AGENDA
BIG LAKE PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
COUNCIL CHAMBERS
January 5, 2022
6:00 p.m.
1)

CALL TO ORDER

2)

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

3) ROLL CALL

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

3A. OATH OF OFFICE: Appointed Planning Commissioners Alan Heidemann and Allen Berg (no
documentation)
4)

ADOPT PROPOSED AGENDA

5)

OPEN FORUM

6)

APPROVE MEETING MINUTES
6A. Approve Regular Planning Commission Meeting Minutes of December 1, 2021

7)

BUSINESS
7A. Environmental Review – Avalon Estates Environmental Assessment Worksheet (EAW)
7B. PUBLIC HEARING: CUP Request to Allow Painting of Rooftop Mechanical Equipment at
Premier Marine
7C. PUBLIC HEARING: Comprehensive Plan Amendment – Adopt Road Functional Classification
Plan (Fig. 12-1)
7D. Selection of 2022 Chair, Vice-Chair, and Parks Advisory Committee (PAC) Liaison Positions
7E. 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

Recreation

and

Meeting Date:

Communication 1/5/2022

Item No.

6A

Item Description:
Reviewed By: Lucinda Spanier, City Planner
December 1, 2021 Planning Commission Regular
Reviewed By: Hanna Klimmek, Community
Meeting Minutes
Development Director
ACTION REQUESTED
Approve the December 1, 2021 Big Lake Planning Commission Regular Meeting Minutes as presented.
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
The December 1, 2021 Commission Regular Meeting Minutes are attached for review.
FINANCIAL IMPACT
N/A
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
N/A
ATTACHMENTS
12-01-2021 Planning Commission Regular Meeting Minutes
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BIG LAKE PLANNING COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING MINUTES
DECEMBER 1, 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: Tony Benecke, Ketti Green, Alan Heidemann, Scott Marotz,
Lisa Odens, Paul Seefeld, and Scott Zettervall. 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 6:02 p.m.
No one came forward for comment.
Chair Zettervall closed the Open Forum at 6:02 p.m.
6.

APPROVE MEETING MINUTES

6A.

APPROVE REGULAR PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES OF
NOVEMBER 3, 2021

Commissioner Benecke motioned to approve the November 3, 2021 meeting Minutes
with the following corrections: 1) The third sentence of Item 7B, paragraph one is to
read: Heather Lorch, Land Manager was present on behalf of Capstone Homes to
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answer questions, and 2) The third sentence of Item 7B, paragraph fourteen is to read:
Land Manager Heath Lorch explained that the greenspace had been implemented in
other Capstone developments and was very popular. Seconded by Commissioner
Seefeld, unanimous ayes, Minutes approved.
7.

BUSINESS

7B.

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING DISCUSSION

Spanier reviewed that the City of Big Lake Comprehensive Plan Transportation Plan
states that “the City will take the following major steps to implement the
recommendations of the Transportation Plan.” Table 12-6, Major Transportation Plan
Actions, lists the actions and timing recommended for plan implementation. She stated
that the first action listed is the adoption of a road functional classification system (and
to apply it to those streets and roads that are under municipal jurisdiction) in 2018 and
ongoing. She reviewed that the third action listed is to conduct a study to determine the
feasibility of the proposed parkway system in 2019.
Spanier asked the Planning Commission to review and discuss the actions
recommended by staff and to provide a recommendation to the City Council to proceed
with the workplan proposed or with revisions determined by the Planning Commission.
Seefeld asked if there should be a conversation about parkway designs being different
in residential versus commercial settings. Spanier stated that the parkway guidelines for
various land use types would be determined in the plan. She stated that the
Comprehensive Plan states that the benefit of construction of the parkway would be
reaped by the community at large and not just the immediate area and because of that
the cost should be shared. She stated that a lot of other communities put the cost of a
parkway on the developer solely.
Zettervall stated that there are parallel roads to the proposed parkway and he wonders
if they are redundant. Spanier stated that she believes only one of the various parallel
roads would be selected to become a parkway. Zettervall stated that he believes a
parkway would increase the value of the area. Seefeld asked if they should not have
Minnesota Avenue as the parkway. Heidemann stated that he believes the northern
road is a more pursuable option. Seefeld stated that Minnesota isn’t built so it might be
easier to create the parkway there. Zettervall stated that there are entrances to the
school system off of Minnesota Avenue and that a parkway could affect the school.
Green stated that if a parkway is introduced on Glenwood it will expand the roadway
further and would encroach on the neighboring properties. Otteson stated that it is
important to look at other parkways to determine what has gone well and what hasn’t
and incorporate that feedback in the creation of new parkways. He stated that in Elk
River there are staff that receive many complaints about a parkway that was created
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with many driveways exiting onto the road. He stated that it is important to consider
existing positive and negative feedback when creating new parkways. Otteson stated
that Glenwood would be more difficult to construct into a parkway because of
neighboring developments and schools. He stated that because Minnesota is seeing
more development, it is likely the easier option for a parkway. Seefeld stated that
Glenwood is already very developed. Green agreed that with the developable land to
the north, there should be some type of trail or sidewalk connectivity to ensure safe
travel for pedestrians to the school system. She stated that she doesn’t see a benefit to
having a parkway on that road. Green asked about future parkways on Highline and
County Road 73. Marotz stated that those roads do not have driveways exiting directly
onto them so the issue that Otteson mentioned regarding Elk River’s parkway wouldn’t
come into play. Green asked if these are County Roads.
Otteson stated that the City will have to pay for any difference between the County’s
original project plans and enhancements proposed to those plans, such as a parkway.
Green asked if the County is looking to introduce a parkway. Otteson stated that the
City is looking into introducing parkways. Otteson stated that on County Road 83 there
are medians separating traffic even though the area is less residential and more rural.
Odens asked if there are issues with traffic leaving the school and exiting onto the
parkway. Otteson stated that it shouldn’t be an issue because intersections will be
controlled. Marotz stated that he views Minnesota as being the sensible option for a
parkway because of anticipated residential development and traffic patterns. He stated
that the parkway would encourage people to get off of Highway 10 and divert that traffic.
He also stated that in the future there could be spurs off of the parkway directing traffic
to other amenities.
Zettervall asked if Glenwood should still be considered as a potential parkway. Odens
asked if that would be a hurdle for potential developers. Otteson stated that it is
important with negotiations to start high with expectations and from there to
compromise. Green stated that there is a current developer that is against the
construction of a parkway. She asked if developers are required to build exactly what is
proposed in the Comprehensive Plan. Otteson stated that this isn’t necessarily the case.
He stated that anything above and beyond a typical 32’ road, the City will pay for.
Spanier stated that although this is the current practice, many other communities
require the developer to pay for creation of parkways.
Otteson stated that developers prefer to not have to create parkways because of the
added cost such as double the amount of curbing. He stated that not all parkways have
curbing, however, and that some communities build ditches with wildflowers or other
designs. Seefeld asked if there are issues with the road washing away when there isn’t
curbing on both sides of the road. Otteson stated that drainage is the main issue and
that there are some design options that can mitigate those risks.
Odens asked if the requirement of local residential roads having a width of 29’ with
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parking on both sides should instead be a range. Spanier stated that the local
residential roads that are recommended is going to be the standard and the only time
that this would be less than 29’ is when traffic is considerably lower such as in a cul-desac. Otteson stated that he prefers 35’ streets. He stated that 26’ can save developers
money, but it will make it difficult to offer on street parking. He also stated that Public
Works struggles to snowplow on the narrower streets within the community. He stated
that he would prefer at least 30’ streets as they allow for on street parking and he hasn’t
received any complaints regarding that size.
Spanier reiterated that the purpose of the agenda item is to adopt a workplan. She
stated that once the workplan has been adopted then the Commission will have more
formal, in depth discussions about changing specific requirements such as parkway
design standards. Green asked if the road design standard has been discussed at prior
meetings. Spanier stated that these standards were discussed by the Planning
Commission during the creation of the Comprehensive Plan. Otteson stated that tonight
is meant to be a discussion rather than a formal adoption. Heidemann stated that he
likes the proposed process. Marotz stated that he likes the parkway design idea, but
that if it’s excessively expensive he doesn’t want it to hinder development or burden
taxpayers. He also recommended looking into the cost of maintenance of newly created
parkways.
Green asked if staff reviews proposed street layouts prior to Planning Commission
review or after. Otteson stated that it has been over ten years before this type of
parkway proposal has come before staff. He stated that Bolton and Menk has also
helped look at this. Otteson stated that Council Members have recommended parkways
as they can help drive step-up housing to the community. He stated that the City
generally offers to pay some of the cost of a road project like a parkway so that it
doesn’t stop a developer from interest in building in the community. Spanier stated that
before this project comes before the Planning Commission, Planning and Engineering
staff work together to review the project.
Green stated that she views walkability as a priority. She stated that with housing
coming into Big Lake in high numbers, she feels it is important to ensure those future
households have a safe way to get to school. Spanier stated that for the Capstone
project the road abutting their land will be reconstructed and a trail will be included.
Otteson stated that there is a portion without sidewalk on County Road 43 and when
asked if they would like to build a sidewalk, the Township declined.
7A.

