
 

City of East Bethel 
Planning Commission Agenda 
Regular Meeting – 7:00 PM 
Tuesday, February 23, 2016 

 
 
 

Agenda 
 

Item 
 
7:00 PM  1.0 Call to Order 
 
7:02 PM  2.0 Adopt Agenda 
 
7:03 PM  3.0 Approval of Meeting Minutes 
 Pg. 2-5  A. November 17, 2015 – Regular Meeting 
 Pg. 6-28  B. January 26, 2016 – Regular Meeting 
 Pg. 29-30  C. February 1, 2016 – Special Meeting 
    
7:10 PM Pg. 31-39 4.0 Public Hearing 
   Variance request - Property Owner, Valhalla Properties  
   Applicant – Steven and Lisa Voss 
   19303 East Front Blvd, PID #25-33-23-13-0030 
   Single Family Residential/Shoreland 
 
7:25PM  Pg. 40-44 5.0 Public Hearing 
   Preliminary Plat – Sauter Commercial Park 2nd Addition 
   Owner – Thomas Sauter, PID #32-33-23-22-0002, 
   Light Industrial 
 
7:35 PM Pg. 45-54 6.0 CST Distribution Concept Plan 
 
8:00 PM Pg. 55-60 7.0 Superstreet Update  
 
8:20 PM  8.0 City Council Report  
 
8:25 PM  9.0  Other Business 
 
8:30 PM  10.0 Adjournment 
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EAST BETHEL PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
November 17, 2015 

 
The East Bethel Planning Commission met on November 17, 2015 at 7:00 PM for their regular meeting at City 
Hall.  
 
MEMBERS PRESENT:   Glenn Terry*    Randy Plaisance Lorraine Bonin                    
 * Chairperson Sherry Allenspach Eldon Holmes       
 Lou Cornicelli   
 
ABSENT:   Tanner Balfany 
 
ALSO PRESENT: Colleen Winter, Community Development Director 
 Ron Koller, City Council Member 
   

1.0 Call to Order  Mr. Terry called the East Bethel Planning Commission meeting to order at 7:00 PM. 

2.0 Adopt Agenda Mr. Terry motioned to adopt the agenda as written.  Mr. Holmes seconded the 
motion.  All members were in favor; motion carried.   

3.0 Approval of  
October 27, 2015  
Meeting Minutes 

Mr. Holmes noted that his name was spelled incorrectly on page 3 of the meeting 
minutes.  The correction was noted.    
 
Ms. Allenspach motioned to approve the minutes with corrections.  Mr. Holmes 
seconded the motion; all others in favor.  Motion carried. 

4.0 Steve and Tricia 
Quale dba/Steve’s 
Quality Tree Service  
Home Occupation 
IUP 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Background Information: 
Owner/Property Location: 
Steve and Tricia Quale, (dba Steve’s Quality Tree Service) 
18817 Greenbrook Dr NE 55011 
East Bethel, MN  55092 
PIN: 33-33-23-12-0007 
Zoning:  Rural Residential (RR) 
 
Ms. Winter presented the staff report.  Mr. and Mrs. Quale own and operate a small 
tree trimming business, dba/Steve’s Quality Tree Service.  They just recently built a 
home in East Bethel and are interested in housing their equipment for the tree 
service at their residence in a detached Accessory Structure that they are currently in 
the process of building.  They have two seasonal part-time employees from March 
through October.  All equipment would be housed inside the detached Accessory 
Structure.     
 
Recommendation(s): 
If the Planning Commission were to choose to recommend approval of the IUP, it 
should be subject to the 13 conditions detailed in the staff report.   
Ms. Winter stated attached in your packet you will find a site plan drawing that 
indicates where this is located.   
 
No other members of the public were present to speak.  The Public Hearing was 
closed at 7:11 pm. 
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Mr. Holmes asked if the pole building was going to be strictly for the business. 
 
Steve Quale, 18817 Greenbrook Dr NE, stated I hope to be able to park my trucks in 
there; obviously, we got the four-wheelers, boats, stuff like that.  Try to keep the 
place nice & neat from the outside.  It makes the wife happiest not to see all the 
toys, so hopefully I’ll have room for everything inside there.  Mr. Holmes asked so 
you haven’t actually started building it; just marking off where you’re going to put 
it?  Mr. Quale stated yes, we actually just had the surveyor out there this morning.  
So we’ve got the wetlands staked, and we should be good to go. I think we’ve got an 
appointment for the inspector to come out and verify tomorrow morning or 
afternoon. 
 
Mr. Terry asked what are you doing with the trees that you’re cutting down; are they 
going back to your property, or to some other location?  Mr. Quale stated I do have 
some people that take the logs; it depends on where we’re at.  If we’re down in 
Minneapolis, I will bring them back home with me.  It’s better just to go right to the 
dump.  If I’ve got someone close by that pays for me to drive it home, then I’ll bring 
it back there and stack it up decently.  For the most part, branches get shredded into 
wood chips. If the logs are decent I’ll sell them at a later date, otherwise they go to 
the dump. 
 
Mr. Terry asked what equipment will be stored in the accessory structure 
specifically for the Tree Service business. Steve Quale responded that he has a 
bucket truck and a logging truck that he will store in his 50x60 sq ft accessory 
building. 
 
Ms. Bonin asked where the logs will be placed when Mr. Quale brings them back to 
the property. Steve Quale said that he has a 40 acre piece of land behind his 10 acre 
parcel where he could store the higher value logs. He hopes to one day get a saw 
mill and start milling his own wood, but that would be down the road. 
 
Mr. Terry made a motion to recommend approval of the Interim Use Permit with 
the stated conditions for Steve and Tricia Quale to operate their home business 
to the City Council.  Mr. Cornicelli seconded the motion.  All members were in favor; 
motion carried.  This item will go to the City Council in December for approval. 
 

5.0 Public Hearing- 
Floodplain 
Ordinance; 
Repeal 

Ms. Winter presented the staff report stating that the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency has recently published new floodplain maps and is requiring 
every community that participates in the Flood Insurance Management Program to 
adopt new maps and is recommending that with the guidance of the Minnesota 
Department of Natural Resources (MnDNR), that communities adopt a new Model 
Floodplain Ordinance.   
 
Ms. Winter noted that you can find a sample of the new floodplain ordinance in the 
packet. If the City chooses to participate in the Flood Insurance Management 
Program they do need to adopt this ordinance, they could adopt their own, but this 
the simple ordinance that has already been laid out. Ms. Winter recommended 
adopting the ordinance that the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 
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(MnDNR) is recommending.  
We would repeal Chapter 34 in the City’s Code of Ordinances. And we would 
include this model flood plain ordinance in Chapter 58, Appendix A, which is in our 
zoning ordinance. That would replace Chapter 34 in its entirety. Why it makes sense 
to move it to this part of the Code of Ordinances is because Chapter 58 talks about 
three overlay districts that is part of the floodplain that go on top of what our 
underlying zoning districts are. Ms. Winter said that the City Engineer and the 
Anoka Conservation District have looked at this and that she is awaiting their 
comments. We as a community do not set those elevations, it is up to the individual 
developer to set those elevations unless the new maps have set them already. Mr. 
Holmes asked why some of the 500 and 100 are the same water level. Ms. Winter 
said that it will be based on soil types and the water table. Ms. Allenspach 
recommended that the Council get the answer to that question prior to approving the 
new floodplain maps. 
 
Mr. Terry asked what other cities are doing. Ms. Winter said that some of the bigger 
cities have staff that have the ability to set those elevations, but for smaller 
communities it is easier to adopt what the DNR is recommending. The DNR did 
their due diligence and did the heavy lifting to determining what makes sense for 
communities.  
 
Mr. Terry asked how the language is different from what we have currently have. 
Ms. Winter said that the biggest distinctions are that we currently have a confusing 
section travel trailers and mobile home parks and this new ordinance takes that 
confusion away. It has rules and regulations if you allow mobile home parks and 
gets rid of ambiguous regulations in regards to travel trailers and RVs and that type 
of thing. Mr. Holmes asked if there is also a specification about basements in houses 
in the 100 year flood plain, and if you can no longer build houses with basements in 
those areas. Ms. Winter said that it all goes back to what those elevations are. The 
underlying zoning is still permitted uses, for example you could build a single 
family home in almost all of these areas, however depending where that is located 
would determine whether or not you are required to carry flood insurance.  
 
Mr. Terry asked about why there are restrictions that say new or expanded vehicle 
recreation parks and campgrounds are prohibited in any floodplain district. Lakes in 
in a flood plain district would not be allowed to expand or add new campgrounds on 
these types of areas under this ordinance. Mr. Terry said that he didn’t see what the 
problem would be if someone wanted to create campground on a lake and prefers to 
have less restrictions if they are not needed. If this were to come up than we would 
want to allow that option. Mr. Terry suggested that we remove the first sentence in 
9.2 because it ends with “are prohibited in any floodplain district.”  
 
No members of the public spoke at the Public Hearing. The Public Hearing was 
closed at 7:45 pm. 
 
Mr. Holmes made a motion to recommend adopting the new floodplain ordinance to 
the City Council.  Ms. Allenspach seconded the motion.  All members were in favor; 
motion carried.  This item will go to the City Council in December for approval. 
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6.0 City Council 
Report 

 
 
 

Council Member Koller reported the Council had a hearing for delinquent accounts 
for water and sewer and there are at least 6 of the delinquent accounts and that none 
of them showed up to the hearing, so they will be sent to the County to be put on 
property taxes.  
 
Council also had an appeal for a miniature horse on smaller acreage than what the 
City currently allows. The girl who wants the horse is going to look into what other 
cities allow.  
 
Changes were also made to the Rental Ordinance in regards to septic systems. We 
no longer require a septic compliance inspection. 
  

7.0 Other Business 
 

Ms. Winter reported that the Town Hall Meeting is Thursday night and that the State 
Representative and Senator will be in attendance. Sunrise Water Management will 
be there as well. 

8.0 Adjournment Mr. Terry moved to adjourn the meeting at 8:01 p.m.   Mr. Cornicelli seconded 
the motion; all members were in favor, motion carried.  

 
Submitted by: Amy Norling 

5



 

EAST BETHEL PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
January 26, 2016 

 
The East Bethel Planning Commission met on January 26, 2016 at 7:00 PM for their regular meeting at City 
Hall.  
 
MEMBERS PRESENT:   Glenn Terry*    Randy Plaisance** Lorraine Bonin                    
   * 2015 Chairperson Sherry Allenspach Eldon Holmes     Tanner Balfany     
 ** 2016 Chairperson  Lou Cornicelli (arrived at 7:05 p.m.) 
 
MEMBERS EXCUSED: None  
 
ALSO PRESENT: Colleen Winter, Community Development Director 
 Tim Harrington, City Council Member 
  
  
1.0 Call to Order  Mr. Terry called the East Bethel Planning Commission meeting to order at 7:00 PM. 

2.0 Adopt Agenda Mr. Holmes motioned to adopt the agenda as written.  Mr. Balfany seconded 
the motion.  All members were in favor; motion carried.   
 

3.0 Approval of  
November 17, 2015  
Meeting Minutes 
 
 

Mr. Plaisance stated actually, I think I would prefer that we table the minutes than 
approving those this evening.  Because, I think there needs to be some more 
clarification on these items from Administration.  So that would be my 
recommendation. 
 
