AGENDA
BIG LAKE CITY COUNCIL
WORKSHOP
MAY 12, 2021
5:00 p.m.

1) CALL TO ORDER
2) ROLL CALL
3) ADOPT PROPOSED AGENDA
4) BUSINESS
4A.

Big Lake Community Brand and Identity Design Project Update

4B.

Police Chief Appointment Process Discussion

4C.

Pavement Management Plan Discussion

4D.

Residential Honey Bees Discussion

4E.

New Ideas Discussion

5) OTHER
6) ADJOURN

CITY COUNCIL MEETING COVID-19 NOTICE
Attendance at Meetings: All attendees are expected to follow CDC recommendations and State of MN
Executive Orders relating to the COVID-19 Pandemic. Some members of the City Council may participate
in this Meeting via telephone or other electronic means on an as needed basis.

Disclaimer: This agenda has been prepared to provide information regarding an upcoming workshop of the Big Lake City Council.
This document does not claim to be complete and is subject to change.

WORKSHOP ITEM
Big Lake City Council

Prepared By:

Meeting Date:
5/12/2021

Item Description:

Reviewed By: Clay Wilfahrt, City Administrator

Hanna Klimmek, Community Development Director

Big Lake Community Brand and Identity Design Project Update

Item No.

4A

Reviewed By: Corrie Scott, Recreation &
Communications Coordinator

ACTION REQUESTED
Provide feedback to both Staff and Como Lake Marketing Partners.
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
After postponing the kickoff of the Big Lake Community Brand and Identity Design Project for nearly six
months due to restrictions with COVID, the Big Lake EDA and Staff decided it was time to commence in fall
of 2020. Since that time, Como Lake Marketing Partners has been facilitating the project.
The first phase of the project was focused on research and planning. Mike Brown, Principal of Como Lake
Marketing Partners, and his team studied the City’s demographics, assets (business ecosystem, developed
infrastructure, key partners, culture, workforce, & quality of life), perceptions people may have, and how
the City of Big Lake can set itself apart from neighboring/competing areas of the State. During this phase,
one-on-one interviews were facilitated and a survey was sent out to the general public.
The first phase delivered key findings and emerging themes so that Como Lake Marketing Partners could
move into phase two; Identity Development. For the past two months, Como Lake Marketing Partners has
been working with Staff and the Big Lake EDA on developing a logo and tagline. Both Staff and the Big Lake
EDA asked for the logo to be clean, simple, professional, different than the old logo, and to incorporate the
lakes. During their April 12, 2021 meeting, the Big Lake EDA decided it was time to provide an update to the
Big Lake City Council so that the City Council can provide their feedback so that Como Lake Marketing
Partners can continue their work into phase three; Marketing Tools. Once complete, phase three will deliver
a marketing toolkit, videos, and a photo library.
Como Lake Marketing Partners will be at the May 12, 2021 City Council Workshop to provide an update,
answer questions that the City Council may have, and to accept feedback from the City Council.
FINANCIAL IMPACT
N/A
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Provide feedback to both Staff and Como Lake Marketing Partners.
ATTACHMENTS
N/A

WORKSHOP ITEM
Big Lake City Council

Prepared By:

Clay Wilfahrt, City Administrator

Item Description:

Discuss Police Chief Appointment Process

Meeting Date:
5/12/2021

Item No.

