AGENDA
BIG LAKE PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
COUNCIL CHAMBERS
APRIL 21, 2021
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: S. Marotz, K. Green, A. Heidemann, L. Odens, P. Seefeld, D. Vickerman, S. Zettervall)

6A. Approve Regular Planning Commission Meeting Minutes of April 7, 2021
7.

BUSINESS
7A. PUBLIC HEARING: Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for 1061 Hennepin Avenue (PID
65-422-0205
7B. PUBLIC HEARING: City Code Amendment – Sections 1004.03, 1007.03, 1014.03
and 1106.05
7C. Vacated Planning Commission Seat

8.

PLANNER’S REPORT

9.

COMMISSIONERS’ REPORTS

10. OTHER
11. ADJOURN
Attendance at Meeting: All attendees are expected to follow CDC recommendations ensuring social distancing
of at least 6 feet away from other persons.
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, Recreation and Communication Coordinator

Meeting Date:
4/21/2021

Item No.

6A

Item Description:
Reviewed By: Hanna Klimmek, Community
April 7, 2021 Planning Commission Regular Meeting Development Director
Minutes
Reviewed By: Lucinda Meyers, City Planner
ACTION REQUESTED
Approve the April 7, 2021 Big Lake Planning Commission Regular Meeting Minutes as presented.
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
The April 7, 2021 Planning Commission Regular Meeting Minutes are attached for review.
FINANCIAL IMPACT
N/A
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
N/A
ATTACHMENTS
04-07-2021 Planning Commission Regular Meeting Minutes
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BIG LAKE PLANNING COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING MINUTES
APRIL 7, 2021

1.

CALL TO ORDER

Chair Zettervall called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m.
2.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIENCE

The Pledge of Allegiance was recited.
3.

ROLL CALL

Commissioners present: Ketti Green, Alan Heidemann, Scott Marotz, Lisa Odens, Paul
Seefeld, and Scott Zettervall. Commissioners absent: Dustin Vickerman. Also present:
City Planner Lucinda Meyers, Recreation and Communication Coordinator Corrie Scott,
and Community Development Director Hanna Klimmek.
4.

ADOPT AGENDA

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

OPEN FORUM

Chair Zettervall opened the Open Forum at 6:01 p.m.
No one came forward for comment.
Chair Zettervall closed the Open Forum at 6:01 p.m.
6.

APPROVE MEETING MINUTES

6A.

APPROVE REGULAR PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES OF
MARCH 3, 2021

Commissioner Seefeld motioned to approve the March 3, 2021 Regular Meeting
Minutes. Seconded by Commissioner Odens, unanimous ayes, Minutes approved.
7.

BUSINESS
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PUBLIC HEARING: SOLAR ENERGY SYSTEMS ORDINANCE AMENDMENT

Meyers reviewed the drafted new ordinance language that was proposed in the
Planning Commission meeting packet. She stated that the City has received a second
building permit for installation of a residential roof mounted solar energy system, which
under current ordinance cannot be issued. Meyers asked the Commission to conduct a
public hearing and consider making a motion to recommend approval or denial of the
proposed ordinance amendments, either as presented or with modifications.
Chair Zettervall opened the public hearing at 6:04 p.m.
No one came forward for comment.
Chair Zettervall closed the public hearing at 6:04 p.m.
Green asked if the City’s Building Official had additional comments regarding proposed
language in the draft. Meyers confirmed that the City’s Building Official had no further
comment, but that he wanted to ensure the Minnesota building code is referenced along
with the documents listed under Item j.i. Zettervall asked if an amendment should be
made to Item g. so that it is only referencing ground systems rather than rooftop
systems. Meyers stated that rooftop systems are generally used for commercial
buildings with flat rooftops. She stated that there is no practical extent that the City
would screen a single-family rooftop. Zettervall recommended amending verbiage in
Item g. to exempt roof mounted systems from screening requirements. Green agreed
with Zettervall’s suggestion.
Odens asked if it is typical for verbiage in Item g. to state ‘to the extent possible’ and if it
should be changed to ‘to the extent practical.’ Meyers stated that the proposed change
can be made to Item g.
Commissioner Heidemann motioned to recommend to City Council approval of the
proposed ordinance amendment with the following changes: 1) require screening for
ground mounted systems only, and 2) change verbiage for screening from ‘to the extent
possible’ to ‘to the extent practical’ Seconded by Commissioner Odens, unanimous
ayes, motion carried.
7B.

PUBLIC HEARING: ORDINANCE AMENDMENT MODIFYING THE BUILDING
PERMIT SECTION OF THE ZONING CODE TO REFLECT EXPECTED
REQUIREMENTS FOR CERTIFICATE OF SURVEY

Klimmek reviewed the drafted new ordinance language that was proposed in the
Planning Commission meeting packet. She stated that the new language would
accomplish consistency between the Zoning Code and handouts that inform the public
on building permit application submission requirements. Klimmek asked the
Commission to conduct a public hearing and consider making a motion to recommend
approval or denial of the proposed ordinance amendments, either as presented or with
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modifications.
Chair Zettervall opened the public hearing at 6:11 p.m.
No one came forward for comment.
Chair Zettervall closed the public hearing at 6:11 p.m.
Green asked if these changes will be helpful for staff. Klimmek stated that surveyors
have been making complaints to Meyers and that this will help reduce future complaints.
Commissioner Green motioned to recommend to City Council approval of the proposed
ordinance amendment as presented. Seconded by Commissioner Marotz, unanimous
ayes, motion carried.
7C.