Mr. Holmes asked until when?  Mr. Plaisance stated until the next meeting.  Mr. 
Balfany stated having not been there, I can’t really argue that.   Mr. Terry stated the 
minutes will be tabled until the February Planning Commission meeting. 
 

4.0 Acknowledge 
Planning Commission 
Reappointment 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Oath of Office  
 
 
 
 

Mr. Terry stated I believe it should be the voting of our new Chairman?  Ms. Winter 
stated it’s actually the reappointment and oath of office.  Mr. Balfany stated I think 
it’s on the backside of the page in your hand.  Mr. Terry stated oh, thank you.  
Reappointment and Oath of Office.  Would it be for whom? 
 
Ms. Winter presented the staff report.  The City Council has received letters of 
interest from Commission members wishing to continue work for the Planning 
Commission.  On January 6, 2016, City Council appointed the following to the 
Planning Commission:  Lorraine Bonin, Lou Cornicelli, and, Randy Plaisance. 
All have been reappointed for terms that will expire on January 31, 2019.  At this 
time, Mr. Chair, I would ask that individually each member that’s been reappointed 
take an oath of office.  Being as Lou’s not here, we can probably start with Lorraine. 
 
Ms. Bonin asked do I just stand?  Ms. Winter replied please.  Ms. Bonin stood and 
recited the oath of office for the City of East Bethel for the office of Planning 
Commissioner.  Mr. Plaisance stood and recited the oath of office for the City of 
East Bethel for the office of Planning Commissioner. 
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Discuss Appointment 
Process for 
Chairperson and 
Vice Chairperson 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Oath of Office  
 

Mr. Terry stated in lieu of having Lou here, we will go to the election of 
Commission Chairperson and Commission Vice Chairperson. 
 
Mr. Holmes asked can I say something before we do that?  Mr. Terry answered yes.   
 
Mr. Holmes stated in your background information, it says that the City Code states 
that the Chairperson and Vice Chairperson shall serve for one year.  Well, I spent 
about six hours looking through everything and it doesn’t say anything about any 
Vice Chairperson.  It just says the Chair shall serve for one year.  So I think 
everybody should know that without, unless you know where that is.  But, I couldn’t 
find it.  Ms. Winter stated I think it was just a matter of we’ve always elected a 
Chair and a Vice Chair.  Mr. Holmes stated not always.  Ms. Winter stated okay, 
well in the time that I’ve been here, we’ve always had a Vice Chair.   
 
Mr. Holmes stated well the time I’ve been here we haven’t always done that.  And, 
the other thing is, I think I brought this up last year, that the Vice Chair should 
be…how do I want to express it…let’s just take the for instance what we have right 
now.  Now Randy is the Vice Chair and if for some reason the City Council, three 
people on the City Council doesn’t like Randy, heaven forbid that would ever 
happen, he couldn’t be here to take the Chair.  I think it should be the opposite.  I 
think the Chairperson now should be the Vice Chair next time and the Chairperson 
should be elected.  Because then the Vice Chair has the position of knowing what to 
do when if Randy was gone, or whatever.  So I said that last year, I’m going to state 
it this time and, well, do whatever you want to do but I think it’s backwards the way 
we’re doing it.  Ms. Winter stated it can be done either way.   
 
Mr. Terry stated I don’t really have a reason to not do it the way we’ve been doing 
it.  And, in the past, we actually did elect a Chairperson and we didn’t even have a 
Vice Chair then that I know of.  Mr. Holmes stated right.  But whoever was a 
Chairperson, or whatever, they just sort of took over.  Mr. Terry stated right but this 
system where we elect a Vice Chair, we do it knowing that they’ll probably serve as 
Chair.  Mr. Holmes stated I understand but what I’m saying is, seeing as Randy had 
to take the oath of office this time, they could have just said, ‘No, we’re not going to 
allow him to take the oath of office.’  Mr. Terry stated then we just throw it up to a 
general election.  Ms. Allenspach agreed and stated right.  Mr. Holmes stated to me 
it’s just backwards, that’s all.  That’s all I’m going to say.  I’m not going to bring it 
up again but I think it’s wrong.   
 
Mr. Terry stated all right.  Well, since we haven’t gotten to that point now, we can 
go back to having you do your oath of office. 
Mr. Cornicelli stated sorry, I had a guest lecturer and she ran a little long.  Mr. 
Cornicelli stood and recited the oath of office for the City of East Bethel for the 
office of Planning Commissioner.   
 

5.0 Election of 
Planning 
Commission 
Chairperson and 
Vice Chairperson 

It was noted that the Planning Commission is to elect a Chairperson and Vice 
Chairperson from among the appointed members for the term of one (1) year. 
 
Mr. Terry stated all right, so time to vote for our Vice Chair.  But, prior to doing 
that, I’ll just ask does anyone object to having Randy serve as Chairman for the next 
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term?  Mr. Holmes made a motion to elect Randy Plaisance as Chairperson for 
2016.  Mr. Balfany seconded the motion.  All members were in favor; motion 
carried.   
 
Mr. Terry stated I’ll entertain any motions for Vice Chair.  Mr. Balfany stated I’d 
ask Sherry if she’d be interested in it.  Ms. Allenspach stated I would do it.  Mr. 
Balfany made a motion to elect Sherry Allenspach as Vice Chairperson for 
2016.  Mr. Terry seconded the motion.   Mr. Terry asked any other nominations?  
All right, all in favor of Sherry as Vice Chair for the next term say aye.  All 
members were in favor; motion carried.   
 
At this point in the meeting, Mr. Plaisance assumed the role of Chairperson. 
 

6.0 Discussion 
Regarding Farm 
Animal Ordinance 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Background Information: 
Owner/Property Location: 
Brooklyn Williams 
19715 Tri Oak Circle NE 
East Bethel MN 
 
Ms. Winter presented the staff report.  At their regular meeting on November 4, 
2015, the City Council heard an Administrative appeal from a Ms. Jerolyn Williams 
and Ms. Brooklyn Williams.  They were appealing a City Staff decision to not allow 
a miniature horse on her property at 19715 Tri Oak Circle. This decision was based 
on requirements of City Code, Chapter 10, that says ‘no animal regulated by this 
article can be kept on a parcel of land located within a platted subdivision or on any 
parcel of land of less than 3 acres provided, however that if all the lots within a 
platted subdivision are larger than 4 acres, then interim use permits for horses may 
be issued for those lots.’ The four-acre exception does not apply in this situation.  
 
19715 Tri Oak Circle is a platted lot of 2 acres in size and is located in the Viking 
Knoll Subdivision. The other platted lot in this subdivision is 2.28 acres.  
 
There are no distinctions in our City Code between horse breeds or size and so, 
therefore, the decision that staff made was simply that they have to comply with 
what our Ordinance says, which is you have to be on 3 acres. 
 
The suggestion when Ms. Williams appealed before the Council was that they do 
some research on what other communities regarding miniature horses and come 
back and meet with City staff.  They did meet with City staff after that City Council 
meeting. They were not able to come up with good examples from other 
communities as far as miniature horses go.  We were able to find two of them, one 
being Rosemount where they do talk about the keeping of horses as a permitted use 
in their Agricultural and Rural Residential areas provided the lot size is at least 2.5 
acres and the number of horses does not exceed 1 horse per 1 acre.  The exception to 
their rule is miniature horses.  They actually say that miniature horses there would 
be 3 allowed per acre.  And, they go on to define what a miniature horse is.   

 
Another example is in Inver Grove Heights.  Horses are allowed in all Agricultural 
and E zoning districts.  I’m not sure what E stands for in this case, and miniature 
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6.0 Discussion 
Regarding Farm 
Animal Ordinance 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

horses not taller than 38 inches as measured to the top of the withers are allowed in 
all Agricultural, E, and R-1 zoning districts.  The minimum lot size is 1.75 acre.  
Structures used to shelter horses must conform to the setback requirements. 
 
Ms. Winter stated so, that was really all we were able to find.  This is being brought 
back before the Planning Commission.  I know that there have been occasions 
where the Planning Commission has addressed the Farm Animal Ordinance relative 
to a number of other types of animals that we’ve dealt with, the last being chickens 
if you’ll recall. 
 
Ms. Winter stated so, that’s kind of where we’re at.  This is merely a discussion and 
if the Planning Commission were to choose to make a recommendation, they could 
forward that on to City Council.  Or, they can simply discuss it.  In order for us to 
accommodate Ms. Williams or to accommodate something different in the future 
relative to the Farm Animals Ordinance, there would have to be a change in the 
Ordinance.  It’s just really a discussion point at this time. 
 
Mr. Plaisance asked is the owner, Brooklyn Williams, here tonight to discuss this 
issue?  Ms. Winter stated I do not see Ms. Williams.  Ms. Allenspach stated that’s 
too bad because she really did her homework.  Ms. Winter agreed and stated she 
did.  Ms. Allenspach stated I was very impressed. 
 
Ms. Bonin stated I think that the size of the property in regard to an animal should 
be based on the size of the animal.  When you say ‘horse,’ of course you usually 
think of a large animal but when you’re talking about these miniature horses, you’re 
talking about something like a big dog.  So, I think that it makes sense to have a 
different set of requirements.  And, the ones that you mentioned seem reasonable to 
me. 
 
Mr. Holmes stated I have something that not only pertains to this but other things 
that we’ve done and the City Council has done and everything else.  Somebody 
doesn’t like our ordinance so they come up with something like this.  All of a 
sudden we change it and I believe that last, I’m trying to think of…more than seven, 
but I know of seven items.  People just come up and say, ‘Hey, I don’t like your 
ordinance.  I want this changed and I’ve got this and that.’  We change it just to 
change it.  We’re starting to set a precedence where we’re not going to be able to get 
out of it.  What good is our ordinance if we can’t abide by it? 
 
Ms. Bonin stated I don’t agree with that because I think that things change and we 
need to change with them.  It doesn’t mean that every time somebody comes and 
wants to change an ordinance that we need to.  But, we need to look at it and see if 
there’s any logic to, either way. 
 
Mr. Holmes stated I understand but it’s the last seven that I can remember, we’ve 
just went ahead and changed it because they wanted it.  It’s getting to the point 
where what if somebody wants to build a 16-story house on their property and they 
say, ‘Well, you changed this in your ordinance.  You changed that in your 
ordinance.’  I mean, this is facetious, obviously. 
 
Ms. Bonin stated I don’t think we change them just because somebody wanted to.  
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6.0 Discussion 
Regarding Farm 
Animal Ordinance 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

We changed it, apparently, because we felt that their request was reasonable or we 
wouldn’t have done it.  Mr. Holmes stated yeah, but some of them weren’t 
reasonable.  Mr. Bonin stated there’s a difference between just doing it when people 
ask.   
 
Mr. Holmes stated I’m just saying that’s a problem that could arise in the City and 
I’d hate to see that and I agree, we should try to do whatever we can for the 
residents of East Bethel.  I mean, I’m not saying that.  Ms. Bonin stated I think if 
you feel like we’ve changed something just because somebody wanted, that’s our 
fault.  We need to have a reason for changing it that makes logical sense.  And, if it 
makes logical sense, we should do it even if in the past we’ve done some that didn’t, 
maybe, make sense.  That doesn’t mean we shouldn’t consider this one and then 
make a decision based on what we think is logical.  Mr. Holmes stated right, no I 
agree.  This one probably makes more sense than some of the other ones.  But 
there’s been a couple that, because the person has already done it and they said, 
‘We’re not going to change it.’  Well, then we change our Ordinance and then, I 
mean we can’t do that either.  Ms. Bonin stated then what we’re saying to people if 
you don’t like our ordinances then just break it and we’ll change it.  But that’s not 
what’s going on here.  Mr. Holmes stated I’m just saying if we start setting a 
precedence, we’re going to get into trouble legally. 
 