4B

Reviewed B: Deb Wegeleben, Finance Director
Reviewed By: N/A

COUNCIL DIRECTION REQUESTED
Discuss Police Chief Appointment Process.
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
Chief Scharf formally submitted his resignation recently, and staff is looking to analyze ways to appoint a
new Chief of Police. There are essentially three main ways that the City has appointed such roles: 1) appoint
someone from within, 2) hold an internal advertisement and interview process, or 3) hold an internal and
external advertisement and interview process. Below is a brief explanation of the pros and cons of each:
1. Appointment process – This would be a process by which the Council would select a qualified
candidate from within that is the clear choice to fill the role. This process should be used when there
is a clear and obvious predecessor to the outgoing employee. Its benefits are that it is a short and
simple process, the Council already knows the employee, and morale is positively impacted by
internal promotions. Presumably Council desires to continue to have the Big Lake Police Department
function largely as it has in the past. We already know all of our officers, and better understand how
they will fit within our organization, so internal appointment is a safer bet that the culture of the
department won’t dramatically change.
The negatives are that the pool of potential candidates is limited, and others in the department with
an interest in the position may be frustrated that they were not afforded an opportunity to apply.
Staff is aware of at least two internal staff interested in applying for the position.
a. Pros – simple, inexpensive, already know the employee, morale of promotion from within.
b. Cons – not always a qualified candidate, may cause issues with others in the department who
want to apply, narrow pool of candidates.
2. Internal Advertisement – The City has used this process many times to fill promotions such as the
Superintendent positions that we filled in April. This process is short and inexpensive, and it provides
management an opportunity to promote people they have worked with and know the work habits
of the employee. It encourages staff that there are opportunities to move up within the organization
and helps with morale. Being internal only, there is a limited pool of candidates. Also, depending on
who is selected, there can be hard feelings between candidates that can cause morale issues.
a. Pros – Simple, inexpensive, known employee, promotion from within helps morale.
b. Cons – limited candidate pool, potential internal issues.

3. Internal and External Advertisement – Internally and externally advertising provides for the largest
candidate pool. The City will get experienced leaders with good qualifications. That is really the main
benefit of this approach, expanding the pool of candidates.
Some of the risks are that the City doesn’t directly know all of the candidates. While an internal
candidate can still be appointed in the process, appointing an outside candidate can lead to change
in the department’s culture. Also, the perception that the City doesn’t promote from within can also
cause hard feelings among current officers. The process is also more expensive and time consuming.
Staff would need to advertise for the position, coordinate interviews, and conduct some preemployment screenings like psychological exams. Total costs will be around $2,000 plus additional
staff time.
a. Pros – Large candidate pool.
b. Cons – Most expensive, potential morale issues, fit of candidates less certain.
Staff is anticipating doing a selection process and an initial round of interviews with staff and the Personnel
Committee. We will also work to bring in an expert in policing to help with our interviews. Final interviews
will happen with the entire City Council and several key staff in a special meeting.
Staff met with the Personnel Committee who recommended moving forward with an internal and external
application process. They believe since this is one of the most visible positions in the City, the Council should
open up the position for internal and external applications to allow for the largest pool of candidates. The
costs are not large, and potential morale issues exist with every option. The one concern that the personnel
committee wants to be diligent about during the hiring process is to ensure that whichever candidate is
selected is a good fit with the culture of the organization.
Staff would like to have a conversation and discuss what option the City Council prefers.
FINANCIAL IMPACT
N/A
ALTERNATIVES
1. Direct Staff to move forward with one of the options
2. Direct staff to pursue another option
ATTACHMENTS
None

WORKSHOP ITEM
Big Lake City Council

Prepared By:

Layne Otteson P.E., City Engineer
ENG21-036

Item Description:

Meeting Date:
5/12/2021

Pavement Management Plan Discussion

Item No.

4C

Reviewed By: Clay Wilfahrt, City Administrator
Reviewed By: Deb Webelegen, Finance Director

