior Concept Plan
Attachment F – Parks Advisory Committee Staff Report dated March 28, 2022
Attachment G – Engineering Comment Letter dated March 31, 2022
Attachment H – City Code Section 1068 – Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) district (link only)
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PROJECT SUMMARY
ZONING: TOD TRANSIT ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT

TOTAL 74 UNITS
NET DENSITY 28 UNITS/ AC

LANDSCAPE SUMMARY

AREA SUMMARY

REQUIRED 1 TREE/ UNIT 74 TREES
PARKING SUMMARY

E

PROPERTY 267,570 SF. (6.14 AC.)
LOT 1
114,614 SF. (2.63 AC.)
EXISTING

BUILDING
WALK/ DRIVE/ PARKING
TOTAL IMPERVIOUS

0 SF (0%)
0 SF (0%)
0 SF (0%)

TOTAL PROPOSED 110 STALLS (1.5 STALL / UNIT)
PROPOSED

21,170 SF (18%)
33,044 SF (29%)
54,214 SF (47%)

GARAGE
COVERED
SURFACE
TOTAL BICYCLE

PERVIOUS

55 STALLS (3 ACCESSIBLE STALLS)
24 STALLS (2 ACCESSIBLE STALLS)
31 STALLS

PROPOSED 74 MIN. EQUIVALENT TREES
35 - DECIDUOUS OVERSTORY TREES (47%)
19 - CONIFEROUS TREES (25%)
6 - ORNAMENTAL TREES + SHRUBS (MIN.54) (28%)
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ACTION REQUESTED
A MOTION providing a recommendation the Planning Commission and City Council on park land
dedication or cash-in-lieu associated with the Aeon Big Lake Station Senior Living Development.
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
Aeon Big Lake Station Senior Living
The City has received an application for concept plan review from Aeon, 901 N. 3 rd Street, Suite 150,
Minneapolis, MN, for a proposed high-density residential development in the Transit Oriented district. The
property is located south of the North Star Commuter Rail station east of Station Street NW, and is shown
in the aerial image provided in Attachment A.
The development concept features a 74-unit, 4-story building with one- and two-bedroom units designed
with seniors in mind. The concept plan and narrative are provided as attachments to this report
(Attachments B and C). The concept does not include dedicated land but rather cash-in-lieu of dedicated
land.
Parkland Dedication
City Code Section 1108.11, Property Dedication, governs parkland dedication for land subdivision. This
Ordinance is provided as an attachment to this report (Attachment D). Subd. 2 provides an overview of
that Ordinance:
As a prerequisite to any subdivision approval, and at the sole determination by the City, applicants
and/or developers shall dedicate land for parks, playgrounds, public open spaces or trails and/or
shall make a cash contribution to the City’s park dedication fund roughly related to the anticipated
effect of the subdivision on the park and trail system. The amounts listed in this Section are the
City’s best estimate of the dedication or cash contribution needed to offset the effect of the
subdivision on the park and trail system. The requirement may also be met with a combination of
land and cash if approved by the City Council.
The amounts referenced are as follows:
• Ten percent (10%) of land area if dedicating land

•

For residential development, cash-in-lieu of dedicated land amounts to $2,500.00 per dwelling
unit to be allocated to the City’s Park and Trail Development Fund. These funds are for use in
acquisition and development of parks and trails.

Big Lake Comprehensive Plan
Chapter 14 of the Big Lake Comprehensive Plan focuses on Park and Trail planning. Figure 14-1: Current
and Future Parks (p. 4), identifies the locations of existing and future parks. This Figure is provided as an
attachment to this report (Attachment E). The park plan identifies a sizable amount of land surrounding a
wetland located southeast of the project site for a future park. The plan does not identify land within the
project site for future parkland. Attachment F illustrates the proximity of the project site to the planned
park (less than half a mile, measured as the crow flies).
Figure 14-2: Multi-Use Path Plan (p. 8), identifies the locations of existing and future trails and categorizes
future trail according to priority level. This Figure is provided as an attachment to this report (Attachment
F). The plan identifies a high-priority (“Priority 1”) trail north of the project site, on the south side of
Highway 10, and a “Priority 2” trail surrounding the abovementioned wetland (future park), connecting to
trails planned in either direction (CR 43 and 172nd St NW). The plan does not identify land within or
adjacent to the project site for future trails.