BUFFER YARD ORDINANCE DISCUSSION

Spanier asked the Planning Commission to review and discuss the Buffer Yard
Ordinance and determine whether an Ordinance amendment is warranted. She stated
that topics for consideration include the following: 1) Should the City continue to require
residential developers of lots adjacent to major collector roadways, arterial roadways,
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railroad right of ways, and overhead power lines to include the Buffer Yard?, and 2)
Should the City continue to require property owners with Buffer Yards to maintain the
Buffer Yards?
Green asked if the buffer yard reduces the size of residents’ yards. Spanier stated that it
does not reduce the yard, but that it is considered an additional 20’. Heidemann asked if
there is a buffer yard required between power lines. Spanier stated that every
residential lot that was platted after the ordinance was adopted in 2002 that abuts a
railroad right-of-way, Highway 10, or a major collector road is required to have a buffer
yard. Green stated that she doesn’t understand why a residence abutting a railroad
would be required to have a buffer yard.
Zettervall stated that he also doesn’t understand why a residence with a power line
would need a buffer yard. Odens stated that she doesn’t understand the purpose of the
buffer yard in genera. She asked if it is to stop drivers on roadways from viewing
residential property or buffering the properties from the potential eyesore such as the
railroad or power lines. Spanier confirmed that the intention is for both of those
purposes, but that some residents do not want the buffer yard. She stated that there are
massive power line easements that would then not require an additional buffer yard.
Benecke stated that with railroads there is usually a portion of land owned by the
railroads that might make it unnecessary to include a buffer yard.
Martoz stated that the buffer yard is not going to stop homeowners from utilizing their
yard or constructing things like fences or decks in their yard. He stated that the buffer
yard is filled with landscaping that would make the space unusable, so he doesn’t see
the benefit to homeowners of being able to fence in that portion of land. Seefeld stated
that he feels there are many people building fences into the buffer yard, because they
see others doing the same. He stated that the homeowner in violation owns a daycare
and he believes the children would want to be able to play in the buffer yard. Spanier
stated that with these things in mind, the homeowner could have applied for a variance.
Marotz asked if there are neighboring homes that are in violation of the code. Seefeld
stated that there are many homes on the same street that have fences and that there
was another homeowner that applied for a fence permit and was denied because they
are asking to fence into their buffer yard. Marotz stated that if one homeowner is
permitted to fence in the buffer yard abutting their residence, that all homeowners
requesting a fence in the buffer yard abutting their residence should be approved.
Green stated that the homeowner applied for a fence, was denied the permit due to the
City’s existing Ordinance regarding buffer yards, and that the homeowner put up the
fence anyway. She stated that if the City has an Ordinance, it should be enforced
equally for all homeowners. Seefeld stated that Council is okay with homeowner who
put up the fence to pay a penalty and not have to take the fence down. Green stated
that the issue with that is it shows residents that they can break a City Ordinance
without pulling a permit and simply pay a fine. Benecke stated that if the City has an
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Ordinance that it should be upheld. Seefeld stated that there are other homes who have
also disregarded the Ordinance. Benecke stated that it should be upheld equally for all
citizens. Marotz stated that there were multiple residents who inquired about putting in
retaining walls and fences who were denied permits and it isn’t fair to them to allow
other residents who didn’t go through the proper process of obtaining a permit to keep
their fence when it directly contradicts an Ordinance.
Zettervall asked if the Planning Commission wants to continue maintaining buffer yards.
He also asked if there is a difference for this requirement if it is a road or power line
versus a road. Marotz stated that he prefers having buffer yards, especially when there
is a road involved such as Highline Drive for example. He stated that it is more
aesthetically pleasing and is also helpful from a safety standpoint. He stated that along
collector roads he believes that the buffer yard should stay. Seefeld stated that he
believes there shouldn’t be any requirement for a buffer yard and that residents should
be able to do whatever they want with their property. He stated that if a buffer yard is
still required it should be lowered to only 5’.
Heidemann stated that residents should be aware when purchasing the home that there
are certain City Ordinances they need to follow. Otteson stated that residents often
don’t do research regarding City Ordinances or surveys of their home. Otteson stated
that there is a big difference between the east and west end of Highline and that the
homes on the west have backyards with visible storage of campers from the road where
the east end has a buffer area with landscaping. He stated that it should be considered
what to do about developments with existing buffer yards versus newly built
developments without existing buffer yards. Otteson stated that the Commission should
look at past mistakes to make decisions on how to proceed regarding buffer yards.
Seefeld suggested a berm but no landscaping requirements. Marotz stated that the
berm would be unbuildable land aside from the potential to install a fence. Seefeld
suggested amending to allow for fences. Odens stated that she likes the idea of keeping
the berm and having some restrictions on what can be constructed. Martoz stated that
although County Road 73 has a ditch to stop homeowners from accessing the road from
their backyards, it still leaves the potential for visible blight. He stated that the City is not
proactive in blight control or code enforcement in general and buffer yards are a way to
get ahead of the problem. He stated that he would like to see buffer yard requirements
stay in place, but that he is open to altering requirements for buffer yards near power
lines. Marotz stated that having fences stop before the buffer yard is a way to keep from
having multiple variations in fence styles abutting each other which can be aesthetically
displeasing.
Otteson stated that he has fielded complaints from residents regarding fence setbacks