PLANNING COMMISSION GOALS DISCUSSION

Meyers stated that after reviewing City Code Section 250 she realized that the
ordinance does not reflect the Planning Commission’s current practices. She
recommended that Planning staff and the Planning Commission review the ordinance
and recommend some revisions for purposes of consistency with current policies and
practices at a later date.
Zettervall stated that he would like to talk about what was defined in the agenda
regarding the City’s code prior to talking about goals specifically. He stated that after
this discussion he would like the Commission to decide if they would like to put together
a formal Strategic Plan or talk more informally about goals. Zettervall stated that Item C.
in Section 250 of the City’s code is what should be focused on. Meyers stated that she
interprets Section 250 to be targeted toward the implementation chapter of the
Comprehensive Plan. She stated that she views Program of Work to be synonymous
with Chapter 17 of the Comprehensive Plan. Meyers stated that she believed that Items
A and B of Section 250 reference the initial establishment of the City’s Planning
Commission. Martoz agrees with Meyers that Item C can be used to revise the
Comprehensive Plan with the creation of a Resolution. He stated that it is normal for the
Comprehensive Plan to be updated periodically.
Zettervall asked if Section 250 needs to be revised. Marotz stated that he doesn’t feel
revision of that section is a priority. Zettervall asked about the subcommittee that
created the BLEDA’s Strategic Plan. Heidemann stated that the Strategic Plan was
created in order to keep the BLEDA on track and that it is referenced throughout the
year and updated annually. Klimmek stated that the Strategic Plan helps with her
position as Big Lake’s Community Development Director and understanding the
priorities of the BLEDA. Meyers agreed that a Strategic Plan would be helpful for her
position as City Planner.
Green stated that she doesn’t mind putting together a Strategic Plan as long as it is
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used. She doesn’t view that the time put into creating a Strategic Plan is worthwhile
unless it is being consistently referenced and updated. Marotz stated that he likes the
action steps portion of a Strategic Plan as it forces the Commission to move forward.
Marotz stated that he feels the Planning Commission’s Strategic Plan needs to be
simplified compared to the BLEDA’s. He stated that the goals need to be measurable
and reasonable. Odens and Seefeld agreed with the Commission’s prior statements.
Zettervall asked if the BLEDA’s Strategic Plan is reviewed regularly. Heidemann stated
that it is reviewed quarterly and referenced regularly. He stated that there is a
subcommittee that created the document and then brought it to the full Commission for
approval. Zettervall recommended that three members from the Planning Commission
along with City staff make up the subcommittee. Green asked if anyone outside of the
BLEDA and City staff have participated in creating the BLEDA’s Strategic Plan.
Heidemann stated that there hasn’t been anyone outside of the BLEDA and City staff
that have participated in creation of the Strategic Plan.
Odens asked if this subcommittee would be considered a quorum. Zettervall stated that
as long as the subcommittee only has three members, it wouldn’t be considered a
quorum. Meyers stated that the next step is to decide whether to have a loose
discussion or a more structured approach that is coordinated with staff. Meyers stated
that a third option would be to go without a subcommittee and bring the discussion to a
future meeting. Zettervall asked the Commission if they would like to go forward with a
subcommittee. The Commission unanimously agreed. Zettervall asked which
Commissioners have interest in joining the subcommittee. Odens stated that if the full
commission wants to participate that it is brought up at a regular meeting rather than a
subcommittee meeting. Marotz stated that it would be interesting for the members on
the Code Revision Task Force to participate in the Strategic Plan subcommittee.
Meyers stated that another option is for the Chair, Vice-Chair, and a third Planning
Commission Member who has Strategic Planning experience to make up the
subcommittee. Zettervall recommended that Green, Heidemann, and himself along with
City staff make up the Strategic Plan subcommittee.
Zettervall stated that the Comprehensive Plan has two volumes; in the first, issues are
identified and in the second, a plan is made to solve the identified issues. Zettervall
stated that he feels one of the goals for the Commission should be establishing an
update cycle for the Comprehensive Plan. Odens stated that the last time the
Comprehensive plan was reviewed was ten years ago. She stated that as the Code
Revision Task Force continues to meet they will likely find things in the Comprehensive
Plan that need to be updated. Odens stated that there are also portions of the
Comprehensive Plan that aren’t code related that likely need to be addressed.
Odens stated that she looked at Chapter 17 of the Comprehensive Plan that has action
steps. She feels that there are a few action steps that are directly related to the
Planning Commission. One of those priorities is adopting a road functional classification
system to apply to streets that are under municipal jurisdiction. Odens stated that she
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would like to see a more detailed classification system that determines which streets are
a priority for reconstruction and that it would need to be created with the help of the
City’s Engineer. Marotz stated that this type of system would be similar to the City’s
Complete Streets Plan, but with more strategy involved.
Zettervall stated that there is a flowchart in the Comprehensive Plan that helps staff
decide when a street needs sidewalks. Odens stated that this type of flowchart is
specifically quantitative and that there are other qualitative aspects that should be
considered. Zettervall stated that too complex of a flowchart could hinder potential
variances. Odens agreed and stated that a classification system should include a note
stating that it is a recommendation. Zettervall asked Seefeld if a classification system
would have been helpful for City Council when they were making decisions for the 2021
street project. Seefeld stated that the goal of the Code Revision Task Force is to
simplify things, and that a classification system might not do that.
Odens stated that a potential classification system wouldn’t need to be included in the
Comprehensive Plan, but could be a tool for the City Engineer to reference. Marotz
stated that he views a classification system could appease subjectivity and be used as a
baseline for when the City Engineer starts implementing a street project. He stated that
this is why he likes the Complete Streets Plan because it acts as some sort of baseline
to reference when implementing street projects. He stated that although Complete
Streets and a potential classification system for streets are a baseline, that there is
always going to be exceptions where you need to deviate from those plans.
Odens stated that another action item she views should be a priority is to amend the
zoning ordinance to greatly reduce or eliminate minimum off-street parking
requirements for businesses and industry. She stated that without a minimum
requirement for off-street parking, there is a possibility that a business would like to
work with their neighboring businesses to share parking and that she would like to work
with the City’s attorney to ensure the City is prepared for this potential outcome.
Zettervall stated that this has already been addressed to a degree and that it might be a
better priority for the Code Revision Task Force. Odens stated that the Planning
Commission hasn’t focused on business parking specifically and she would like to
discuss it further. Marotz stated that parking is an important goal because it is a topic
that comes up frequently. Zettervall stated that signs are another topic that comes up
frequently. Marotz stated that sign ordinance revision will likely come up often due to
changing technology.
Seefeld asked what has been discussed the most at prior meetings that needs to be
addressed. Marotz confirmed that parking and signs are two that come up often. Marotz
stated that the section in the City’s code that references electronic reader boards is
outdated along with other portions of the code regarding signs. Zettervall asked if
updating the zoning map to reflect the land use map should be considered a goal.
Green stated that it needs to be worked on, but that she isn’t sure it needs to be
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included in a Strategic Plan. Heidemann stated that the current discussion is best used
as a starting point that the Strategic Plan subcommittee can then narrow down and
make more detailed.
Meyers stated that she feels that the goals being discussed should be broadened. For
example, she stated that a goal could be to implement the Comprehensive Plan and
then this goal would have specific action items associated with it. Green asked what
Meyers views as priorities for the Planning Commission. Meyers stated that the zoning
code and subdivision ordinance needs to be completely overhauled. She also stated
that staff has been working with the City Attorney. Meyers commented that having a
street classification system would be a great tool for City Council, but that the creation
of the system would be led by the City Engineer. She stated that it is ultimately up to the
City Council on whether they would like to implement a roadway classification system.
Marotz stated that the Planning Commission has the ability to look into the Complete
Streets Plan and that he would like the Commission to approach City Council to see if
they support the creation of a classification system. Marotz stated that all of the
Planning Commission’s goals should be brought up at a Council workshop to ensure
that the Commission’s time is being well spent. Klimmek stated that she believes the
City Engineer would support a street classification project.
Zettervall stated that the goals listed in the BLEDA’s Strategic Plan are more general
and then underneath each goal are multiple more detailed objectives. Marotz stated that
some of the goals that are listed in the BLEDA’s Strategic Plan are standing goals and
the objectives underneath are more actionable items that change over time.
Zettervall confirmed that the subcommittee will create a draft Strategic Plan and bring it
to the Planning Commission for review before bringing it to City Council. Odens asked if
there should be a softer goal regarding educational opportunities or collaborating with
City Council. Marotz stated that making the Joint Committee Meeting bi-annual rather
than annual would be a benefit, especially with a number of new individuals on City
Council. Zettervall asked if there should be a standing agenda item regarding Strategic
Plan. Meyers agreed and stated that it is more realistic to bring the draft Strategic Plan
to the first Planning Commission meeting in May rather than April.
7D.