Mr. Terry stated the only precedence we’re setting is that we’re reasonably 
addressing each issue as it comes before us and then we’re voting by majority after 
discussion on whether it makes sense to do something or not.  Mr. Holmes stated 
yeah, no, I understand. 
 
Mr. Cornicelli stated I’ll just chime in, I guess. I’m not a fan of designer ordinances, 
which is what I think this is.  I think we’re at a point we’re ‘splitting hairs.’  It says 
‘equine,’ it doesn’t say ‘miniature horse,’ ‘big horse.’  We have a Dog Ordinance.  It 
doesn’t say, ‘little dog,’ ‘big dog.’  We have a Chicken Ordinance that doesn’t say 
‘Bantam Chicken’ versus ‘Large Breed Chicken.’  I think once we get down these 
‘roads’ where it just becomes a ‘slippery slope’ of well, ‘What about POAs or 
Shetlands?  I mean, they’re kind of intermediates.’  Should they be?  I mean, it’s an 
equine.   
 
Mr. Cornicelli stated I’m sorry they live on 2 acres.  The Ordinance says 3.  It’s an 
equine.  I don’t think we want to go down, and I appreciate the work she put into it.  
I’m going to guess she did it as part of a school project.  Nice work.  I wish more 
kids had some civics experience. That said, it’s still, at what point do we 
say…didn’t we hear a horse one not too long ago?  Maybe it was the same one?  
That they wanted some other split parcel that wanted a horse and it was too small.  
At what point?  You know, we can have three Dachshunds or one Great Dane, or 
two-and-a-half Chihuahuas and a Poodle.  So, it’s a horse.  The Ordinance says 3. 
 
Mr. Balfany stated and to put both of your points in order here too, you’ve got not 
only the precedence that we are going to change it, like you said, designer-type and 
then you bring in the minutia like you talk about and what happens when somebody 
brings them both together and says, ‘Well, you have a history of changing it to the 
minute so you didn’t define this Ordinance well enough.  Now I want you to re-do 
that one.’  So, I agree with you. 
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6.0 Discussion 
Regarding Farm 
Animal Ordinance 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Mr. Cornicelli stated we shouldn’t be changing ordinances for individual reasons.  
There ought to be a compelling reason that there’s something fundamentally wrong 
with the ordinance in order so it needs to be changed.  I’m not moved to think this is 
a compelling enough argument that it needs to be changed.  Because, again, it opens 
up that ‘can or worms’ of, you know, big versus small.   
 
Mr. Plaisance stated I would like to address that particular issue which is that this is 
a minutia-type of discussion.  Because I did research this particular item because 
I’ve been involved in 4-H and been very involved in small animals and taking them 
to Anoka County Fair.  And, the fact that there are lots of, I mean, I don’t know if 
you understand how big the farm/pet is for Anoka County but it’s very large.  It’s 
probably the biggest in the State, to be honest with you.  And when I started looking 
into this, one of the problems I have with beyond this item, and I kind of want to set 
it aside for now, the horse piece, is the fact that this particular Section of 10-151 is: 
#1 talking about whether or not it’s 3 acres but it’s also talking about whether it’s a 
subdivision or plotted or not.  And one of my questions is, why would you have that 
particular set of discretion?  Why isn’t it just how much acreage you have?   
 
Mr. Plaisance stated the second part of this, before anybody answers that question, 
I’m going to move on to the fact that even further into that Section, there is an 
exception to the rule.  It’s under J and it’s called, ‘Exceptions,’ and it’s called 
‘Youth Development Organizations may apply for an IUP in accordance with 
Section 10-157.’  And, it’s covering those individual groups, or Youth Development 
Organizations, where they would have these exceptions to the rules.  Now as part of 
this, there has to be a Youth Development Project Permit Application prior to the 
farm animals being kept on the property.  That’s #1.  I did look up that particular 
form and the, #1, the amount of time for the organization to have that IUP beyond 
that is five years.   
 
Mr. Plaisance stated there is also on that Youth Development Project Permit, there is 
a space in order to put how long the project is for.  The reason why I bring up that 
part of it is, because it’s not defined on the form as to how long the project would 
last for.  Is that at the end of this, the farm animals have to be removed from the 
property within 30 days of the expiration of that permit?  Beyond that, it is talking 
about the fact that under these exceptions, it is a requirement for all permittees to 
have a minimum of 1 acre of pastureland to accommodate the farm animals.   
 
Mr. Plaisance the very next one is: ‘c. The permittee must comply with all other 
farm animal regulations set forth in the Code.’  So, the way I’m reading this is if 
someone were to go to an organization and have that IUP approved, according to the 
way I’m reading this, and I could be reading it wrong, is that person then could 
theoretically have that exception to that acreage.  My other problem with this, 
though, is okay, now you get an animal, it’s on your property, and all of a sudden 
you come to the end of this project and now all of a sudden, okay, it’s time to get rid 
of the animal.   
 
Mr. Cornicelli stated but it’s on the project.  It’s a pet.  You’re going to come get it 
after five years?  Mr. Plaisance stated it’s talking about this as being a project and 
getting rid of that animal at the end of that time.  That exact point is where I have a 
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problem with this ordinance.  Mr. Cornicelli stated well, this ordinance as it applies 
to this individual, not as it applies to a group doing a project.  That’s different. 
 
Mr. Plaisance stated I’m pointing out the fact that the whole ordinance needs to be 
looked at, not just for these horses.  Mr. Cornicelli stated but you’re referencing a 
Section of the Ordinance that doesn’t apply in this case.  She’s not part of an 
organization.  Mr. Plaisance stated it could.  Mr. Cornicelli stated it could, maybe, 
but it doesn’t in this case. 
 
Mr. Plaisance stated well, they’re talking about, if I’m reading this correctly, they’re 
talking about showing the horse. Not necessarily under a youth group. Mr. 
Cornicelli stated yeah, but it’s not a project.  Mr. Allenspach stated it’s just like 
showing your dog.  I know a lot of people that show their dogs. 
 
Mr. Plaisance stated true but if it was a project, okay, I guess what I’m trying to say 
is this is talking about farm animals being a project.  And, it’s only 1 acre and you’d 
have to get rid of them at the end of the term of that form. 
 
Mr. Bonin asked is your problem the fact that they can have them for a while and 
then they have to get rid of them?  Mr. Plaisance stated well, just the fact, like Lou 
was saying, I mean, it’s a pet.  It’s not really a project.  But, this is saying that pet is 
a project and, therefore, at the end of that time you’d have to get rid of it.  Well, I 
mean, it’s almost become part of the family, would be my concern. 
 
Mr. Balfany stated not to counteract you there Randy too, but trying to re-read 
through the first paragraph of Brooklyn’s letter.  Sounded like the project was 
actually to save money to get the miniature horse.  Right?  Not to have the miniature 
horse.  Mr. Allenspach stated right.  Mr. Balfany stated if that makes sense.  It’s not 
like having the horse is the project, it was just to get it and it was more of a home 
school project, is what I was reading. 
 
Mr. Terry stated right, the part of the research was part of a home school project.  
The project is not the actual animal.  The animal is a pet.  Therefore, it doesn’t apply 
to the piece you just referenced.  Mr. Plaisance stated true but, again, I was trying to 
address the entire ordinance itself, saying this needs to be looked at because the way 
I read this, I think it’s very confusing and I think it sets up a bad precedence if 
somebody were to apply this to us.  Obviously, they’re not here tonight to discuss 
their particular issue which is why, when I was researching this, I saw this 
discrepancy and I think that it should be taken care of.  Now, we can certainly table 
this and allow staff to look into it further and come up with, maybe, some 
alternatives. 
 
Mr. Cornicelli stated I would guess, the finite time period placed on the permit, in 
this case five years to put constraints on the individual so it doesn’t become pet 
living outside of compliance of the general ordinance would be my guess.   
 
Ms. Winter stated yes, that’s correct.  But, to Randy’s point, there is some language 
under there that probably does need clean up.  I don’t know as you’d want to open 
up farm animals on an acre property.  You know, it doesn’t tie back into the other 
section that’s above it, which is the 3-acre minimum lot size.  So, I think that part of 
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the ordinance does just need some clean up.  It’s some minor language change to 
make it a little more clear for everybody.  It would make some sense to do that.   
 
Ms. Winter stated that doesn’t necessarily address the issue at hand, which is the 
Williams wanting to have miniature ponies. I still think the Planning Commission 
needs to address that issue and make a stand as far as what they want to recommend 
to the Council.  However, if you want to table this and bring that back up at the 
same time, that we look at cleaning up a couple of these sections, I think that would 
be perfectly fine as well. 
 
Mr. Terry stated one thing that strikes me is the acreage element.  I don’t know why 
3 acres is the target and I don’t know why 2 acres would be any better or worse.  My 
concern, let’s say we change it to 2 acres, which to me seems reasonable and I 
wouldn’t object to our doing that, but then somebody comes in and they have 1.5 
acres or 1.8 acres.  Mr. Cornicelli stated we saw that with accessory structure.  You 
know, 1.92 acres.  Mr. Holmes stated don’t even get me going on that.  Mr. 
Cornicelli stated sorry Eldon, that wasn’t on purpose. 
 
Mr. Terry stated so I don’t mind changing it to 2 acres but what stops the next 
circumstance?  Ms. Bonin stated the way I see it is these ordinances for various 
animals are based on the size of the animal even though it doesn’t say that.  Ms. 
Winter stated right.  Ms. Bonin stated when it talks about a horse or a llama or 
something like that.  You’re talking about an animal that everybody knows and 
thinks about as being a certain size.  But, when you talk about a miniature horse, 
you’re talking about a big dog as far as size is concerned.  And so I think the 
Ordinance should be based more on the size and the needs of the animal rather than 
an arbitrary size that couldn’t fit everything, whether it fits or not.  Ms. Winter 
stated I would agree with that. 
 
Mr. Cornicelli stated Roseville’s kind of done that with animals per acre but they 
didn’t change the overall size of the parcel.  It still needs to be 2.5.  So, you know, 
again, this is a ‘slippery slope,’ 1 acre if you have a miniature horse, 1.5 if you have 
a Shetland, 1.75 if you have a POA you know, 3 if you have a real horse. 
 
 
Mr. Plaisance stated well again, to the point that kind of got brought up earlier and 
add that with the precedence of continuing to change, or designer ordinances.  I 
agree.  I think it’s ‘slippery slope.’ 
 
Mr. Holmes stated and if you’re talking about size, I mean a Great Dane can be a 
heck of a lot larger than a miniature horse.  Now you’ve got separate categories for 
dogs.  I mean if you start talking about size.  Ms. Bonin stated yeah, but they have a 
different temperament.  These animals apparently are very docile and would not be 
any kind of a problem where some dogs can be biters, others aren’t of course.  Mr. 
Cornicelli stated horse breeds vary too so you can’t regulate, you can’t have a 
thoroughbred because they’re crazy but you can have a, you know.  Ms. Bonin 
stated no you can’t. 
 
