AGENDA
BIG LAKE PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
COUNCIL CHAMBERS
APRIL 1, 2020
6:30 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: A. Heidemann, S. Marotz, L. Odens, L. Sundberg, D. Vickerman, S. Zettervall, K. Green)

6A. Approve Regular Planning Commission Meeting Minutes of March 2, 2020
7.

BUSINESS
7A. PUBLIC HEARING: PUD Concept Plan for “Marketplace Crossing I & II”
7B. PUBLIC HEARING: PUD Concept Plan Review for “Big Lake Station”
7C. PUBLIC HEARING: CUP and Variance for 301 Crescent Street
7D. PUBLIC HEARING: Car Condo Development Application
7E. PUBLIC HEARING: Sandhill Villas Development Application
7F. PUBLIC HEARING: Wastewater Treatment Plant Development Application
7G. Community Development Department Update

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. Some members of the Planning Commission may participate in this Meeting via telephone or other electronic means on an as needed
basis.
Public Comment: To make a public comment from home, you can do so by leaving a voicemail at 763-251-1538, emailing
comment@biglakemn.org, or interacting through Zoom by following https://zoom.us/j/7075319607 or using the Meeting ID: 707 531 9607.
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 6:30 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:
4/1/2020

Item No.

6A

Item Description:
Reviewed By: Hanna Klimmek, Community
March 2, 2020 Planning Commission Regular Meeting Development Director
Minutes
Reviewed By: Sara S.W. Roman, Consultant
Planner w/ Landform

ACTION REQUESTED
Approve the March 2, 2020 Big Lake Planning Commission Regular Meeting Minutes as presented.
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
The March 2, 2020 Planning Commission Regular Meeting Minutes are attached for review.
FINANCIAL IMPACT
N/A
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
N/A
ATTACHMENTS
03-02-20 Planning Commission Regular Meeting Minutes

BIG LAKE PLANNING COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING MINUTES
MARCH 4, 2020
1.

CALL TO ORDER

Chair Alan Heidemann called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.
2.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIENCE

The Pledge of Allegiance was recited.
3.

ROLL CALL

Commissioners present: Chair Alan Heidemann, Ketti Green, Scott Marotz, Lisa
Odens, Dustin Vickerman, and Scott Zettervall. Commissioner absent: Larry Sundberg.
Also present: City Administrator Clay Wilfahrt, Finance Director Deb Wegeleben, City
Engineer Layne Otteson, City Clerk Gina Wolbeck, Consultant City Planner Sara
Roman, and Consultant City Engineer Jared Voge from Bolton and Menk.
4.

ADOPT AGENDA

Commissioner Green motioned to adopt the Agenda. Seconded by Commissioner
Zettervall, unanimous ayes, Agenda adopted.
5.

OPEN FORUM

Chair Heidemann opened the Open Forum at 6:31 p.m. No one came forward for
comment. Chair Heidemann closed the Open Forum at 6:31 p.m.
6.

APPROVE MEETING MINUTES

6A.

APPROVE REGULAR PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES OF
FEBRUARY 5, 2020

Commissioner Green motioned to approve the February 5, 2020 Regular Meeting
Minutes. Seconded by Commissioner Odens, unanimous ayes, Minutes approved.
7.

BUSINESS

7A.

PUBLIC HEARING: PUD CONCEPT PLAN FOR AVALON ESTATES

Sara Roman presented the planners report for the Avalon Homes development
application for a PUD Concept Plan. The request is for a residential development on 57
acres west of Highland Avenue. The existing property is currently vacant agricultural
land, and there are no existing structures on the site. The parcel lies directly south of

Black’s Lake and west of Big Lake. The property is currently part of Big Lake Township,
and is guided as future neighborhood on the land use map. The subject application is
for a residential development that will provide patio homes, quad townhomes and two
apartment buildings. The development is proposed to include 14 patio home lots, 40
quad townhome units and 80 apartment units for a total of 134 units. The proposed
development includes exterior amenities such as a shared walking path, amenity space,
and a park area. Roman reviewed the existing zoning and land use of the parcel as well
as surrounding parcels. The parcel is currently zoned Urban Expansion by the County
with a Shoreland Overlay from multiple lakes. The applicant has petitioned the City for
annexation by Ordinance, and following annexation into the City, the property would be
assigned the A-Agricultural zoning. A rezoning would take place to assign the PUD
zoning. The Applicant is requesting a planned unit development in order to receive
additional density and some potential flexibility on the shoreland regulations. Roman
reviewed the Shoreland Overlay designation. The proposed development is near four
lakes that are classified as shoreland lakes by the MNDNR and impose restrictions on
the development of the property. Big Lake and Lake Mitchell are classified as general
development lakes, Black’s Lake is classified as a recreational development lake and
Beulah Pond, located on the southern portion of the property, is classified as a natural
environment lake. Each of these lakes has a 1,000-foot Shoreland Overlay boundary
where the development standards are applied. Roman noted that the current concept
greatly exceeds the number of residential units allowed in the shoreland tiers for Beulah
Pond, even with the maximum density bonus. In Tier 1, only 24 units are allowed at
maximum. The concept is proposing 45 units. In Tier 2, only 33 units are allowed at
maximum. The current concept is proposing 58 units. Roman also indicated that the
Applicant has not provided enough information to determine compliance with most of
the shoreland standards that apply to each lot and noted that the proposed extension of
Highland Avenue may fall within the lakeshore setback. The developer will need to
provide calculations to the City to ensure that 70% of the lakeshore setback is
preserved in a natural or existing state if the roadway falls within the lakeshore setback.
Alternatively, the developer may revise plans to locate the roadway outside of the
lakeshore setback. An alternative roadway layout should also consider the future
roadway alignment identified by the City Engineer. Roman reviewed the Applicant’s
request for a Planned Unit Development. The Applicant is seeking a shoreland PUD
approval, an approval that goes outside of the zoning code and subdivision ordinance.
The City’s PUD ordinance is very clear that the City should only grant PUD approval in
situations where there is a “public benefit” that comes from granting the approval. The
Zoning Code’s PUD ordinance states that shoreland PUD’s must be processed as a
CUP. Staff would process the project by rezoning it to PUD and processing a CUP to
address the shoreland PUD standards. The state requires certain projects to go through
an environmental review process before proceeding. The standards for determining
when a project requires an environmental review is identified in Minnesota Rules,
Section 4410.4300 Subpart 19a. Roman explained that Beulah Pond is considered
sensitive shoreland and Black’s Lake is considered nonsensitive shoreland. An
environmental assessment worksheet (EAW) is mandatory if there are more than 25
units in the sensitive shoreland area or there are more than 50 units in the nonsensitive
shoreland area. An environmental impact statement (EIS) is mandatory if there are

more than 100 units in the sensitive shoreland area or more than 200 units in the
nonsensitive shoreland area. Roman noted that since the current concept is not
compliant with the number of units allowed in each shoreland tier and must reduce the
number of units to proceed, an evaluation on the required environmental process has
not been completed. When a concept has been submitted that meets the shoreland
requirements, a determination would be made regarding any required environmental
reviews. Roman reviewed development fees that will be required as the application
moves forward. The City’s subdivision ordinance and fee schedule state residential
subdivisions must dedicate 10% of the land being subdivided as parkland or pay a fee
equal to 10% of the value of the land with a minimum of $2,500 per unit. It is at the
City’s discretion whether to require a land donation or allow the fee in lieu to be paid.
The park dedication will be calculated with a preliminary plat application that meets the
density standards. A portion of the area proposed for development is shown as “future
park” in the 2018 Comprehensive Plan. When land is developed, trunk sewer and trunk
water fees are charged based on the amount of land that is being developed. These
fees are per acre and help the City cover the costs of providing sewer and water
infrastructure as the City grows. The 2020 fee schedule sets trunk fees at $1,650 per
acre for trunk water and $5,330 per acre for trunk sewer. Trunk storm sewer fees are
“case by case” and are waived entirely if all storm water is contained within the plat
boundary. A final acreage calculation will be determined based on the preliminary plat.
Sewer Access Charges (SAC) and Water Access Charges (WAC), which are used to
fund investments in expanding the capacity of the City’s sewer and water plants and
infrastructure as the City grows, are collected at the time of building permit issuance.
The 2020 fee schedule sets the fees based on anticipated daily use of water. Roman
reviewed staff comments including a comment letter submitted by Bolton and Menk, and
Public Works Director/City Engineer Layne Otteson, and noted that the Fire Department
and Police Department didn’t have any additional comments. Additional comments
received were from James Bedell of the MNDNR providing comment on a prior version
of the concept plan. Roman also read aloud additional comments submitted by Bedell
after the Planning Commission packet was finalized.
Roman also read aloud two written comments that were received in opposition of the
project. A written comment from James & Susan Ellavsky, 484 Highland Avenue,
expressed concern that the proposed project only has one access point, noting that the
project needs to have a natural traffic flow to County Road 81. A written comment from
Christy Campbell, 321 Lakeshore Drive expressed her opposition to the project as
presented due to safety and neighborhood environment concerns.
Prior to the Public Hearing, Planning Commissioners provided comments on the
proposed development.
Commissioner Marotz asked how Highland Avenue is proposed to be designed in the
2020 Street and Utility Improvement Project. Layne Otteson reviewed that Highland
Avenue is proposed to be constructed at 26 feet wide with no sidewalk and minimal
impact to the boulevard areas. Otteson noted that it doesn’t appear that many trees will
be impacted other than scrub trees/shrubs. Otteson also identified that the street was

designed based on the Comprehensive Plan identifying this street as a collector road,
and stressed that the street will be built the same whether the adjacent parcel develops
now or in the future.
Commissioner Zettervall asked if the City has traffic data for this area, and if we need to
have an updated traffic study completed. Otteson stated that the City has traffic data
from MNDOT on Lakeshore Drive from 20 years ago, which shows a projected vehicle
count to be 3,000 vehicles per day. Highland Avenue will be a future State Aid route so
a traffic study would be appropriate at the right time. Zettervall also discussed the
possibility of additional access options without going to CR 81. Otteson noted that all
properties to the north are privately owned, and land at the southern border of the
project is bound by wetlands. Zettervall asked if engineering has any concerns about a
single access. Otteson reviewed his history with single access developments, and
suggested that we should always look for alternatives and consider long-term effects.
Otteson stressed that the taking of property or forcing of right-of-way most likely
wouldn’t be supported by this community. Zettervall questioned Staff if we should be
installing a sidewalk on Highland Avenue. Otteson stated that Policy makers would
make that decision.
Chair Heidemann opened the public hearing at 7:07 p.m.
Mark Finstad , 460 Highland Avenue – stated his concerns with increased traffic
volumes, loss of space, decrease in valuation, noise issues, overall privacy, and the
need to protect the history of the neighborhood. Finstad presented Commissioners with
a written statement of his concerns.
Bev Anderson, 521 Westwood – stated that while she feels this is a great concept, she
feels it is being proposed in the wrong location. Anderson noted that she would like to
see the area preserved as a park, stating that it would make a great addition to the Big
Lake park system.
Duane Langsdorf, 421 Highland Avenue – stated that he does not disagree with the
concept, but feels the developer needs to work out a plan for an access out to CR 81.
Langsdorf also discussed his concerns with density and traffic flow with the project as
presented.
Marie Ebert, 430 Highland Avenue - discussed the 2020 Street Improvement Project
noting that she feels the improvements go beyond the needs of the street project. Ebert
stated that she feels the City will be taking land to widen the street, noted that property
values will decrease due to the increase in traffic, and feels that property owners will
pay extra money for the street project due to the proposed development. Ebert stated
that residents shouldn’t have to bear additional costs for the benefit of a developer.
Ebert also discussed concerns with heavy use and possible destruction of the new
street by heavy equipment from the proposed Avalon development, citing her belief that
the developer should pay extra costs for the upgrades to Highland Avenue.

Bill Christian, Rogers, MN – Christian stated that he is the Realtor that represents the
property owners to the west and he is speaking on behalf of his clients. Christian stated
that his clients are in favor of the project. Christian also discussed the cost of expanding
the street, noting that the alignment of Highland Avenue needs to be considered.
Dan Cleland, 1119 Manitou Street – informed the Commission that there is a Northern
Flying Squirrel species living in the woods behind Black’s Lake, stressing that it is
classified as an endangered species, and that he has contacted the MNDNR about his
concerns with protecting the species.
Raeanne Danielowski, 981 Nicollet Avenue – stressed that Highland Avenue cannot
handle all the traffic that will be generated with this development, stating that the
developer needs to find a way to secure an access connection to CR 81. Danielowski
also stated that she understands the need for this type of housing development, but
stressed that it needs to be done in a way that does not negatively impact surrounding
residents. Danielowski encouraged the City and the developer to proactively work
together to find a solution, and to continue to work with the citizens who live in this area.
Scott Creighton, 601 Lakeshore Drive – stated that he is not against the proposal, but
that the developer needs to determine an alternative access plan other than coming
down Highland Avenue. Creighton also discussed the need to protect the wildlife in the
proposed project area.
Chair Heidemann closed the public hearing at 7:27 p.m.
Commissioner Zettervall asked for clarification if the City is taking property from
residents for the upcoming street project. Otteson discussed right-of-way and boulevard
classifications, noting that the 2020 Street and Utility Improvement project specifications
does not identify the purchase or taking of any private property. Zettervall also
encouraged the developer to talk with the property owner to the west. Jeremy
Schommer from Avalon Homes discussed potential development to the west, noting
that he understands that concerns relate to the proposed development only having one
access, and stated that he will take comments into consideration. Schommer also
stated that he wants the community to be safe and will continue discussions with the
City Engineer. Zettervall discussed that a recent Housing Study done shows there is a
need for this type of housing in Big Lake, noting that he does like the concept, but
acknowledged that traffic and safety issues expressed by residents are legitimate
concerns.
Commissioner Odens asked how we can fast forward to finding additional accesses.
Clay Wilfahrt discussed that the City’s role will be to facilitate discussions between
property owners and the developer, and to help identify what options are available in
regards to right-of-way, land use, and other access alternatives. Odens stated that she
is in favor of this type of development, but has concerns about only one access point.
She understands that the surrounding land is privately owned, and would like to see the
developer open up negotiations with land owners.

Commissioner Marotz stated that he agrees with the sentiment that this is a product that
Big Lake needs. Marotz discussed that he understands the unique character of the site,
and stated his appreciation to citizens for expressing concerns that the Commission,
Staff, and the developer need to be aware of. Marotz suggested that it would be wise for
the developer to meet with adjacent property owners/realtors to discuss other possible
layouts for the development. Marotz stated that he feels the property is a developable
parcel, noting that as a City we cannot stop development of this parcel. Marotz also
stressed that he loves the idea of a park in this area, but stated that it takes money to
develop a park, clarifying that the parcel is privately owned.
Commissioner Green stated that she likes the concept, recognized that Big Lake is
facing a silver tsunami, so this type of development would be an added bonus to our
City. Green stated that the developer does need to work through all the issues and that
they must meet MNDNR requirements.
Commissioner Vickerman stated that he likes the development concept, but noted that
the developer needs to figure out a solution to the access issue.
Chair Heidemann stated that the access issue is only one of many hurdles that the
developer will need to address. There are significant MNDNR issues, and noted that an
updated traffic study will address a lot of resident concerns. Heidemann encouraged the
developer to explore possibilities for a second entrance to the development. Heidemann
also discussed that there is a definite need for sunset housing in Big Lake.
Commissioners also discussed Park Dedication options. It was discussed that given the
character and uniqueness of the land around Black’s Lake, a public park should be
designated somewhere within this project versus a cash payment for Park Dedication.
Commissioners also discussed the benefits of a natural environment park in this area.
7B.