from abutting trails. He stated that residents complain about the difficulty to maintain
grassy areas outside of their fence because they then need to install doors so their lawn
equipment can be used on both sides of their fence. Odens asked if most people with
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complaints regarding the buffer yard requirements are looking to install fences or sheds.
Spanier stated that most residents who apply for permits to fence in the buffer yard area
abutting their yard do not take issue when the learn about the City’s Ordinance. She
stated that there has only been one homeowner that has made formal complaint. Odens
stated that there are many people who have installed fences against City Code and that
whatever decision is made will set an important precedent.
Spanier stated that she researched the neighboring homes to ensure that the City
hadn’t accidentally issued a permit outside of City Code requirements and that she only
found potentially one permit that was issued in this manner. She stated the remainder of
the homeowners either built their fence without obtaining a permit, or in violation of the
permit that was issued to them. Marotz stated that this is why HOAs have become
popular, because the association takes care of these types of buffer yards.
Green asked if there will be a berm in the Marketplace development. Spanier stated that
because Marketplace is considered a minor collector road rather than a major collector
road, there will not be a buffer yard requirement. Green asked which roads are
considered major collector roads. Spanier stated that County Roads 5, 73, and 81 are
all considered major collector roads. She stated that Highline is considered a minor
collector road and that buffer yards are not required. Marotz stated that there must be
large setbacks on Highline. Spanier confirmed that the setbacks and easements on
Highline are immense because of the power lines.
Green stated that the berms help with screening between public to private, but that she
doesn’t understand why buffer yards are necessary near a railroad track. Benecke
suggested that the buffer yard might help with the sound of passing trains. Spanier
asked the Commission if they would like to amend the buffer yard Ordinance or keep it
as written. Seefeld stated that he would like to leave the decision for a buffer yard up to
each individual property owner. Marotz stated that unless City Council starts to take an
active approach to blight in the community, it would be wise to take a proactive
approach with buffer yards to minimize the already persistent problem. He stated that
Big Lake has a serious issue with blight in comparison with neighboring communities
and the buffer yard Ordinance is a way to combat the issue.
Seefeld asked if there is a way to compromise with the Ordinance to appease the
homeowner who placed the fence in the buffer yard abutting their residence. Marotz
stated that he could potentially get behind the decision to allow for fences to encroach
into the buffer yard, but that there should be some restrictions on fencing type. He
stated that he isn’t comfortable with amending an Ordinance to appease a single
homeowner. He stated that doing this sets a precedent that adhering to City Ordinances
is a choice and not a requirement.
Benecke stated that he likes buffer yards and that he feels more conversation needs to
be had regarding when they are required. He stated that if a resident wants to place a
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fence in the buffer yard, they should go through the permitting process and potentially
ask for a variance. Green stated that she is okay with the way the Ordinance is written
aside from the portion regarding railroads. Marotz stated that he would like to see the
majority of the Ordinance remain the same with the exception of the railroad portion. He
stated that he would like to see anyone who wants to place a fence in the buffer yard
apply for a variance. Heidemann agreed with Marotz’s statements. He commented that
he would like to talk more in the future about how the homeowner needs to maintain the
buffer yard even though they are unable to construct anything within it.
Odens stated that she prefers the aesthetics of the buffer yard on Highline. She stated
she would like to see changes regarding the power lines. She stated that she doesn’t
see an issue with fencing within the buffer yard as long as there is some kind of design
standard for height and fence type. Seefeld stated that he would like to see changes
regarding the railroad and power lines portion. He stated that he would like to see
homeowners be able to allow their children to play on the berms.
Zettervall stated that if a development was created with a buffer yard, he would like to
see them continue to be maintained. He stated that buffer yards are appealing and can
increase property value. Zettervall stated that there should be a variance option, but that
there should be certain criteria that needs to be met in order for a variance to be
approved. Seefeld asked if the homeowners that violated the Ordinance could have
applied for a variance. Spanier stated that they would not likely have met the criteria to
have been approved for a variance. Marotz stated that one of the factors is that the City
is creating an unreasonably small backyard space for the homeowner.
Marotz stated that the variance process sets a high bar and he recommended offering a
Conditional Use Permit option instead. Spanier stated that a Conditional Use Permit or
Interim Use Permit are both potential options. Seefeld asked what happens when staff
denies a permit and if the applicant is given the option for a variance. Spanier stated
that generally they are, but if the applicant is not likely to meet the criteria for a variance,
staff will not always share the information with them.
7C.

SET PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING DATES FOR 2022

Spanier reviewed that the Planning Commission convenes on the first Wednesday of
each month and the third Wednesday during the months of May, June, July and August.
She asked the Planning Commission to review the proposed 2022 meeting schedule
and either approve as proposed or with revisions.
Commissioner Green motioned to approve the regular meeting agenda for 2022 as
proposed. Seconded by Commissioner Heidemann, unanimous ayes, motion carried.
7D.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT UPDATE
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Spanier discussed the status of various projects within Community Development as of
December 1, 2021. This update included Housing, Commercial and Industrial, BLEDA,
Planning and Zoning, Building, and Recreation and Communication.
8.

PLANNER’S REPORT – None.

9.