FINANCIAL IMPACT
If the City accepts the developer’s proposal of cash-in-lieu of dedicated parkland, the developer would
provide the funds to the City upon receipt of final plat approval and prior to site construction. Those funds
would amount to $185,000.00.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Given no land within or adjacent to the project site has been planned for future park or trail development,
staff is supportive of the developer’s proposal to issue cash in-lieu of dedicated parkland. While staff and
the Parks Advisory Committee do not have a say in how that cash will ultimately be spent, it would seem
appropriate to allocate it for the planned park and trail development referenced in this report.
ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A – Aerial Map
Attachment B – Aeon Concept Plan
Attachment C – Aeon Project Narrative
Attachment D – Big Lake City Code Section 1108.11, Property Dedication
Attachment E – Figure 14-1: Current and Future Parks (Big Lake Comprehensive Plan, Parks and Trails Plan, p. 4)
Attachment F – Future Land Use Map
Attachment G – Figure 14-2: Multi-Use Path Plan (Big Lake Comprehensive Plan, Parks and Trails Plan, p. 8)
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PROJECT SUMMARY
ZONING: TOD TRANSIT ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT

TOTAL 74 UNITS
NET DENSITY 28 UNITS/ AC

LANDSCAPE SUMMARY

AREA SUMMARY

REQUIRED 1 TREE/ UNIT 74 TREES
PARKING SUMMARY

E

PROPERTY 267,570 SF. (6.14 AC.)
LOT 1
114,614 SF. (2.63 AC.)
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BUILDING
WALK/ DRIVE/ PARKING
TOTAL IMPERVIOUS

0 SF (0%)
0 SF (0%)
0 SF (0%)
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21,170 SF (18%)
33,044 SF (29%)
54,214 SF (47%)
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SURFACE
TOTAL BICYCLE
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5.

Chapter 11 Subdivision
Section 1108 – Design Standards

Public utility installation shall not occur until one (1) week after all curb has been
backfilled.

1108.10:
FLOOD WARNING SIGNS IN FEMA DESIGNATED FLOOD AREAS:
The limits of the areas which have been or would be inundated by the 100-year flood shall be
delineated as reasonably practical at three hundred (300) foot intervals by means of firmly placed
markers of sufficient size to be easily read from a distance of twenty (20) feet. The markers shall
record the maximum known depth of flooding or height to the flood protection level, whichever
is greater. All flood warning signs in floodprone areas shall be in accordance with the above
requirements or any additional requirements as provided by the use of the 100-year flood profile
and other supporting technical date in the Flood Insurance Study and the Flood Insurance Rate
Map. The subdivision markers shall meet the following specifications:
1.

The markers shall be on substantial permanent metal posts.

2.

The marker(s) shall have notification painted white and shall be stenciled or otherwise
lettered with the inscription “100-year flood elevation.” This lettering is to be of a
permanent nature.

3.

The marker be firmly placed in the ground and be at least two (2) feet above the ground.

4.

The cost of preparing and installing such markers shall be borne by the applicant and the
markers shall be installed prior to the sale of lots and construction of any buildings or
structures.

1108.11:

PROPERTY DEDICATION:

Subd. 1.
A portion of any subdivision shall dedicate to the City a reasonable
portion of the proposed subdivision for public streets, roads, utility easements, water facilities,
storm water drainage and holding areas or ponds and other similar utilities and improvements.
Subd. 2.
As a prerequisite to any subdivision approval, and at the sole
determination by the City, applicants and/or developers shall dedicate land for parks,
playgrounds, public open spaces or trails and/or shall make a cash contribution to the City’s park
dedication fund roughly related to the anticipated effect of the subdivision on the park and trail
system. The amounts listed in this Section are the City’s best estimate of the dedication or cash
contribution needed to offset the effect of the subdivision on the park and trail system. The
requirement may also be met with a combination of land and cash if approved by the City
Council.
1.

The owner or developer may at the option of the City, pay to the City, for use in
acquisition and development of parks, a cash payment to the City. The payment shall be
based upon a formula established by resolution of the City Council. The dedication or
cash payment shall also be subject to the following:
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Chapter 11 Subdivision
Section 1108 – Design Standards

a.

Dedication credit shall not be granted for the construction of recreation facilities
unless the facilities and land area are dedicated to and accepted by the City;

b.