PUBLIC HEARING: CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT TO PERMIT CATERING AND
LIQUOR ON-SALE AT 321 COUNTY ROAD 43 N

Sara Roman presented the planners report for the Gerrath Properties, LLC/Style
Catering development application for a Conditional Use Permit for a catering business
and on-sale liquor for the property located at 321 County Road 43 North. Roman noted
that catering and liquor on-sale are allowed in the B-3 General Business zoning district
but a Conditional Use Permit is required. If granted the CUP, the catering business
intends to obtain a liquor license from the State of Minnesota. There will be no sales or
serving of liquor at the business location, and the Applicant is not proposing any
modifications to the site or exterior of the existing building where the catering service
will be located. Liquor on-sale is only allowed conditionally as an accessory to a
restaurant. Roman noted that Staff is recommending approval of the Conditional Use
Permit with conditions including: 1) the Conditional Use Permit’s liquor on-sale approval
is contingent on the Big Lake City Council approving the Conditional Use Permit to allow
a restaurant (convenience [fast food], drive-in, special event and catering), 2) Liquor on-

sale shall only be permitted when accessory to a restaurant or tavern. Should the
restaurant use cease, the conditional use permit shall be invalidated for liquor on-sale,
3) sidewalk easements, as reviewed and approved by the City Engineer, shall be
dedicated to the city in easement documents that shall be recorded, 4) the Applicant is
responsible for obtaining a sign permit for any new signage. All signage must comply
with the City’s sign ordinance, and 5) any additions/modifications as required by the
Planning Commission, City Council, City Staff, or any other individuals responsible for
review of this application.
Chair Heidemann opened the public hearing at 7:52 p.m. No one came forward for
comment. Chair Heidemann closed the public hearing at 7:52 p.m.
Commissioner Zettervall motioned to recommend approval of a Conditional Use Permit
for Catering and liquor on-sale for the property located at 321 County Road 43 North
with staff recommendations. Seconded by Commissioner Vickerman, unanimous ayes,
motion carried.
7C.

PUBLIC HEARING: HOUSEKEEPING ORDINANCE AMENDMENT

Sara Roman reported that at the request of City Staff, the Planning Commission held a
discussion regarding a proposed housekeeping ordinance at their February 5, 2020
meeting. At this meeting, the Planning Commission called for a public hearing to review
potential revisions to the Zoning Ordinance. Roman noted that the Planning
Commission was asked to review the draft ordinance language, and the Planning
Commission did not recommend revisions at that time. An error was discovered by staff
following the discussion and the housekeeping ordinance has been modified to correct
this error under Section 1041.06. The Planning Commission was asked to review this
change to ensure they are comfortable with the modification. The language proposed on
February 5, 2020 was an attempt to fix the section of the Code that discusses additional
setbacks for arterial and collector roads. The language as originally proposed
essentially kept the existing error from being fixed. Many of the roads that are called
collectors in the 2018 Comprehensive Plan should not have extra setback requirements.
Commissioner Odens asked for clarification on the street name in Section 1041. Roman
noted that the street name was incorrectly listed and should read as 172 nd Avenue.
Commissioner Green discussed landscaping setbacks. Roman clarified that plantings
are allowed in utility easements, noting that the City Engineer has stated that plantings
are done at the property owner’s risk. Discussion was also held that easements don’t
extend when a street project is done, and that if a resident isn’t applying for approval on
anything, they wouldn’t need to contact the City to do a planting.
Chair Heidemann opened the public hearing at 8:10 p.m. No one came forward for
comment. Chair Heidemann closed the public hearing at 8:10 p.m.
Commissioner Odens motioned to recommend to the City Council to approve

housekeeping ordinance amendments as presented with a correction to 172nd Avenue
in Section 1041.06, subd. 4 (2f). Seconded by Commissioner Marotz, unanimous ayes,
motion carried.
7D.

MEETING TIME DISCUSSION

Sara Roman presented the option of changing the start time of Planning Commission
meetings from 6:30 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. The consensus of the Planning Commission was
to recommend to Council to move the start of Planning Commission meetings from 6:30
p.m. to 6:00 p.m.
7E.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT UPDATE

Sara Roman noted that Community Development Director Hanna Klimmek provided a
written update in the packet.
8.

PLANNER’S REPORT

Sara Roman informed the Commission that new City Planner Amy Barthel will be
starting employment with the City on March 16th.
9.

COMMISSIONERS’ REPORTS

Commissioner Zettervall asked for the Planning Commission’s feedback on recent
discussions of the City Council regarding appointments to the City’s Commissions.
Chair Heidemann discussed that the Planning Commission is an advisory Board to the
City Council, and stated his concern with only the City Council interviewing applicants,
that future appointments could potentially be politically motivated.
Commissioner Marotz stressed that a Planning Commissioner’s role is to bring a citizen
viewpoint to discussions on the zoning code and development applications. Marotz also
discussed the idea to implement term limits, noting that consistent contribution from
Commissioners is vital to the process.
Commissioner Vickerman stated that setting term limits could be a concern as he feels
there is value in history.
Commissioner Green stated that she is not opposed to term limits. Green also noted
that she feels an interview for potential commissioners is needed, but not necessarily in
front of a governing body. The best candidate should be chosen regardless of the
possibility of unseating an incumbent.
Commissioner Zettervall discussed the option of the Planning Commission setting goals
annually. Commissioners discussed holding a goal setting session possibly prior to the
first meeting of the year, or prior to the annual committee workshop held in December

each year. Discussion was also held that the Commission’s goals tend to be
automatically set by planning activities from the previous year. Commissioners agreed
to revisit this topic in the future.
10.

OTHER – No other.

11. ADJOURN
Commissioner Green motioned to adjourn at 8:38 p.m. Seconded by Commissioner
Zettervall, unanimous ayes, motion carried.
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Prepared By:
Kevin Shay, Consultant Planner

Meeting Date:
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Item No.

7A

Item Description:
Reviewed By: Sara S.W. Roman, AICP,
Public Hearing for PUD Concept Plan for “Marketplace Consultant Planner
Crossing I & II” aka CommonBond Apartments (PID 65Reviewed By: Hanna Klimmek, EDFP,
555-0010)
Community Development Director

60-DAY REVIEW DEADLINE: May 8, 2020
ACTION REQUESTED
The Planning Commission is asked to provide informal review and comment regarding the project’s
acceptability in relation to the Comprehensive Plan and development regulations and to advise the City
Council as they review the concept plan.
Any comments given by the Planning Commission are advisory in nature. While the comments are nonbinding, the applicant will consider the comments from the Planning Commission when they prepare their
formal submittal.
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
APPLICATION:
CommonBond has submitted a development application for a PUD Concept Plan. The request is for two
60-unit apartment structures on 7.33 acres south of Marketplace Drive.
BACKGROUND:
This application involves a parcel that is a part of Big Lake Marketplace North, an area to the north of US
Highway 10, east of Prairie Meadows and west of Hudson Woods. Big Lake Marketplace as a whole is a
sprawling commercial/industrial development originally envisioned as a second town center that was
suburban in nature. The developer for the Big Lake Marketplace chose to plat a large amount of land and
install utilities and infrastructure upfront but the concept was never realized due to the Great Recession
and many of the parcels were forfeited back to original owners or became bank owned.
The original concept for Big Lake Marketplace had more commercial zoning than is likely to develop in that
location, and so the comprehensive plan adopted in 2018 steered some areas toward high-density
residential in the Big Lake Marketplace North. However, this parcel continues to be steered toward a
commercial use.

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:
The subject application is for a residential development that will provide two apartment buildings. The
development is proposed to include 120 mixed income apartment units split between the two structures.
The development includes exterior amenities such as a shared walking path, stormwater features, and
playgrounds.
PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS:
The existing 7.33-acre property is currently vacant commercial land. There are no existing structures on
the site.
EXISTING ZONING AND LAND USE:
Zoning
Future Land Use
Existing Land Use
Topography

B-3 General Business
Business
Vacant Land - Commercial
Flat

SURROUNDING ZONING AND LAND USE:
Direction

Zoning

North

B-3 General Business /
R-1 Single Family Residential

South
East
West

B-3 General Business
B-3 General Business
B-3 General Business

Future Land Use
Plan
Medium and High
Density Housing / Low
Density Housing
Business
Business
Business

Existing Land Use
Undeveloped / Single
Family Housing
Business
Business
Business

ANALYSIS OF REQUEST
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT REQUESTED:
The parcel is currently guided Business on the future land use map. A comprehensive plan amendment
would take place with a formal development application to assign the medium and high-density housing
land use for the site. The medium and high-density housing allows density up to 25 units per gross acre.
The density of the concept plan is 16.4 units per gross acre.
REZONING REQUESTED:
The parcel is currently zoned B-3 General Business. A rezoning would take place to assign the PUD zoning
for the site. The applicant is requesting a planned unit development in order to receive flexibility on the
parking regulations. The flexibilities are discussed below.

PROPOSED SITE PLAN

DIMENSIONAL STANDARDS:
Setbacks:
The concept plan does not dimension the proposed setbacks; however, the table below depicts the
building setbacks that will be applied to the project based on the R-3 zoning district:
Setback

Type

Northern property line
abutting Marketplace Drive
Southern Property line
abutting U.S. Highway 10

Front
Yard
Rear
Yard
Side
Yard
Side
Yard

Eastern property line
Western property line
Between Buildings

Internal

Buildings from parking

Internal

Setback
Required
50 foot
minimum
50 foot
minimum
20 feet
minimum
20 feet
minimum
15 feet
minimum
25 feet
minimum

The concept plan orients the “front” of the complex onto Marketplace Drive.
Building Height:
The applicant is proposing a building height of three stories with no defined building height. The code does
not have a minimum or maximum building height in the R-3 district.
PROPOSED PARKING:
The Concept Plan proposes the following:

Lot

Parking
Spaces
Required

Surface Stalls
Proposed

Garage Stalls
proposed

Compliance with
Code

Lot 1

300

240

0

Parking does not
Comply

A multi-family apartment building is required to have 2.5 stalls per unit, with one of the stalls enclosed.
The applicant has indicated they will be seeking flexibility from this standard and are proposing to provide
two stalls per unit in surface parking.
Each apartment building will be required to have one exclusive loading and unloading area that is 40 feet
by 10 feet. The concept does not provide an area dedicated for the loading space for each apartment.
PROPOSED LANDSCAPING:

The Concept Plan shows perimeter trees surrounding the proposed development as well as trees in the
green space between the apartment structures and the surface parking lot.
The City’s zoning ordinance requires a landscaping plan with every commercial, industrial or multiplefamily residential development application. The applicant will be required to provide a detailed
landscaping plan, including if any phasing is proposed for landscaping.
TRANSITION BUFFER:
The City’s zoning ordinance requires multi-family apartment buildings to provide a single row of singlefamily homes, two-family homes or detached townhome lots to provide a transition area when adjacent to
an R-1, R-1E or R-5 district. There are three alternative options provided in the code, one of which is to
provide a wetland, water body, flood plain, public open space, park or other such similar publicly reserved
and development restricted area with a minimum width of one hundred (100) feet across its entire length.
The applicant has provided a stormwater feature area on the northeast corner of the site where the
property is adjacent to an R-1 district. This provides the necessary transition to the single-family homes.
UTILITIES:
The applicant is proposing to connect to municipal water and sewer. The code requires that all new
utilities shall be placed underground. This will be reviewed at preliminary plat when the applicant provides
utility plans.
BUILDING DESIGN STANDARDS:
Section 1040.05 Subd. 3 of the City’s zoning ordinance provides the building requirements for multi-family
dwellings. The applicant provided a rendering of the proposed apartment building but did not provide
elevations. At formal development review, the applicant will be required to provide the building elevations
for both apartment structures to ensure compliance with code, or to request flexibility from the
requirements.
RECREATION AREAS:
The applicant is proposing two 900 square foot playground areas as part of the overall development.
Section 1040.05 of the City Zoning Ordinance requires that each multiple family apartment building or
complex of 20 or more dwelling units shall include visually defined or fenced active recreation areas of
2,000 square feet plus an additional 50 square feet per unit for over 20 dwelling units.
With 120 proposed units, the overall development will require an additional 5,000 square feet of
recreation area, for a total area of 7,000 square feet. The current concept plan does not adhere to the lot
coverage levels for recreation areas. At formal development review, the applicant will be required to
provide the square footage of proposed recreation areas to ensure compliance with code, or to request
flexibility from the requirement.
The applicant is proposing to construct pathways from the parking area to the adjacent commercial parcels
on the east and west. Staff would recommend the pathways connect to a sidewalk on Marketplace Drive
and provide a potential crosswalk connection to the residential development. The Planning Commission
should discuss whether the pathway connections are appropriate.

PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT:
PUD Flexibility
The following PUD flexibility is present in the concept plan and additional details will be added when the
development stage PUD is applied for:




Recreation Areas provided are less than the 7,000 square feet required.
Parking stalls provided are below the minimum requirements.
The single loading space for each apartment building is not provided.

DEVELOPMENT FEES:
Park Dedication
The City’s subdivision ordinance and fee schedule state residential subdivisions must dedicate 10% of the
land being subdivided as parkland OR pay a fee equal to 10% of the value of the land with a minimum of
$2500 per unit. It is at the City’s discretion whether to require a land donation or allow the fee in lieu to be
paid. The park dedication will be calculated with a preliminary plat application that meets the density
standards.
Trunk Sewer Fee, Trunk Water Fee and Trunk Storm Sewer Fee
When land is developed, trunk sewer and trunk water fees are charged based on the amount of land that
is being developed. These fees are “per acre” and help the City cover the costs of providing sewer and
water infrastructure as the City grows. The fees are set every year by a City Council.
The 2020 fee schedule sets trunk fees at $1,650 per acre for trunk water and $5,330 per acre for trunk
sewer. Trunk storm sewer fees are “case by case” and are waived entirely if all storm water is contained
within the plat boundary. A final acreage calculation will be determined based on the preliminary plat.
Sewer Access Charges (SAC) and Water Access Charges (WAC) Fees
These fees, which are used to fund investments in expanding the capacity of the City’s sewer and water
plants and infrastructure as the City grows, are collected at the time of building permit issuance. The 2020
fee schedule sets the fees based on anticipated daily use of water.
STAFF COMMENTS:
Engineering and Public Works:
Bolton and Menk prepared a comment letter for the review of this concept plan (Attachment C).
Fire Department
No comment provided.
Police Department

Chief Scharf commented that the Police Department has no issues with the proposed concept plan.
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:
Xcel Energy:
Pete Cluever, Senior Gas Territory Representative at Xcel Energy provided comment that this would be
CenterPoint gas and Connexus Electric.
FINANCIAL IMPACT
NA
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
The Planning Commission should provide feedback on the applicant’s proposal and whether there are
additional items that should be addressed by the applicant prior to the submittal of the preliminary plat
and PUD. The applicant would take these comments under advisement as they prepare a formal submittal.
Staff is generally supportive of the concept plan but is seeking Planning Commission feedback regarding
some of the specifics of the proposal. The Planning Commission is asked to provide informal review and
comment regarding the project’s acceptability in relation to the Comprehensive Plan and development
regulations and to advise the City Council as they review the concept plan.

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

Site Location Map
Public Hearing Notice
Engineer’s Memo
Concept Plan
Apartment Rendering
Applicant Narrative
Future Land Use Map from the 2018 Comprehensive Plan

Attachment A
Site Location Map
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Attachment B
Public Hearing Notice
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Attachment C
Memorandum, Bolton and Menk
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Attachment D
Concept Plan
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Attachment E
Apartment Rendering
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Attachment F
Applicant Narrative
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Attachment G
Future Land Use Map from the 2018 Comprehensive Plan
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AGENDA ITEM
Big Lake Planning Commission

Prepared By:
T.J. Hofer through Sara S.W. Roman, AICP
Consultant Planner

Meeting Date:
4/1/20

Item No.

7B

Item Description:
Reviewed By: Sara S.W. Roman, AICP,
Public Hearing for a PUD Concept Plan Review for “Big Consultant Planner
Lake Station” (PID 65-580-0010)
Reviewed By: Hanna Klimmek, EDFP,
Community Development Director

60-DAY REVIEW DEADLINE: May 11, 2020
ACTION REQUESTED
The Planning Commission is asked to give informal review and comment regarding the project’s
acceptability in relation to the Comprehensive Plan and development regulations and to advise the City
Council as they review the concept plan.
Any comments given by the Planning Commission are advisory in nature. While the comments are nonbinding, the applicant will consider the comments from the Planning Commission when they prepare their
formal submittal.
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
APPLICATION:
The applicant, AEON, has submitted a development application requesting a concept plan review. The
application will require Concept Plan Review by the Planning Commission and City Council, rezoning to
PUD, and a PUD approval (concept plan, preliminary plan, final plan) with public hearings, platting and a
development contract.