COUNCIL DIRECTION REQUESTED
Council to discuss and provide general guidance regarding schedule of future street reconstruction
projects.
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
There have been past discussions with Council and Public Works regarding deterioration of the existing
pavement and water quality impacts. Many streets throughout the City have drainage challenges, high
maintenance costs and segment surfaces turning to gravel. Many in the community have felt the City has
fallen behind in maintaining many street surfaces. In 2017, the City’s first Pavement Management Plan
was established and identified work from 2018 through 2022. It has since been periodically updated by
the City Engineer as projects are completed or issues are identified.
Now that the 2021 Street and Utility Project has been awarded and moving forward, Staff has begun to
revise the 5 year Pavement Management Plan (2023-2027). 2022 has no paving work identified at this
time but a small paving or maintenance project may be directed by the Council. Currently there are 3
general locations identified for significant street reconstruction in 2023, 2025 and 2027 (See City Wide
Map). The plan is to design the project in the even years and construct in the odd years. The projects
were grouped into areas where pavement ratings were low and concrete curbing is absent. Each project
is sized to range from $2 million to $3 million in order to take advantage of volume pricing and increase
the overall pavement condition of the City. The size of the project areas can be adjusted to fit within a
budget or bonding parameter.
Recently, interest in project timing has been expressed regarding future street reconstruction. Staff is
seeing historic low bond rates and potential for inflationary pressures on the construction industry in the
near future. Combining the projects into a larger project in 2022 would save the City costs but would be
have to be constructed over 2 summers (2022-23) to meet the requirements of the bond. Tonight’s
discussion is determine if there is a consensus of the Council to advance project timing or to remain on
schedule.
City Engineer Otteson and Finance Director Webelegen will present before the Council.
FINANCIAL IMPACT
Advancing projects typically reduce the annual construction cost increases of 5%. The costs of the
following projects are estimated using current unit costs and 5% annual increase. By moving projects

forward, we can expect cost savings of 5% for each year advanced. Project costs include construction,
surveying, engineering, inspection, legal, administration and 10% contingency.
Plan Year & Costs
2023 is $2.72M
2025 is $2.45M
2027 is $2.41M

=>
=>
=>

If advanced to 2022
$2.58M
$2.08M
$1.81M
$6.47M

Savings
$140,000
$370,000
$600,000
$1,110,000

Bonds cost is $110,000 per issuance, so reducing 3 individual projects into 1 project saves the City
approximately $220,000.
The total estimated saving by advancing the projects to 2022 would be approximately $1,330,000. This
does not include any scaled saving in interest.
ALTERNATIVES
1. Discuss no further at this time and continue with the schedule of reconstructing streets in odd years.
2. Staff to return with a refined schedule that advances any number of the 3 future projects identified in
the attached maps.
ATTACHMENTS
1. City Wide Map
2. 2023 & 2025 Reconstruction Areas
3. 2027 Reconstruction Area

WORKSHOP ITEM
Big Lake City Council

Prepared By

Lucinda Meyers, City Planner

Item Description:

Residential Honey Bees Discussion

Meeting Date:
5/12/2021

Item No.

4D

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

COUNCIL DIRECTION REQUESTED
Direction regarding whether Council is interested in amending the City Code to allow beekeeping on
residential properties and, if so, what they would like to see.
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
Current Ordinance
The City of Big Lake currently categorizes bees as “farm animals”. They may only be kept in the Agricultural
zoning district of the City, and only if the property is at least 10 acres in size provided that no animal shelter
shall be within 300 feet of an adjoining piece of property. These 10-acre properties are permitted to have
up to three (3) farm animals although more can be allowed with an Interim Use Permit.
Technically, the Big Lake Zoning Code already allows a resident to apply for an Interim Use Permit to keep
an animal that is otherwise prohibited by the ordinance. However, there is no clear direction in the City Code
regarding the specifics of this process or what conditions might be attached to an IUP for the keeping of an
otherwise prohibited animal. The cost to apply for an Interim Use Permit is $500 with a $1,000 escrow which
is used to cover any direct costs (public hearing notice, consultants’ time, etc.) Interim Use Permits (like all
special use permits) are Staff intensive and must be reviewed by the Planning Commission and approved by
the City Council. The fees are set to cover the costs of the process. It is a 2-month long review process and
there is no guarantee that an Interim Use Permit request will be approved since the Code does not directly
state that bees can be allowed with an Interim Use Permit, only that residents have the right to ask for
permission. Most residents are not willing to spend $1,500.00 if there is a likelihood that they will receive a
“no” answer to their request.
There is a growing interest in “urban agriculture” among Minnesota city residents. Many municipalities now
allow the keeping of bees and the practice is often legalized along with the keeping of chickens in “urban
agriculture” ordinances. The City of Big Lake recently legalized backyard chickens and there has been some
preliminary discussion regarding making it easier to keep bees on city lots as well.
Background on Beekeeping
Worldwide, over the past five decades, there has been a 45% increase in the number of managed honey bee
hives. During the winter of 2006-2007, beekeepers in the United States began reporting unusually high
losses of their hives. This was determined to be mainly caused by Colony Collapse Disorder. Other reasons
for bee-decline include industrial agriculture, parasites/pathogens, and habitat loss. The decline of bees