Mr. Balfany stated but just at that same point, let’s say we went down that road of a 
miniature horse being similar to a dog, then all of a sudden does a miniature horse 
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now all of a sudden have all the Dog Ordinance apply to the miniature horse?  Does 
it need to be registered?  Is there a leash law?   
 
Mr. Cornicelli stated though the Amazon commercial is kind of cute.  Ms. 
Allenspach stated but you don’t need as high of a fence with miniature horses as you 
do for a Great Dane.  Mr. Cornicelli stated it’s still an equine.  Mr. Balfany stated I 
agree. 
 
Mr. Balfany stated I think it’s best to address the miniature horse, the issue in front 
of us for the Williams so they have an answer and they can either move forward or 
have closure, however we decide to move forward.  I think if there’s language that 
needs clean up, I think it’s best if City staff would bring it back to us with a 
recommendation saying after recent reviews.  But, that’s just my opinion at this 
point. 
 
Mr. Terry stated I would like it better if we had decided acreage based on something 
significant rather than, ‘the Ordinance says’ so that we could say, ‘Well, there’s a 
reason why it’s only 2 acres, or 3 acres, or whatever it has to be.’ So then there’s a 
stopping point if somebody wants to do it at 1.5 if we change it to 2.  Ms. Winter 
stated and I think that’s why the 3 acres is in place.  That’s essentially the stopping 
point based on the definitions we have for the farm animals. 
 
Mr. Terry stated right but what is ‘magical’ about the 3 acres?  Mr. Cornicelli asked 
well then what’s ‘magical’ about 2 versus.  If we change it to 2, someone’s going to 
come in and say 1.5.  And, nope, we decided, you know, we arbitrarily decided 2 
was the minimum.  Mr. Terry stated that’s what I’m saying.  We shouldn’t do it 
arbitrarily.  There should be a reason behind what we decide. 
 
Mr. Plaisance asked Colleen, is there any official organizations that could 
recommend what they would have for certain types of animals as a need for 
acreage?  Ms. Allenspach noted our report says a miniature horse only needs a 
quarter acre.  Mr. Plaisance stated I realize that but I’m thinking if we’re going to go 
down this path, we need to discuss not just the miniature horse but, I mean, then 
somebody’s going to say, ‘Well, what about this animal?  What about that animal?’ 
 
Mr. Holmes stated we’re going to need descriptions of what constitutes a farm 
animal, what constitutes a pet.  I mean, getting into a lot of language. 
 
Mr. Balfany stated let me see if I can clear it up with a question to you, Colleen.  
When these ordinances get drafted originally, I’m assuming the base has to come 
from somewhere.  And, I’m going to carefully assume that a lot of this follows from 
the State and from what other neighboring cities of like size are.  Ms. Winter stated 
correct. 
 
Mr. Balfany stated so I would think somebody, and again still assuming here 
carefully, somebody has done some of this research already to come up with these 
finite numbers to where it’s not on us to have to go 2, 1, 1.5, 3.  And, that’s where 
we’re getting a lot of this from just because, unfortunately, somebody does have a 
lightly smaller size.  Back to Lou’s original point, we’re getting to designer 
ordinances here and start bringing in the finite stuff, where does it stop.  So, I think 
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that should kind of answer that already.  That somebody else has done the work and 
come up with some of these numbers.  Ms. Winter stated right. 
 
Ms. Bonin stated but that is saying what we did in the past is what we have to 
continue to do and we’re not going to change anything.  Mr. Balfany stated no, not 
necessarily.  I’m just saying that the work has been done and theoretically if you’re 
thinking about animals to land.  How have the animals changed and the land 
changed that we would need to change these definitions? 
 
Ms. Bonin stated I would guess that when this ordinance was adopted, nobody had 
even thought of anything such as a miniature horse.  That wasn’t on anybody’s 
‘radar.’  So when new things come along, we have to be open to at least addressing 
those things and seeing if we need to accommodate them or not.  I don’t think we 
should just arbitrarily say we’ve already decided this and that’s it.  Because, times 
change and things change.  What we didn’t even know existed before all of a sudden 
is right in front of our face. 
 
Mr. Cornicelli stated but that’s a structural argument about the ordinance in general.  
It’s not a discussion about one individual who wants one horse.  So, the question in 
front of us is: Should we change the ordinance to accommodate one person?  No.  
I’ve been clear on that many times.  If there’s an issue with the ordinance then we 
should have that discussion with the City and change the ordinance because that 
benefits the City.  We shouldn’t change ordinances to benefit an individual, but I 
think we do.  But if there’s a problem with the ordinance, you know, how often do 
we get challenges to the ordinance?  Are people bringing logical arguments as to 
why the ordinance is no longer relevant?  That’s a different issue and I don’t think 
that’s the question at hand.  I realize I’m the ‘bad guy,’ and I’m sorry. 
 
Ms. Winter stated getting back to the acres, part of it could be if you look at our 
Rural Residential subdivisions, 2.5-acre size is pretty common in a lot of our rural 
areas that were platted as subdivisions.  So at the time that the Farm Animal 
Ordinance was constructed, it would make sense to say farm animals aren’t going to 
be something allowed in rural subdivisions.  It follows then that if most rural 
subdivisions were created at 2 ½ acre lot sizes, then 3 acres or more for Farm 
Animals would make sense.   
 
Mr. Terry stated I had an idea to get around this.  Instead of changing the ordinance, 
what about changing the definition of miniature horse?  Mr. Cornicelli stated it’s a 
hindgut fermentor, it’s a horse.  Mr. Terry asked if it were like a large animal rather 
than a horse, would that make any difference?  Mr. Balfany stated but they have 
miniature breeds of cattle too.  And, they have miniature goats and miniature sheep. 
 
Mr. Holmes stated one of the biggest problems I think we have, and I’m just as 
much to blame when I moved to East Bethel myself because I thought I should be 
able to do this, and this, and this because I’m out in the ‘tulies’ now instead of in 
town.  And, I didn’t do this so I’m just as guilty as anybody else but we’ve had a lot 
of discussions about all these sort of things and people should actually, before they 
do anything, why don’t they read our ordinance or our City codes?  All they have to 
do is come to City Hall and find out what they are and then they can say, ‘Well, gee, 
I’ve got to have 3 acres.  I can’t have it.  It’s a done deal.’  We’re not up here 
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arguing.   
 
Mr. Holmes stated I mean, like you say, I did the same thing when I came to East 
Bethel.  I thought I could do this, and this, and this.  And they said, ‘Ho, wait a 
minute.  No, you can’t. Oh, why?’  Well, read the ordinance.  I read the ordinance I 
go, ‘Oh, okay.’ But seems to have a lot of discussions on this stuff when people 
want to do something like, for instance, put a garage a foot-and-a-half away from 
the lot line.  Well, all he has to do is read the ordinance and he knows he can’t do it 
but then we’re up here arguing, wasting time, and City Council’s time, arguing 
about something that should have been done a long time ago just by the same 
person.   
 
Mr. Holmes stated now, if they do want to have it changed, then they can come to us 
but do we change it for one person again?  The thing that I wanted, I didn’t get and 
now after all these years now I can do it but now I don’t want to. But, I’m just 
saying, you know, people should read the codes.  I mean, it’s just like, ‘Well, I’m 
not going to stop for that stop sign because I don’t feel like it.’  No, there’s a law 
against stopping for that stop sign and you’re going to get a ticket if you don’t stop.  
‘Well, I don’t want to stop.’  Well, you’re going to get a ticket anyhow.  I mean, 
that’s why we have the ordinances and the codes and all this.  I think if nothing else, 
you know, the City here, when somebody comes in, you know, show them that they 
should read the code first before they make any attempt to do anything.  Because all 
we’re doing is arguing and wasting time. 
 
Ms. Winter stated well, they were told ‘no’ by staff that they didn’t meet the 
requirements.  Mr. Holmes stated but I mean it should be done when you move to a 
community.  I mean everybody thinks they can move out to East Bethel and how 
many times we had this?  ‘I’m moving out to East Bethel because I won’t have any 
neighbors.’  Then all of a sudden we get somebody that wants to build 40 houses or 
something and they say, ‘Well, I didn’t come out here to have houses right next to 
me.’  Well. 
 
Mr. Plaisance stated but it doesn’t sound like that’s the case though.  Mr. Holmes 
stated no, but I’m just saying.  Mr. Plaisance stated I hear you.  Mr. Holmes stated 
but we’ve had other things.  You know, like I say, the guy that wanted his garage a 
certain way.  Well, no it doesn’t say that in our ordinance.  ‘Well, I want it that 
way.’  Well, I’m sorry.  You know?  And then we look like the ‘bad guys’ but yet 
we’re trying to help the residents of the City.   
 
Mr. Plaisance stated but I think where this came from was, I think they started out 
trying to do the right thing when they called City Hall because according to the 
letter that I’m seeing here, they were originally told that they could have one horse 
for every acre and I don’t know where that was, I don’t know if that’s true.  That’s 
going by what I read here.  But regardless, just because you were told one thing by 
the City doesn’t mean that, you know, you’ve met all the conditions.  And, that’s 
kind of what we’re talking about because, I’m sorry, we still have to meet all the 
conditions to have this go through for an IUP.  So, I’m in agreement with you.  
 
Mr. Plaisance stated I think we’ve discussed this enough for now.  I’m going to ask 
for a recommendation from someone as to where you want to go from here.  Do we 
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send this back to administration to take a look at this again?  Or, are we going to 
come up with a preliminary vote to give these people an idea of what our thoughts 
are? 
 
Mr. Cornicelli stated I’ll make a recommendation to kick around.  Is that okay?  Mr. 
Cornicelli stated my recommendation is we don’t change the ordinance to 
accommodate an individual and if there are structural problems with the Farm 
Animal Ordinance that need to be addressed, we take that up separately with 
the City.  If the City agrees that there’s issues in general with the ordinance.  
But, my recommendation would be to leave it as is.  Mr. Balfany stated I would 
agree with that.  Mr. Holmes stated me too.  Ms. Bonin stated I think it’s a 
good solution (inaudible comment too far away from the mic).  Mr. Plaisance stated 
well then I’m going to put it to a vote just to make it official.  All those in favor of 
Lou’s recommendation say aye.  6 members is favor; one member Allenspach 
naye; motion carried.  This item will go to the City Council in February for 
consideration. 
 

7.0 Public Hearing/ 
Interim Use Permit, 
Home Occupation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Background Information: 
Owner/Property Location: 
Property Owner: William Thompson (dba/Wandering Cellars) 
18341 Lakeview Point Drive NE 
East Bethel MN 55092 
PIN:  35-33-23-32-0010 
Zoning: R1, Single Family/Shoreland Management  
 
Ms. Winter presented the staff report.  Mr. William Thompson is interested in 
producing wine out of his residential home.  The home is not built at this time.  He 
had purchased property where they plan on removing the existing home that is there 
as well as removing several outbuildings and there’s a tennis court there.  So, this 
Interim Use Permit is directly tied to the new home that would be built on the 
property. 
 