BACKGROUND:
The Applicant is seeking concept plan review for a proposal to construct 74 senior housing units and 110
multi-family housing units on property owned by the applicant (PID #65-580-0010) on 6.14 acres at the
corner of Station Street NW and Forest Road. The subject property is a 6.14-acre that was created as part
of the “Station Street Acres” plat in 2017.
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The lot is currently zoned Transit Oriented Development (TOD) and is in the Midway Zone of the TOD
District. The TOD district allows for “Multiple family residential developments containing eight (8) or more
dwelling units per acre.” The lot is guided by the Comprehensive Plan for Transit-Orientated Development.

CONTEXT:
The proposed development, known as “Big Lake Station” would include 74 senior housing units and 110
multi-family housing units on 6.14 acres of vacant land. The senior units will be contained within one
building and will require at least one occupant in a residence to be 55 years old and with an income below
50% of area median income (AMI). The multi-family units will be split between two buildings evenly and
will mirror each other on the site. The multi-family units will be targeted for families with incomes ranging
from 30% AMI to 60% AMI or $30,000 to $60,000 for a family of four. The proposed multi-family housing is
unique in containing a large number of three and four bedroom apartment units – a unit type that is highly
sought after but uncommon in multi-family rental development.
EXISTING ZONING AND LAND USE:
Zoning
Future Land Use
Existing Land Use
Topography

Transit Oriented Development (TOD)
Transit-Oriented Development (TOD)
Vacant Land – Agricultural
Flat

The City’s 2018 comprehensive plan guides this land as “Transit-Oriented Development.” Per the
comprehensive plan:
Mid- or high-density housing and supportive public space design, all consistent with the principles of
the Transit-Oriented Development Design Manual, 2008.
SURROUNDING ZONING AND LAND USE:
Direction
North (Across
Street)

Station

South
East
(Across 172nd Street)

West

Zoning

Future Land Use Plan

I-1 Industrial Park
TOD Transit
Oriented
Development
Big Lake
Township
Agricultural
PUD Planned Unit
Development
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Existing Land Use

School, Public or
Church

State Public Property

Transit-Oriented
Development

Vacant – Agricultural

Transit-Oriented
Development

Vacant – Agricultural

Transit-Oriented
Development

Vacant – Agricultural,
approved for multi-family
housing project (Station
Street Apartments)

ANALYSIS OF REQUEST

REZONING REQUESTED:
The parcel is currently zoned TOD. The parcel is located within the T.O.D. district that surrounds the
Northstar Train Station. The T.O.D. district “Midway Zone” includes lands generally within one quarter (¼)
mile and half (½) of a mile of the rail station and serves as a transition area for the TOD area. Within this
zone, a mix of commercial and high density residential housing is expected.
Section 1068.03 of the City Code states that multiple family residential developments containing eight or
more dwelling units per acre is an allowed use within the “Midway Zone.” The applicant is showing the
senior housing and the multi-family buildings on separate parcels. The multi-family buildings show 110
units on 3.51 acres, which is 31.3 units/acre (gross) . The senior housing building is 55 units on 2.63 acres,
which is 20.9 units/acre (gross). The project meets the density requirements in the Code.
The applicant will be requesting a rezoning to planned unit development overlay in order to receive
flexibility on a number of items required by the Zoning and Subdivision ordinances. The proposed
flexibilities are discussed below.

LOT STANDARDS:
For multi-family units in a non-shoreland area, the following lot standards apply:
Standard
Lot Coverage
Height Principal Structure

Allowed

Proposed

60-85%
18 – 40 ft., or three
stories, whichever is
less

TBD; Not defined
TBD; 4 stories

Compliance with
Code
TBD
Does not appear to
comply

* Two buildings are shown on a single lot and are roughly 55 ft. apart.

For senior housing units in a non-shoreland area, the following lot standards apply:
Standard
Lot Coverage
Height Principal Structure

Allowed

Proposed

60-85%
18 – 40 ft., or three
stories, whichever is
less

TBD; Not defined
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TBD; 3 stories

Compliance with
Code
TBD
Appears to comply

The concept plan, as proposed, does not provide sufficient information to evaluate the lot standards. The
submitted plans provide floor area ratio (FAR) instead of lot coverage. The multi-family buildings are
shown as four stories and the senior housing building is shown as three stories where three stories are
permitted. The applicant will also be required to provide architectural elevations for formal development
review that include a structure height.
SETBACKS:
For multi-family units in a non-shoreland area, the following lot standards apply:
Standard
Building Setbacks: Front Yard
(from the east unnamed public
street)
Building Setbacks: Front Yard
(from the south unnamed
public street)
Building Setback: Rear Yard

Allowed

Proposed

Compliance with
Code

5 – 15 ft.

50 ft.

Does not comply;
requires flexibility

5 – 15 ft.

2.5 - 25 ft.

Does not comply;
requires flexibility

15 ft

45 ft.

Does not comply;
requires flexibility

* Two buildings are shown on a single lot
and are roughly 55 ft. apart.

The concept plan, as proposed, will require flexibility for front yard setbacks and rear yard setbacks. This is
common for an apartment, as much of the space is used for common space and amenities.
For senior housing units in a non-shoreland area, the following lot standards apply:
Standard
Building Setbacks: Front Yard
(from the south unnamed
public street)
Building Setbacks: Front Yard
(from Station Street)
Building Setback: Side Yard

Allowed

Proposed

Compliance with
Code

5 – 15 ft.

75 ft.

Does not comply;
requires flexibility

5 – 15 ft.

25 - 35 ft.

0 – 25 ft.

15 ft.

Does not comply;
requires flexibility
Complies

The concept plan, as proposed, will require flexibility for front yard setbacks. This is common for a senior
housing, as much of the space is used for common space and amenities.
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SETBACKS, PERIPHERY:
For PUD developments, the front and side yard restrictions at the periphery of the PUD site must be the
same as imposed in the respective zoning districts. For formal development review, the applicant must
include on plans the right-of-way lines for Station Street NW as well as the unnamed street included on the
plans to ensure that development is setback a minimum of 15 feet. The concept plan appears to request
flexibility.

PROPOSED PARKING:
The Concept Plan proposes parking as a mix of off-street parking and underground parking. The plans
show 132 parking spaces for the multi-family building and 98 total spaces for the senior housing building.
The TOD district requires a minimum of two parking stalls per unit. One stall shall be in a garage or parking
structure. A maximum of 2.5 stalls is allowed as a permitted use. Up to three (3) parking stalls may be
allowed per unit by Conditional Use Permit.
The plans show a larger amount of structured parking, but do not meet the parking requirements showing
1.66 parking spaces for the multi-family building and 1.3 parking spaces for the senior housing apartments.
In addition to this, surface lots shall be screened along all sidewalks by a landscaped buffer of not less than
five-feet or three-foot walls or fencing compatible with the adjacent architecture. The concept does not
appear to comply with this requirement.

PROPOSED LANDSCAPING:
The City’s zoning ordinance requires a landscaping plan with every commercial, industrial or multiplefamily residential development application. The applicant will be required to provide a detailed
landscaping plan, including if any phasing is proposed for landscaping. The concept plan provided by the
applicant does not provide sufficient detail to determine if the landscaping or screening meets the
applicable provisions of Section 1027 (Landscape, Screening and Tree Preservation).
The requirements for multifamily development requires residential structures containing two or more
units to contain at a minimum one tree per dwelling unit. The Code states that at least 50% of the required
trees must be overstory coniferous or deciduous trees. The remaining 50% can be replaced with
ornamental trees or shrubs at a rate of 3:1. At least 25% of the trees must be deciduous and at least 25%
must be coniferous.
The PUD is anticipated to request flexibility for landscaping requirements.
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UTILITIES:
The applicant is proposing to connect to municipal water and sewer. The code requires that all new
utilities shall be placed underground. This will be reviewed at preliminary plat when the applicant provides
utility plans.

BUILDING DESIGN STANDARDS:
Section 1040.05 Subd. 3 of the City’s zoning ordinance provides the building requirements for multi-family
dwellings. At formal development review, the applicant will be required to provide the building elevations
for all apartment structures to ensure compliance with code, or to request flexibility from the
requirements.

RECREATION AREAS:
The applicant is proposing 14 garden areas each with four plots, an outdoor patio, and other unidentified
amenities as part of the overall development. Section 1040.05 of the City Zoning Ordinance requires that
each multiple family apartment building or complex of 20 or more dwelling units shall include visually
defined or fenced active recreation areas of 2,000 square feet plus an additional 50 square feet per unit
for over 20 dwelling units.
With 184 proposed units split between three buildings, the overall development will require 12,200 square
feet of recreation area. The concept plan shows garden areas as well as a patio area. Along with this staff
believe their may be further outdoor space such as a plaza and a playground, however, several elements
on the concept plan are unlabeled. The current concept plan does not adhere to the lot coverage levels for
recreation areas. At formal development review, the applicant will be required to provide the square
footage of proposed recreation areas to ensure compliance with code, or to request flexibility from the
requirement.

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

SIGNAGE:
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Signage is not reviewed as part of this concept plan. No signage is shown on the concept plan.
SUMMARY:
The following PUD flexibility is present in the concept plan and additional details will be added when the
development stage PUD is applied for:









Lot information and building height are not provided, but it appears that the applicant is requesting
flexibility to allow a four-story building where the City Code limits it to three stories.
Front setbacks are greater than the TOD district allows
Minimum periphery setbacks from collector roads may not be met
Parking spaces are proposed at a rate lower than required within the Midway Section of the TOD
district
Screening is required for surface parking lots and the plans do not comply
Sidewalks placement is not in compliance with the requirements of the TOD district
Landscaping planting is under what is required for a multi-family building
No neighborhood recreational amenities are included

PARK DEDICATION:
The City’s subdivision ordinance and fee schedule state residential subdivisions must dedicate 10% of the
land being subdivided as parkland OR pay a fee equal to 10% of the value of the land with a minimum of
$2500 per unit. It is at the City’s discretion whether to require a land donation or allow the fee in lieu to be
paid. The park dedication will be calculated with a preliminary plat application that meets the density
standards.

STAFF COMMENTS:
Planning and Zoning
Planning staff is supportive of this project. The applicant notes in their narrative the vacancy rate in Big
Lake has been nearly 0% in the past years. The City established a regional presence with the NorthStar
Train Station in the City, and creating affordable and accessible housing near this public transit is critical to
supporting residents in the City by providing a variety of housing options with access to transit. This area is
guided for development including multi-family in the Comprehensive Plan and this project could serve as a
catalyst to encourage more development in the area.
Engineering and Public Works:
Bolton and Menk prepared a comment letter for the initial review of this concept plan, dated March 20,
2020 (Attachment F).
Fire Department
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No comment.
Police Department
No comment.
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:
Xcel Energy
Pete Cluever of Xcel Energy stated, “Xcel gas has main to the property to serve the apartment to the south.
This would be Connexus Electric.”
FINANCIAL IMPACT
NA
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
The Planning Commission should provide feedback on the applicant’s proposal and whether there are
additional items that should be addressed by the applicant prior to the submittal of the preliminary plat
and PUD. The applicant would take these comments under advisement as they prepare a formal submittal.
Staff is generally supportive of the concept plan but is seeking Planning Commission feedback regarding
some of the specifics of the proposal. The Planning Commission is asked to give informal review and
comment regarding the project’s acceptability in relation to the Comprehensive Plan and development
regulations and to advise the City Council as they review the concept plan.

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

Site Location Map
Applicant’s Narrative
Concept Plan – Building Layout
Concept Plan – Parking Layout
Concept Plan – Development Summary
Elevations
Engineer’s Memo dated March 20, 2020
Public Hearing Notice
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AGENDA ITEM
Big Lake Planning Commission

Prepared By:
Kevin Shay, Consultant Planner

Meeting Date:
4/1/2020

Item No.

7C

Item Description:
Reviewed By: Sara S.W. Roman, AICP,
Public Hearing for CUP and Variance for 301 Crescent Consultant Planner
Street (PID 65-426-0220)
Reviewed By: Hanna Klimmek, EDFP,
Community Development Director

60-DAY REVIEW DEADLINE: April 26, 2020
ACTION REQUESTED
The Planning Commission is asked to make a motion recommending approval or denial of the
development application.
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
APPLICATION:
Kathleen and Richard Anderson, the applicants, have submitted a development application requesting the
following:
 A Conditional Use Permit
 A Variance
The Applicants submitted a complete application on March 2, 2020. 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 applicants are proposing to construct a new 3,186 square foot home with an attached garage at 301
Crescent Street.
PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS:
The property is an existing 0.17-acre parcel with an existing single-family home and detached garage. The
lot is within the shoreland overlay district for Big Lake (general development).

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-5 Residential Redevelopment

Future Land Use Plan
Lakeshore Cottage
Neighborhood
Lakeshore Cottage
Neighborhood
Lakeshore Cottage
Neighborhood
Lakeshore Cottage
Neighborhood

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 would have an impervious coverage of 34.8% or
2,270 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.
VARIANCE REQUESTED:
The applicant has submitted an application for a variance to allow a 5-foot reduced front yard setback
from 20 feet to 15 feet. The variance is discussed in more detail below.
DIMENSIONAL STANDARDS:
Setbacks:
The setback standards for an existing lot of record in the R-5 district are shown below:

Setback
Compliance
Required
Northern property line
Front
20 foot
Does not
abutting Crescent Street
Yard
minimum
comply
Southern Property line
Rear
50 foot
Complies
abutting Big Lake
Yard
minimum
Side
5 feet
Eastern property line
Complies
Yard
minimum
Side
5 feet
Western property line
Complies
Yard
minimum
10 feet
Does not
Between Buildings
Internal
minimum
comply
The required 10-foot setback between buildings can be reduced with approval from the building official
and may require submittal of plan showing a proposed firewall or other mitigation measures. The building
official commented that the proposed building setback on the eastern lot line is acceptable if the adjacent
wall is fire rated for 1 hour.
Setback

Type

Building Height:
The applicant is proposing a building height of 24 feet 9 11/16 inches where the maximum height allowed
in the R-5 district is 25 feet. The building height complies with code.
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT:
The R-5 section of the zoning ordinance allows 25% impervious cover, which for this lot would be 1,631
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.
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 redevelopment of rundown areas, general beautification, and
the creation of “move-up” type housing within city limits. The proposed single-family
residential home will be very attractive and would fit into this “move-up” category
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 neighborhood of
permanent homes. The Applicants have torn down the seasonal cabin that was previously
located at 49 Crescent Street and are proposing to build a year-round home there. 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 will fit in well within the low-medium 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 proposed 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 from the new single-family home will not increase from the existing
single-family home and is within 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 outlined as follows.
The zoning district standards are met except where variances have been identified.
VARIANCE:
The proposed plan requires a variance to reduce the front yard setback from 20 to 15 feet. The Planning
Commission must determine whether the criteria below are met:
In addition, as may be applicable, all of the following criteria must be met:
a. That because of the particular physical surroundings, lot shape, narrowness, shallowness, slope
or topographical conditions of the specific parcel of land involved, practical difficulties to the
owner would result, as distinguished from a mere inconvenience, if the strict letter of the
regulations were to be carried out.
The subject property is surrounded by structures which are closer to the front lot line and the
request would allow the building to be consistent with the adjacent properties.
b. That the conditions upon which a petition for a variance is based are unique to the parcel of
land for which the variance is sought and are not applicable, generally, to other property within
the same zoning classification.
The conditions of this property are unique and not applicable to other properties within the
same zoning
c. That the purpose of the variance is not based exclusively upon a desire to increase the value or
income potential of the parcel of land.