CODE REVISION TASK FORCE UPDATE

Meyers reviewed that during the Code Revision Task Force’s March 16th meeting, the
volunteer group welcomed a new member: Councilmember Halverson. She stated that
the next meeting is scheduled April 20th and the group anticipates the onboarding of
additional members: Planning Commissioner Scott Marotz and Parks Advisory Board
member Jack Merwin. The group intends on introducing themselves and the project to
the City Council during the May 26th City Council Workshop.
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Zettervall asked the Commission if they have any feedback on the two goals that were
created by the task force. Zettervall stated that the first goal comes off as trying to strip
the code to as minimal as possible and that his understanding was that the revision
would result in a more user-friendly code, not one that was absent quality of life
provisions. Heidemann stated that although it may read that way, the final decisions are
made by City Council rather than by the Code Revision Task Force solely. Seefeld
stated that he has been advised by someone who works for the City of Maple Grove to
view the second goal as important as it will reduce the need for PUDs, CUPS, and IUPs
at Council Meetings. Zettervall stated that to a degree it is important to have PUDs,
CUPs, and IUPs.
Marotz stated that there is a good mix of individuals on the Task Force that will likely not
allow for the code to be stripped completely. He stated that having a more simplistically
written code is beneficial in many ways, including to save time for staff and consultants.
Odens stated that CUPs and PUDs should be reserved for creative ideas rather than
things that are standard in the industry and that the constant need for these is likely
because the City’s code is out of date.
Heidemann asked if there was any interest from the public in joining the Code Revision
Task Force. Meyers stated that there was one individual that showed interest and that
she has their contact information on file.
7E.