This is not a farm winery.  There will be no grapes grown on the premises for wine 
making, rather the grapes will be brought in by truck once a year, where they will be 
offloaded into barrels. A forklift will be required the one time a year that they do the 
offloading. The barrels will then be brought into their garage where they will set up 
their winemaking. There will be no public tasting room and private tastings will be 
by appointment only. It is anticipated that they will only be selling 75 cases of wine 
per year. They are working with a distributor and will be sending cases out once a 
week via UPS or delivering the product directly to the vendor. Enclosed in the 
packet is Mr. Thompson’s Business Plan that provides greater details regarding the 
business operation. Water use is minimal and City staff has checked with the local 
DNR to see if there are any special requirements that they have for this type of 
business. The DNR does not have any additional requirements. Items to consider 
are: 
1. Noise – how much noise will be generated by this business? 
2. Hours of operation – What will the hours of operation be? 
3. Traffic – how much traffic will this business generate? 
4. Waste – Type of waste generated, and how is that waste handled? 
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Again, the attachments that are included are the business plan, the aerial photo, a 
location map, and an IUP draft document 
 
Ms. Winter stated Mr. Chair, after the Public Hearing, I’d be happy to go through 
the recommendations as far as what should be on the IUP.  Or, do you want me to 
do that now?  Mr. Plaisance stated no, I think at this time we will open up the Public 
Hearing.  If anyone wishes to speak on behalf of this item, please come forward to 
the microphone, state your name and address. 
 
The Public Hearing was opened at 7:44 pm.   
 
Steve Olson, 18365 Lakeview Point, stated I’m just a couple properties to the east of 
the projected location and I can see the aerial view but I’d like to know more about 
the plan.  I don’t have a copy of the plan.  It wasn’t included with the mailing.  Of 
course my initial objections, it’s right in the middle of a residential neighborhood.  
It’s a 100-foot by 300-foot property.  There will be increased traffic.  The private 
wine tastings are of concern because there would be no regulation that I can see at 
this time on how many wine tastings they can have per day or per week.  So I think 
there’s not enough information.  If they were going to use it as their corporate 
address and simply have that as their corporate address, I probably wouldn’t have an 
issue with it.  However, we also have to think about septic systems.  They say 
there’s be minimal water usage, I find that fairly hard to believe.  You’re going to be 
making wine not only close to the Lake but the drainfield, obviously, will be subject 
to stress because wine has skin and seeds and a number of things.  So, I think there’s 
a lot of things to consider.  And, specifically, one item is that it’s right in the middle 
of a residential district.  It’s not at the end of the road, it’s not at the beginning of the 
road, it’s right there in the center of the residential district with children, pets, no 
miniature horses. 
 
Jo Rohady, 18369 Lakeview Point, stated we’ve been there since 1971.  I have the 
same concerns that Steve does.  My biggest issue is the traffic in the area.  We have 
very narrow streets.  It’s bad enough in the summertime with the boats coming 
through.  We have children that are on the roads as well, a lot of animals.  And I 
feel, too, that we did not get enough information to even make this decision.  We’ve 
been concerned about this property for quite some time so I would really like this to 
be looked at in a lot more detail. 
 
Gary Quassabart, 18417 Lakeview Point Drive, stated I’m a little farther east.  I’m a 
little concerned for a number of reasons.  One, with people around the area it’s very 
close family knit and we had understood at one point that when this property was 
purchased, it was under the idea it would be a home built on that property.  It’s my 
understanding today that there won’t be a home built on that property unless this is 
passed.  Ms. Winter stated I believe that is accurate.   
 
Mr. Quassabart stated I believe that is accurate, yup.  The second piece is what 
Steve has mentioned about what’s the property look like?  Will they live there?  
Will they buy a house across the street? And, before you know it, what do you have 
going on.  And, more importantly, is the idea that what’s on paper today scares me 
because when you indicated about when somebody takes advantage of permits, the 
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next thing is, okay, you’ve got a $700 fine because you broke a rule.  When does it 
stop?  How do you put guidelines on this to say that once this thing is put in place, 
you don’t go beyond that?  Because if you go beyond it, then you have to leave.  
Are we willing to put things in place like that?  Because, quite honestly, I believe 
that once it’s set up, once the concrete is poured, that there is no stopping how big 
this can get.  Thanks. 
 
Tyler Gagner, 18340 Lakeview Point Drive, stated I’m right across the street.  I 
also, too, have the same concerns.  Particularly the waste management portion of 
this.  I work in waste management.  I deal with septic systems, large waste treatment 
systems, and 75 cases a year, how much is that?  Mr. Plaisance stated it’s 1.5 per 
week.   
 
Mr. Gagner asked how many are in a case?  Ms. Winter stated 12 bottles.  Mr. 
Gagner stated I don’t have a very good, I can’t visualize how much that is but yeah, 
need more information.  How large of a building is it going to be?  Traffic?  Are you 
going to be bringing in a truck?  Where are you going to put a truck on that road?  I 
share the same concerns and I think we need more information.  Thank you. 
 
Christine Mahlen, 18346 Lakeview Point Drive, stated my house is directly across 
from this property, right next to Tyler, and I too have the same issues.  We have one 
road in, one road out.  There’s no, it’s very difficult to even turn around in that area 
if you had a large truck.  It’s such a nice residential area now to where you can walk 
your dogs, you can walk, you have a very safe neighborhood, very safe area.  My 
concern would be that would completely change.  Right now, it’s a 30 mile an hour 
speed limit.  I think that wouldn’t be something where people would want to 
compromise on as well.  Many concerns and I agree with all the people that have 
spoke before me. 
 
Tyler Gagner stated just to talk on the walking point, what you don’t see on this is a 
large, I don’t know if you guys are familiar with 183rd, it’s a very long straight, 
narrow road and that’s probably even more dangerous than this particular spot right 
here where you’re going to be bringing in a lot of traffic down that road where there 
are a lot of dog walkers, you know, joggers, kids at the bus stop.  
 
Al Beck, 18619 Lakeview Point, stated I’m a little farther east and did not receive 
notification.  Evidently, it’s a little bit father out.  Otherwise, we would have had a 
lot more people here because I just found out about this.  And, I serve on the Anoka 
County Board, the Coon Lake Improvement District.  I’ve been President of the 
Coon Lake Improvement Association and one of our biggest concerns is trying to 
control the pollution.  That lot, if you actually went out and looked at it, is extremely 
low.  It’s about a foot above the Lake water.  So, there would have to be a ton, 
multiple, multiple tons brought in.  That little cabin that they call a house is about 
800 square feet.  That is not going to be replaced by something in the same area.  
And, then what kind of sewer system can they get in there and a well system for 
doing that type of industrial stuff.  And, 700 can turn into 900, to what?  And what 
is the zoning rule as far as for an industrial?  How many acres you have?  Quite a bit 
of time just talking about a little miniature pony versus opening a business on not 
even an acre of land in a residential area.  And, the concern for safety of other 
people that live along the Lake.  Thank you. 
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Mr. Plaisance asked anyone else? 
 
Ron Lewis, 183rd and Lakeview Point, stated I’m right where they join.  My concern 
is the traffic.  We’ve got four garbage haulers with eight trucks coming down there.  
The road is getting all beat up.  We start brining in people for wine tasting, trucks to 
deliver things, that’s my biggest concern.  Also, I’m worried about problems with 
odor when you’re making the wine in your garage.  We just don’t have enough info. 
 
Mr. Plaisance asked anyone wish to speak at tonight’s public forum?  Is Mr. 
William Thompson here tonight?  Ms. Winter stated he is not.  I did get a call.  He 
was not able to attend due to an emergency.  Mr. Plaisance stated he is not, okay.  
At this point I will close the Public Hearing and open it up for discussion. 
 
The Public Hearing was closed at 7:54 pm. 
 
Mr. Holmes stated I would like to ask one thing right away.  The road that goes to 
this property, what’s the load rating on that road?  Do we know?  Ms. Winter stated 
Randy had asked me that before.  It’s a standard residential street design.   
 
Mr. Holmes stated I must be going way crazy because I really dove into this and this 
is how many items I have for questions.  (Mr. Holmes held up a sheet of paper 
listing his questions.)  I don’t see this happening at all.  He has to have a 
manufacturing license just to do this.  Why are we allowing a manufacturing license 
in a residential area?  That’s number one.  But, just for instance, he talks about a 
forklift and a conveyor and, I mean, where are those going to be stored?  And 75 
gallons of wine the first year, goes up to 400 gallons.  Mr. Terry stated cases, not 
gallons, cases.  Mr. Holmes stated cases, whatever.  Mr. Terry stated it’s even much 
larger.  Mr. Holmes stated I don’t care if it’s 400 gallons, it’s still, I mean, to me this 
is just not residential.  It’s a business. 
 
Mr. Cornicelli stated it seems odd because I mean, you think about a home-occupied 
business.  I live in my house, I’m making cabinets in a pole barn, pick whatever.  
This more seems like a business that they might live in the house.  And, it seems 
like an odd area to put this kind of a business.  It just seems, I wish they were here 
so we could ask these, Eldon’s 32 questions.  But, it’s like, why on earth would you 
put it there of all places?  Especially since there’s no existing structure.  You’re not 
doing something in the domicile you currently live.  You’re going to build this thing 
and maybe live there.  Something doesn’t ‘smell’ right. 
 
Ms. Winter stated we do have building plans.  They actually have the house plans 
drawn up.  Mr. Cornicelli but it’s only what, 100 by 300.   
 
Ms. Bonin asked and why aren’t they making the wine where they’re growing the 
grapes?  Mr. Plaisance stated well, if they’re importing grapes that wouldn’t, I 
mean, that wouldn’t be, there’s lots of small wineries.  Just like people who brew 
beer.  They don’t grow their own hops.  They buy that stuff and ship it in and make 
it.  But, it just seems like a, it just seems backwards to me. 
 
Mr. Holmes stated in regard to getting the grapes from California, what’s he doing 
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about preventing diseases, pests, and fungi, and viruses from other States?  Mr. 
Plaisance stated they’d have to comply with whatever ordinance the Minnesota 
Department of Ag has for importation.  So, I’m less worried about the business plan 
and more concerned about why this low location.  If this was something they were 
coming in on 65 in the Business District, ‘Oh, this is great.’  Great idea.  But, it’s 
kind of not. Mr. Holmes stated anyhow I’ve got way too many hours and I don’t see 
it whatsoever.   
 
Mr. Terry stated I spent very much little time on this and I’ve come to the same 
conclusion.   
 
Mr. Balfany stated I drove by and read the whole plan and concluded, likely, most 
of Eldon’s questions.  But, is there an opinion from the City? 
 
Ms. Winter stated it’s up to the Planning Commission.  I certainly think there are a 
lot of things that have to be answered on this one.  And, that was made clear.   
 
Ms. Bonin stated it sounds like to me that we don’t need to have all those things 
answered because we all think that it’s a dumb idea.  Mr. Cornicelli stated I didn’t 
say dumb. 
 
Mr. Holmes stated it’s an idea. I mean, the guy is adventurous and stuff but it’s just 
not the right idea.  Mr. Cornicelli stated I think it’s potentially a great idea.  Mr. 
Terry stated it’s a great idea in the wrong location.  Mr. Cornicelli stated there you 
go.  Ms. Allenspach stated it’s in the wrong neighborhood.  It’s definitely in the 
wrong neighborhood.   
 
Mr. Plaisance stated I’m going to protect ourselves a little bit and just correct.  I’m 
going to, I agree with you that I think we are all of maybe similar mind.  But in 
respect to the applicant, we do need to respectfully make sure that it does or does 
not fall into our ordinances before we pass judgment on our personal opinions.  Ms. 
Bonin stated right. 
 