promoted urban and rural beekeeping as an effort to help the cause. Research shows that bees suffer less
from agricultural pesticides when kept in more urban/residential areas. Gardens and flowers significantly
increase honey production and quality of life for bees. Beekeeping has become popular in the rural setting
for the production of honey and use of pollination on gardens and plants.
On a related note, over the past decade, some communities have amended their ordinances to allow “native
plantings” as an alternative to grass lawns. Without such an ordinance, residents risk being subjected to
fines for long grass if their native plantings exceed the City’s lawn height ordinances. Native plantings
ordinances allow residents to turn their yards into pollinator-friendly habitats which provides a food source
for wild honeybee populations. Some but not all of these “pollinator-friendly” communities also allow
beekeeping on residential lots.
It may make sense to incorporate native plantings into a discussion on beekeeping in Big Lake city limits.
Staff has a draft native plantings ordinance that was prepared years ago by Planner Healy for internal staff
discussion. The draft ordinance needs to be “polished” but is otherwise ready for Council discussion.
Pros and Cons of Allowing Beekeeping
Pros
•
•
•
•
•
Cons
•

•

Beekeeping provides farmers and hobbyists with a variety of enterprises including production of
beeswax, honey, and other edible bee products; crop pollination and sale of bees to other
beekeepers.
People enjoy the idea of knowing where their food is coming from and the mechanisms that help
grow it.
Serves as extra income for residents and an increase in quality of life.
Bee enthusiasts may also contribute to community involvement as most beekeepers become
involved in clubs or groups.
Honey Bees eat pollen and nectar from flowers so they do not disturb community members while
enjoying things such as outdoor eating.
Honey bees may sting neighbors. They sting once and then die. Although honeybees are not
considered to be aggressive, a bee sting to someone with a hyper-sensitive bee allergy may be lifethreatening (including neighbors in the discussion of allowing beekeeping on a residential lot may
prevent this type of occurrence).
Beehives may attract predators (e.g., bears, skunks, foxes, weasels, and mice). The structure of the
beehive can deter these predators from affecting the hive but it still may attract them.

Potential Means of Regulating Beekeeping
Those Cities that have chosen to allow beekeeping may use a number of different regulations to limit
potential negative effects. These rules differ between communities and may include some combination of
the following:
•
•
•
•
•

Zoning restrictions
Special Use Permits that require City Council approval (Conditional Use Permit, Interim Use Permit)
Minimum Lot size requirements
Setbacks
Documentation of training in beekeeping

•
•
•

Number of hives allowed
Adjoining property involvement (written notice to occupied properties within certain distance)
Permitted outright as long as they are not a nuisance