If a new subdivision is designed to be platted in several additions, all public
recreation space, school sites or other public use lands in the total subdivision area,
except streets, alleys, or easements other than those leading directly to the sites,
shall be dedicated at the time of platting of the first addition unless otherwise
approved by the City Council. Areas to be dedicated shall be brought to a suitable
condition by the developer prior to acceptance by the City.

Subd. 3.
Land shall be reasonably suitable for its intended use and shall be at a
location convenient to the people to be served. Factors used in evaluating the adequacy of
proposed park and recreation areas shall include size, shape, topography, geology, hydrology,
tree cover, access and location, and future park needs pursuant to the Comprehensive Plan.
Wetlands, ponding areas, and drainage ways shall not be eligible for park dedication credit. Park
land to be dedicated shall be above the ordinary high water level. Grades exceeding twelve (12)
percent or areas unsuitable for park development will not be considered for dedication unless
specifically accepted by the City Council for an intended public purpose. Land with trash, junk,
pollutants and/or unwanted structures is not acceptable.
Subd. 4.
The applicant shall confer with City Staff and the Park Committee at the
time of concept plan and/or prior to the preliminary plat public hearing, to secure a
recommendation as to the location of any property that should be dedicated to the public, such as
parks, playgrounds or other public property. The preliminary plat shall show the location and
dimensions of all areas to be dedicated in this manner. Such contribution requirement
recommendation(s) will be sent to the Planning Commission for review and comment and
subsequently to the City Council for their approval.
Subd. 5.
When a proposed park, playground, recreation area, school site or other
public ground has been indicated in the City’s Comprehensive Plan and is located in whole or in
part within a proposed plat, it shall be dedicated to the appropriate governmental unit. If the
applicant elects not to dedicate an area in excess of the land required hereunder for such
proposed public site, the City may consider acquiring the excess land through purchase or other
means.
Subd. 6.
Where private open space for park and recreation purposes is provided in a
proposed subdivision, such areas may be used for credit, at the discretion of the City Council,
against the land or cash dedication requirement for park and recreation purposes, provided the
City Council finds it is in the public interest to do so.
Subd. 7.
The City, upon consideration of the particular type of development, may
require that a lesser parcel of land should be dedicated due to particular features of the
development. In such cases, a cash contribution shall be required above the land dedication to
ensure that compensation is received for the full amount of the impact on the City’s park and
trail system.
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Chapter 11 Subdivision
Section 1108 – Design Standards

Subd. 8.
In all new residential subdivisions, ten (10) percent of the area subdivided
shall be dedicated for public recreation space. This ten (10) percent shall be calculated on the net
area, which is the gross area of the subdivided property minus the area of wetlands, lakes and
rivers below the ordinary high water mark. The land dedicated for public recreation shall be in
addition to property dedicated for streets, alleys, easements, or other public ways. No areas may
be dedicated for public use until such areas have been approved by the City Council as suitable
and necessary for the health, safety, convenience and general welfare of the City.
Subd. 9.
In all new commercial and industrial subdivisions, four (4) percent of the
area subdivided shall be dedicated for public recreation space. This four (4) percent shall be
calculated on the net area, which is the gross area of the subdivided property minus the area of
wetlands, lakes and rivers below the ordinary high water mark. The land dedicated for public
recreation shall be in addition to property dedicated for streets, alleys, easements, or other public
ways. No areas may be dedicated for public use until such areas have been approved by the City
Council as suitable and necessary for the health, safety, convenience and general welfare of the
City.
Subd. 10.
When a subdivision is proposed, the developer shall make a dedication of
land for public park and trail use, as provided for in Subd. 8, and Subd. 9 of this Section, or shall
pay a fee in lieu of such land dedication as established by City Council resolution. Said amount
is the City’s best estimate of the effect of the subdivision on the City’s park system.
Subd. 11.
All land proposed for trail and/or bikeway dedication shall be subject to
the recommendations of the Park Committee and approval of the City Council.
Subd. 12.
The City may elect at its sole discretion to receive a cash dedication or a
combination of cash, land, and development of the land for park and/or trail use. Cash
dedications shall be calculated based upon the following:
1.

At the time of subdivision, a calculation will be conducted to determine the average fair
market value of the land to be subdivided, based on annual tax valuation or other relevant
data. The average fair market value of the land will be multiplied by the appropriate
dedication percentage. The result of this calculation is equal to the total cash value of the
park dedication for the project. The formula is outlined as follows:
a.