Mr. Plaisance stated with that said, one thing that does stand out to me and it’s 
really only one line in here but this is the part that gets me in where I’m going to 
agree with Lou that it seems to be more about a business with living quarters than a 
house that has a small winery and people tasting.  The sentence that gets me is under 
the sales paragraph, a couple pages into his plan operations, when it says, ‘The 
majority of sales take place in the home based by appointment tasting room.’  That 
sentence right there is saying the majority of the sales, and maybe it’s mis-worded in 
here, but to me that tells me that there is more traffic.  And, to get back to the 
original point, does it fall within our ordinance or not.  This does generate higher 
traffic than normal use.  Therefore, in my opinion, it would not fall in our 
ordinances.  You don’t have to worry too much about it, but that’s my opinion. 
 
Mr. Holmes stated well, I haven’t seen one thing that would fall into our ordinance 
and for that reason I’d like to make the motion to deny.  Mr. Holmes made a 
motion to recommend denial of the IUP for William Thompson 
(dba/Wandering Cellars), 18341 Lakeview Point Drive NE, East Bethel MN 
55092, to produce wine out of his residential garage to the City Council.  Mr. 
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Terry seconded the motion.  All members were in favor; motion carried.  This 
item will go to the City Council in February for consideration. 
 

8.0 Public Hearing/ 
Subdivision Concept 
Plan 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Background Information: 
Owner/Property Location: 
Concept Plan/Sketch Plan – Sauter’s Commercial Park 2nd Addition  
T&G Land Inc.,/Tom Sauter 
1052 189th Street NE 
East Bethel MN 55011 
PIN: 32-33-23-22-0002 
Zoning: Light Industrial  
 
Ms. Winter presented the staff report.  Mr. Tom Sauter is requesting to move 
forward with platting his property into nine lots in a Light Industrial area.  The 
Concept Plan is the first step of that process and Mr. Sauter has completed the 
wetland delineation and has agreed to dedicate the necessary right-of-way to the 
City of East Bethel for the extension of the Service Road as indicated on the 
attached Sketch Plan.  It should be noted that the City of East Bethel is intending to 
begin construction on the Service Road in 2016.  Mr. Sauter will be platting the 
property in phases beginning on the south side.  He currently has an interested buyer 
for Lot 9 and will plat as demanded by the market.   
 
Ms. Winter stated for a Concept Plan, this evening what you need to do is, as a 
Planning Commission, determine if this meets the requirements of our Comp Plan, 
if it is appropriate for him to proceed forth with platting at this time.  And if so, then 
you can make that recommendation to the City Council and at the same time call for 
a Public Hearing for the Preliminary Plat. 
 
Mr. Plaisance stated at this time I will open the Public Hearing.  Anyone who 
wishes to speak to this particular issue please come forward, state your name and 
address for the record. 
The Public Hearing was opened at 8:02 pm.  No members of the public spoke at the 
Public Hearing.   
 
Mr. Plaisance stated seeing no one coming forward, I would ask is Tom Sauter 
here?  Ms. Winter stated he’s here.  Mr. Plaisance asked would you like to come 
forward and address the Commission? 
 
Jason Rud stated I’m with E.G. Rud and Sons.  Tom Sauter stated I’m Tom Sauter.  
Mr. Rud stated maybe just briefly to go over the project.  Colleen gave a good 
summary.  But, it’s a 40-acre parcel and the first phase, the southeast corner there, 
it’s called Lot 9.  The intention would be to plat that lot.  There is existing sewer and 
water out in front of that property.  Services would need to be tapped for that parcel.  
Then a lot would be platted for the original Sauter homestead there and then the rest 
would be platted as an outlot along with the right-of-way dedication for the plat.  All 
of the proposed lots meet the zoning requirements, lot area requirements, and 
livability requirements.  The wetland has been delineated and approved and so we’re 
at step one. 
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Ms. Winter stated it should be noted that with the Service Road going in there, these 
lots would be sort of in water lots.   
 
Mr. Sauter stated I do have a purchase agreement signed today and he wants to build 
immediately so he’s trying to get it platted.  He would like to build this spring as 
soon as possible.  I talked to Jack and we can actually hook up to the sewer, it’s 
there, without the new road  That’s probably the only lot that we can hook up to 
sewer and this guy is excited to get this building going if we get it plotted. 
 
Ms. Allenspach stated that was one of my questions, thanks.  Ms. Bonin asked 
which lot is he buying?  Mr. Sauter answered Lot 9. 
 
Mr. Cornicelli stated Colleen I apologize, but I didn’t see it.  What is the zoning on 
this?  Ms. Winter answered Light Industrial.   
 
Ms. Bonin asked the house will stay there?  Mr. Sauter stated right.  Right now 
we’re going to keep the house out and try to develop the other areas, other parcels.  
But, like Colleen said, it’s just a concept plan on how we can divide the lots.  I’m 
not comfortable with plotting the whole thing.  It’s nine lots.  My second buyer, a 
bigger buyer, you know, could actually come back and plot it after I get a bigger 
buyer, I think would be more useful. 
 
Ms. Winter stated once we have a road in there, it’s going to impact, probably 
significantly, the visibility of these lots.  Mr. Sauter stated and when we get one 
going, it will spark up the neighborhood.  Mr. Plaisance stated ponds get drawn 
down to their historical level?  Or, so the ponds just stay?  Ms. Winter stated the 
ponds, for now, just stay.  They actually did the delineation and they have to stay.  
Mr. Plaisance stated okay, so you just squeeze the lots in around the pond.  Okay. 
That what it looks like but my eyes are getting…  Ms. Winter stated there is one 
little section, it has a hashmark on it as part of that, if you’ll see, depending on what 
happens with that part of it, there will be a whole joint application that they’ll have 
to go through if they’re going to alter it up there.  Mr. Plaisance stated then they’ll 
just mitigate it. 
 
Ms. Bonin asked so you want approval of this plan as it is?  Or, just the concept plan 
to do something and approval for the one lot?  Mr. Rud replied the goal tonight is 
just Sketch Plan review.  As I understand, we’d be coming back for a Preliminary 
Plat for review on a separate application. 
 
Mr. Rud stated for what it’s worth, do you have a camera that you’re able to 
project?  Ms. Winter replied no, unfortunately.  Mr. Rud stated well we have a draft 
Preliminary Plat underway just knowing that Tom has a buyer and he’s got one as 
well.  These show what a preliminary plat would look like.  I think we’re trying to 
be proactive here in that, simply plat the two lots, plat the outlot, dedicate the right-
of-way. 
 
Mr. Balfany stated if I can ask, what type of buyer is interested in the property?  Mr. 
Sauter stated it’s Dave Pixley.  It’s a chimney sweep company that’s very 
successful.  He’s an East Bethel resident.  He lives over on 185th.  He’s got a nice 

23



January 26, 2016 East Bethel Planning Commission Minutes    Page 19 of 23 
 

8.0 Public Hearing/ 
Subdivision Concept 
Plan 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

home over there but he’s storing his vehicles at his home right now and would like 
to have his own shop.  Mr. Balfany stated oh, fantastic. 
 
Mr. Plaisance asked Colleen, do we have an anticipation as to when that Service 
Road will be put in.  Ms. Winter stated I believe it is the City’s intention, and Tim 
from the City Council is here and he may have an even better idea, but the Council 
did move forward with approving it.  So, I know the Roads Commission has talked 
about it as well.  So, I believe it is the intention for that to go in even as soon as this 
year. 
 
Council Member Harrington stated we’re waiting for one more easement.  We’ve 
got all the other easements so I think we’re looking at June.  Mr. Plaisance stated 
great, thank you. 
 
The Public Hearing was closed at 8:08 pm. 
 
Mr. Terry made a motion to recommend approval of the Concept Plan/Sketch 
Plan – Sauter’s Commercial Park 2nd Addition, T&G Land Inc., /Tom Sauter, 
1052 189th Street NE, East Bethel MN 55011 to the City Council and call for 
Public Hearing for a Preliminary Plat.  Ms. Bonin seconded the motion.  All 
members were in favor; motion carried.  This item will go to the City Council 
in February for approval. 
 

9.0 City Council 
Report 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Council Member Harrington stated good evening Commission members.  Before I 
start, I’d like to thank Lorraine, Lou, and Randy for volunteering for another term 
on the Commission.  Thank you very much.  I’m looking forward to working with 
the Planning Commission.  It’s going to be a learning experience for me.  I’ve been 
on the Parks and Roads for the last year and a half so this is going to be something 
new.  It might take me a little while to get going but I’m really looking forward to it.  
I think it’s going to be, hopefully, an exciting year with Mr. Sauter starting.  
Hopefully, other things will get rolling in that area.   
 
Council Member Harrington stated some of the highlights from the last couple 
Council Meetings, like I said, we’ve got one more easement to get, to construct that 
new road.  So, hopefully we’ll get that by the end of the month.  A couple of dates 
here, we’ve got the Town Hall Meeting set for April 19th, Spring Recycling Day is 
April 23rd, our Board of Appeals and Equalization Meeting is April 20th.  And, at the 
last meeting we okayed Mn/DOT to start a study on what they call a Super Road.  
Where it’s going to start is 181st and go to Sims.  I don’t know where it’s going to 
end up but if you get a chance, go on the website and look at this.  They already told 
us no bridges.  It’s going to be a lot of J-Turns, unless somebody else has a different 
idea.   
 
Ms. Allenspach stated as long as it’s not a roundabout.  City Member Harrington 
stated all their, or whatever it’s going to be, will be put down south in Blaine and 
Ham Lake.  They said 109th, 117th, and Bunker, they’re big projects.  So, we’re just 
trying to relieve the traffic.  People are complaining about going east and west all 
the time.  So, it might not be the best thing. 
 

24



January 26, 2016 East Bethel Planning Commission Minutes    Page 20 of 23 
 

9.0 City Council 
Report 

Mr. Cornicelli asked if it’s not going to be a fly-over, what’s it going to be?  Council 
Member Harrington stated well, they’re talking those J-Turns like up on 169th.  But 
22 and 65, it will be J-Turns but there will be lights.  You have to have lights.  The 
other ones they’re looking at are just J-Turns. 
 
Ms. Winter stated if you go on the last Roads Commission agenda, you can see it 
because it was an agenda item at the last Roads Commission meeting and it’s all 
explained in there along with diagrams.   
 
Council Member Harrington stated yeah, it looks good on a computer.  But, like I 
said, roundabouts look good too on paper until people get driving on them.  Mr. 
Cornicelli stated they’d like to get a new one on Broadway and Kettle River.  They 
like to go straight.  There’s always new car tracks going straight. 
 
Council Member Harrington stated that’s all I’ve got unless you’ve got questions for 
me.  Like I said, it’s going to be a learning experience.  I’m looking forward to it 
because I’m going to learn a lot.  This is where things happen.  Mr. Holms stated 
and boy, are we going to teach you.  Council Member Harrington stated that’s good. 
 

10.0 Other Business 
 
2015 Permit Report 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Piwik Website Use 
Analysis 
 
 
 
 
2015 City 
Accomplishment 
Report 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Discussion of  
Council Liaison 
Vote  
 
 

Ms. Winter reported that there are four attachments in your packet.  One is the total 
permits and it’s got a graphic with it.  What I think is encouraging about this, if you 
look at the 2015 permits, we went from 2010 where we were at a high and we 
dropped down and now we’re coming back up.  So, that’s exciting to see in 2015, 
the amount of volume we had as far as the permits go.  I think the other thing that’s 
really good is if you look below.  Again, it’s really encouraging.  Before the crash, 
we had a lot of single-family home permits and you can see, based on the graphic 
below the bar chart, that since 2010 it continues to increase.  So, 2015 was a very 
good year for us.   
 