COMMISSIONERS’ REPORTS

Benecke stated that he will not be at the Joint Committee Meeting. Green and the other
Commissioners thanked Marotz for his service on the Planning Commission. Marotz
stated that he will not be at the Joint Committee Meeting, but he thanked the Planning
Commission for a positive experience over the years. Seefeld stated that about 50-60
community members attended the public hearing for the 2022 Streets Project. He stated
the majority of those in attendance were in support of the project.
Seefeld stated that City Council reviewed an Interim Use Permit and that two conditions
were removed including the ability to have people live in an RV on their property and to
dump waste into the storm water drains. Zettervall stated that although the condition
was removed on the IUP, it still doesn’t counteract the City’s existing Ordinances.
Spanier also stated that living in an RV within City limits is not permitted. Seefeld stated
that Dan Childs reported it is illegal to dump RV waste into the storm water drains but
not the sanitary sewer and that is what the homeowner claimed to have done.
Seefeld recognized and thanked Marotz for his knowledge and contributions toward the
Planning Commission. Green asked if there can be notation for future staff when
Ordinances are changed that can explain why the amendments are made. Spanier
stated that when she amends an Ordinance she includes the amendment date so that
future staff can look back at meeting minutes that might include the discussions
regarding changes. She stated that that this will not be as simple of a process with the
Code Revision Task Force. Green stated that it would be a good idea to notate why
changes were made to the City Code by the Code Revision Task Force.
10.

OTHER – None.

11. ADJOURN
Commissioner Green motioned to adjourn at 8:15 p.m. Seconded by Commissioner
Odens, unanimous ayes, motion carried.

AGENDA ITEM

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

Meeting Date:
1/5/2022

Item No.

Item Description:
Reviewed By: Hanna Klimmek,
Avalon Estates Environmental Assessment Worksheet Community Development Director
(EAW)
Reviewed By: N/A

7A

EDFP,

ACTION REQUESTED
The Planning Commission is asked to make recommendations to the City Council regarding potential
environmental impacts that may warrant further investigation before the Avalon Estates project is
commenced and the need for an EIS on the proposed project (Big Lake City Code Section 1008.03, Subd. 4,
4).
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
The City received a petition for annexation of the subject property and an application for concept plan review
from property owner Mike Anderson in early 2020. The property has since been successfully annexed into the
City. Due to the presence of natural environment lakes (2) and their sensitive shorelands, the development
concept requires mandatory environmental review pursuant to state statute, in the form of an Environmental
Assessment Worksheet (hereafter referred to as an EAW).
Mr. Anderson entered into contract with the City and Bolton & Menk Inc for completion of the EAW. The EAW
was published in the EQB Monitor (Volume 45, Number 51) for public review and comment. The comment
period began December 21, 2021 and will continue through January 20, 2022. As the Responsible Governmental
Unit (RGU), the City collects, compiles, and responds to substantive comments received. Once the comment
period closes, the City Council will make a determination of whether the data provided suggests that the project
has the potential for significant environmental effects and thus warrants a more detailed environmental review
(Environmental Impact Statement, or EIS). MN Rule 4410.1700 provides the following direction on how to reach
an appropriate decision on whether an EIS will be necessary:
Subp. 6. Standard. In deciding whether a project has the potential for significant environmental effects
the RGU shall compare the impacts that may be reasonably expected to occur from the project with the
criteria in this part.
Subp. 7. Criteria. In deciding whether a project has the potential for significant environmental effects, the
following factors shall be considered:
A. Type, extent, and reversibility of environmental effects;
B. Cumulative potential effects of related or anticipated future projects;
C. The extent to which the environmental effects are subject to mitigation by ongoing public
regulatory authority; and
D. The extent to which environmental effects can be anticipated and controlled as a result of
other available environmental studies undertaken by public agencies or the project proposer,
including other EISs.

The Planning Commission is asked to review the EAW, consider the key points provided and utilize the expertise
provided by Bolton & Menk. A link to the EAW is provided in attachment A, below, along with a summary of key
points (attachment B). Bolton & Menk Senior Transportation Planner, Bob Rogers, will serve as a resource to
the Planning Commission, providing information on both the environmental review process and the Avalon
Estates EAW.
Pursuant to City Ordinance (attachment C), the Planning Commission shall make a recommendation on the
appropriateness of an EIS, given the information provided in the EAW. The City Council will consider the
recommendation during their regularly scheduled meeting February 9, 2022.
NEXT STEPS

• Following the comment period, a findings of fact & conclusions (FOF&C) document will be prepared summarizing
the project findings and responding to all substantive comments received.
• Based on the FOF&C, either a negative or positive declaration on the need for an environmental impact
statement (EIS) will need to be made by the City Council (via resolution).
• Assuming a negative declaration (no need for further study in an EIS), a record of decision (ROD) package,
including FOF&C and Council resolution, will be prepared and posted in the EQB Monitor. Notice of the ROD will
be sent to the required agencies and anyone that submitted EAW comments.

FINANCIAL IMPACT
All costs associated with the EAW are the responsibility of the project proposer/property owner.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Based on the analysis completed for the EAW, the proposed development does not appear to result in
significant environmental harm and further analysis in an EIS is not anticipated at this time
ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A – Avalon Estates Environmental Assessment Worksheet (link only)
Attachment B – Avalon Estates EAW Key Points
Attachment C - Big Lake City Code Section 1008 – Environmental Review (link only)

Attachment B
Avalon Estates EAW Key Points
• Study Area: approx. 57-acres (34 ac. developable, 13.5 ac. dedicated as parkland)
• Project Magnitude: 16 twin homes (32 units), 8 quad townhomes (32 units), and three-story
apartment (42 units) = 106 residential units
• Mandatory EAW based on MN Rules 4410.4300 subpart 19a (# of residential units in Shoreland
Area)
• Completion of EAW does not preclude other federal, state, and local permits & approvals
• Site plan avoids direct impacts to aquatic resources (Black’s Lake, Beulah Pond, and several
wetlands); portions of the site bordering Beulah Pond will be maintained as open
space/parkland; setbacks and natural buffers are provided for all surface waters
• Land use conversion primarily involves agricultural land becoming impervious surfaces
(buildings, streets/parking) and lawn/landscaping; smaller impact amounts to forest/wooded
areas are anticipated
• Compatibility: proposed project aligns with City approved Comp Plan and Land Use Ordinances
• No geological, soil, or topographic restrictions or conflicts have been identified
• All residential units will be connected to City utilities, which have the capacity to accommodate
the additional demands from the proposed development
• Stormwater runoff will be treated onsite through either infiltration or a wet retention pond.
Adequate space exists on site for treatment prior to discharging to receiving waterbodies
• A series of construction best practices will be used to avoid and minimize potential water
quality impacts during and post construction. A detailed erosion and sediment control plan will
be developed as part of the permitting process (NPDES/SWPPP and other local requirements)
• Encountering contaminants (soil and/or groundwater) is not anticipated
• A Natural Heritage Information System (NHIS) database review for state threatened &
endangered species was not received after repeated requests to the MNDNR. Historic data and
past studies indicate Blanding’s Turtles may be present in the study area. Typical post
construction mitigation for this species is surmountable curb as opposed to barrier curb so that
turtles don’t get trapped on the roadway(s)
• No significant cultural resources were identified during the Phase I site investigations
• No significant visual, audible/noise, or air quality impacts are anticipated
• Substantial traffic effects are not anticipated
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Big Lake Planning Commission
Prepared By:

Kendra Lindahl, Consulting Planner
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Public Hearing for a Conditional Use Permit for Premier
Marine for property at 18040 US Highway 10 (PID #65-0201300)

Meeting Date:
1/5/2022

Item No.
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Reviewed By: Lucinda Spanier, City Planner
Reviewed

By: Hanna Klimmek,
Community Development Director
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60-DAY REVIEW DEADLINE: February 1, 2022
ACTION REQUESTED
The Planning Commission is asked to make a motion recommending approval or denial of the
development application.
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
APPLICATION:
RJ Ryan Construction Inc., on behalf of Envision Company, the applicant, has submitted a development
application requesting a conditional use permit for Premier Marine on Lot 2, Block 1, Big Lake Business Park
to paint the rooftop mechanical equipment to be compatible with the building rather than screened as
required by Section 1060.07 of the Zoning Ordinance.
The applicant submitted a complete application on December 3, 2021. State Statute dictates that the City
must act upon a development application within 60 days of the receipt of a complete zoning application.
The City can extend the zoning review for an additional 60 days, if needed, by providing written notice to
the Applicant. The 60-day review period ends on February 1, 2022.
The City Council approved the following items for this site on October 27, 2021:
 Comprehensive Plan Amendment to change the land use designation from Business, Medium and High
Density Housing, and Future Neighborhood to Industry or Office, with the exception of the southwest 5
acres (proposed Lot 1, Block 1), which would remain Business.
 Zoning Map Amendment to change the zoning designation from Agricultural to the General Industrial (I2) district, with the exception of the southwest 5 acres, which would remain Agricultural.
 Preliminary Plat for “Big Lake Business Park” to create two lots and two outlots.
 Site Plan to allow a 170,516 sq. ft. manufacturing plant for Premier Marine.
 Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to allow the industrial building proposed for Lot 2, Block 1, Big Lake
Business Park to exceed 35 feet in height.
 Interim Use Permit (IUP) for Lot 2, Block 1, Big Lake Business Park to allow outdoor storage as an
accessory use pursuant to City Code Section 1060.06, Subd.4.

The applicant has also submitted requests for approval of a final plat and easement vacation. Those items
are scheduled for City Council review on January 12, 2022.
PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:
The applicant is requesting a conditional use permit for Premier Marine on Lot 2, Block 1, Big Lake Business
Park to paint the rooftop mechanical equipment to be compatible with the building rather than screened as
required by Section 1060.07 of the Zoning Ordinance.
ANALYSIS OF REQUEST
PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS:
The existing 85-acre property is currently a farmstead with a home and farmland. Premier Marine would be
constructed on Lot 2, Block 1 of the new Big Lake Business Park.
EXISTING ZONING AND LAND USE:
Zoning
Future Land Use
Existing
Land
Use
Topography

I-2 General Industrial
Industry or Office
Vacant
Relatively flat with minor topography changes

SURROUNDING ZONING AND LAND USE:
Direction

Zoning

North
South

I-2 General Industrial
Highway 10

Future Land
Use Plan
Industry or Office
Highway 10

East

I-1 Light Industrial

Industry or Office

Industrial or vacant

West

B-3 General Business

Business

Farmstead

Existing Land Use
School/Lift Station
Highway 10

Building Design Standards
The building is precast concrete wall panels. The primary elevations are a panel with an exposed aggregate
finish in two colors of grey with secondary elevations finished in a smooth grey painted precast. Accents of
blue prefinished metal and aluminum curtain wall and windows provide accents. This complies with
ordinance standards.
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Mechanical Equipment
Section 1060.07, Subd. 8 of the Zoning Ordinance establishes the following screening requirements for
mechanical equipment/structures:
1. All mechanical equipment shall be located or screened so as not to be visible from streets and in
compliance with Section 1032 (Performance Standards) and Section 1027 (Landscape, Screening and
Tree Preservation) of this Ordinance.
2. Penthouse and mechanical equipment screening shall be aesthetically incorporated with those of the
building.
3. Mechanical equipment located on a roof may be painted to be compatible with the building, rather
than screened if approved by conditional use permit.
4. No private water towers, water tanks, tents, elevator housing, equipment, signs, towers or gravity
flow storage shall be permitted without approval of a conditional use permit.
The applicant is requesting approval of a conditional use permit rather than screen the rooftop equipment.
Their narrative notes that they will paint the rooftop equipment to match the building, but do not provide
any details. The ordinance is clear that the equipment must be painted to match the building if screening is
not provided and the City does not have discretion to waive that requirement.
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT
The proposed building was shown as 38 feet tall in the development plans that were conditionally approved
by the City on October 27th. The Planning Commission approved the building for up to 39 feet tall. The
current plans show a height of 37 feet, 4 inches. The three rooftop units are 5 feet, 7 feet and 9 feet tall and
are not fully screened by a parapet. As noted in the previous section, the City Code allows the applicant to
request that that rooftop equipment be painted to match the building rather than screened. The following
CUP standards must be met to grant the CUP:
1. The site is capable of accommodating the increased intensity of the use.
The 17.83-acre site is capable of accommodating the rooftop equipment. The rooftop equipment is
located in the northwest corner of the building and will be visible from adjacent properties, but the
impact can be minimized with paint that matches the adjacent precast wall panel colors.
2. The increased intensity of the use does not cause an increase in traffic volumes beyond the capacity
of the surrounding streets.
N/A
3. Public utilities and services are adequate.
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N/A
4. For each additional story over three (3) stories or for each additional ten (10) feet above forty (40)
feet, front and side yard setback requirements shall be increased by five (5) percent.
N/A
5. The provisions of Section 1007 (Conditional Use Permits) are considered and satisfactorily met.
The standards are met as follow:
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 guides this area for Industrial and rooftop equipment is expected with
this type of manufacturing use.
b. The proposed action meets the purpose and intent of this Ordinance and the intent of the
underlying zoning district.
The impact of the rooftop equipment can be minimized if painted to match the building. A ninefoot tall parapet to screen the equipment would add significant height to the building and would
make a more significant visual impact than painted rooftop equipment in this case.
c. The proposed use can be accommodated with existing public services and will not overburden the
City’s service capacity.
N/A
d. There is an adequate buffer yard or transition provided between potentially incompatible uses or
districts.
No buffering or transitions are required as there are no potentially incompatible uses. The
standard parapet would have the effect of appearing to increase the height of the building.
Painting the rooftop equipment will minimize the visual impact from adjacent parcels with less
visual impact.
e. The proposed use is or will be compatible with present and future land uses of the area.
This area is intended to be industrial and business on the immediately adjacent properties. The
rooftop mechanical equipment is common and the taller equipment can be painted to match the
building to reduce the visual impact.
f. The proposed use conforms with all performance standards contained within this Ordinance.
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The use conforms to the performance standards contained in the Zoning Ordinance or conditions
have been added to ensure compliance.
g. Traffic generation by the proposed use is within capabilities of streets serving the property.
N/A
h. In addition to the above general criteria, the proposed conditional use permit meets the criteria
specified for the various zoning districts outlined as follows.
Staff has included a condition to paint the rooftop equipment to match the color of the adjacent
precast wall.
Staff supports the CUP for the taller building in this location.
OTHER STAFF COMMENTS:
Engineering and Public Works:
No comment.
Fire Department
No comment.
Police Department
No comment.