The request is not based on the economic considerations.
d. That the alleged practical difficulties are caused by this Ordinance and have not been created by
any persons having an interest in the parcel of land and are not self-created difficulties.
The practical difficulty was not created by the owner of the property.
e. That the granting of the variance will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent
property, or substantially increase the congestion of the public streets, or increase the danger of
fire, endanger the public safety, or substantially diminish or impair property values within the
neighborhood.
The variance will not have a negative impact on the air, light, traffic, danger of fire or public
safety to neighboring properties.
f. That the granting of the variance will not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to
other land or improvements in the neighborhood in which the parcel of land is located.
The variance will not hinder other nearby properties from making improvements.
g. The variance is the minimum action required to eliminate the practical difficulties.
The variance is the minimum possible request to eliminate the difficulty.
h. The variance does not involve a use which is not allowed within the respective Zoning District.
The single-family home is an allowed use in the R-5 zoning district.
i.

The variance is in harmony with the general purposes and intent of the Ordinance.
The variance is in harmony with purpose of the R-5 district to allow redevelopment while
preserving the lakeshore.

j.

The variance is consistent with the comprehensive plan.
The variance is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.

k. The property owner proposes to use the property in a reasonable manner not permitted by the
Ordinance.
The property owner is using the property for a reasonable manner.
l.

The variance will not alter the essential character of the locality.
The variance will not alter the essential character of the area.

m. Shoreland Management District Variances.

(1)

Variances may only be granted in accordance with Minnesota Statute Chapter 462, as
applicable. A variance may not circumvent the general purposes and intent of Section
1065 (Shoreland Management District) of this Ordinance. No variance may be granted
that would allow any use that is not allowed in the underlying zoning district in which the
subject property is located. Conditions may be imposed in the granting of a variance. A
condition must be directly related to and must bear a rough proportionality to the impact
created by the variance. In considering a variance request, the Board of Adjustment must
also consider whether the property owner has reasonable use of the land without the
variance, whether the property is used seasonally or year-round, whether the variance is
being requested solely on the basis of economic considerations, and the characteristics of
development on adjacent properties.
The variance does not allow a use that would be otherwise unallowed in the zoning
district and has been considered under the shoreland ordinance for the City.

Staff is supportive of the variance request because of the existing adjacent structures which are setback
closer or equal to the variance request from the applicant. In addition, the request allows the building to
meet the required shoreland setback from Big Lake.
STAFF COMMENTS:
Engineering and Public Works:
Bolton and Menk prepared a comment letter for the review of this application (Attachment C).
Fire Department
No comment provided.
Police Department
No issues.
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:
DNR:
The DNR has yet to provide comment on the application. The DNR requested that the OHWL for Big Lake
and existing impervious surface be marked on the existing conditions survey provided by the applicant
prior to providing a comment letter. Staff has requested this information from the applicant but has not
received the information as of 3/25/20.
FINANCIAL IMPACT
NA

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff is recommending approval of the conditional use permit and reduced front yard setback variance
request. Staff’s recommendation of approval comes with the following conditions:

PLANNING AND ZONING CONDITIONS
1. The applicant shall provide the DNR requested information including existing impervious surface and
the Ordinary High-Water Level (OHWL) for Big Lake.
2. The applicant shall meet any conditions required by the building official for a reduced setback between
buildings.
3. Any conditions of the Planning Commission, City Council, Staff, consultants, or other agencies
responsible for the review of this development application

ATTACHMENTS
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Attachment C:
Attachment D:
Attachment E:
Attachment F:
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60-DAY REVIEW DEADLINE:

May 12, 2020

ACTION REQUESTED
The Planning Commission is asked to make a motion recommending approval or denial of the
development application.
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
APPLICATION
Richard Hinrichs, the Applicant, has submitted a development application requesting the following:
 A Conditional Use Permit amendment
 Preliminary Plat approval
 A development stage PUD approval (amendment to previous PUD)
The Applicant submitted a complete application on March 13, 2020. 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.
BACKGROUND
The Planning Commission and City Council approved the first phase for the Applicant’s garage condo
project in November of 2019, which included a single eight-unit building. The Applicant is seeking to
construct the five remaining car condo buildings and the public clubhouse building. Each storage unit
would be large enough to be converted into a recreational storage/hangout area, what is known
colloquially as a “man cave.” Each storage unit is owned individually as a condo unit and the entire
community is governed by a homeowner’s association. HOA documents were reviewed and approved by
the City.

DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION ANALYSIS
PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS
The first phase platted eight townhome lots in the single constructed building. The five remaining car
condo buildings and public clubhouse building remained as outlots. The outlots are unbuildable until they
have been platted as lots.
EXISTING ZONING AND LAND USE:
OUTLOT F and OUTLOT G, Big Lake Marketplace Third Addition
Zoning
Future Land Use
Existing Land Use
Topography

I-1 Industrial Park
Industrial
Vacant Land
Relatively flat vacant land

SURROUNDING ZONING AND LAND USE:
Direction

Zoning

Future Land Use Plan

Existing Land Use

North
South
West
East

B-3
I-2
I-1
I-1

Commercial
Industrial
Commercial
Industrial

Hotel and restaurant
Bus Garage
Vacant
Vacant

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT AMENDMENT
The Applicant was approved for a Conditional Use Permit to allow a single luxury garage building with the
first phase approvals. An amendment to the approved CUP is required to include the five additional luxury
garage buildings and the shared clubhouse. The CUP process allows the City to attach conditions to the
approval to ensure that the development is smooth-functioning and address any concerns that the
Planning Commission and City Council may have.
PROPOSED PRELIMINARY PLAT
The Applicant is proposing to subdivide Outlot B, C, D, F and G to create buildable lots for the townhomestyle car condo community. In addition, he is proposing to plat Outlot E as a buildable lot for the
clubhouse. The following are the details for the plat:


The proposed plat would be called “BIG LAKE CAR CONDOS SECOND ADDITION.”



The proposed plat keeps the existing 3.89 acre “OUTLOT A” which covers all the long-term open
space. This includes all the areas that will be eventually be covered by the parking lot as well as all
the areas that will be landscaped. This land will be owned directly by the Association that manages
the car condo community.



Outlots B, C, F and G consist of 8 separate townhome lots and Outlot D consists of 7 separate
townhome lots. They will range in size between 1,600 square feet and 3,180 square feet. The lots
range from 25-53 feet wide.



Outlot E will be the shared clubhouse.

PHASING
The Applicant is proposing to construct the remaining portions of the development in 3 phases. Phase 2
will include Outlot D and E, which are the southwest car condo building and the shared clubhouse. Phase 3
will include Outlot B and Outlot F, which are the central car condo buildings. Phase 4 will include Outlot C
and Outlot G, which are the eastern car condo buildings.
PUD FLEXIBILITY REQUESTED
Overview of Requested Flexibility
The following flexibilities were granted with the first phase approvals and would be applied to these
phases as well:
1. Permission to construct buildings with load-bearing structural components that are not steel or
structural concrete. The Applicant is proposing to construct wood-framed buildings.
2. Permission to place mechanical equipment that emits noise in a front yard. The Applicant is proposing
to put air conditioning units on the street side of the proposed buildings.
3. Permission to have parking lot surfaces that are closer than ten (10) feet to internal property lines.
DESIGN STANDARDS
Building Materials
The buildings elevations are proposed to have the same exterior materials as the first phase.
Parking
The applicant is proposing a total of 14 parking spaces on the site when all phases are complete. The use
does not have a minimum required parking standard and staff believes 14 spaces will be sufficient.
Utilities
The Applicant’s utility plan is consistent with the plan submitted in the first phase. The final utility plan and
profiles will be reviewed by the city engineer.
Security Fence
Phases 2, 3 and 4 will include extensions of the fence that will connect the various buildings and ultimately
result in the entire site being fenced off. An additional gate is proposed at the second entrance that will be
constructed in the 4th phase.

Landscaping
The original landscape plan provided by the applicant conflicted with stormwater ponding areas. The
applicant has prepared a revised master landscape plan that keeps most of the landscaping out of
stormwater ponding areas. A revision in the phase 2 area is needed to avoid a stormwater ponding area.
The landscape detail sheet needs to be updated to accurately reflect the proposed number of trees and
shrubs. The landscape plan will eventually plant 45 trees and 240 shrubs (the equivalent of another 80
trees). The trees and shrubs will be planted according to the phasing of the buildings. The master plan
shows the site greatly exceeding the minimum landscaping requirements.
Signage
The Applicant has not submitted any sign plans at this time. A sign plan will need to be submitted before
any signage can be installed.
HOMEOWNER’S ASSOCIATION
Format of HOA Covenants
The City Attorney will need to review and approve the final version of the Homeowner’s Association
documents to ensure that the document includes the common areas for phases 2, 3 and 4.
DEVELOPMENT FEES
Park Dedication
The total park dedication requirement for the project is based on the assessed value of the land being
subdivided. Per the Sherburne County tax assessor, the Applicant’s 6-acre parcel was valued at $288,500.
The total park dedication requirement is $11,540.
With the first phase of the project the applicant was permitted to pay the park dedication fee in phases
along with the phasing of the development. The applicant is required to pay 1/6 of the park dedication fee
($1,923) when platting each of the remaining garage condo buildings. The clubhouse building would be a
“gimmee” that does not trigger a park dedication requirement whenever it is platted.
The applicant is responsible for paying the remaining 5/6 of the park dedication fee ($9,615) with this
application.
Trunk Sewer, Trunk Water Fee, and Trunk Storm Sewer Fee
When land is developed, trunk sewer and trunk water fees are charged based on the amount of land that
is being developed. These fees are “per acre” and help the City cover the costs of providing sewer and
water infrastructure as the City grows. The fees are set every year by a City Council resolution and
generally increase each year to account for inflation and actual costs of providing infrastructure. Trunk
fees are generally not paid on outlots but only on buildable lots. This is one of the reasons that outlots are
not considered buildable. They have not paid the correct fees to be considered “shovel-ready.”

The 2020 fee schedule sets trunk fees at $1,650 per acre for trunk water and $5,530 per acre for trunk
sewer. Trunk storm sewer fees are “case by case” and are waived entirely if all storm water is contained
within the plat boundary.
The applicant’s first phase approvals require him to pay 1-acre worth of trunk fees every time one of the
building outlots is platted to create another garage condo. He is required to pay trunk water and trunk
sewer charges for five acres at this time. As with park dedication, Staff would propose that the future
clubhouse building be considered a “gimmee” which does not trigger the payment of trunk fees.
The trunk water fee is $8,250 and the trunk sewer fee is $27,650.
Sewer Access Charges (SAC) and Water Access Charges (WAC) Fees
These fees, which are used to fund investments in expanding the capacity of the City’s sewer and water
plants and infrastructure as the City grows, are collected at the time of building permit issuance. They are
calculated by the City’s Building Official and are based on the anticipated sewer and water impact of the
proposed use on the City’s utility system. SAC and WAC fees will be collected for each building based on
the size of the building, the use of the building, and the sewer and water hookups that are going to be
used.
OTHER STAFF COMMENTS
Police Department
1.) No issues.
Fire Department
1.) No issues.
Engineering/Public Works
See Attached Engineer’s Memo, ATTACHMENT E.
FINANCIAL IMPACT
NA
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff is recommending approval of the development application as it is substantially consistent with the
plans submitted with the first phase.
Staff’s recommendation of approval comes with the following conditions:
PLANNING AND ZONING CONDITIONS
1. The following Planned Unit Development (PUD) flexibility shall be granted:

a. The requirement that all buildable lots in the I-1 zoning district be at least 150 feet wide and
40,000 square feet in size shall be waived. A townhome plat shall be allowed which creates
buildable lots, with sizes between 1,600 and 3,180 square feet, for the construction of a luxury
garage buildings.
b. Outlot A will be permitted to be improved with site improvements other than buildings such as
paved surfaces, landscaping, fences, and mechanical equipment which are consistent with
approved site plans that are part of the PUD approval.
c. Load bearing structural components shall not be required to be steel or structural concrete so
long as they comply with the State Building Code.
d. Noise-producing mechanical equipment shall be allowed in the “front yard” along 198th Avenue
NW provided that it is set back at least forty (40) feet from the front property line. The
equipment must either be color-clad to match the principal structure or must be screened in
compliance with Section 1027 Landscape, Screening, & Tree Preservation.
e. Off-street parking facilities shall not be required to have a 10-foot setback from internal
property lines within the luxury garage development. All parking areas must comply with
standard I-1 Industrial Park setbacks in regards to the property lines at the perimeter of the
development.
2. The PUD approval and CUP approval is for six luxury garage buildings.
3. The review and approval of the site improvement pursuant to the requirements of City adopted
building and fires codes shall be in addition to the site plan review process. The site plan approval
process does not imply compliance with the requirements of these codes.
4. The parking lot shall be constructed with concrete curbs unless the requirement is fully or partially
waived by the City Engineer.
5. No parking may occur on any surface that has not been improved with asphalt, concrete, or paver
bricks.
6. No parking may occur in any area that has been formally designated by the Fire Chief as a fire lane.
7. All construction plans officially submitted to the City shall be treated as a formal agreement between
the Applicant and the City. Once approved, no changes, modifications, or alterations shall be made to
any plan detail, standard, or specification without prior submittal of a plan modifications request to the
City Planner for review and approval.
8. A sign permit is required before any signage may be installed.
9. The luxury garage development must comply with all applicable requirements of Section 1032 –
Performance Standards in regard to noise, odors, glare, refuse, etc.
10. The applicant shall submit a landscape plan which does not conflict with stormwater ponding areas.
11. The applicant shall submit a landscape detail sheet which shows the correct number of trees and
shrubs as identified on the landscape plan.

12. The Applicant shall be permitted to phase the required landscaping. The Applicant shall follow the
approved phased landscape plan.
13. Prior to the issuance of any permit for land alteration, the applicant shall provide a financial guarantee
(letter of credit or escrow payment) in the amount 125% of the estimated cost to furnish and plant
materials including irrigation, mulch, and other landscape materials. The estimate should be based on
the costs of each landscaping phase.
14. The security shall be maintained for at least one (1) year after the date that the last landscape
materials have been planted. Upon a showing by the applicant and such inspection as may be made by
the City, that portion of the security may be released by the City equal to one hundred twenty-five
(125) percent of the estimated cost of the landscape materials which are alive and healthy at the end
of such year. Any portion of the security not entitled to be released at the end of the year shall be
maintained and shall secure the applicant’s responsibility to remove and replant landscape materials
which are not alive or are unhealthy at the end of such year and to replant missing trees. Upon
completion of replanting said landscape materials, the entire security may be released. Any
ornamental grass planted shall be guaranteed for a full two (2) years from the time planting is
completed.
15. An irrigation system shall be required to ensure the viability of landscape materials.
16. Residential occupancy of the luxury garage units shall be prohibited.
17. A park dedication cash-in-lieu payment shall be made at a level consistent with the City Code and
approved Fee Schedule. Commercial and Industrial developments are required to dedicate 4% of the
value of the land. The Applicant shall be responsible for paying a park dedication fee based on the
6.02-acre parcel’s existing assessed value which is $288,500. The City will require that the Applicant
pay 5/6 of the total park dedication cash requirement at this time. No park dedication will be charged
for the final platting of the clubhouse building.
18. The Applicant shall be responsible for paying for five (5) acres worth of trunk charges. No trunk charges
will be charged for the final platting of the clubhouse building.
19. Sewer Access Charges (SAC) and Water Access Charges (WAC) will be collected at the time of building
permit issuance.
20. The owner of OUTLOT A shall be obligated to provide access to OUTLOT B, OUTLOT C, OUTLOT D,
OUTLOT E, OUTLOT F, and OUTLOT G.
21. The Applicant will need to enter into a development agreement and PUD agreement with the City prior
to development. A Development Contract/PUD Agreement shall be drafted by the City Attorney prior
to approval of the Final Plat.
22. The homeowner’s association must be established to maintain the common areas. The final HOA
documents will be subject to review and approval by the City Attorney.
23. Any conditions of the Planning Commission, City Council, Staff, consultants, or other agencies
responsible for the review of this development application.