Ms. Winter stated the other thing after that is the Piwik analysis.  That’s the traffic 
that’s generated on our website, and where people go on our website, and how they 
use our website.   
 
Mr. Plaisance stated it’s nice to see the Resident’s Guide gets used quite a bit.   
 
Ms. Winter stated and then lastly, if you’ll look, and again I’m not going to read 
these verbatim but it’s nice to see in 2015 the accomplishments from a City 
perspective that happens.  So, I think as Tim said, it’s not just a credit, it’s a credit 
obviously to our Mayor and our Council for their leadership but it’s also a great 
credit to all the other volunteers and all the folks that are part of the various 
Commissions and the work that they put into it.  So, we wouldn’t have been able to 
get all this done if it hadn’t been for having the Commissions that support what we 
do.  So, that’s all I have. 
 
Mr. Holmes stated I have one thing and I don’t know, well, it should be brought up.  
Our City ordinance states that the City Council shall go by Robert’s Rules of Order.  
And, naturally with this grape winery, I sort of got carried away.  I don’t know, I 
didn’t have much to do this week.  Anyhow, what I accidently found is that Robert’s 
Rules of Order states that the Pro Tem officer, which would be Tim, has the right to 
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cast a vote at our meetings.  Or, it can be changed that he has a vote when we have a 
tie at this meeting.  Or, it can be changed to him not having a vote at all. 
 
Mr. Holmes stated now that’s not up to us.  That’s up to the City Council and I think 
that should be put into our ordinance some how, some way, what Tim’s position or 
the ex-officio’s position should be for our body.  We do not have that in our 
ordinance. 
 
Mr. Balfany stated if we’re going to be bringing it up and talking about it, should we 
be sending it forward with a recommendation?  Mr. Holmes stated well.  Mr. 
Balfany asked do you want to form a group opinion on this now?  Mr. Holmes 
stated we can, I just think it’s totally up to the City Council to make that decision, 
myself.  I wouldn’t mind seeing that if we’re all tied, Tim has the untying vote.  But, 
either way, it don’t matter.  But, it’s something that according to our ordinance, it 
should be done.  We haven’t gotten it done and something that should be brought 
up. 
 
Mr. Terry stated I’d like to suggest that in the case if we don’t have a quorum, that 
he could fill.  Mr. Holmes stated he can’t do that.  Mr. Terry asked no?  Ms. 
Allenspach stated I’ve never volunteered in a City where that’s ever been allowed at 
all.  Not on any type of Commission so that’s news to me.  Not that it hasn’t 
happened somewhere but I’ve never heard of that in places, cities, where I’ve 
volunteered.   
 
Mr. Plaisance stated what he’s saying is as part of Robert’s Rules of Order…  Mr. 
Holmes stated which the City Council has to abide by.  Mr. Plaisance stated 
correct…that they would have to make the determination as to whether or not he 
would have the authority to vote in the case of a tie or to prevent him from making 
those votes.  Mr. Holmes stated correct or him not voting or vote on everything.  
That’s up to the City Council.  That has nothing to do with us.  I’m just bringing it 
up that, you know, I thought I knew a lot about Robert’s Rules of Order until I 
started looking at it again. 
 
Ms. Allenspach stated I’ve never heard of that one.  Mr. Balfany stated that would 
be on us as well.  Mr. Holmes stated correct.  Mr. Cornicelli stated start talking 
about verbatim minutes, which is also a…  Mr. Holmes stated no, but I think it’s 
something that the City Council should look at and it shouldn’t take long.  They can 
just say, ‘Hey, he’s got no vote.  That’s it.’  Or, whatever you want to do.  It’s just 
something that should be there and we probably will never, ever use it.  I’ve got too 
much time on my hands. 
 
Ms. Allenspach stated or maybe they did look at it and there’s something in our 
ordinance that says we’re not doing that.  Mr. Bonin stated that’s the same import to 
me because we’re only a recommending board anyway.  Ms. Allenspach stated 
right.  Ms. Bonin stated and Council’s going to decide what they want no matter 
what that person would do as far as what we’re saying.   
 
Mr. Holmes stated but it states the ex-officio at our meetings will, according to the 
City Council.  Mr. Bonin stated so if we leave it the way it’s been now, he doesn’t 
have a vote, he doesn’t have a say.  Mr. Holmes stated right, and that’s fine with me.  
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I could care less even if he does have a vote.  It doesn’t matter.  Mr. Cornicelli 
stated I think he’s forming an opinion right now.  Mr. Holmes stated I’m just saying 
if we’re going by Robert’s Rules of Order, we’re supposed to, that they should make 
that determination and put that in our ordinance. 
 
Ms. Allenspach stated I have served in another city as a council member and as a 
liaison to committees such as this and that’s never been, I’ve never had a vote or any 
say.  It’s been an informational type of thing only, which is what we have here.  Mr. 
Holmes stated and it depends on the city or whatever.  I can see where there’s 
instances where they would want the ex-officio to vote but I don’t think we need 
that here unless Tim wants to vote, or whatever.  But, that’s up to City Council.  I 
just thought I’d bring it up. 
 
Mr. Plaisance stated well I think Lorraine’s point was well taken when she was 
saying that, you know, we are just an advisory board.  It’s not like the decisions that 
we make here are going to be the decision that’s for the City.  So, it’s only a 
recommendation.  So, what we would be doing is saying, ‘Yes, I think we should be 
recommending this to the Council.’  Or, ‘No, we shouldn’t.’   
 
Mr. Holmes stated but it does effect, maybe, some City Council decisions what we 
do. Mr. Plaisance stated it could. I’m not saying we shouldn’t have that 
recommendation to them that they should come up with what you’re discussing.  
I’m just saying I think that Lorraine made a very good point.  Mr. Holmes stated oh, 
yeah, no, I agree. 
 
Ms. Bonin stated and besides that, if he has a vote and changes what we’re saying, 
then he gets two votes.  He gets a vote here and he gets a vote at Council, which 
isn’t really fair either I don’t think.  Mr. Balfany stated his vote would be, could be 
theoretically, the same because the information that’s getting brought over is the 
same.  Because it’s really our job to review and make the recommendation for the 
City Council to have a lighter review of it to form their opinion.  Mr. Terry stated 
we could give him half a vote. 
 
Mr. Balfany stated Colleen, while you’re looking that up, if I could slightly change 
topics.  Where are we at with the project off Viking, the subdivision over there?  
What happened with that?  It seems it kind of faded.  Ms. Winter stated I think 
there’s still interest in potentially doing something but I think they want to see 
what’s going to be generated on the corner.   
 
Mr. Holmes stated I think that’s the problem the City’s having.  Everybody’s 
waiting for somebody else to start something.  Everybody’s waiting for somebody 
else and nothing’s happening. 
 
Mr. Cornicelli asked have we still not heard anything from them?  When was the 
last time we did?  A year ago?  A year and a half?  Ms. Winter stated no, they have 
participated and I think they were at the last Roads or maybe Council.  When we’re 
talking about this road project, they’ve been very active participants in terms of 
being aware of what’s happening with the road.  And, when I say ‘road’ I’m talking 
about the continuous intersection, however they define that, what Tim brought up on 
Highway 65.   
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Mr. Balfany stated they paid quite a bit of money to have the turn lane on Viking 
put in.  Obviously, they kind of had to if they ever wanted to sell the property, if that 
was their intent.  I mean, obviously, I think everybody’s a little anxious to see 
what’s going to happen.  And, I think it’s going to be a ‘tipping point’ for what I 
hope will be the next expansion in the City. 
 
Mr. Holmes stated well my guess is that the new grocery store up in Isanti will make 
a big change in what happens down here.  Ms. Bonin asked what’s that?  Mr. 
Holmes stated Coborn’s is going in Isanti on the southeast corner, next to a bank. 
 
Mr. Balfany stated I guess for me that still falls within that 15 minutes from that 
intersection.  I mean, if we go back to the data, I forget what company pulled out all 
that information but even when they did the demographics from the dead center of 
that intersection, a 15-minute radius, or 15 mile, I forget how they determined it, but 
what is it, there’s a need for $20 million or $19 million of grocery per year. 
 
Mr. Cornicelli stated that was, you now, that’s four years old.  Mr. Balfany stated 
yeah, but I’m just saying it still shows that there’s a need.  I do think from that 
position, literally, 15 minutes from everything: Isanti, Andover, Blaine, Forest Lake, 
and St. Francis.  Literally, it is 15 minutes from everywhere.  Even if you took half 
that size, of that $19 million or even if you went down to $15 million, that’s still $7 
million a year in grocery revenue.  I’m pretty sure you’d capture the majority of 
people within that radius. 
 
Mr. Cornicelli stated I’m only a third of a mile in from Linwood so where I sit, I’m 
12 from Forest Lake, 13 from St. Francis, and 18 to Cambridge.  Mr. Balfany stated 
and I’m 5 in off of Viking over by Coon.  Yeah, it’s all six of one, half a dozen of 
another.  It’s no good trip.  Literally, pull out of the neighborhood and go, ‘Do I 
want to go right or left?’  It doesn’t really matter.  Ms. Allenspach stated exactly.  
Mr. Plaisance stated it’s a matter of convincing the investor though, to actually 
make that ‘leap’ and at this time they haven’t done that.   
 
Mr. Balfany asked do we know if the EDA’s been doing anything?  Ms. Winter 
stated the EDA’s been very active.  In fact, they had a meeting last night and they 
approved their 2016 Work Plan.  So, they definitely have some strong goals to 
pursue some business entities.  But the struggle always is, you know, development 
will happen when development happens, somewhat.  Mr. Cornicelli stated who 
‘blinks’ first.  Ms. Winter stated exactly and that’s part of it.  Is it rooftops?  You 
need more rooftops in order to support the commercial development?  You need the 
commercial development in order to get rooftops here?  So, it’s a tough one.   
 

11.0 Adjournment Mr. Holmes moved to adjourn the meeting at 8:28 p.m.   Mr. Balfany seconded 
the motion; all members were in favor, motion carried.  

Submitted by: Carla Wirth TimeSaver Off Site Secretarial Inc. 
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EAST BETHEL SPECIAL PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
February 1, 2016 

 
 
The East Bethel Planning Commission met on February 1, 2016 at 7:00 pm for a special meeting.  
 
MEMBERS PRESENT:  Randy Plaisance, Chair Lorraine Bonin Glenn Terry 

Sherry Allenspach   Eldon Holmes  Tanner Balfany 
 
ALSO PRESENT: Colleen Winter, Community Development Director 
 
 
1.0 Call to Order 
 
2.0 Adopt Agenda 
 
 
3.0 Conditional 
Use Permit for 
Barn Goddesses 
Public Hearing 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Mr. Plaisance called the special meeting to order at 6:30 pm.  
 
Mr. Holmes moved and Mr. Terry seconded to approve the agenda as 
presented. 
 