FINANCIAL IMPACT
N/A
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff is recommending approval of the Conditional Use Permit with the following conditions:
PLANNING AND ZONING CONDITIONS
a. The conditional use permit to allow painted rather than screened rooftop equipment is allowed
is approved for Premier Marine, based on the following findings and conditions:
i. The rooftop equipment is needed to serve this manufacturing facility.
5

ii. The rooftop equipment is to scale with the mass of the building on this 17.83-acre site.
iii. The provisions of Section 1007 (Conditional Use Permits) are considered and satisfactorily
met.
b. Plans must be updated to show that the equipment will be painted to match the precast wall
colors and submitted for review and approval by the City.
c. All construction shall be in accordance with City of Big Lake Standards.
d. Any other conditions of the City Council, Staff, City consultants or other agency responsible for
review of this application shall be addressed.

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A:
Attachment B:
Attachment C:
Attachment D:
Attachment E:
Attachment F:

Site Location Map
Public Hearing Notice
Applicant’s Narrative
Site Plan
Building Elevations
Draft Resolution approving CUP
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Attachment A
Site Location Map

Sherburne County, MN
Overview

Legend

Site

1,948 ft

Parcel ID
65-020-1300
Alternate ID n/a
Sec/Twp/Rng
20-33-27
Class
101-Agricultural
Property Address 18040 US HIGHWAY 10 NW
Acreage
85
BIG LAKE
District
BIG LAKE CITY
Brief Tax Description
n/a
(Note: Not to be used on legal documents)

Public Water Inventory
Not Classified
General
Development
Natural Environment
Recreational
Development
Parcels
Ditches
Streams
Lakes
Wetlands
FEMA Flood
0.2 PCT ANNUAL
CHANCE FLOOD
HAZARD,
A,
AE,
AE - FLOODWAY
X,
Owner Address 11591 217TH AVE NW
ELK RIVER MN 55330

Disclaimer: Every attempt has been made to ensure that the information contained on this web site is valid at the time of publication. Sherburne County reserves the right to make additions,
changes, or corrections at any time and without notice. Additionally, Sherburne County disclaims any and all liability for damages incurred directly or indirectly as a result of errors, omissions or
discrepancies and is not responsible for misuse or misinterpretation. Data is updated periodically. For the most current information contact the appropriate county department.
Disclaimer for St Cloud Parcels: Sherburne County information about St Cloud properties are limited to classification and value. Any questions regarding additional information please contact
the City of St Cloud's assessor office.
Date created: 9/14/2021
Last Data Uploaded: 9/14/2021 7:49:05 PM
Developed by

Attachment B
Public Hearing Notice

Ad
Proof
Not Actual Size
CITY OF BIG LAKE
NOTICE OF
PUBLIC HEARING
FOR CONDITIONAL
USE PERMIT FOR
PREMIER MARINE ON
LOT 2, BLOCK 1,
BIG LAKE BUSINESS PARK

-Public Notice Ad ProofThis is the proof of your ad scheduled to run on the dates
indicated below. Please proof read carefully. If changes are needed,
please contact us prior to deadline at
Cambridge (763) 691-6000 or email at publicnotice@apgecm.com

Publications:
Date:
Account #:
Customer:

12/21/21
388115
CITY BIG LAKE ~

Address: 160 LAKE STREET N
		
BIG LAKE
Telephone:
Fax:

(763) 263-2107
(763) 263-0133

Ad ID: 1192331
Copy LIne: Jan.5 PH-RJ Ryan Construction/
PO Number:
Start:
Stop:
Total Cost:
# of Lines:
Total Depth:
# of Inserts:
Ad Class:
Phone #
Email:
Rep No:

Contract-Gross

12/25/21
12/25/2021
$58.50
58
6.444
1
150
(763) 691-6000
publicnotice@apgecm.com
CA700

Star News

You are hereby notified that the
Big Lake Planning Commission will
hold a public hearing to consider a
request for a conditional use permit for Premier Marine on Lot 2,
Block 1, Big Lake Business Park.
The hearing will be held in the Big
Lake City Hall Council Chambers
located at 160 Lake Street North on
Wednesday, January 5, 2022, at
or about 6:00 p.m.
Applicant: RJ Ryan Construc-tion, Inc., 1100 Mendota
Heights Road, Mendota Heights,
MN 55120
Owner: Carlson Development
Group LLC, 11597 217th Ave NW,
Elk River, MN 55330
Location: North HWY 10, east of
CR 43, west of 177th St NW and
south of 205th Ave NW
PID#: 65-020-1300
Request(s): Conditional use permit for Premier Marine on Lot 2,
Block 1, Big Lake Business Park
to paint the rooftop mechanical
equipment to be compatible with
the building rather than screened
as required by Section 1060.07 of
the Zoning Ordinance.
If you desire to be heard in
reference to this matter, you
are encouraged to attend the
scheduled public hearing or submit
written comments to City Hall prior
to the hearing. Comments can be
emailed to Consultant Planner
Kendra Lindahl, AICP at klindahl@
landform.net or mailed to City Hall
at 160 Lake Street N.
Lucinda Spanier
City Planner
City of Big Lake
Published in the
Star News
December 25, 2021
1192331