2.

The value of the land dedication, if any, is determined based upon the following formula:
a.

3.

Average Fair Market Value of Land to be Subdivided x Percent of Land to be
Dedicated = Total Cash Value of Park Dedication for the Subdivision.

Total Land Dedication Acres x Cash Value of Park Dedication for the Subdivision
= Dedicated Land Value

To determine the combined land and cash dedication requirement, the following formula
should be used:
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Chapter 11 Subdivision
Section 1108 – Design Standards

Total Cash Value of Park Dedication for the Subdivision – Dedicated Land Value
= Cash Dedication Requirement.

Subd. 13.
Planned unit developments with mixed land uses shall make cash and/or
land contributions in accordance with this Section based upon the percentage of land devoted to
the various uses.
Park cash contributions are to be calculated and established based on land
Subd. 14.
value at time of final plat. Cash dedications shall be included in the development agreement and
paid prior to the City’s signature of and release of the final plat. For subdivisions that do not
require a development agreement, the cash dedication shall be paid before the City releases the
signed approval of the subdivision for recording.
Subd. 15.
Cash contributions for parks and trails shall be deposited in the City’s Park
Fund or multi-purpose trail fund and shall only be used for park acquisition or development, and
trail acquisition or development as determined by the City.
Property being replatted with the same number of lots and same number of
Subd. 16.
dwelling units shall be exempt from all park land dedication requirements. If the number of lots
or the number of dwelling units or principal structures is increased, or if land outside of the
previously recorded plat is added, then the park land dedication and/or park cash contributions
shall be based on the additional units/lots and on the additional land being added to the plat.
Subd. 17.
If the applicant or developer does not believe that the estimates contained
in this Section fairly and accurately represent the effect of the subdivision has on the park or trail
system of the City, the applicant or developer may request that the City prepare an in-depth study
of the effect of the subdivision on the park and trail system and an estimate of that effect in
money and/or land. All costs of such study shall be paid by the developer or applicant. If the
developer requests the preparation of such a study, no application for the development shall be
deemed complete until the study has been completed and a determination is made as to the
appropriate amount of land or money necessary to offset the effects of the subdivision.
1108.12:

TREE PROTECTION AND REPLACEMENT

Subd. 1. Affected areas. The following process for protecting significant trees shall be
required for all new development.
Subd. 2. Tree Protection. Subdividers are required to protect at minimum forty (40)
percent of the existing significant trees on the property. If the tree removal exceeds the allowed
sixty (60) percent, the list for removal shall be sorted by caliper inch, with the smallest of the
trees counting towards the allowed removal. Required replacement shall be calculated using the
largest of the trees proposed for removal. All specimen trees are encouraged to be preserved. If
two (2) or more trees are preserved on any lot in the front yard, the landscape plan requirements
of two (2) two and one half (2 ½) inch caliper trees is waived for that specific lot.
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March 31, 2022
Lucinda Spanier, City Planner
via e-mail: LSpanier@Biglakemn.org
RE:

Aeon Big Lake Station Concept
City of Big Lake, Minnesota
Project No.: 0W1.123454

Dear Lucinda,
We have reviewed the concept plan submitted via e-mail on 3/18/2022 for the above referenced project
and have the following comments:
1. All sidewalks along streets and drives shall be a minimum of six (6) feet in width.
2. The applicant shall submit a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan for the review of the city.
3. The applicant shall submit a Storm Water Management Plan including storm water calculations
complete with drainage area maps for the review of the city. The drainage analysis shall include all
contributing drainage areas to the existing stormwater basin east of Station Street.
4. The applicant shall enter into a Stormwater Maintenance Agreement for all stormwater basins on
the property.
5. All proposed stormwater Best Management Practices (BMPs) shall be contained within easements.
6. Verification shall be provided that no wetlands exist on the property. If wetlands exist, they shall be
delineated.
7. The applicant shall submit a grading plan for the review of the city.
8. The applicant shall submit utility plans for the review of the city.
9. The applicant shall submit signage and striping plans for the review of the city.
10. The applicant shall submit construction details for the review of the city.
11. The applicant shall submit a lighting plan for the review of the city.
12. The applicant shall submit an irrigation plan for the review of the city.
13. All construction shall be in accordance with the City of Big Lake Standards.
We recommend the above requested information be submitted with a preliminary plat application for the
review and approval of the City of Big Lake.
If you have any questions on the above, please call.
Sincerely,
Bolton & Menk, Inc.