24. Open Outdoor Storage, as defined in the Big Lake Zoning Code, shall not be permitted in the luxury
garage development.
ENGINEERING CONDITIONS
25. The proposed sidewalk around Lot 1 Block 5 shall be increased to a minimum width of 4.5 feet.
26. The applicant shall submit a SWPPP for review by the city
27. The applicant shall enter into a Stormwater Maintenance Agreement for the infiltration basins
proposed within the plat.
28. The applicant shall be responsible for obtaining a NPDES Phase II Construction Stormwater Permit. A
copy of the permit shall be submitted to the city for its records.
29. The applicant shall submit final utility plans complete with profile drawings for review by the city.
30. The applicant shall submit final grading plans for review by the city.
31. The applicant shall confirm that 2-inch diameter water services are required for each of the proposed
lots.
32. The applicant and its contractors shall coordinate all work in the Right of Way with the City Engineer
including advance notice of work and inspection during installations. Work not inspected by the city
during installation is subject to removal and re-installation by the applicant at their expense.
33. The applicant shall submit a striping and signage plan for the review of the city.
34. The applicant shall submit a landscaping plan for the review of the City Planner.
35. The applicant shall submit an irrigation plan for the review by the city.
36. All construction shall be in accordance with the City of Big Lake Standards.
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60-DAY REVIEW DEADLINE: May 11, 2020
ACTION REQUESTED
The Planning Commission is asked to make a motion recommending approval or denial of the
development application.
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
APPLICATION:
Modern Construction of Minnesota, the applicant, has submitted a development application requesting
the following:
 Preliminary Plat approval
 Development Stage Planned Unit Development
 A rezoning to PUD Planned Unit Development from A: Agricultural
The applicant submitted a complete application on February 28, 2020. 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.

BACKGROUND:
On May 22, 2019, the City Council reviewed a preliminary detached townhome concept for the same
parcel at a workshop session. For that concept, Jesse Hartung from Modern Construction of MN proposed
to construct detached townhomes on small lots that have townhome-style layouts, dimensions, and
architectural characteristics. He noted that these types of structures are often popular with seniors looking
to downsize, and with young families looking for a single-family home level of privacy, but with townhome
pricing and yardwork responsibilities. The council feedback included a discussion of the location of the
project and access to amenities for seniors. Council Member Johnson also noted that the proposed design
is out of character with surrounding structures, and discussed concern that Townhome Associations can

cease to exist which can present future issues. Johnson also stated that she doesn’t see any major issues
regarding the project. Mayor Wallen discussed the need for more sunset style housing concepts in the
area, noting that the design would also be a nice entry level home for a young person. Wallen stated that
he wants to let the market dictate sales. The applicant for that proposal, Jesse Hartung, is no longer
involved in the project.
The Planning Commission and City Council reviewed a concept plan for the Applicant’s detached
townhomes project on November 6, 2019 and December 11, 2019, respectively, and the concept plan was
positively received. Neither the Planning Commission nor the City Council provided substantial comments
to the applicant. Several community members attended the November 6 public hearing before Planning
Commission to state their concerns for the project, which included:






that the density of the proposed development does not fit with the neighborhood
that the development would negatively affect property values
that the proposed project is located in a fairly low area andthere are concerns with the water
table and potential flooding because of the increased impervious surface the development
would cause
access to the property would be an issue and would require a turn lane.
the City would be responsible for maintaining/plowing the streets and driveways.

The development under review has not changed substantially from the Concept Plan reviewed by Planning
Commission and City Council.

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:
The subject application is for a detached townhome development, known as “Sandhill Villas” that would
include 12 detached townhomes, otherwise known as villas, on 2.5 acres of vacant land for a total of 12
units. As part of the development request, the applicant is requesting to subdivide the subject parcel to
create 12 lots. The 12 buildable lots are each to be developed as part of an overall development concept
for villa style detached townhomes.

DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION ANALYSIS
PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS:
The existing 2.5-acre property is currently vacant agricultural land. There are no existing structures on the
site. The parcel lies west of the second addition of the Prairie Meadows development. The property is
zoned Agricultural and guided for Future Neighborhood.

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

A – Agricultural
Future Neighborhood
Vacant Land

Topography

Relatively flat with minor topography changes

SURROUNDING ZONING AND LAND USE:
Direction

Zoning

Future Land
Use Plan
Agricultural or SemiRural Housing
Future
Neighborhood

Existing Land Use

North

General Rural (Big Lake
Township)

South

PUD (R-1)

East

PUD (R-1)

Low Density Housing

Single Family Residential

West

R-1 Single Family
Residential Estate

Future
Neighborhood

Single Family Residential

Agricultural
Single Family Residential

REZONING REQUESTED:
The parcel is currently zoned A - Agricultural. The parcel was recently annexed into the City of Big Lake at
the request of the property owner. Per city code, all land that is annexed into the City is zoned as A –
Agricultural until such time as the parcel is developed. The parcel is guided for future neighborhood by the
Comprehensive Plan, so the City has the option of zoning the parcel as R-1, R-2 or R-3.
The applicant is requesting a rezoning to Planned Unit Development based on the standards of the R-2
zoning district. Section 1056.03 Subd. 3. states that detached townhomes are a permitted use in the R-2
zoning district if they are part of a PUD. Through the PUD, the applicant may also receive flexibility on a
number of items required by the Zoning and Subdivision ordinances. The proposed flexibilities are
discussed below.

PROPOSED PRELIMINARY PLAT:
The applicant is proposing to take the existing 2.5-acre lot and subdivide it to create a detached townhome
development comprised of 12 buildable lots:




The proposed plat would be called “SANDHILL VILLAS.”
The plat will have two blocks; Block 1 will have seven lots, Block 2 will have five lots.
The proposed plat would dedicate 0.37 acres as public right-of-way.

PROPOSED SITE PLAN
Lot Standards
The site plan shows minimum lots sizes and lot widths that are under the established minimum in the R-2
zoning district.

Proposed Size

Code
Requirements
(min.)

Lot Area (Interior)

4,827 sq. ft.

7,500 sq. ft.

Lot Area
(Corner/Butt/Through)

5,825 sq. ft.

9,000 sq. ft.

41 ft.

60 ft.

Varies 46 – 48 ft.

72 ft.

35 ft.

35 ft.

Standard

Lot Width (Interior)
Lot Width
(Corner/Butt/Through)
Maximum Height

Compliance with Code
Does not comply;
requires flexibility
Does not comply;
requires flexibility
Does not comply;
requires flexibility
Does not comply;
requires flexibility
Complies

The proposed site plan does not meet the minimum lot size standards in the City Code. The preliminary
plat provided by the applicant shows a table with lot standards required by the code and proposed lot
standards. This should be revised to properly show a single proposed minimum lot size for the interior lots
and a single proposed minimum lot size for corner, butt and through lots.
The site plan shows five through lots and two corner lots in Block 2. Lots with frontages on two streets that
are not corner lots are generally prohibited by the City’s Subdivision Ordinance except where lots back on
to collector and arterial streets such as this site. An additional 20-ft. landscaped buffer is required for
double frontage lots and corner lots. This buffer should be shown on the plans and the landscape plan
should be revised to meet buffer standards. Staff is including a condition of approval to require the
applicant to provide revised plans for city review that correctly show the required buffers and proposed lot
minimums. Staff has also included a condition that the internal unnamed public street must be given a
name.
Setbacks
The site plan shows a minimum 10-ft. front yard setback from the internal road right of way and 25 ft.
setback from the curb. Setbacks from rights-of-way are proposed as a 25-ft. rear yard setback from the
172nd Street Northwest right-of-way and a 30-ft. side yard setback from the 205th Avenue Northwest rightof-way. Side yard setbacks from adjacent units are shown as five-feet from the lot line and 10-ft. between
buildings.
Setback
Northern property line
abutting 205th Avenue
Northwest
Eastern property line
abutting 172nd Street
Northwest
Lot 1, Block 2 South
property line abutting
internal unnamed street

Type

Setback Proposed

Front Yard

30 ft. to primary
structure

Front Yard

25 ft. to primary
structure

Front Yard

Setback
Required
45 ft. from
structure to
right-of-way line
45 ft. from
structure to
right-of-way line

10 ft. minimum to 25 ft. to principal
primary structure
structure

Compliance with
Code
Does not comply;
requires flexibility
Does not comply;
requires flexibility
Does not comply;
requires flexibility

Interior property lines
abutting internal unnamed
street
Western property line
abutting adjacent property
Internal side yard setbacks
between abutting lots

Front Yard

Rear Yard
Side Yard

10 ft. minimum to
ROW
25 ft. to principal
25 ft. minimum to
structure
curb
25 ft. to rear lot 25 ft. to principal
line
structure
10 ft. between
10 ft. between
lots
lots

Does not comply;
requires flexibility
Complies
Complies

The site plan orients the “front” of the development onto the interior unnamed public street. However,
the lots in Block 2 are through lots with yards that abut rights-of-way on both the east and west sides. Lot
7, Block 1 and Lot 1 and 5, Block 2 have additional lot lines abutting right of ways and are corner lots.
Setbacks – Periphery
The through lots that are shown with a 25-ft. rear setback from 172nd Street should be shown as a 30-ft.
front setback. Through lots are considered to have two frontages and should be shown with front yard
setbacks from the right-of-way. Staff is including a condition of approval to require the applicant to
provide revised plans for city review that correctly show the required setbacks.
For PUD developments, the front and side yard restrictions at the periphery of the PUD site must be the
same as imposed in the respective zoning districts. For formal development review, the applicant must
include on plans the right-of-way lines for 205th St to ensure that development is setback a minimum of
45 ft. It should be noted that historically this ordinance has been interpreted as saying that a PUD
development must have buildings set back at least as far from adjacent private properties as is required by
the underlying zoning district. However, flexibility has been allowed in the past for setbacks from adjacent
city streets.
Building Height
The applicant is proposing a building height of approximately 16 ft. The code allows a maximum building
height of 35 ft. The proposed building height meets code standards.
Sidewalks
The site plan does not currently show a sidewalk along the internal public street. There is an existing
sidewalk on the eastern side of 172nd Street Northwest, across the street from the proposed development.
The applicant is proposing to include an eight-foot-wide path along 205th Avenue Northwest at the request
of staff. 1011.05 Subd. 5 requires that PUDs provide a clear path system that connects each housing unit to
designations within the site and the surrounding neighborhood. The code requires that sidewalks not less
than five feet in width be constructed along the frontage of all public streets. Trail should be designed and
constructed to meet the City Engineer’s standards.
As proposed, the site plan will require flexibility from the requirement to provide sidewalks along the
frontage of all public streets for the frontage along the street internal to the development.
PARKING

The site plan proposes parking to be provided for each structure by attached accessory garage structures
shown in the following table:

Site

Minimum Parking
Spaces Required

Total

24

Maximum
Allowed
Parking
24

Garage
Spaces
Required
24

Surface Stalls
Proposed

Garage Stalls
proposed

0

24

The City Code requires two enclosed parking stalls for each single family dwelling unit. The development
complies as proposed.
LANDSCAPING
The City’s zoning ordinance requires a landscaping plan with every PUD application, which the applicant
has provided. The landscape plan shows a total of 21 coniferous trees, 10 deciduous trees, 14 ornamental
trees (equivalent to three trees) and 43 shrubs (equivalent to 14 trees) for a total of 48 trees. Three trees
proposed by the applicant are not found on the approved list of trees in the City Code, and all are
whitespire birch clump. A Whitespire birch "clump" is where there are more than 3 trunks on the tree.
Trees that are not approved in the City Code require approval by the Zoning Administrator. Staff is
comfortable approving this tree species.
The Code states that at least 50% of the required trees must be overstory coniferous or deciduous trees.
The remaining 50% can be replaced with ornamental trees or shrubs at a rate of 3:1. At least 25% of the
trees must be deciduous and at least 25% must be coniferous.
Trees per Dwelling Unit
The Code requires two trees per dwelling unit in the front yard for single family dwelling uses. The
proposed plan has 12 dwelling units which will require a minimum of 24 trees. Four of the trees placed in
the front yard are ornamental trees, resulting in a total of 22.3 trees proposed. As such, the submitted
landscape plan does not comply with the code. The landscaping plan should be revised to include the
equivalent of two trees in each front yard. Staff has included this as a condition of approval.
Buffer Plantings
The through lots on the site plan require a 20-ft. buffer yard from the abutting street in which the density
of the plantings will be determined by the Zoning Administrator. Plantings required for the buffer yard are
not counted toward the minimum planting requirements for the site.
The plan appears does not meet the minimum landscaping requirements. Plans should be revised to show
designation between deciduous, coniferous, and ornamental trees, the correct names of trees and the
area of the buffer yard required for through lots.
Staff has included conditions of approval that the applicant revised the number of trees in the front yards,
tree designations, separate planting charts based of off required landscaping and buffer yards, correctly
label trees, and show the buffer. Staff also recommends that the number of plantings on the northwest
corner of the lot be increased to allow for a full row of plantings along 205 th Avenue.
Phasing Plan – Landscaping

The applicant has not provided a phasing plan for the landscaping at this time, but it is assumed that the
landscaping provided for each lot will be installed during the development of that lot. Staff recommends
that a landscape escrow be attached to each lot to be released to the developer and/or lot owner upon
installation of the required landscaping for each lot. A phasing plan will be required for the plantings
within the landscape buffer yard and has been included as a condition of approval by city staff.
UTILITIES
The applicant is proposing to connect to municipal water and sewer by accessing the existing services to
the east of the proposed site. The code requires that all new utilities shall be placed underground. The new
utilities will be placed in drainage and utility easements to allow access for future maintenance.
A drainage and utility easement will be required over the location of underground utility lines and should
be shown on the plans. Staff has included conditions of approval that the applicant revised the plans to
show this. Staff has included a condition for approval that a stormwater management plan must be
submitted for review and plans must be revised to show normal and high water levels of all ponds and
watercourses.

STORM WATER MANAGEMENT:
Two drainage areas that are connected by a flared end section are shown on the site plan. When a storm water
management plan is created, storm water management techniques will be required to be consistent with the
City’s Subdivision Ordinance, and with the following additions consistent with PUD requirements:
1. All retention basins shall resemble natural ponds to the maximum extent possible.
2. Retention basin landscaping shall include indigenous plants and landscaping materials.

BUILDING DESIGN STANDARDS
The detached villa units as proposed will be either a mix of vinyl lap siding, vertical vinyl siding, stone and
timberline shingles or vinyl lap siding, vinyl shakes, stone and timberline shingles. Two of the four housing
types include front porches. Colors have been identified for materials. The applicant should provide
colored elevations and material samples to the city for approval and staff has included it as a condition of
approval.
The Section 1011 of the Zoning Code sets standards for PUDs that buildings should address the street with
varied and articulated facades, frequent entries and windows. The applicant has submitted four types of
housing Meadow View, Meadow View with porch, Sand Hill Crane and Sand Hill Crane with porch. Staff
believes that windows could be enlarged or added along the front, right and rear elevations to improve the
design of the homes. The most visible parts of the homes will be the front and rear elevations which
currently have large blank spaces or smaller windows that create undesirable vertical separations along
the building face.

NEIGHBORHOOD CONFIGURATION

The planning commission may wish to comment on the overall neighborhood configuration, as it relates
both to vehicle circulation and to cohesive neighborhood design. The code outlines the following
considerations for neighborhood configuration for Residential PUDs:


Clustering development toward identifiable features, such as preserved open space or a physical
amenity such as a ball field or school

STREETSCAPE
Furthermore, neighborhood configuration highlights the role of the streetscape and notes that “the lots
may be arranged such that the principle structures will face a street space enhanced with landscaping,
street trees, boulevards, medians, or other landscaping techniques appropriate to the City’s street design
standards.”
Additional streetscape standards may be negotiated as part of the PUD process.

LIGHTING
The applicant has submitted a lighting plan. The only light proposed is located at the intersection of the
unnamed internal public street and 172nd Street.
The applicant has not provided details for the lighting. Staff has included the submittal of lighting detail
sheets as a condition of approval.

SIGNAGE
Signage was submitted as part of the concept plan review, but was not submitted with the application for
site plan. No signage is shown on the site plan. Any and all signage to be installed on site will require a
separate sign permit to be issued to the applicant.