Attachment C
Applicant’s Narrative

The City of Big Lake requires screening of mechanical equipment, while allowing
deviation via Conditional Use Permit.
The applicant, Premier Marine, is asking for the approval of a CUP to allow for deviation
from City Code in the screening of rooftop mechanical equipment. As noted in
conversations with the Planning Commission during previous land use and preliminary
plat meetings, the associated building project is of substantial enough height and scale
to adequately diminish, or altogether eliminate the appearance of rooftop mechanical
via its location on the building itself, as well as the building parapet wall.
During the aforementioned meetings, the Planning Commission indicated support for
this concept, however due to procedural needs, it must come before the body in a
separate application as requested by city staff and consultants.
As shown in the attached plans, rooftop equipment is not visible from US Hwy 10, or the
project’s property lines. We believe the spirit of the screening ordinance is to make the
appearance of mechanical units less obtrusive to neighbors and the general public. With
the granting of the project’s previous CUP for upward deviation in building height, along
with the parapet integrated into the architecturally designed exterior walls, as well as the
scale of the project combined with location of units on the rooftop, meets the spirit of the
ordinance and should be granted this CUP to avoid unnecessary time and expense.
The non-screening of the rooftop mechanical equipment in this project will not alter the
character of the area, is not injurious to the public and we feel is in harmony with the
existing and future development of industrial areas of the city. Within the immediate
area, common industrial standards of rooftop mechanicals are plainly visible to a degree
that far exceeds our proposal. Not screening the rooftop mechanicals allows for the
development of a lower cost, more energy efficient and we believe a more aesthetically
pleasing project for the Big Lake community with a world-class manufacturing facility
and global headquarters of Premier Marine.
Although we do not feel that the painting of the equipment is necessary to achieve the
desired aesthetic for the area, if the Planning Commission and/or City Council requires
the equipment to be painted, we can accommodate the request.
The Premier Marine facility is designed to be a world-class headquarters and its
architectural and landscaping design components bring it beyond the highest industrial
esthetic standards within the city. Premier Marine appreciates the support of this project
and respectfully requests the granting of this CUP application.

Attachment D
Site Plan

Received 12/15/21

Attachment E
Building Elevations

Attachment F
Draft Resolution approving Conditional Use Permit

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,
on Wednesday, January 12, 2022. The following Council Members were present: Ken
Halverson, Sam Hanson, Paul Knier, Kim Noding, 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. 2022-XX
RESOLUTION APPROVING A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FOR PREMIER MARINE
ON PID #65-020-1300 AND SETTING FORTH CONDITIONS TO BE MET
WHEREAS, RJ Ryan Construction Inc., on behalf of Envision Company, submitted
a conditional use permit for Premier Marine; and
WHEREAS, the Big Lake Planning Commission conducted a public hearing on
January 5, 2022 and recommended that the City Council approve the request subject to
the conditions identified herein; and
WHEREAS, notice of the public hearings were duly published and posted in
accordance with applicable Minnesota Statutes and persons interested in said
applications were afforded the opportunity to present their views and objections related
to the project; and
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WHEREAS, the Premier Marine conditional use permit conforms to the
requirements of the Zoning Ordinance and is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan;
and
WHEREAS the City Council of Big Lake makes the following Findings of Fact and
decision:
A. The Planning Report dated January xx, 2022, shall be the governing document which
includes the following attachments:
Attachment A:
Attachment B:
Attachment C:
Attachment C:
Attachment E:
Attachment F:

Site Location Map
Public Hearing Notice
Applicant’s Narrative
Site Plan
Building Elevations
Draft Resolution approving CUP

B. The legal description of the subject property is: Lot 2, Block 1 Big Lake Business Park.
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Big Lake
that it hereby approves the Big Lake Business Park preliminary plat and the site plan,
conditional use permit and interim use permit for Premier Marine, subject to the following
conditions:
1.

The conditional use permit is approved, in accordance with the application
materials and plans received by the City on December 3, 2021, except as
amended by this resolution.

2.

Staff is recommending approval of the Conditional Use Permit with the following
conditions:
a. The conditional use permit to allow painted rather than screened rooftop
equipment is allowed is approved for Premier Marine, based on the
following findings and conditions:
i. The rooftop equipment is needed to serve this manufacturing
facility.
ii. The rooftop equipment is to scale with the mass of the building on
this 17.83-acre site.
iii. The provisions of Section 1007 (Conditional Use Permits) are
considered and satisfactorily met.
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b. Plans must be updated to show that the equipment will be painted to
match the precast wall colors and submitted for review and approval by
the City.
c. All construction shall be in accordance with City of Big Lake Standards.
3.

Any other conditions of the City Council, Staff, City consultants or other agency
responsible for review of this application and the preliminary approvals granted
on October 27, 2021 shall be addressed.

4.

The conditional use permit shall expire without further action by the Planning
Commission or the City Council, unless the applicant commences the authorized
use within one year of the date the conditional use permit is issued.
Adopted by the Big Lake City Council on the xx day of January 2022.
_________________________________
Mayor Paul Knier

Attest:
__________________________________
Gina Wolbeck, City Clerk

The following Council Members voted in favor:
The following Council Members voted against or abstained:
Whereupon the motion was duly passed and executed.
Drafted By:
City of Big Lake
160 Lake Street North
Big Lake, MN 55309
STATE OF MINNESOTA

)
) SS.
COUNTY OF SHERBURNE )
The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this _____ day of January 2022 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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AGENDA ITEM

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

Meeting Date:
1/5/2022

Item No.

Item Description:
Reviewed By: Hanna Klimmek,
PUBLIC HEARING: Comprehensive Plan Amendment – Community Development Director
Adopt Road Functional Classification Plan (Fig. 12-1)
Reviewed By: N/A
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ACTION REQUESTED
The Planning Commission is asked to provide a recommendation to the City Council on a Comprehensive
Plan Amendment which proposes adoption of a Road Functional Classification Plan.
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
Effective transportation systems are central to maintaining the productivity, health, and safety of communities
and regions. A transportation plan guides the investment in, and timing of, improvements to the transportation
network to meet community mobility, accessibility, safety, economic and quality-of-life needs. Typically, both
transportation and land use plans are adopted with Comprehensive Plans; it is not apparent why this did not
occur with the Big Lake Comprehensive Plan.
As discussed during the November 2021 Planning Commission meeting, the first action step identified in the
Transportation Chapter of the Big Lake Comprehensive Plan (Plan Action Steps, Table 12-6, Major
Transportation Plan Actions, p. 12-17) is to adopt the future roadway network proposed by Figure 12-1:
Functional Classification Plan (attachment A). The Functional Classification Plan proposes the following future
roadway changes:
• North-South County Roads: 81, 73, 5, and 43 south of Highway 10 are upgraded from minor collector to
minor arterial classifications
• Local roads:
o Eagle Lake Road South- upgraded from local to collector classification (minor/major not specified,
minor assumed)
o 168th St/Marketplace Drive/166th St- upgraded from local to collector classification (minor/major
not specified, minor assumed)
o A network of future east-west collector roads
As illustrated in attachment C, Consultant City Engineer Jared Voge suggests the following revisions be
incorporated into the Functional Classification Plan prior to adoption:
1. Identifying the section of roadway on 204th Ave between CR 81 and the section identified as a future
collector to the east as a collector or a collector (future).
2. Identifying the section of roadway on Marketplace Drive between 172nd St and 168th St as a collector.
3. Continuing Marketplace Drive to the east, aligning parallel with Highway 10 and the BNSF railroad,
connecting with CR 15.