Jared Voge, P.E.
Principal Engineer
H:\BGLK\0W1126381\1_Corres\C_To Others\2020-03-31 126381 Aeon Concept_Spanier.docx

AGENDA ITEM

Big Lake Planning Commission
Prepared By:
Lucinda Spanier, City Planner

Meeting Date:

Item Description:
Planning Commission Strategic Plan Revisions

Reviewed By: Clay Wilfahrt, City Administrator

4/6/2022

Item No.

Reviewed By: Hanna Klimmek,
Community Development Director

7F

EDFP,

ACTION REQUESTED
The Planning Commission is asked to review the revised Planning Commission Strategic Plan and direct staff
to make additional revisions or finalize and publish on the City Website.
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
During the March 2, 2022 Planning Commission meeting, the commission directed staff to revise the Planning
Commission Strategic Plan as discussed in the meeting. A copy of the revised Planning Commission Strategic
Plan is attached for review.
FINANCIAL IMPACT
This is being handled as part of normal staff duties.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
N/A
ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A – Revised Planning Commission Strategic Plan

Big Lake Planning Commission Strategic Plan
Finalized June 16, 2021, Revised April 6, 2022

Mission Statement
To effectively facilitate development through implementation of the community vision as established by
the Big Lake Comprehensive Plan.

Goals
1. Advise the City Council relating to land use topics.
2. Provide guidance to the City Council relating to long-range planning.
3. Promote collaboration with other committees, departments and agencies.
4. Provide a forum to educate and engage the public in the planning process.
5. Efficient processing of land development applications.
6. Prepare, maintain and implement the Comprehensive Plan.
7. Research and discuss new ideas and trends in land use planning.
8. Maintain the Zoning and Subdivision Ordinances.
OBJECTIVES & ACTIONS
Repeal and replace Zoning,
Subdivision & Sign Ordinances
Action Item: The project
work plan is included as an
attachment to this plan.
Transportation Planning Initiatives
Action Item 1: Conduct
feasibility study on the
proposed parkway system
and provide
recommendation to City
Council
Action Item 2: Review
adopted policies pertaining
to road design by
classification, including the
Comp. Plan, Complete
Streets Plan, and official
controls including the
Subdivision Ordinance and
Engineer Specs, and provide
recommendation to City
Council.

GOAL
AREA

PARTNERSHIP

STATUS

TIMELINE

PRIORITY

1, 2, 3, 4,
5, 6, 7, 8

Code Revision
Task Force,
other
Advisory
Boards &
Departments,
Landform

In progress

1/20224/2023

High

1, 2, 3, 6

Engineering
department,
Landform

Not started

2022

High

OBJECTIVES & ACTIONS
Research Accessory Dwelling Units
(ADU’s)
Action Item 1: Review
adopted policies and
ordinances
Action Item 2: Review model
ordinance language and area
ordinances
Action Item 3: Draft
ordinance
Research parking requirements
Action Item 1: Review
adopted policies and
ordinances
Action Item 2: Research
trends, standards, and
review model ordinance
language and area
ordinances
Action Item 3: Draft
ordinance
Assess the need for updates to the
Comprehensive Plan
Action Item 1: Review
sections under the purview
of the Planning Commission
Action Item 2: Facilitate the
review of other sections
Align land use controls with
adopted policies
Action Item 1: Rezone
properties consistent with
the Comprehensive Plan
Action Item 2: Implement
Comp Plan policies into the
Zoning and Subdivision
Ordinances