CENTRAL MISSISSIPPI RIVER REGIONAL PLANNING PARTNERSHIP (CMRP)
FRAMEWORK 2030 UPDATE

Meyers reviewed the following:
 The Round 2 Engagement process has ended. The preponderance of input has
come from regional leadership within the partner jurisdictions.
 In addition to the Partnership workshop conducted in late February, workshops
were conducted with appointed and elected officials in Monticello, Monticello
Township and Sherburne County to collect feedback on the draft vision and
strategies for regional economic growth, land use and collaboration.
 City Administrator Wilfahrt and Planner Meyers conversed on the topics of the
Partnership and the Framework 2030 project during a Facebook Live event held
in March.
 Partnership and Staff attended a retreat in late March with the purpose of
addressing concerns that have arisen amongst members regarding the
partnership itself. During the retreat, partners produced a SWOT analysis to
deepen their understanding of their mission. Action steps for the Partnership are
an anticipated result of the analysis.
 Next Steps: PlanningNext team is compiling draft findings from the R2
Engagement which will be presented to the Partnership during the April 22 nd
meeting. Refinement of the vision statement and prioritization of the strategies
expected April/May.
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Marotz asked if the concerns in the partnership were internal or external. Meyers stated
that there were some elected officials that sit on the partnership that passed on
concerns they heard from their constituents. Odens asked what a SWOT analysis is.
Meyers outlined that SWOT stands for strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and
threats. Seefeld stated that not only were direct strengths, weaknesses, opportunities,
and threats identified, but also more indirect strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and
threats. Seefeld stated that an example of a weakness for this group is having an
entirely new City Council in Big Lake.
Meyers stated that the City of St. Cloud is also looking into adding a bridge crossing in
their area. She stated that MNDOT is also exploring the addition of a bridge crossing
between Elk River and Brooklyn Center. Zettervall asked if these potential crossings are
considered a threat in the SWOT analysis to CMRP. Meyers stated that this topic is
outside of the scope of information that was considered in the SWOT analysis but could
be considered a threat to the Partnerships hopes for an additional bridge crossing.
Odens asked if CMRP is competing for funding with these potential bridge crossings.
Meyers stated that there is no funding set aside at this point. Marotz stated that funding
is not earmarked, but that other bridge crossings are a direct threat to potential funding.
Klimmek stated that this would especially be difficult because MNDOT is more likely
than CMRP to receive funding. Meyers also stated that St. Cloud is likely to have more
resources in a project like this.
7F.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT UPDATE

Klimmek discussed the status of various projects within Community Development as of
April 7, 2021. This update included Housing, Commercial and Industrial, BLEDA,
Planning and Zoning, Building, Recreation and Communication, and Streets and Parks.
Klimmek reviewed the following handout during the meeting:
PERMIT ACTIVITY REPORT – THROUGH MARCH 31, 2021
Permit Type

Permits Issued in
March of 2021

2021 Total

Single-Family

14

36

Multi-Family

0

0

Commercial New / Remodel / Addition

0

5

Remodel / Decks / Misc.

25

51

HVAC / Mechanical

7

25

Plumbing

5

17

- DRAFT MINUTES NOT APPROVED

Big Lake Planning Commission Meeting Minutes
Date: April 7, 2021
Page 9 of 11
Zoning

16

17

Land Alteration

0

0

Fire

0

2

TOTAL

67

153

Total Fees
in Mar. 2021

Permit Fee

Plan Review

TOTAL

$47,751.10

$7,807.18

$55,558.28

YTD 2021 Total Valuation
(through 3/31/21)

YTD 2021 Permit Fee + Plan Review
(through 3/31/21)

$11,708,709.00

$171,983.58

PREVIOUS YEAR COMPARISON – THROUGH MARCH 31, 2020
Permit Type

Permits Issued in
March of 2020

2020 Total

Single-Family

3

5

Multi-Family

0

0

Commercial New / Remodel / Addition

1

3

Remodel / Decks / Misc.

13

35

HVAC / Mechanical

4

20

Plumbing

2

10

Zoning

4

12

Land Alteration

0

1

Fire

0

10

TOTAL

27

96

Total Fees
in Mar. 2020

Permit Fee

Plan Review

TOTAL

$8,763.95

$3,145.57

$11,909.52
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YTD 2020 Total Valuation
(through 2/29/20)

YTD 2020 Permit Fee + Plan Review
(through 2/29/20)

$1,294,478.76

$25,048.62

Klimmek updated that Norm Michels and Dan Childs are now considered Department
heads and Norm is no longer part of the Community Development Department.
8.