Rules in Other Communities
There are many communities that only allow beekeeping on agricultural lots or prohibit beekeeping within
City limits altogether. This section will focus on the rules in communities that have chosen not to prohibit
beekeeping.
There are some Minnesota communities where the Code has a “gray area” concerning bees and they are
not specifically listed as being either allowed or prohibited. In these communities, bees are generally
ignored/tolerated unless the City receives a nuisance complaint. This probably is not the best approach as
residents may not be willing to invest in a beekeeping hobby if there is no assurance that it is actually
allowed. Also, this approach would not be consistent with the way Big Lake’s Code is written since the Code’s
language generally prohibits anything that is not listed as permitted.
There are a couple of communities (i.e. Maplewood) where beekeeping is expressly permitted as an
accessory use with no permit required. In Maplewood, the only rules for beekeeping are setback
requirements for the hives (from property lines and neighboring houses) and a rule that the bees must not
cause a nuisance.
There are some communities, such as Fridley, that require administrative permits for beekeeping and have
very technical ordinances that set standards for the permits. This process is most typical in communities
with an animal control officer on Staff who is knowledgeable about beekeeping and can oversee highly
technical regulations without City Council guidance. Administrative permits may be a one-time permit or
may involve yearly registration. There is typically at least one inspection involved and letters are often sent
out to adjacent properties whose owners can register opposition to the permit if they are allergic to bees.
Many cities require proof that the beekeeper has attended classes on beekeeping and obtained certification.
Many communities, such as Ramsey and Lakeville, require a Special Use Permit from the City Council for
beekeeping. This may be a Conditional Use Permit, an Interim Use Permit, or a special “beekeeping permit”
that is established by City Code. These communities use a formal process to solicit feedback from
neighborhoods and require public hearings. Permits may be denied if individuals living near the proposed
hive are allergic to bees. Permits, when granted, may include unique conditions that are specific to the
property (typical of any CUP or IUP).
Notes from the City Attorney from previous Beekeeping Conversation (2019):
•

It is unusual to allow beekeeping outright as a permitted use. Most Cities require an Interim Use
Permit (or equivalent) which includes a public hearing and neighborly notification.

•

Most communities treat beekeeping differently than other “property rights” issues because bees do
not respect property lines. The hobby will have a direct impact on neighboring properties. There will
be a significant increase in the number of bees in neighbors’ back yards.

•

There is really no way to enforce a rule that “the beekeeping must not be a nuisance.” This is a
subjective standard and not an issue that a judge would side with a City on. Most judges would likely

tell the City “if you considered beekeeping a potential nuisance, why did you legalize it without a
permit requirement or additional standards?”
•

There is no “taking it back,” once an ordinance has been adopted and a resident has started
beekeeping. If a resident goes “too far” with their beekeeping and the Council later changes the
ordinance to add more rules in response, that property is still permanently grandfathered and the
City cannot do anything to curb their abuse of the earlier ordinance. The size and scope of their
beekeeping would be grandfathered.

What Would it Take to Allow Beekeeping in Big Lake?
To formally allow beekeeping, the City Council would need to add language to the Code that regulates bees
differently than other “farm animals,” similar as to what was done with chickens earlier this year. A public
hearing and input from the Planning Commission would only be required if the City Council were seeking to
make changes to the Zoning Code. A change to the animal ordinance could be approved directly by the City
Council without requiring additional steps.
The City Council is asked to give staff clear direction regarding what type of regulatory approach they would
want to take with this issue. Different regulatory approaches will require different amounts of Staff
oversight. Staff would note that Big Lake does not have an animal control officer.
FINANCIAL IMPACT
N/A
ALTERNATIVES
A. Leave Ordinance “As-Is”
B. Direct Staff to conduct additional research and analysis and return to the City Council for another
workshop discussion
C. Direct Staff to draft Ordinance and return to the City Council for another workshop discussion
ATTACHMENTS
None.

WORKSHOP ITEM
Big Lake City Council

Prepared By

Clay Wilfahrt, City Administrator

Item Description

New Ideas Discussion

Meeting Date
5/12/2021

Item No.

4E

Reviewed By: N/A
Reviewed By: N/A

COUNCIL DIRECTION REQUESTED
None
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
This item is dedicated for City Council Members to bring up any ideas/projects that they would like to discuss
during the Workshop.
FINANCIAL IMPACT
None
ALTERNATIVES
None
ATTACHMENTS
None