GOAL
AREA

1, 4, 7, 8

PARTNERSHIP

Code Revision
Task Force

STATUS

TIMELINE

PRIORITY

Not started

In
conjunction
with Code
Revision
Project

Medium

2 PC
meetings
anticipated

1, 2, 4, 7, 8

Code Revision
Task Force

Not started

In
conjunction
with Code
Revision
Project

High

2 PC
meetings
anticipated

6

Other
commissions
and
departments

Not started

Formally
begin
process
upon
completion
of Code
Revision
Project

1, 5, 6, 8

Other
Advisory
Boards &
Departments

In progress

Continuous

Medium

Medium

EXHIBIT B
2022-01-17 Ordinance Rewrite Schedule and Fees

2022

Project Work Plan and Fees
Jan

Feb

Mar

Apr

May

June

2023
July

Aug

Sept

Oct

Nov

Dec

Jan

Feb

Mar

Apr

Task 1. Project Management
1.1

Kickoff meeting with Council

1.2

Kickoff meeting with staff

1.3

Develop Outline of Ordinance structure

1.4

Kickoff meeting with Ordinance Task Force

1.5

Check in with staff via teleconference (A1

Principal

Planner III

Planner II

TOTAL

TOTAL

$146

$108

$90

HOURS

FEE/EST

23

45

0

68

$8,218.00

3

$438.00

3

1/26/2022

2/15/2022

Task 2. Subdivision Ordinance Revisions

2

3

5

$616.00

1

8

9

$1,010.00

4

8

12

$1,448.00

13

26

39

$4,706.00

19

82

8

109

$12,350.00

2.1

Revise Rules and Definitions

2

12

14

$1,588.00

2.2

Update General Provisions

2

10

12

$1,372.00

2.3

Application Reviews and Procedures

2

10

12

$1,372.00

2.4

City staff review and edits

1

10

19

$1,946.00

2.5

Ordinance Task Force review

3

8

11

$1,302.00

2.6

Revisions following Task Force review

2

8

10

$1,156.00

2.7

PC Review

3

8

11

$1,302.00

2.8

Council Review

3

8

11

$1,302.00

2.9

Revisions following PC and CC review

1

8

9

$1,010.00

77

432

2

16

18

$2,020.00

4/19/2022

5/4/2022
5/25/2022

Task 3. Zoning Ordinance Revisions
3.1

Sections 1002 - 1014 - Consolidate Permits, Approvals and Procedures

8

16

525

$59,338.00

3.2

Section 1020 - Revise Accessory Building Standards

2

12

14

$1,588.00

3.3

Section 1025 - Revise Fences

1

8

9

$1,010.00

3.4

Section 1030 - Review Off-Street Parking and Loading

2

24

26

$2,884.00

3.5

Review other general Ordinance for consistency (Sections 1021 - 1024, 1026 - 1029)

2

24

26

$2,884.00

3.6

City staff review and edits

2

10

12

$1,372.00

3.7

Ordinance Task Force Review of Sections 1002 - 1030

3

8

11

$1,302.00

3.8

Revisions following Task Force review

2

8

10

$1,156.00

3.9

PC Review of Sections 1002 - 1030

3

8

11

$1,302.00

3.11

Sections 1031 - 1038 - Review for consistency and language

2

16

18

$2,020.00

3.12

Section 1040 - Revise General Building Ordinance

3

24

27

$3,030.00

3.13

Section 1041 - Reduce setback along minor arterials and collector roadways

1

8

9

$1,010.00

3.14

City staff review and edits

2

10

12

$1,372.00

3.15

Ordinance Task Force Review of Sections 1031-1041

3

8

11

$1,302.00

3.16

Revisions following Task Force review

2

8

10

$1,156.00

3.17

PC Review of Sections 1031-1041

3

8

11

$1,302.00

3.19

Sections 1044 - 1046 - Update R-1 and R-2 district standards for smaller lot size and width