PLANNER’S REPORT

Meyers reviewed the following:
 During the March 24 meeting, the City Council:
o Rezoned 18 parcels consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, per the
Planning Commission recommendation, with the exception of 1 parcel
which they rezoned from B-3 to R-2 (as opposed to R-3).
o Provided feedback on the Marketplace Crossing Concept Plan (60-unit
multifamily).
o Approved the final plat for Big Lake Car Condos Second Addition (final
approval for this project).
o Authorized staff to move forward with advertising the street reconstruction
project to collect bids. Highland Avenue was removed from the scope and
sidewalks are included on Powell Street from Glenwood to Hiawatha.
Construction anticipated May through November.
 The Planning Commission will be meeting twice per month, the first and third
Wednesday of the month from April through August.
o The next meeting is scheduled April 21st. Items anticipated for this agenda
include:
 2 Public Hearings:
 Amendments to the City Ordinance regulating public hearing
notification procedure.
 CUP for impervious surface coverage over 25% for a
property located within the Shoreland Management district
allowing construction of a single-family home on a vacant lot.
 The City is in receipt of the following development applications:
o Norland Park 7th Addition (completing this residential development).
Scheduled for Council approval April 28th.
o Update to be provided during meeting. Application anticipated April 5.
 Staff, and the Mayor, continue to work with the Meadowview Estates applicant on
development options for their property west of 172nd St NW.
9.

COMMISSIONERS’ REPORTS
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Marotz stated that at the Parks Committee meeting there was a discussion about
finalizing the questionnaire that will be sent out to residents near the City owned parcel
off of Brom Lane requesting feedback on what kind of amenities are valued by those
who live in the area. Scott stated that the neighborhoods within walking distance of the
parcel are included in the mailing.
10.

OTHER – None.

11. ADJOURN
Commissioner Green motioned to adjourn at 7:56 p.m. Seconded by Commissioner
Heideamnn, unanimous ayes, motion carried.

AGENDA ITEM
Big Lake Planning Commission

Prepared By:
Kevin Shay
Consultant Planner

Meeting Date:
4/21/2021

Item No.

7A

Item Description:
Reviewed By: Lucinda Meyers, City Planner
Public Hearing for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for 1061
Reviewed By: Hanna Klimmek, EDFP,
Hennepin Avenue (PID 65-422-0205)
Community Development Director

60-DAY REVIEW DEADLINE: May 18, 2021
ACTION REQUESTED
The Planning Commission is asked to make a motion recommending approval or denial of the
development application.
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
APPLICATION:
Greg Roehl, the applicant, has submitted a development application requesting the following:
 A Conditional Use Permit to exceed the impervious surface limits within the shoreland overlay.
The Applicant submitted a complete application on March 19, 2021. State Statute dictates that the City
must act upon a development application within 60 days of the receipt of a complete application. The City
can extend the review for an additional 60 days, if needed, by providing written notice to the Applicant.
Any additional extensions must be requested, in writing, by the Applicant.
PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:
The applicant is proposing to construct a new home at 1061 Hennepin Avenue.
PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS:
The property is an existing 10,822 square foot parcel which is currently vacant. The lot is within the
shoreland overlay district for Mitchell Lake (general development) and Blacks Lake (natural environment).

EXISTING ZONING AND LAND USE:
Zoning
Future Land Use
Existing Land Use
Topography

R-5 Residential Redevelopment
Lakeshore Cottage Neighborhood
Single Family Home
Lakeshore

SURROUNDING ZONING AND LAND USE:
Direction

Zoning

North

R-5 Residential Redevelopment

South

R-5 Residential Redevelopment

East

R-5 Residential Redevelopment

West

R-1 Single Family Residential

Future Land Use Plan
Lakeshore Cottage
Neighborhood
Lakeshore Cottage
Neighborhood
Lakeshore Cottage
Neighborhood
Low Density Housing

Existing Land Use
Single Family Housing
Single Family Housing
Single Family Housing
Single Family Housing

ANALYSIS OF REQUEST
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT REQUESTED:
The applicant is requesting a conditional use permit to allow an increase in impervious surface coverage
within the shoreland overlay district. Up to 25% impervious is allowed, with an increase of up to 50%
impervious coverage allowed by CUP. The new home is proposed to be constructed with an impervious
surface of 35.9% or 3,892 square feet. Per guidance from the DNR, the City recommends to applicants who
apply for a conditional use permit to stay below 35% impervious surface if at all possible. This home is
slightly over the recommendation of 35% by 0.9% or 97 square feet, which staff has addressed through
conditions.
DIMENSIONAL STANDARDS:
Setbacks:
The property complies with the setback standards for an existing lot of record in the R-5 district as shown
below:
Setback
Northern property line
Southern Property line
Eastern property line
Western property line