The plan identifies major transportation issues on page 12-2; one issue identified is the lack of reasonably
continuous travel routes across the city.
Big Lake is generally oriented east and west. The number of reasonably continuous east-west collector
roads is inadequate given the length of the city. North-south movement is better but still inadequate.
There are two reasons for this problem: 1) the many lakes and wetlands, 2) non-adjacent annexations
that have prevented logical extensions of roads.
The lack of continuous (or even semi-continuous) east-west routes requires drivers to use Highway 10 as a
crosstown travel route, which, as traffic volumes grow, is an ever-increasing issue in terms of safety,
convenience, and sustainability. The solution contemplated by the plan involves creation of a collector street
network and is detailed on page 12-8 (attachment D).
FINANCIAL IMPACT
This is being handled as part of normal staff duties.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends adoption of the Functional Classification plan that is suggested by the Comprehensive
Plan in Figure 12-1, with the revisions suggested by the consultant engineer. Amending the Comprehensive
Plan requires a public hearing per state statute; as such, the Planning Commission shall hold a public hearing
on the proposed amendment prior to formulating a recommendation. As required, notification of the
proposed amendment has been published in the Elk River Star News, posted on the City Website and City
Hall bulletin board, and emailed to those whom have elected to receive public hear notifications.
PLANNING COMMISSION STRATEGIC PLAN
This action item corresponds with the following goals established by the Planning Commission Strategic Plan:
1. Provide guidance to the City Council relating to long-range planning.
2. Promote collaboration with other committees, departments and agencies.
3. Provide a forum to educate and engage the public in the planning process.
4. Efficient processing of land use applications.
5. Prepare, maintain and implement the Comprehensive Plan.
Furthermore, this action directly relates to the following objective: Standardize roadway designs based on road
classification.
ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A – Figure 12-1: Functional Classification Plan, Land Use, Design and Growth Management, City of Big
Lake Comprehensive Plan (p. 12-4)
Attachment B – Figure 5-4: Current Functional Classification of Roads, Transportation System Assessment, City of Big
Lake Comprehensive Plan (p. 5-8)
Attachment C – Revisions to Figure 12-1 Suggested by Consultant Engineer Jared Voge
Attachment D – Collector Street Network, Land Use, Design and Growth Management Plan, City of Big Lake
Comprehensive Plan (p. 12-8).

Attachment A

Attachment B

Attachment C

Attachment D

AGENDA ITEM

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

Meeting Date:
1/5/2022

Item No.

Item Description:
Reviewed By: Hanna Klimmek,
Selection of 2022 Planning Commission Chair, Vice Chair, Community Development Director
and Parks Advisory Committee Liaison Positions
Reviewed By: N/A
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ACTION REQUESTED
Motion to recommend appointments of Planning Commission Chair, Vice-Chair, and Parks Advisory
Committee Liaison positions for 2022.
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
In 2021, the Planning Commission Chair, Vice-Chair, and Parks Advisory (PAC) Liaison Committee positions
were held by Scott Zettervall, Alan Heidemann, and Scott Martoz, respectively. In 2020, the Planning
Commission Chair, Vice-Chair, and PAC Liaison positions were held by Alan Heidemann, Ketti Green, and
Scott Marotz, respectively.
FINANCIAL IMPACT
N/A
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Commissioners can nominate one another or volunteer for the Chair, Vice-Chair, and PAC Liaison positions.
ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A - Planning Commission Status of Terms (2022)

Planning Commissioner (PC) Status of Terms
(Appointment Term: 4 years)

Scott Zettervall

Term Expiration:
Original Appointment:
Current Title:

12/31/2022 (finishing Shatka term)
12/2020
Planning Commission Chair

Alan Heidemann

Term Expiration:
Re-Appointed:
Current Title:

12/31/2025
01/01/2022
Planning Commission Vice Chair

Ketti Green

Term Expiration:
Re-Appointed:
Current Title:

12/31/2023
01/2020
Planning Commissioner

Allen Berg

Term Expiration:
Re-Appointed:
Current Title:

12/31/2025
01/01/2021
Planning Commissioner

Lisa Odens

Term Expiration:
Original Appointment:
Current Title:

12/31/2022
01/2019
Planning Commissioner

Tony Benecke

Term Expiration:
Original Appointment:
Current Title:

12/31/2023
07/2021
Planning Commissioner

Paul Seefeld

Term Expiration:
Original Appointment:
Current Title:

12/31/2024
01/2021 (annual appointment by Council)
Planning Commissioner/Council Liaison

(City Council Liaison)

(term as City Council Liaison ends 12/31/21)
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Community Development Department Update
1. Building:
 Permit Activity Report will be available at the Planning Commission meeting
2. Planning & Zoning:
 Welcome to the Planning Commission, Allen Berg! Allen will serve a four-year term
ending on December 31, 2025
 Congratulations on your re-appointment, Alan Heidemann! Alan will serve another
four-year term ending on December 31, 2025
 Land use applications currently in process:
o Marketplace Drive – Preliminary Applications (Plat/PUD)
o Carlson Development Group (Premier Marine) – Final Plat
o Carlson Development Group (Premier Marine) – CUP
o Avalon Estates – EAW Review and Authorization for Distribution
o Prairie Meadows 3rd Addition – EAW Review and Authorization for
Distribution
 Planning Technician position – Interviews were facilitated on 12/23/21
 Council has decided to consult the code revision project out – Staff decided to
shortlist the assignment to Landform – Contract approval is set for 1/26/22
 Honey Beekeeping Ordinance
 Buffer yard discussion
 Future transportation map discussion
3. Big Lake EDA:
 Welcome to the BLEDA, Cole Hendry! Cole will serve a six-year term ending on
December 31, 2027
 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

 Staff has registering for and will be attending the 2022 EDAM Winter Conference
scheduled for January 27-28 in Bloomington
 Staff has registered for and will be attending the Ehler’s Public Finance Seminar
scheduled for February 3-4 in Brooklyn Center
 Staff will be providing a development update to the Township Board during their
January 26, 2022 meeting
4. Recreation & Communications:
 Recreation
o Winter Farmers Market – The Winter Market will take place the 3rd
Saturday of the month through April from 10 am – 1 pm at City Hall with an
additional date on April 23rd in conjunction with the Community Fair at the
High School
 Communications
o Staff is working with finance and the City Council on implementation of the
City’s new logo throughout City Hall and the City Council Chambers
o Staff is working with CivicPlus on a redesign of the City website – per the
contract with CivicPlus, the City will receive a redesign every 3-5 years at
no additional cost
o Quarter 1 Newsletter has been published