4

24

28

$3,176.00

3.20

Sections 1047 - 1049 - Review residential district standards and uses

2

16

18

$2,020.00

3.21

City staff review and edits

2

10

12

$1,372.00

3.22

Ordinance Task Force Review of Sections 1044 - 1050

3

8

11

$1,302.00

3.23

Revisions following Task Force review

2

8

10

$1,156.00

3.24

PC Review of Sections 1044 - 1050

3

8

11

$1,302.00

3.26

Sections 1055 - 1058 - Review Business Districts

3

28

31

$3,462.00

3.27

Sections 1059 - 1062 - Review Industrial Districts

3

28

31

$3,462.00

3.28

Sections 1064 - 1069 - Review Overlay Districts

3

28

31

$3,462.00

3.29

Section 1001 - Update Definitions

2

16

18

$2,020.00

3.30

City staff review and edits

2

10

28

$2,812.00

3

8

11

$1,302.00

2

8

10

$1,156.00

Ordinance Task Force Review of Sections 1001 and 1055 - 1069
3.31

5/17/2022

6/1/2022

7/19/2022

8/3/2022

9/20/2022

10/5/2022

11/15/2022

Revisions following Task Force review

16

3.32

PC Review of Sections 1001 and 1055 - 1069

12/7/2022

3

8

11

$1,302.00

3.33

Council Review of Draft Ordinance

12/28/2022

3

8

11

$1,302.00

3.34

Reorganize document after review and approval of text amendments

2

16

18

$2,020.00

11

90

Task 4. Sign Ordinance Revisions
4.1

Meeting with Staff to finalize scope and priorities

2

2

4.2

Draft revised sign ordinance

0

48

4.3

City staff review and edits

2

4.4

Ordinance Task Force Review

4.5

Revisions following Task Force review

4.6

PC Review

4.7

Council Review

1/7/2023

2/1/2023
2/22/2023

Task 5. Adoption

16

117

$12,766.00

4

$508.00

64

$6,624.00

10

12

$1,372.00

3

8

11

$1,302.00

2

8

10

$1,156.00

1

6

7

$794.00

1

8

9

$1,010.00

19

54

73

$8,606.00

16

0

5.1

Compile complete document for city review

2

6

8

$940.00

5.2

Review all sections with City Attorney and make edits

4

12

16

$1,880.00

5.3

Ordinance Task Force Review

3

8

11

$1,302.00

5.4

Complete one round of edits and finalize document

4

12

16

$1,880.00

5.5

PC Public Hearing - prepare materials

4/5/2023

3

8

11

$1,302.00

5.6

City Council - prepare materials

4/26/2023

3

8

11

$1,302.00

3/21/2023

Base Project Total

$101,278.00

7G
Community Development Department Update
1. Permit Activity (as of 3/25/22):
Permit Type

Permits Issued in YTD 2022

Single-Family

4

Multi-Family

0

Commercial Projects

13

Residential Projects

44

HVAC/Mechanical

25

Plumbing

19

Zoning

8

Land Alteration

0

Fire

1
TOTAL

114

*2021 YTD = 142 Permits Issued; 35 Single-Family

YTD 2022 Total Valuation

YTD 2022 Permit Fee + Plan Review

$19,661,845

$158,217

*2021 = $11,400,316

*2021 = $180,736

Housing Notes:
 Available shovel-ready buildable lots = Nearly gone!
 Prairie Meadows 3rd Addition Preliminary Plat/PUD, Variance (reduction in the amount
of open space within Shoreland), and CUP (impervious area to exceed 25% within
Shoreland) were approved by Council on 3/23/22

 Marketplace Crossing Final Plat/PUD will go to the City Council on 4/27/22
 Aeon Big Lake Station Concept Plan will go to the City Council on 4/27/22
Commercial/Industrial Notes:
 Big Lake Car Condos, Arrow Components, and Premier Marine are in construction
 1-4 Zoning District – Road will be constructed this spring/early summer
2.

BLEDA:
 BLEDA will be reviewing the City’s tax incentive policies following Sherburne County’s
potential policy changes
o Hanna Klimmek has volunteered to be on a committee to review the Sherburne
County Tax Abatement Policy
o Northland Securities is providing an educational workshop on both TIF and Tax
Abatement at 5 pm on April 11, 2022 prior to the scheduled BLEDA meeting
 BLEDA continues to focus on marketing, business retention & expansion, selling
industrial park land, and increasing community presence
 Contract for Private Development – EDA parcel located on the corner of Martin/Fern
o Full Service Laundromat concept to close by December 31, 2022

3. Planning & Zoning:
 Planning Technician position – Will Bucheger started his service with the City on 3/28/22
 Code Revision Project – Kick-off meeting was held on 2/15/22 – Next meeting is
scheduled for 4/19/22
 Ordinance Amendments:
o Buffer Yards
o Parking Pads
 Variances:
o Residential Fence
o Willy McCoy’s
4. Recreation & Communication:
 Recreation
o Community Gardens
 Gardening Education Classes
o Farmers Market (Summer & Winter)
o Music in the Park (10-Year Anniversary in 2022)
o Movie in the Park

o Special Events Permitting
 Communications
o New Brand – City Hall signage has been installed
o Working with CivicPlus on website redesign
5. Other:
 Participation in the Sherburne County Comprehensive Plan (repeal & replace)
 CD is participating in the CMRP – Transportation Task Force
 City Administrator – Clay Wilfahrt’s last day with the City is on 4/8/22- Hanna Klimmek
will begin serving as Interim City Administrator on 4/11/22