Type
Front
Yard
Rear
Yard
Side
Yard
Side
Yard

Setback
Required
20 foot
minimum
10 foot
minimum
10 feet
minimum
10 feet
minimum

Compliance
Complies
Complies
Complies
Complies

Between Buildings

Internal

10 feet
minimum

Complies

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT:
The R-5 section of the zoning ordinance allows 25% impervious cover, which for this lot is 2,705 square
feet. However, the same section allows an increase in impervious of up to 50% of the lot area, if certain
conditions are met. That subsection reads as follows:
2. The impervious surface coverage may be increased up to fifty (50) percent of the total lot area by a
Conditional Use Permit as set forth in and regulated by Section 1007 (Conditional Use Permits) and
the following criteria:
a. All structures, additions, or expansions shall meet setback and other requirements of this
Ordinance.
b. The lot shall be served by municipal sewer and water.
c. The lot shall provide for the collection and treatment of storm water in compliance with the
City Storm Water Management Plan if determined that the site improvements will result in
increased runoff directly entering a public water. All development plans shall require review
and approval by the City Engineer.
d. Measures to be taken for the treatment of storm water runoff and/or prevention of storm
water from directly entering a public water. The measures may include, but not be limited to
the following:
(1) Appurtenances as sedimentation basins, debris basins, desilting basins or silt traps.
(2) Installation of debris guards and microsilt basins on storm sewer inlets.
(3) Use where practical, oil skimming devices or sump catch basins.
(4) Direct drainage away from the lake and into pervious, grassed, yards through site
grading, use of gutters and downspouts.
(5) Sidewalks are constructed with partially pervious raised materials such as decking
which has natural or other pervious material beneath or between the planking.
(6) Grading and construction techniques are used which encourage rapid infiltration,
e.g. sand and gravel under impervious materials with adjacent infiltration swales
graded to lead into them.
(7) Berms, water bars, or terraces are installed which temporarily detain water before
dispersing it into pervious area.
(8) Installation of a minimum fifteen (15) foot wide buffer from the OHWL. This buffer
would be treated similar to a wetland buffer where native grasses etc. would be
required and mowing and dumping would not be permitted.
e. All structures and impervious surfaces shall be located on slopes less than twelve (12)
percent. The physical alteration of slopes shall not be permitted for the purpose of
overcoming this limitation.
f. Site developments shall be designed, implemented and maintained using the most applicable
combination of comprehensive practices that prevent flooding, pollutant, erosion and
sedimentation problems consistent with Protecting Water Quality in Urban Areas, Best
Management Practices for Minnesota, Minnesota Pollution Control Agency, October 1989,
or as amended, which is incorporated by reference, available at the State Law Library and
not subject to frequent change.
g. The City may impose additional conditions if determined necessary to protect the public
health, safety and welfare.

The proposed additions to the property comply with all of the conditions of the Ordinance. Engineering
recommends additional stormwater management and erosion control practices to address the additional
impervious surface.
When considering a CUP application, the Planning Commission should ensure the intent of the ordinance is
met. The CUP language in the ordinance reads as follows:
The Planning Commission shall hold the public hearing to consider the application and the possible adverse
effects of the proposed conditional use permit. The judgment of the Planning Commission with regard to
the application shall be based upon (but not limited to) the following factors:
a. The proposed action has been considered in relation to the specific policies and provisions of and
has been found to be consistent with the objectives of the Comprehensive Plan, including public
facilities and capital improvement plans.
The Comprehensive Plan calls for the protection of the lakeshore cottage district and the
creation of new housing that fits with the character of the lake shore cottage district. The
proposed single-family residential home fits with the character of the lakeshore cottage district,
complies with the zoning standards for the district and will not impact any natural resource in
the surrounding area.
b. The proposed action meets the purpose and intent of this Ordinance and the intent of the
underlying zoning district.
The R-5 Residential Redevelopment district was created specifically to allow small lots that
previously hosted seasonal cabins to be adaptively reused to create a neighborhood of
permanent homes. The Applicant is proposing to construct a single-family home to be a
permanent residence for the owners. This is consistent with the goals of the zoning district.
c. The proposed use can be accommodated with existing public services and will not overburden
the City’s service capacity.
The proposed single-family home will not overburden the City’s service capacity.
d. There is an adequate buffer yard or transition provided between potentially incompatible uses
or districts.
The proposed single-family home meets all setback standard and will fit in well within the lowmedium density residential neighborhood.
e. The proposed use is or will be compatible with present and future land uses of the area.
This area is intended to be low-medium density and consist of single-family homes,
townhomes, and twinhomes. The single-family home is appropriate for the area.
f. The proposed use conforms with all performance standards contained within this Ordinance.
The use conforms to the performance standards contained in the Zoning Ordinance.