NEIGHBORHOOD DESIGN STANDARDS
Section 1011.08 of the code sets design standards for residential PUD developments. These standards are
in place to implement the housing, neighborhood, environmental and greenway goals and policies of the
Big Lake Comprehensive Plan. Residential developments shall be designed in patterns which incorporate
the following elements:
NATURAL HABITAT
Residential PUDs are required to be designed to preserve the maximum quantity of natural habitat open
spaces in a contiguous, connected configuration. Natural habitat open space may include, but are not
limited to, fields, pastures, wetlands, slopes, bluffs, dense woods, lakes, ponds, streams, shorelands, and
other environmentally sensitive areas or desirable view sheds. If the applicant should choose to provide
any amenity areas, they must be platted as outlots and held as open space in perpetuity.

The site plan does not denote any areas to be preserved as natural habitat, neighborhood recreation or ,
greenways.

PEDESTRIAN CORRIDORS
The site plan has been changed notably from the concept plan and no longer shows a sidewalk beginning
at the termination point of the cul-de-sac and running parallel along 205th Street. The trail now runs along
205th Avenue without connecting to the cul-de-sac. The applicant will be required to include any
pedestrian corridors at a minimum of 30 ft. in width. An easement is required for this 30 ft. Staff has
included a condition that the plans be revised to show this 30 ft. easement.
NEIGHBORHOOD RECREATION
The site plan does not include any areas for neighborhood recreation. The code notes that developments
may include neighborhood recreation open spaces such as greens, commons, playgrounds, ball fields,
gardens, or other recreational areas.

PUD FLEXIBILITY REQUESTED:
PUD JUSTIFICATION
The Applicant is seeking a PUD approval, an approval that goes outside of the zoning code and subdivision
ordinance. The City’s PUD ordinance (Code Section 1011) is very clear that the City should only grant PUD
approval in situations where there is a “public benefit” that comes from granting the approval. The PUD
ordinance lays out thirteen (13) benefits that are being sought by the City. Some of the benefits appear to
be applicable in this situation:
1011.01: PURPOSE:
Subd. 1. Provide a development pattern in harmony with the objectives of the Comprehensive Plan. (The
PUD process is not intended only as a means to vary applicable planning and zoning principles).
Subd. 9. Result in an efficient use of land resulting in smaller networks of utilities and streets thereby
lowering development costs and public investments.
Subd. 10. Ensure the establishment of appropriate transitions between differing land uses.
PUD FORMAT
The City Attorney’s office has advised City Staff not to process PUD approvals as CUP’s as the City has done
in the past. The City Attorney’s Office is advising that, going forward, all of the City’s PUD’s be processed as
“Rezone to PUD.” The City Attorney’s stance is that the rezoning process is “cleaner,” leaves better
records, and is preferable because it is a legislative action while CUP’s are quasi-judicial actions.
The Zoning Code’s PUD ordinance states that PUD’s can be processed as either a CUP or a rezone. Staff is
processing this project’s PUD as a rezone under the guidance of the City Attorney.

OVERVIEW OF REQUESTED FLEXIBILITY
The applicant is seeking the following PUD flexibility with the development stage PUD:
1. Permission to have reduced lot area minimums and lot width minimums.
2. Permission to have building setbacks that do not meet 45-ft. minimum setback requirements from a
collector street and the 25-ft. minimum for front building setbacks.
PUD FLEXIBILITY ITEM #1: REDUCED LOT AREA AND LOT WIDTH MINIMUMS.
The R-2 zoning district provides the following standards:
1046.08: LOT AREA, HEIGHT AND SETBACK REQUIREMENTS
Subd. 2 Non-Shoreland District Requirements.
2. Detached Townhomes Non-Shoreland
Minimum Lot Area Interior Lot:
Minimum Lot Area Corner/Butt/Through Lot:

7,500 square feet
9,000 square feet (20% larger than interior lot)

Minimum Lot Width Interior Lot:
60 feet
Minimum Lot Width Corner/Butt/Through Lot:
72 feet (20% larger than interior lot)
Lots located adjacent to power lines, pipe lines or rail road right-of-way are required to be
platted twenty (20) feet longer than other lots to accommodate the required buffer and screening
outlined in Section 1027 (Landscape, Screening and Tree Preservation) of this Ordinance.
Maximum Height Principal Structure:

35 feet (25 in Shoreland Districts)

The applicant’s proposed lot area is reduced by 2,673 sq. ft. for interior lots and 2,774 sq. ft. for corner,
butt and through lots. The reduced setbacks allow for the creation of more units within the site, staff
supports the proposed coverage.
PUD FLEXIBILITY ITEM #2: BUILDING SETBACKS
The R-2 zoning district provides the following standards:
1046.08: LOT AREA, HEIGHT AND SETBACK REQUIREMENTS
Subd. 2 Non-Shoreland District Requirements.
2. Detached Townhomes Non-Shoreland
Principal Structure Setbacks:
Front:
Side:
Rear:
Minimum Setback between Buildings:

25 feet
10 feet
25 feet
10 feet

The proposed front building setbacks are less than the required standard to allow for a more spread out
design. The intent to have a lower structure setback is to allow for a denser development on the site.
While the structures are closer than allowed to rights-of-way, it allows for the maximization of the site
while still meeting the character of the community. Therefore, staff is supportive of the request to allow
the reduced setback as shown on the plans; however, setbacks along 172nd St. NW should be adjusted to
be set back 30 ft. from the collector road.

DEVELOPMENT FEES
PARK DEDICATION
The City’s subdivision ordinance and fee schedule state residential subdivisions must dedicate 10% of the
land being subdivided as parkland OR pay a fee equal to 10% of the value of the land with a minimum of
$2,500 per unit. It is at the City’s discretion whether to require a land donation or allow the fee in lieu to
be paid. In this case, the cash option is preferable as there is available land left to be dedicated.
The park dedication requirement is based on the minimum value per unit. The applicant is proposing 12
units which will require $30,000 (12 x $2,500) in park dedication fees.
TRUNK SEWER FEE, TRUNK WATER FEE AND TRUNK STORM SEWER FEE
When land is developed, trunk sewer and trunk water fees are charged based on the amount of land that
is being developed. These fees are “per acre” and help the City cover the costs of providing sewer and
water infrastructure as the City grows. The fees are set every year by a City Council resolution and
generally increase each year to account for inflation and actual costs of providing infrastructure. The
applicant has not paid the correct fees to be considered “shovel-ready.” These fees will be required to be
paid prior to the City releasing a final plat for recording.
The 2020 fee schedule sets trunk fees at $1,650 per acre for trunk water and $5,330 per acre for trunk
sewer. Trunk storm sewer fees are “case by case” and are waived entirely if all storm water is contained
within the plat boundary. The proposed 2020 fee schedule keeps these fees at the same level.
The Applicant is proposing to subdivide 2.5 acres of land with “SANDHILL VILLAS.” Of the existing lot, 0.37
acres of the land will be dedicated as right-of-way. Therefore, the 2.13-acres of land being developed will
be required to pay fees.
SEWER ACCESS CHARGES (SAC) AND WATER ACCESS CHARGES (WAC) FEES
These fees, which are used to fund investments in expanding the capacity of the City’s sewer and water
plants and infrastructure as the City grows, are collected at the time of building permit issuance. The 2020
fee schedule sets the fees on a per unit basis at $3,585 for the WAC fee and $5,325 for the SAC fee.
Because the fees are due at the time of building permit issuance, the amount is subject to change if the fee
schedule is updated.
OTHER STAFF COMMENTS:
Engineering and Public Works:

Engineer’s memo attached as Attachment C.
Fire Department
No comment.
Police Department
Chief Scharf stated his support for the project.
Other Comments.
Xcel Energy has confirmed that the project could be served by Connexus Electric by a gas main running
along 172nd Street.

FINANCIAL IMPACT
NA
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff is recommending approval of the PUD, Preliminary Plat, Rezoning and Preliminary Site and Building
Plan for the Sandhill Villas project. Staff’s recommendation of approval comes with the following
conditions:
PLANNING AND ZONING CONDITIONS
1. The following Planned Unit Development (PUD) flexibility shall be granted, in accordance with the
approved plans:
a. Permission to have reduced lot area minimums and lot width minimums as shown on the plans.
b. Permission to have building setbacks that do not meet 45-ft. minimum setback requirements
from a collector street and the 25-ft. minimum for front building setbacks.
2. The submitted plans should be revised to include the following:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.
j.
k.
l.

Revise plans to show the 20-ft. buffer yard required on corner and through lots.
The internal street must be given a name.
Revise proposed lot standards to properly show proposed minimum lot sizes.
Revise setbacks to show 45-ft. front building setbacks from the right-of-way where frontages
exist on the right-of-way.
Revise the landscaping plan to be in compliance with Section 1027 of the City’s Zoning Code.
Revise the landscaping plan to include the equivalent of two trees in each front yard.
Submit a phasing plan for plantings within the buffer yard.
Plans should be revised to show drainage and utility easements where applicable.
Revise the utility plan to include the normal and high water level of all ponds and watercourses.
Submit lighting detail sheets as for lighting that will be constructed.
Revise plans to show at least a 30 ft. easement over pedestrian corridors.
Submit a stormwater management plan.

m. Building plans should be provided that show proposed material colors.
3. The PUD approval is for twelve (12) apartment buildings and twelve (12) attached accessory garage
structures. No additional structures may be built without a revision to the PUD.
4. The review and approval of the site improvement pursuant to the requirements of City adopted
building and fires codes shall be in addition to the site plan review process. The site plan approval
process does not imply compliance with the requirements of these codes.
5. All construction plans officially submitted to the City shall be treated as a formal agreement between
the Applicant and the City. Once approved, no changes, modifications, or alterations shall be made to
any plan detail, standard, or specification without prior submittal of a plan modifications request to the
City Planner for review and approval.
6. Additional information regarding the phasing of the project should be submitted with the final PUD
application.
7. Prior to the issuance of any permit for land alteration, the applicant shall provide a financial guarantee
(letter of credit or escrow payment) in the amount 125% of the estimated cost to furnish and plant
materials including irrigation, mulch, and other landscape materials.
8. The security shall be maintained for at least one (1) year after the date that the last landscape
materials have been planted. Upon a showing by the applicant and such inspection as may be made by
the City, that portion of the security may be released by the City equal to one hundred twenty-five
(125) percent of the estimated cost of the landscape materials which are alive and healthy at the end
of such year. Any portion of the security not entitled to be released at the end of the year shall be
maintained and shall secure the applicant’s responsibility to remove and replant landscape materials
which are not alive or are unhealthy at the end of such year and to replant missing trees. Upon
completion of replanting said landscape materials, the entire security may be released. Any
ornamental grass planted shall be guaranteed for a full two (2) years from the time planting is
completed.
9. A park dedication cash-in-lieu payment shall be made at a level consistent with the City Code and
approved Fee Schedule. Residential developments are required to dedicate 10% of the value of the
land. The City will require that the Applicant pay the total park dedication cash requirement prior to
release of the final plat for recording, subject to the fee schedule in place at the time. The current fee
schedule would require a park dedication fee of $30,000 for the 12 residential units.
10. Sewer Access Charges (SAC) and Water Access Charges (WAC) will be collected at the time of building
permit issuance.
11. Trunk sewer and trunk water charges will be calculated at the time of final plat.
12. The Applicant will need to enter into a development agreement and PUD agreement with the City prior
to development. A Development Contract/PUD Agreement shall be drafted by the City Attorney prior
to approval of the Final Plat.
13. Any conditions of the Planning Commission, City Council, Staff, consultants, or other agencies
responsible for the review of this development application.

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

Site Location Map
Public Hearing Notice
Engineer’s Memo
Draft Resolution
Preliminary Plat and Engineering Plans
Landscape Plan
Building Elevations

Attachment A
Site Location Map
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Attachment B
Public Hearing Notice
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Attachment C
Memorandum, Bolton and Menk
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Attachment D
Draft Resolution

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 Mike Wallen at 6:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers of City Hall, Big Lake,
on Wednesday, April 22, 2020. The following Council Members were present: Seth
Hansen, Rose Johnson, Paul Knier, Mike Wallen, and Scott Zettervall. A motion to adopt
the following resolution was made by Council Member ________ and seconded by
Council Member __________.

CITY OF BIG LAKE
RESOLUTION NO. 2020-XX

RESOLUTION APPROVING A PRELIMINARY PLAT FOR “SANDHILL
VILLAS” AND A DEVELOPMENT STAGE PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT
PLAN AND SITE/BUILDING PLANS FOR “SANDHILL VILLAS” AND
SETTING FORTH CONDITIONS TO BE MET PRIOR TO SUBMITTAL OF THE
FINAL PLAT APPLICATION
WHEREAS, Modern Construction of Minnesota submitted a development stage
planned unit development plan, preliminary plat and site/building plans for the project
known as “Sandhill Villas;” and
WHEREAS, the Concept Plan was reviewed by the City Council on December
11, 2019; and
WHEREAS, the Big Lake Planning Commission conducted a public hearing on
April 1, 2020 and recommended that the City Council approve the planned unit
development, preliminary plat and site plans subject to the conditions identified herein;
and
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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

WHEREAS, the Sandhill Villas preliminary plat, development stage planned unit
development plan and site/building plans conform to the requirements of the Zoning
Ordinance, the conditions recommended for the concept plan approval and requirements
of the Subdivision 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. A site location map showing the project location within the City is attached as Exhibit
A.
B. The Planning Report requires the following changes be made to the submitted plan:

a. Revise plans to show the 20-ft. buffer yard required on corner and
through lots.
b. The internal street must be given a name.
c. Revise proposed lot standards to properly show proposed minimum
lot sizes.
d. Revise setbacks to show 45-ft. front building setbacks from the
right-of-way where frontages exist on the right-of-way.
e. Revise the landscaping plan to be in compliance with Section 1027
of the City’s Zoning Code.
f. Revise the landscaping plan to include the equivalent of two trees
in each front yard.
g. Submit a phasing plan for plantings within the buffer yard.
h. Plans should be revised to show drainage and utility easements
where applicable.
i. Revise the utility plan to include the normal and high water level of
all ponds and watercourses.
j. Submit lighting detail sheets as for lighting that will be constructed.
k. Revise plans to show at least a 30 ft. easement over pedestrian
corridors.
l. Submit a stormwater management plan.
m. Building plans should be provided that show proposed material
colors.
C. The Planning Report dated Aril 1, 2020 shall be the governing document which
includes the following attachments:
Attachment A:
Attachment B:
Attachment C:
Attachment D:

Site Location Map
Public Hearing Notice
Engineer’s Memo
Preliminary Plat and Engineering Plans
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Attachment E:
Attachment F:

Landscape Plan
Building Elevations

D. The legal description of the subject property is Lot 3, Block 1, Sandhill Acres,
Sherburne County, Minnesota.
E. The Preliminary Plat is attached as Exhibit B.
F. Public Hearing Notices for the two (2) public hearings that were held for applications
related to the project are attached as Exhibit C.
G. The proposed residential development will be compatible with present and future land uses
of the area.

H. The proposed residential development will not tend to or actually depreciate the area in
which it is proposed.

I.

The proposed residential development can be accommodated with existing and future
planned public and private services and will not overburden the City’s service capacity.

J.

Traffic generated by the proposed residential development is within capabilities of streets
serving the property.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Big
Lake that it hereby approves the “Sandhill Villas” preliminary plat and the development
stage planned unit development plan and site/building plans for “Sandhill Villas,” subject
to the following conditions:

1.

Development Stage PUD approval is granted. A rezone to PUD shall be
processed concurrently with the approval of the final plat and Final Plan
PUD. The following Planned Unit Development (PUD) flexibility shall be
granted:
a. Permission to have reduced lot area minimums and lot width
minimums.
b. Permission to have building setbacks that do not meet 45-ft. minimum
setback requirements from a collector street and the 25-ft. minimum for
front building setbacks.

2.

The applicant should discuss with the Postmaster the best location for the
mailboxes.
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3.