g. Traffic generation by the proposed use is within capabilities of streets serving the property.
The traffic generation will have a very minimal increase with the new single family home and is
within the capabilities of the street serving the property.
h. In addition to the above general criteria, the proposed conditional use permit meets the criteria
specified for the various zoning districts.
The zoning district standards and shoreland district standards have been met.
STAFF COMMENTS:
Engineering and Public Works:
The City Engineer prepared a comment letter for the review of this application (Attachment B).
Fire Department
No comment.
Police Department
No comment.
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:
DNR:
The DNR has yet to provide comment on the application.
FINANCIAL IMPACT
NA
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff is recommending approval of the conditional use permit. Staff’s recommendation of approval comes
with the following conditions:
PLANNING AND ZONING CONDITIONS
1. The applicant shall address the comments in the City Engineer’s memo dated April 14, 2021.
2. The applicant shall submit a building permit for review and approval by the City.
3. Any conditions of the Planning Commission, City Council, Staff, consultants, or other agencies
responsible for the review of this development application
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CITY OF BIG LAKE
MINNESOTA
A general meeting of the City Council of the City of Big Lake, Minnesota was called to
order by Mayor Paul Knier at 6:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers of City Hall, Big Lake,
Minnesota, on Wednesday, May 12, 2021. The following Council Members were
present: Ken Halverson, Sam Hanson, Paul Knier Kim Nordin and Paul Seefeld. A
motion to adopt the following resolution was made by Council Member _______ and
seconded by Council Member _________.

CITY OF BIG LAKE
RESOLUTION NO. 2021-XX
RESOLUTION APPROVING A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FOR
1061 HENNEPIN AVENUE
WHEREAS, the City of Big Lake Planning Commission conducted a public
hearing on April 21, 2021 to consider the following:
 A Conditional Use Permit to permit impervious surface coverage of 36%.
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission conducted a public hearing on April 21,
2021 and recommended, with a x-x vote, that the City Council approve the conditional
use permit subject to the conditions identified herein; and
WHEREAS, notice of public hearing on said motion has been duly published and
posted in accordance with the applicable Minnesota Statutes and persons interested in
said applications were afforded the opportunity to present their views and objections
related to the project; and
WHEREAS, the City Council makes the following findings of fact and decision:
A. The Legal Description of the subject property is: Lots 12 and 13, Block 2, Oakland
Heights, Sherburne County, Minnesota, according to the recording plat thereof.
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B. The Site Location Map showing the project location within the City is attached as
Exhibit A.
C. The applicant’s site plan is attached as Exhibit B.
D. Conditional Use Permit.
1. The proposed action has been considered in relation to the specific
policies and provisions of and has been found to be consistent with the
objectives of the Comprehensive Plan, including public facilities and
capital improvement plans.
The Comprehensive Plan calls for the protection of the lakeshore cottage
district and the creation of new housing that fits with the character of the
lake shore cottage district. The proposed single-family residential home
fits with the character of the lakeshore cottage district, complies with the
zoning standards for the district and will not impact any natural resource in
the surrounding area.
2. The proposed action meets the purpose and intent of this Ordinance and
the intent of the underlying zoning district.
The R-5 Residential Redevelopment district was created specifically to
allow small lots that previously hosted seasonal cabins to be adaptively
reused to create a neighborhood of permanent homes. The Applicant is
proposing to construct a single-family home to be a permanent residence
for the owners. This is consistent with the goals of the zoning district.
3. The proposed use can be accommodated with existing public services and
will not overburden the City’s service capacity.
The proposed single-family home will not overburden the City’s service
capacity.
4. There is an adequate buffer yard or transition provided between potentially
incompatible uses or districts.
The proposed single-family home meets all setback standard and will fit in
well within the low-medium density residential neighborhood.
5. The proposed use is or will be compatible with present and future land
uses of the area.
This area is intended to be low-medium density and consist of singlefamily homes, townhomes, and twinhomes. The single-family home is
appropriate for the area.
1061 Hennepin Avenue
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6. The proposed use conforms with all performance standards contained
within this Ordinance.
The use conforms to the performance standards contained in the Zoning
Ordinance.
7. Traffic generation by the proposed use is within capabilities of streets
serving the property.
The traffic generation will have a very minimal increase with the new
single family home and is within the capabilities of the street serving the
property.
8. In addition to the above general criteria, the proposed conditional use
permit meets the criteria specified for the various zoning districts outlined
as follows.
The zoning district standards and shoreland district standards have been
met.
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Big
Lake that it hereby approves the conditional use permit subject to the following
conditions:
1. The applicant shall address the comments in the City Engineer’s memo dated
April 14, 2021.
2. The applicant shall submit a building permit for review and approval by the City.
3. Any conditions of the Planning Commission, City Council, Staff, consultants, or
other agencies responsible for the review of this development application
Adopted by the Big Lake City Council on the 12th of May 2021.

Mayor Paul Knier
Attest:
__________________________________

Gina Wolbeck, City Clerk
The following Council Members voted in favor:
The following Council Members voted against or abstained:
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Whereupon the motion was duly passed and executed.
Attachments:
Exhibit A – Site Location Map
Exhibit B – Applicant’s Site Plan
Drafted By:
City of Big Lake
160 North Lake Street
Big Lake, MN 55309

STATE OF MINNESOTA
COUNTY OF WRIGHT

)
) SS.
)

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this _____ day of May, 2021,
by the Mayor and City Clerk of the City of Big Lake, a Minnesota municipal corporation,
on behalf of the corporation.

____________________________________
Notary Public
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EXHIBIT A
SITE LOCATION MAP

EXHIBIT B
APPLICANT’S SITE PLAN

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

Meeting Date:
4/21/2021

Item No.