Unless expressly permitted by the City Council, no construction or grading
activities shall be permitted until such time as a final plat and final PUD plan have
been approved and recorded with Sherburne County.

4.

A cost estimate for landscaping shall be submitted in order to determine Letter of
Credit or Escrow amount.

5.

Drainage and utility easements shall be shown on the Final Plat in compliance
with the City’s Subdivision Ordinance.

6.

Park dedication fees shall be calculated at $2,500 per unit x 12 units = $30,000.

7.

The fire hydrants on the site must not be more than 1,000 feet apart. Final
locations are subject to the approval of the Fire Chief.

8.

Applicant shall comply with all conditions of the City Engineer’s Letters
dated 03/24/2020.

9.

The applicant shall complete a wetland delineation for the project and
submit a wetland delineation report in accordance with all Wetland
Conservation Act (WCA) requirements.

10. The applicant shall submit an existing conditions stormwater model and
stormwater narrative for the project.
11. The applicant shall enter into a stormwater maintenance agreement for
the proposed private ponding areas pursuant to MPCA MS4 requirements.
12. The applicant shall be responsible for obtaining a NPDES Construction
Stormwater permit. A copy of the permit shall be submitted to the City of
Big Lake for our files.
13. The proposed watermain shall be insulated at the storm sewer crossing
near the southwest corner of the property.
14. All sanitary sewer and watermain shall be considered private.
15. Final construction plans shall be reviewed by the City Engineer and Public
Works Director prior to a building permit being issued for the project.
16. All construction shall be in accordance with City of Big Lake Standards.
17. A Development Contract and Planned Unit Development Agreement shall
be signed by the Developer and the City and shall be recorded with
Sherburne County. Unless otherwise directed by the City Council, no
construction or grading activities shall be permitted to occur until the
signed development contract has been recorded.
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18. That development contract shall require that the developer make an
escrow deposit or furnish an irrevocable letter of credit as is determined by
the City. The amount shall be equal to 125% of the City Engineer’s
estimate of the total costs of the improvement to be furnished under the
contract.
19. Unless otherwise determined to be appropriate by the City Council at a
later date, a development contract shall not be approved until a final plat
and final plan PUD have been approved.
20. A complete application for final plat shall be submitted no later than one
(1) year from the date of approval of the preliminary plat, no later than
April XX, 2021. Any extensions shall require the approval of the City
Council.
21. A complete application for a Final Plan PUD must be submitted within six
(6) months of the approval of the development stage PUD, no later than
October XX, 2020. Any extensions shall require the approval of the City
Council.
22. Any other conditions of the City Council, Staff, City consultants or other agency
responsible for review of this application shall be addressed.
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Adopted by the Big Lake City Council on the 22th day of April, 2020.

_________________________________
_________________________________
Mayor Mike Wallen
Attest:
__________________________________

GINA WOLBECK, CITY CLERK
The following Council Members voted in favor:

The following Council Members voted against or abstained:

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 April, 2020 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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Attachment E
Preliminary Plat and Engineering Plans
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Attachment F
Landscape Plan
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Attachment G
Elevations
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AGENDA ITEM
Big Lake Planning Commission

Prepared By:
T.J. Hofer through Sara S.W. Roman, AICP,
Consultant Planner
Item Description:
Public Hearing for a Development Application
for Preliminary Plat, Development Stage PUD,
Final Plat and Final PUD and Rezoning for “Big
Lake Wastewater Treatment Facility” (PID 10560-0115)

Meeting Date:
4/1/2020

Item No.

7F

Reviewed By: Sara S.W. Roman, AICP,
Consultant Planner
Reviewed By: Hanna Klimmek, EDFP,
Community Development Director

60-DAY REVIEW DEADLINE: May 17, 2020
ACTION REQUESTED
The Planning Commission is asked to make a motion recommending approval or
denial of the development application for Preliminary Plat, Development Stage
Planned Unit Development and Rezoning.
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
APPLICATION:
The City of Big Lake, the applicant, has submitted a development application
requesting the following:






Preliminary Plat approval
Final Plat approval
Development Stage Planned Unit Development approval
A rezoning to PUD Planned Unit Development from A: Agricultural
Final Planned Unit Development approval

The applicant submitted a complete application on March 18, 2020. 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.
The Final Plat and Final PUD are not reviewed by the Planning Commission.
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BACKGROUND:
On February 5, 2019 and February 26, 2019 the Planning Commission and City
Council, respectively, reviewed a concept for a waste water treatment facility. The
Planning Commission provided general feedback and did not recommend any
specific changes, but did note that screening may be necessary when future areas
around the site develop. The City Council provided support but no comments.
The project has not changed substantially from the Concept Plan reviewed by
Planning Commission and City Council.

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:
The subject application is for expansion of an existing wastewater treatment facility.
The development will require considerable flexibility through the PUD. The applicant
has indicated that the treatment facility is necessary for the growth of the city and
will address State of Minnesota regulatory requirements. Most of the work will be
internal and external improvements to the principal building and equipment, as well
as the addition of a third clarifying pond.
City staff notes the communications tower is not proposed to be expanded and will
require future approvals if expansion is desired. Staff has included this as a condition
of approval.

DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION ANALYSIS
PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS:
The existing 53.89-acre property is mostly vacant agricultural land, but also contains
the current wastewater treatment facility, buildings related to the treatment facility,
clarifying ponds and a communications tower. The parcel is the furthest south
property that is incorporated into the City of Big Lake and is surrounded by
properties that are still part of Big Lake Township. The property is zoned Agricultural
and not guided by the Comprehensive Plan.

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

A – Agricultural
NA
Wastewater Facility, Vacant Land
2

Use
Topography

Relatively flat with minor topography changes

SURROUNDING ZONING AND LAND USE:
Direction

Zoning

North
South

Agricultural (Big Lake Township)
Agricultural

Future Land
Use Plan
NA
NA

East

Recreation River (Big Lake Township)

NA

Vacant Forest

West

General Rural and Recreational River

NA

Single Family Residential
And Vacant Land

Existing Land Use
Agricultural
Vacant Forest

REZONING REQUESTED:
The parcel is currently zoned A - Agricultural. The applicant is requesting a rezoning
to Planned Unit Development based on the standards of the A zoning district.
Section 1043.02 Subd. 9. states that municipal buildings, utility stations, facilities and
equipment are a permitted uses in the A zoning district. The rezoning is required
because Planned Unit Developments and CUPs are not listed as a permitted use in the
Agricultural zoning district, and both existing and proposed structures and site
conditions require flexibility from the Zoning Code and Subdivision Ordinance. The
proposed flexibilities are discussed below.

PROPOSED PRELIMINARY PLAT:
The applicant is proposing to take the existing parcels (totaling 53.89 acres) and
combine them into a single lot:




The proposed plat would be called “Big Lake Wastewater Treatment Facility.”
The plat will create one 52.42-acre lot
The plat will dedicate the necessary right-of-way for CSAH 14 (approximately
50 feet wide).

A plat is necessary for the lot combination because PUDs are only allowable on
platted lots.
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PROPOSED SITE PLAN
Lot Standards
The site plan shows a lot that complies with the underlying A - Agricultural district.

Standard

Proposed Size

Lot Area
Lot Width
Maximum Height

52. 42 acres
1,181.18 ft. .
Not provided

Code
Requirements
(min.)
20 acres
500 ft.
35 ft.

Compliance with Code
Complies
Complies
Will comply

The site plan appears to meet the minimum lot size standards in the City Code.
Building height is unknown, but a typical treatment plant would comply with these
height limitations in the district.
No modifications that will affect the height of existing structures are planned as part
of the project.
Setbacks
The proposed setback listed below are approximations to the closest point of the
property line to the new construction on the site.
Setback
Compliance with
Required
Code
Front Setback
1,050 ft.
100 ft.
Complies
Side Setback
550 ft.
50 ft.
Complies
Rear Setback
870 ft.
40 ft.
Complies
Setbacks on the property comply with those of the underlying zoning district.
Setback

Setback Proposed

Setbacks – Periphery
For PUD developments, the front and side yard restrictions at the periphery of the
PUD site must be the same as imposed in the respective zoning districts. The
application appears to comply.
Building Height
The building height is not given on the submitted materials. No additions are being
made to the existing building. The application appears to comply.
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Sidewalks
Sidewalks are not required for municipal uses by the City’s Subdivision Ordinance.
The submitted application complies.

PARKING
The site plan proposes parking on unstriped asphalt. The Zoning Code requires one
parking space for each 500 sq. ft. of floor area in the principal structure. The
applicants are providing space for approximately 25 parking stalls where 36 stalls are
required and are requesting flexibility for the amount of required parking.

LANDSCAPING
The City’s Zoning Code requires a landscaping plan with every PUD application.. The
applicant is requesting flexibility from the requirement of a landscaping plan and no
new landscaping is proposed
City staff required the applicant to note areas where existing trees were to be
preserved in order to satisfy the requirements of the tree preservation ordinance.
Tree cover is not permitted to be impacted as part of this approval, this is included
as a condition of approval.

UTILITIES
The applicant has not provided a utility plan at this time. No additional utility
connections are planned or required.

STORM WATER MANAGEMENT:
The applicant has not provided a storm water management plan at this time. The
applicant has provided plans for erosion control by use of silt fencing.
Staff notes that while no work is planned within the Mississippi Recreational River
District, any work that is done within the Mississippi Recreational River District
would require a PUD amendment. Staff has included this as a condition of approval.
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LIGHTING
The applicant has not provided a lighting plan at this time. No habitable buildings are
being proposed so no additional lighting is required for safety.

COMMON OPEN SPACE
The submitted application does not provided common open space as required by
Section 1011.03 Subd. 3 of the Zoning Code. The use of the site is not one which
benefits from or requires common open space. The applicant is requesting flexibility
from the common open space requirement.

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
PUDs are required to enter into a Development Agreement with the City as required
by Section 1011.03 Subd. 6. City staff waived the Development agreements
requirement for the proposal, as a City project.

PUD FLEXIBILITY REQUESTED:
PUD JUSTIFICATION
The Applicant is seeking a PUD approval. The City’s PUD Ordinance (Code Section
1011) is very clear that the City should only grant PUD approval in situations where
there is a “public benefit” that comes from granting the approval. The PUD
Ordinance lays out 13 benefits that are being sought by the City. Some of the
benefits appear to be applicable in this situation:
1011.01: PURPOSE:
Subd. 1. Provide a development pattern in harmony with the objectives of the
Comprehensive Plan. (The PUD process is not intended only as a means to vary
applicable planning and zoning principles).
Subd. 3. Preserve and enhance desirable site characteristics such as natural
topography, wetlands, woodlands, scenic views, natural habitat, and geologic
features and prevent soil erosion.
Subd. 5. Provide for flexibility to the strict application of the land use regulations
in this Ordinance in order to improve site design and operation, while at the same
time incorporating design elements (e.g., construction materials, landscaping,
lighting, etc.) that exceed the City’s standards to offset the effect of any deviations.
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PUD FORMAT

The Zoning Code’s PUD Ordinance states that PUD’s can be processed as either a
CUP or a rezone. Staff is processing this project’s PUD as a rezone under the
guidance of the City Attorney, as PUDs and CUPs are not a permitted use in the A Agricultural Zoning District, and thus a rezoning must occur to allow a Planned Unit
Development
Further, the City Attorney’s office has advised City Staff not to process PUD
approvals as CUP’s as the City has done in the past. The City Attorney’s Office is
advising that, going forward, all of the City’s PUD’s be processed as “Rezone to
PUD.” The City Attorney’s stance is that the rezoning process is “cleaner,” leaves
better records, and is preferable because it is a legislative action while CUP’s are
quasi-judicial actions.

OVERVIEW OF REQUESTED FLEXIBILITY
The applicant is seeking the following PUD flexibility with the development stage
PUD:
1. Permission to not provide the required amount of parking.
2. Permission to not provide common open space as part of a PUD.
3. Permission to establish a PUD without entering into a Development Agreement
with the City.
PUD FLEXIBILITY ITEM #1: NOT PROVIDING THE REQUIRED AMOUNT OF PARKING.
The Zoning Code provides the following standards:
1030.11: NUMBER OF SPACES REQUIRED
Subd. 21. Municipal Administration Buildings, Post Office and other Public Service
Buildings. (One (1) parking space for each five hundred (500) square feet of floor
area in the principal structure.
The applicant’s proposed parking is not detailed or defined with striping, but is
estimated to provide roughly 25 spots. The parking for the building will not change
with the proposed PUD or site modifications.
PUD FLEXIBILITY ITEM #2: NOT PROVIDING A COMMON OPEN SPACE
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The Zoning Code provides the following standards:
1011.03 PUD GENERAL REQUIREMENTS
Subd. 1. Common Open Space. Common open space at least sufficient to meet the
minimum requirements established by this Ordinance and such complementary
structures and improvements as are necessary and appropriate for the benefit and
enjoyment of the residents of the PUD shall be provided within the area of the PUD.
The use for the project does not create need or opportunity for common open
spaces. This site is developed for essential public services and limiting access to the
site is critical.
PUD FLEXIBILITY ITEM #7: NOT ENTERING INTO A DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT WITH
THE CITY
The Zoning Code provides the following standards:
1011.03 PUD GENERAL REQUIREMENTS
Subd. 6. Development Agreement. Following the approval of the development plan
but prior to final plan approval, the applicant shall enter into an agreement with
the City relating to the terms of the PUD, and shall also provide such financial
guarantees as the City requires or deems necessary. The agreement shall detail all
use restrictions and required on and off-site improvements conditional to the PUD
rezoning or CUP approval. The agreement shall provide for the installation within
one (1) year of the off-site and on-site improvements as approved by the City
Council, secured by a cash escrow or surety bond in an amount and with surety and
conditions satisfactory to the City, to insure the City that such improvements will be
actually constructed and installed according to specifications and plans approved
by the City as expressed in such agreement. The amount of the bond shall be one
and one-half (1-1/2) times the estimated cost of the improvements as determined
by the City Engineer or City Building Official. Such agreement may take the form of:
1. A development contract; and/or
2. Site improvement performance agreement; and/or
3. Another form of legally binding instrument as may be required by the
City.
The City is the applicant for the project and does not need to enter into an
agreement with itself.

DEVELOPMENT FEES
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PARK DEDICATION
This plat is a combination that creates a new lot and dedicates public right-of-way.
No new lots are being created, therefore, no park dedication is due.
TRUNK SEWER FEE, TRUNK WATER FEE AND TRUNK STORM SEWER FEE
No additional connections are being created; therefore, no fee is incurred.
SEWER ACCESS CHARGES (SAC) AND WATER ACCESS CHARGES (WAC) FEES
No additional connections are being created; therefore, no fee is incurred.
OTHER STAFF COMMENTS:
Engineering and Public Works:
Engineer’s memo attached as Attachment C.
Fire Department
No comment.
Police Department
Chief Scharf stated his support for the project.
Other Comments.
No other comments.

FINANCIAL IMPACT
NA
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff is recommending approval of the PUD, Preliminary Plat, Rezoning and
Preliminary Site and Building Plan for the Sandhill Villas project. Staff’s
recommendation of approval comes with the following conditions:
PLANNING AND ZONING CONDITIONS
1. The following Planned Unit Development (PUD) flexibility shall be granted, in
accordance with the approved plans:
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a. Permission to not provide the requirement amount of parking.
b. Permission to not provide common open space as part of a PUD.
c. Permission to establish a PUD without entering into a Development
Agreement with the City.
2. The PUD approval is for internal and external improvements on the principal
structure and the addition of an additional clarifying pond. No additional
structures may be built without a revision to the PUD.
3. No changes to the communication tower and associated ground equipment is
approved as part of this application.
4. Tree cover cannot be impacted as part of this approval. No tree removal is
approved.
5. Any changes to the plans that result in work within the Mississippi Recreational
River District will require a PUD amendment and review and approval by the MN
DNR.
6. The review and approval of the site improvement pursuant to the requirements
of City adopted building and fires codes shall be in addition to the site plan
review process. The site plan approval process does not imply compliance with
the requirements of these codes.
7. All construction plans officially submitted to the City shall be treated as a formal
agreement between the Applicant and the City. Once approved, no changes,
modifications, or alterations shall be made to any plan detail, standard, or
specification without prior submittal of a plan modifications request to the City
Planner for review and approval.
8. Any conditions of the Planning Commission, City Council, Staff, consultants, or
other agencies responsible for the review of this development application.

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

Site Location Map
Public Hearing Notice
Engineer’s Memo
Draft Resolution
Draft Ordinance
Draft Summary Resolution
Preliminary Plat and Engineering Plans
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Attachment A
Site Location Map
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Attachment B
Public Hearing Notice
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Attachment C
Memorandum, Bolton and Menk
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Attachment D
Draft Resolution

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 Mike Wallen at 6:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers of
City Hall, Big Lake, on Wednesday, April 22, 2020. The following Council
Members were present: Seth Hansen, Rose Johnson, Paul Knier, Mike Wallen,
and Scott Zettervall. A motion to adopt the following resolution was made by
Council Member ________ and seconded by Council Member __________.

CITY OF BIG LAKE
RESOLUTION NO. 2020-XX
RESOLUTION APPROVING A PRELIMINARY AND FINAL PLAT FOR “BIG
LAKE WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITY” AND A DEVELOPMENT
STAGE AND FINAL PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN AND
SITE/BUILDING PLANS FOR “BIG LAKE WASTEWATER TREATMENT
FACILITY”
WHEREAS, Wenck submitted a development stage planned unit
development plan, preliminary plat and site/building plans for the project known as
“Big Lake Wastewater Treatment Facility;” and
WHEREAS, the Concept Plan was reviewed by the City Council on
February 26, 2020; and

16

WHEREAS, the Big Lake Planning Commission conducted a public
hearing on April 1, 2020 and recommended that the City Council approve the
planned unit development, preliminary plat and site plans 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
WHEREAS, the Big Lake Wastewater Treatment Facility preliminary and
final plat, development stage and final planned unit development plan and
site/building plans conform to the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance, the
conditions recommended for the concept plan approval and requirements of the
Subdivision 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. A site location map showing the project location within the City is attached as
Exhibit A.
B. The Planning Report dated April 01, 2020, shall be the governing document
which includes the following attachments:
Attachment A:
Attachment B:
Attachment C:
Attachment D:

Site Location Map
Public Hearing Notice
Engineer’s Memo
Preliminary Plat and Engineering Plans

C. The legal description of the subject property is:
Parcel A
Parcel 1, described as follows:
The East 154.77 feet of the West 781.77 feet of the Southeast Quarter
of the Southwest Quarter (SE ¼ SW ¼) of Section Thirty-one (31),
Township Thirty-three (33), Range Twenty-seven (27), Sherburne
County Minnesota;
Parcel 2, described as follows:
All of the following:
The North 200 feet of the East 430 feet of the West 1211.77 feet of
Government Lot Two (2), Section Six (6), Township Thirty-two (32),
Range Twenty-seven (27), Sherburne County, Minnesota, and The
South 328 feet of the East 430 feet of the West 1211.77 feet of the
Southeast Quarter of the Southwest Quarter (SE ¼ SW ¼) of Section
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Thirty-one (31), Township Thirty-three (33), Range Twenty-seven (27),
Sherburne County Minnesota,
And Parcel B:
All that part of the Southwest Quarter of the Southeast Quarter, Section
31, Township 33, Range 27, lying West of the East 844.54 feet thereof.
Sherburne County, Minnesota.
And Parcel C:
All that part of Government Lot 1, Section 6, Township 32, Range 27,
lying West of the following described line; Commencing at the
Southwest corner of said Southwest Quarter of the Southeast Quarter,
Section 31, Township 33, Range 27, marked by a cast iron survey
marker, thence Easterly, along the South line of said Southwest Quarter
of the Southeast Quarter, on an assumed bearing of South 89 degrees
36 minutes 00 seconds East, a distance of 465.46 feet to the Southwest
corner of the East 844.54 feet of said Southwest Quarter of the
Southeast Quarter and the point of beginning; thence South 00 degrees
17 minutes 43 seconds West, a distance of 479.10 feet to the
Mississippi River.
And
Government Lot 2, Section 6, Township 32, Range 27. Except that part
thereof lying within SLEEPY HOLLOW SOUTH, according to the plat
thereof on file and of record at the Office of Recorder, Sherburne
County.
Also Excepting
The North 200.00 feet of the East 430.00 feet of the West 1211.77 feet
of said Government Lot 2, Section 6, Township 32, Range 27.
Sherburne County, Minnesota.
And
Parcel D:
The Southeast Quarter of the Southwest Quarter, of said Section 31,
Township 33, Range 27, Except the West 781.77 feet of said Southeast
Quarter of the Southwest Quarter, Section 31, Township 33, Range 27.
Also excepting
The South 328.00 feet of the East 430.00 feet of the West 1211.77 feet
of said Southeast Quarter of the Southwest Quarter, Section 31,
Township 33, Range 27, Sherburne County, Minnesota
Being Abstract Property
D. The Preliminary Plat is attached as Exhibit B.
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E. Public Hearing Notices for the two (2) public hearings that were held for
applications related to the project are attached as Exhibit C.
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of
Big Lake that it hereby approves the “Big Lake Wastewater Treatment Facility”
preliminary and final plat and the development stage and final planned unit
development plan and site/building plans for “Big Lake Wastewater Treatment
Facility,” subject to the following conditions:
1.

Development and Final Stage PUD approval is granted. A rezone to PUD
shall be processed concurrently with the approval of the final plat and
Final Plan PUD. The following Planned Unit Development (PUD) flexibility
shall be granted:
a. Permission to not provide the requirement amount of parking.
b. Permission to not provide common open space as part of a PUD.
c. Permission to establish a PUD without entering into a Development
Agreement with the City.

2.

Unless expressly permitted by the City Council, no construction or grading
activities shall be permitted until such time as a final plat and final PUD
plan have been approved and recorded with Sherburne County.

3.

No changes to the communication tower and associated ground
equipment is approved as part of this application.

4.

Tree cover cannot be impacted as part of this approval. No tree removal is
approved.

5.

Any changes to the plans that result in work within the Mississippi
Recreational River District will require a PUD amendment and review and
approval by the MN DNR.

6.

.Applicant shall comply with all conditions of the City Engineer’s Letters
dated 03/23/2020.

7.

Final construction plans shall be reviewed by the City Engineer and Public
Works Director prior to a building permit being issued for the project.

8.

All construction shall be in accordance with City of Big Lake Standards.

9.

Any other conditions of the City Council, Staff, City consultants or other
agency responsible for review of this application shall be addressed.
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Adopted by the Big Lake City Council on the 22th day of April, 2020.

_________________________________
_________________________________
Mayor Mike Wallen
Attest:
__________________________________
Gina Wolbeck, City Clerk
The following Council Members voted in favor:
The following Council Members voted against or abstained:

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 April, 2020 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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Attachment E
Draft Ordinance

CITY OF BIG LAKE
ORDINANCE NO. 2020-XX
AN ORDINANCE ESTABLISHING A PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT ZONING
DISTRICT FOR BIG LAKE WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITY

THE CITY COUNCIL OF BIG LAKE ORDAINS:
SECTION 1. LEGAL DESCRIPTION. This Ordinance modifies the zoning district of the
following described property located within the City of Big Lake, Sherburne County,
Minnesota:
See Exhibit A
(hereinafter “Property”).
SECTION 2. PUD ZONING. The City hereby rezones the Property to PUD, Planned Unit
Development District, with the following conditions:
A.
Base Zoning District. Except as superseded herein, all provisions of the
Big Lake Zoning Code applicable to an A, Agricultural District shall be applicable to
the Property.
B.
Regulations. The regulations from Resolution No. 2020-XX which
approved the development stage PUD and final PUD, apply to the Property and
supersede all conflicting provisions of the Big Lake Zoning Code applicable to a A,
Agricultural District.
SECTION 3. ZONING MAP. The zoning map of the City of Big Lake shall not be
republished to show the aforesaid zoning, but the Clerk shall appropriately mark the zoning
map on file in the Clerk's Office for the purpose of indicating the rezoning hereinabove
provided for in this ordinance, and all of the notations, references, and other information
shown thereon are hereby incorporated by reference and made a part of this ordinance.
SECTION 4. EFFECTIVE DATE. This ordinance shall be effective upon its passage and
summary publication by the City Council.
SECTION 5.
Property.

RECORDING. A copy of this Ordinance shall be recorded against the
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Adopted by the Big Lake City Council this 22th day of April, 2020.
CITY OF BIG LAKE

_____________________________
Mayor Mike Wallen

Attest:

______________________________________
Gina Wolbeck, City Clerk

Drafted by:
City of Big Lake
160 North Lake Street
Big Lake, MN 55309
STATE OF MINNESOTA

)
) SS.
COUNTY OF SHERBURNE )
The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this____ day of April, 2020 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
Legal Description
Parcel A
Parcel 1, described as follows:
The East 154.77 feet of the West 781.77 feet of the Southeast Quarter of the
Southwest Quarter (SE ¼ SW ¼) of Section Thirty-one (31), Township Thirtythree (33), Range Twenty-seven (27), Sherburne County Minnesota;
Parcel 2, described as follows:
All of the following:
The North 200 feet of the East 430 feet of the West 1211.77 feet of
Government Lot Two (2), Section Six (6), Township Thirty-two (32), Range
Twenty-seven (27), Sherburne County, Minnesota, and The South 328 feet of
the East 430 feet of the West 1211.77 feet of the Southeast Quarter of the
Southwest Quarter (SE ¼ SW ¼) of Section Thirty-one (31), Township Thirtythree (33), Range Twenty-seven (27), Sherburne County Minnesota,
And Parcel B:
All that part of the Southwest Quarter of the Southeast Quarter, Section 31,
Township 33, Range 27, lying West of the East 844.54 feet thereof. Sherburne
County, Minnesota.
And Parcel C:
All that part of Government Lot 1, Section 6, Township 32, Range 27, lying
West of the following described line; Commencing at the Southwest corner of
said Southwest Quarter of the Southeast Quarter, Section 31, Township 33,
Range 27, marked by a cast iron survey marker, thence Easterly, along the
South line of said Southwest Quarter of the Southeast Quarter, on an
assumed bearing of South 89 degrees 36 minutes 00 seconds East, a
distance of 465.46 feet to the Southwest corner of the East 844.54 feet of said
Southwest Quarter of the Southeast Quarter and the point of beginning;
thence South 00 degrees 17 minutes 43 seconds West, a distance of 479.10
feet to the Mississippi River.
And
Government Lot 2, Section 6, Township 32, Range 27. Except that part
thereof lying within SLEEPY HOLLOW SOUTH, according to the plat thereof
on file and of record at the Office of Recorder, Sherburne County.
Also Excepting
The North 200.00 feet of the East 430.00 feet of the West 1211.77 feet of said
Government Lot 2, Section 6, Township 32, Range 27. Sherburne County,
Minnesota.
And
Parcel D:
The Southeast Quarter of the Southwest Quarter, of said Section 31,
Township 33, Range 27, Except the West 781.77 feet of said Southeast
Quarter of the Southwest Quarter, Section 31, Township 33, Range 27.
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Also excepting
The South 328.00 feet of the East 430.00 feet of the West 1211.77 feet of said
Southeast Quarter of the Southwest Quarter, Section 31, Township 33, Range
27, Sherburne County, Minnesota
Being Abstract Property
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Attachment F
Draft Summary Resolution

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 Mike Wallen at 6:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers of City Hall, Big Lake,
on Wednesday, April 22, 2020. The following Council Members were present: Seth
Hansen, Rose Johnson, Paul Knier, Mike Wallen, and Scott Zettervall. A motion to adopt
the following resolution was made by Council Member ________ and seconded by
Council Member __________.
.
BIG LAKE CITY COUNCIL
RESOLUTION NO. 2020-XX

RESOLUTION APPROVING SUMMARY PUBLICATION OF ORDINANCE NO. 2020XX AMENDING CHAPTER 10 (ZONING CODE) OF THE BIG LAKE CODE TO
REZONE PID #10-560-0115 TO PUD

WHEREAS, the City Council has adopted an ordinance amendment; and that
amendment rezones a property to the PUD zoning district; and
WHEREAS, as authorized by Minnesota Statutes, Section 412.191, subd. 4, the
City Council has determined that publication of the title and summary of Ordinance No.
2020-XX will clearly inform the public of the intent and effect of the Ordinance; and
WHEREAS, a printed copy of the Ordinance is available for inspection during
regular office hours in the office of the City Clerk.
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the following summary of Ordinance
No. 2020-XX is approved for publication:
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CITY OF BIG LAKE, MINNESOTA
ORDINANCE NO. 2020-XX
The Big Lake City Code is amended amend the zoning map to rezone PID #10-560-0115
to PUD. The rezoning will establish a PUD district which will allow for the construction of
internal and external building modifications and a clarifying pond. A PUD amendment will
be required for the construction of any additional buildings. A printed copy of the Ordinance
is available for inspection during regular office hours in the office of the City Clerk.
Adopted by the Big Lake City Council on the 22th day of April, 2020.

_________________________________
_________________________________
Mayor Mike Wallen
Attest:
__________________________________
Gina Wolbeck, City Clerk
The following Council Members voted in favor:

The following Council Members voted against or abstained:

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 April, 2020 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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Attachment G
Preliminary Plat and Engineering Plans
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7G
Community Development Department Update
1.

Current Development Activity (as of 3/26/20):

Housing:
 Single-Family New Construction Issued Permits
 Single-Family New Construction in Review
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 Multi-Family New Construction
o Duffy Development - The Crossing at Big Lake Station Phase II
o In construction
o Kuepers, Inc. – Station Street Apartments - 105-unit multi-family, market rate
new construction project
o Building permits under review
o Sandhill Villas (HOA) – 12-unit development project
o Pre-development
o Avalon Estates – Approximately 120-unit development for 55+
o Pre-development
o Aeon - Big Lake Station Apartments – 55 multi-family units; 70 units for 55+
o Pre-development
o CommonBond – 120 multi-family units (2, 60-unit buildings)
o Pre-development
Commercial/Industrial:
 Minnco Credit Union – New Business / New Construction
o In construction (plan to open by June 1, 2020)
 Car Condo Project – New Business / New Construction
o Building permit under review
o Starting pre-development process for Phase II
 Wastewater Treatment Project - Expansion
o Pre-development
 Nystrom Associates Rehabilitation Facility
o Pre-development
 Actively working with Developers/Business Owners on three (3) additional new
construction projects
2.

BLEDA:
 A Panel interviewed three candidates to facilitate the Community Brand and
Identity Design Project. The Panel selected Como Lake Marketing Partners and
recommended the BLEDA approve a Contract for Service. We are currently
waiting to schedule a “kick-off” meeting for when everyone is back in the office.

 BLEDA Strategic Plan Committee will be meeting once everyone is back in the
office to revise the Strategic Plan as it is a “working document.”
 The Telecommuter Forward! Certification Resolution was approved by the City
Council on 3/11/20.
 Aeon is asking for a Resolution of Support to submit two (2) tax credit
applications to MN Housing to newly construct a 55-unit multi-family structure
and a 70-unit apartment building for senior’s age 55+. Council approved the
resolution on 3/25/20.
 During their November 12, 2019 meeting, the BLEDA entered into a Contract for
Private Development with the Blackbird Group LLC to newly construct a
laundromat facility on the corner of Martin and Fern.
3. Planning & Zoning:
 City Council appointed Big Lake’s new City Planner on 2/26/20 – Amy Barthel
began her service on March 16, 2020.
 Holding off on hiring a summer intern to facilitate code enforcement and assist
with operating the Farmers Market. We do have a great candidate who would like
to take the opportunity.
 Style Catering (new business) received a CUP approval for use and another
CUP approval to allow for liquor sales during the 3/25/20 City Council meeting.
4. Building:
 Working on hiring a Chief Building Official.
5. Other:
 Most time is dedicated to reacting to COVID-19 and assisting businesses in
making sure they have the correct information and resources.