7B

Item Description:
Reviewed By: Hanna Klimmek, EDFP, Community
Public Hearing: City Code Amendment – Sections Development Director
1004.03, 1007.03, 1014.03 and 1106.05
Reviewed By: Clay Wilfahrt, City Administrator
ACTION REQUESTED
The Planning Commission is asked to hold a public hearing on the proposed Ordinance amendments
which expand the radius of mailed public hearing notification for certain land use applications from 350
feet to 500 feet. The Planning Commission is also asked to make a recommendation on the Ordinance
amendment to the City Council.
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
Discussion of expanding the public hearing notification procedure began with the previous City Council at a
workshop in November of 2020. The discussion was continued by the Planning Commission in December
and picked up by the new Council thereafter. The Council has requested that the mailed notification for
public hearings be sent to all properties within a 500-foot radius of a property with an active land use
application, including:







Zoning Map Amendment (rezoning)
Comprehensive Plan Land Use Plan Map Amendment (reguiding)
Preliminary plat (subdivision)
Conditional Use Permit (CUP)
Interim Use Permit (IUP)
Variance

Implementation of the directive requires multiple code amendments, which are attached to this report.
FINANCIAL IMPACT
This initiative is being handled as part of regular staff duties.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends the Planning Commission hold a public hearing prior to conducting any deliberation
and/or formulating a recommendation for the City Council. This recommendation will be received by the
Council during their regularly scheduled meeting May 12, 2021. Should the Council adopt the amendment
during the May 12 meeting, it will go into effect upon publication in the official newspaper on May 22,
2021.
ATTACHMENTS
A. Draft Ordinance Amendment (language to be removed; proposed language)

ATTACHMENT A
DRAFT ORDINANCE AMENDMENT

1004.03:
PROCEDURE: The procedure for amending the Comprehensive Plan and/or Zoning Ordinance
(map and text) is outlined as follows:
Subd. 1.
Prior to filing an application for amendment, the prospective applicant(s) shall schedule
a preliminary meeting with the Zoning Administrator or designee to discuss items including, but not limited to
the nature of the proposed use, consistency of the proposal with applicable City policies and standards, and
information required for a formal application. The City Council may amend the Comprehensive Plan and/or
Zoning Ordinance as proposed by the City Council, by the Planning Commission or by petition of a person
owning property within Big Lake in accordance with the following:
3. The Zoning Administrator or designee shall set the date for a public hearing and publish the date,
time, meeting location, subject site location (for map amendments) and brief description of the
proposal in the official newspaper at least ten (10) days prior to the public hearing. Written notices
shall be mailed at least ten (10) days prior to the public hearing to all owners of land within three
hundred fifty (350) five hundred (500) feet of the boundary of the property to which the
amendment relates (for map and site specific amendments), if notification is required by State
Statute.
1007.03:

PROCEDURE: The process for filing a conditional use permit is outlined below:

Subd. 1.

Process.

4. The Zoning Administrator or designee shall set the date for a public hearing and publish the date,
time, meeting location, subject site location and brief description of the proposal in the official
newspaper at least ten (10) days prior to the public hearing. Written notices shall be mailed at least
ten (10) days prior to the public hearing to all owners of land within three hundred fifty (350) five
hundred (500) feet of the boundary of the property to which the conditional use permit relates.
1014.03:

PROCEDURE: The process for filing a variance application is outlined below:

Subd. 1.

Process.

4. The Zoning Administrator or designee shall set the date for a public hearing and publish the date,
time, meeting location, subject site location and brief description of the proposal in the official
newspaper at least ten (10) days prior to the public hearing. Written notices shall be mailed at least
ten (10) days prior to the public hearing to all owners of land within three hundred fifty (350) five
hundred (500) feet of the boundary of the property to which the variance application relates.
1106.05:

FILING AND REVIEW OF APPLICATION:

Subd. 1.

Procedure:

11. The Planning Commission shall hold a public hearing on the proposed preliminary plat. Notice of
the public hearing shall be published in the official newspapers designated by the City Council at
least ten (10) days prior to the hearing. The City shall mail written notification of the proposed
preliminary plat to property owners located within three hundred fifty (350) five hundred (500)
feet of the subject site. Timing of the mailed notice shall be the same as that for the published
notice. The failure to give mailed notice to individual property owners or defects in the notice shall
not invalidate the proceedings, provided a bona fide attempt to comply has been made.

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

Item Description:
Vacated Planning Commission Seat

Meeting Date:
4/21/2021

Item No.

7C

Reviewed By: Hanna Klimmek, EDFP, Community
Development Director
Reviewed By: Clay Wilfahrt, City Administrator

ACTION REQUESTED
The Planning Commission is asked to accept the resignation of Commissioner Dustin Vickerman and
recommend City Council authorize staff to advertise for the open position and collect letters of interest
and resumes from interested residents.
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
Commissioner Dustin Vickerman provided the City with written notice of his intent to resign from the
Planning Commission on April 7, 2021. Planning Commission seats are for four (4) year terms. The seat
occupied by Mr. Vickerman expires December 31, 2023. We thank him for his contributions to the Planning
Commission.
FINANCIAL IMPACT
Planning Commissioners receive $40.00 for each meeting attended.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
N/A
ATTACHMENTS
N/A