Ms. Lisa Palm and Ms. Jennifer Parish Speilman are interested in building a 
premiere event center. The main building will be 10,000 sq. ft. in size and will 
include a warming kitchen, bride’s room, groom’s den, restrooms, storage and an 
office. The Event center is a permitted use in both the B3 and I1 districts. In 
addition to the main event center Ms. Palm and Ms. Speilman will also have areas 
designated outside for outdoor ceremonies and would like to add 6 additional cabins 
(not to exceed 1,000 sq. ft. each) for the bridal party or overnight guests. The cabins 
would be constructed approximately three years after the main building is built. The 
cabins do not fall under the permitted use category in the B3 or I1. However they 
are an integral part of the Ponds of Hidden Prairie operation and the reason for the 
CUP request. Please note it is not the intention of Ponds of Hidden Prairie to 
become a resort. There focus is to provide a venue for weddings and other events 
and the cabins will be only for the bridal party, guests, etc. for the specific event. 
The CUP is the first step in this process and there will be an extensive Site Plan 
review that will incorporate other sections of the ordinance. The Site Plan will be 
presented to the Planning Commission at a later time. According to the applicant, 
the appeal of the property is that it is over 30 acres in size and contains many natural 
features that make it an ideal location for an event venue. The City has had 
discussions with the applicants regarding a future service road and the owners of the 
property have agreed to dedicate the road right of way. The applicant has been 
working with MPCA and the MN Dept. of Health and fully intends to make utility 
upgrades including a well and commercial septic system. 
 
There will be a right-of-way dedicated and used as a driveway until such time that a 
service road is installed. The proposed future cabins will be for guest use only, not 
to be rented to the public for camping purposes. 
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February 1, 2016 Planning Commission Special Meeting Page 2 of 2 
 
3.0 Conditional 
Use Permit for 
Barn Goddesses 
Public Hearing 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4.0 Adjourn 
 

Ms. Palm stated she and Ms. Speilman are very excited for the opportunity to 
promote the City of East Bethel and its environment, and want to be an asset to the 
city. The applicants worked with a realtor to find the property and are anticipating a 
purchase agreement will be signed by the end of the week. 
 
Simon Calderon, 1742 221st Ave. NE, East Bethel is the property owner next to the 
property. Mr. Calderon voiced two concerns 1) he raises horses on his property and 
noted there will be manure smells. He asked if the buildings will be located far 
enough away from his property in order to avoid having the smells be a problem, 
and 2) there will be people coming and going on the property every weekend; Mr. 
Calderon moved to East Bethel to get away from a busy activity of people. He likes 
the peaceful environment and quiet setting. 
 
Mr. Plaisance closed the public hearing at 6:42 pm. 
 
Mr. Terry likes the idea of this business in the area and appreciates the applicants 
seeing the value of the land and environment. He does have some concerns about 
noise, since there may be outside activities into the evening. Ms. Palm noted the 
buildings will be on 30 acres and that there are plenty of buffers on the land. The 
applicants are aware of the City noise ordinances. Mr. Terry asked that the 
applicants work with Mr. Calderone being that their property adjoin. 
 
Mr. Holmes moved and Mr. Terry seconded to recommend granting the 
Condition Use Permit application to Barn Goddesses, LLC dba Ponds of 
Hidden Prairie Event Center to construct up to six (6) additional cabins and 
outdoor venue space. Subject to the following conditions: 
 1.  Site plan review that includes noise mitigation 
 2.  Access approval and road right of way dedication 
 3.  Phase I environmental review 
 4.  Survey 
 5.  Wetland delineation 
 6.  All applicable ICRB (building) codes 
Motion carried. 
 
Mr. Holmes moved and Mr. Balfany seconded to adjourn at 6:52 pm. Motion 
carried.

 
 
 
Respectfully submitted,  
Gail Gessner, Recording Secretary 
Submitted:  2/3/16 
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* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Date: 
February 23, 2016 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Agenda Item Number:  
Item 4.0 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Agenda Item: 
Property Owner/Applicant: Property Location: 
Valhalla Properties, Steven and Lisa Voss 19303 East Front Blvd 
19262 East Front Blvd NE PIN 25-33-23-13-0030 
East Bethel, MN 55092 COON LAKE EAST FRONT LOTS 27 

& 28 COON LK E FRONT INCL  
Zoning: Single Family Residential and Shoreland 
 
Variance request – Side yard setback request (north side). 
Variance request – Lakeside, ordinary high water request (east side). 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Applicable Zoning Code Sections: 
Appendix A, Zoning, Section 43, and Section 57; State statute 394.27-7 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Requested Action:  
Consider approving two variances for the construction of a single family home.   5 feet from the 
north property line, for a variance request of 5 feet from the normal 10 foot side yard setback, 
and 53 feet from the east property line for a variance request of 22 feet from the normal 75 foot 
ordinary high water setback.   
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Background Information: 
Steve and Linda Voss are proposing to demolish an existing cabin and build a new single family 
home on a lot that is .55 acres in size.  The proposed new home is being designed to work with 
the existing lot to preserve as many trees as possible and minimize the amount of excavation that 
has to be completed on the property.  The septic system for this property is located to the south 
of the existing cabin and was replaced in 2012 and designed to accommodate the proposed future 
home. The existing cabin is setback 6.2 feet from the north property line and has a deck that is 
located within 52 feet of the ordinary high water (OHW) line, east property line.  The Voss’s are 
asking for two variances.  They would like to place the house 5 feet from the north property line 
and 53 feet from the OHW.  Under the Shoreland Management ordinance Section 57-8-C-2 there 
is a provision that states where structures exist on the adjoining lots on both sides of a proposed 
building site, structure setbacks may be altered with an approved variance to conform to the 
adjoining setbacks from the ordinary high water level, provided the proposed building site is not 
located in a shore impact zone or in a bluff impact zone.  This building site is not in an impact or 
bluff zone and the property to the north is approximately 32 feet away from OHW, and the 
property to the south is approximately 67 feet away from OHW.  The request was forwarded to 
the MNDNR and they did not have any comments regarding the variance.  Enclosed with this 

City of East Bethel 
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write up are several attachments, including a letter from the Voss’s explaining their reasons for 
requesting the variances.   
 
Attachments: 

1. Variance Request Letter 
2. Site Plan  
3. New House Elevation Plan 
4. Location Map 
5. Aerial view 
6. Excerpt from State Statute 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Recommendation(s): 
Recommend approval of the variance requests as proposed for location of a new single family 
home at 19303 East Front Blvd NE.  The requests will allow the applicants to keep many trees 
and minimize the grading required to construct a new home.  The keeping of the trees and the 
minimal grading helps maintain the lakeshore and complies with preserving shoreland aesthetics, 
preserves historic values, prevent bank slumping, fix nutrients, protect fish and wildlife habitat, 
and prevent erosion into public waters, according to the MPCA's Best Management Practices.  
Further the variance requests meet the practical difficulty test as outlined in MN State Statute 
394.27-7. 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Planning Commission Action: 
 
Motion by:   Second by:    
 
Vote Yes: _____  Vote No: _____ 
 
No Action Required: _____ 
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19303 East Front Blvd, Variance Location

February 12, 2016
 Map Powered by DataLink

 from WSB & Associates

1 in = 3,009 ft

±
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Proposed, not to scale53

19303 East Front Blvd NE

© WSB &February 18, 2016
 

Map Powered by DataLink
 from WSB & Associates

1 in = 94 ft

±
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Excerpt from MN State Statute – 394.27 

Subd. 7. Variances; practical difficulties. 
  

The board of adjustment shall have the exclusive power to order the issuance of variances 
from the requirements of any official control including restrictions placed on nonconformities. 
Variances shall only be permitted when they are in harmony with the general purposes and intent 
of the official control and when the variances are consistent with the comprehensive plan. 
Variances may be granted when the applicant for the variance establishes that there are practical 
difficulties in complying with the official control. "Practical difficulties," as used in connection 
with the granting of a variance, means that the property owner proposes to use the property in a 
reasonable manner not permitted by an official control; the plight of the landowner is due to 
circumstances unique to the property not created by the landowner; and the variance, if granted, 
will not alter the essential character of the locality. Economic considerations alone do not 
constitute practical difficulties. Practical difficulties include, but are not limited to, inadequate 
access to direct sunlight for solar energy systems. Variances shall be granted for earth sheltered 
construction as defined in section 216C.06, subdivision 14, when in harmony with the official 
controls. No variance may be granted that would allow any use that is not allowed in the zoning 
district in which the subject property is located. The board of adjustment may impose conditions 
in the granting of variances. A condition must be directly related to and must bear a rough 
proportionality to the impact created by the variance. 
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* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Date: 
February 23, 2016  
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Agenda Item Number: 
5.0 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Agenda Item: 
Public Hearing  
Preliminary Plat – Sauter’s Commercial Park 2nd Addition  
Property Owner: T&G Land Inc., /Tom Sauter 
Address:  1052 189th St NE East Bethel MN 55011 
PIN: 32-33-23-22-0002 
Zoning: Light Industrial  
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Applicable City of East Bethel Code Sections: 
Chapter 66 Subdivisions; Appendix A, Zoning – Section 48, Light Industrial 
 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Requested Action: 
Preliminary Plat approval 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Background Information: 
At the January 26, 2016 Planning Commission meeting a Concept Plan for Sauter Commercial 
Park 2nd Addition was approved.  Before you is the Preliminary Plat of Sauter Commercial Park 
2nd Addition.  This is a public hearing.  At this time Mr. Sauter is proposing to plat only two lots 
and an Outlot.   
 
Comments: 

1. All required documents as outlined in our Subdivision Ordinance Chapter 66, Article III 
have been submitted and are in the review and comment period.   

2. The Applicant submitted a Joint Application form for Activities affecting Water 
resources and there will be no impact to existing wetlands.  A wetland delineation was 
completed.   

3. A portion of Lot 1, Block 1 is located in the floodplain and the applicant has been advised 
to complete a Letter of Map amendment and submit it to FEMA as the boundaries of the 
FEMA map do not accurately depict the floodplain. 

4. Lot 1, Block 2 will remain a single family residence at this time 
5. Mr. Sauter has agreed to dedicate the right of way for the City of East Bethel to complete 

the extension of a Service Road (Buchanan St and 189th) 

 
Attachments: 

1. Preliminary Plat 

City of East Bethel 
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2. Certificate of Survey 
3. Aerial photo  

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Fiscal Impact: 
Unknown 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
Recommendation(s): 
Recommend approval of the Preliminary Plat.  
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Planning Commission Action 
 
Motion by: _______________   Second by: _______________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Vote Yes: _____     Vote No: _____ 
 
No Action Required: _____ 
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1052 189th Ave NE

© WSB &January 20, 2016
 

Map Powered by DataLink
 from WSB & Associates

1 in = 376 ft

±

Parcel Information
PIN: 323323220002
Acres: 39.31
Owner Name: T & G LAND INC
Address1: 6651 141ST AVENUE NW
Addres 2: EAST BETHEL, MN 55011

Zoning: R-2
Shoreland: null
Legal: THE NW1/4 OF THE NW1/4 OF SEC 32 T33
R23; EX PRT PLATTED AS SAUTERS
COMMERCIAL PARK; ALSO EX RD; SUBJ TO
EASE OF REC

Site Address1: 1052 189TH AVE NE
Site Addres 2: EAT BETHEL, MN 55011-9523
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* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
Date: 
February 23, 2016 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Agenda Item Number: 
Item 6.0 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Agenda Item: 
Proposed Business Relocation to 237th Ave. and Hwy. 65 – CST Distribution, LLC 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Applicable Code Sections: 
Appendix A, Zoning, Light Industrial and Section 4, Article 12.  Other 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Requested Action: 
Review and comment on the proposed relocation of CST to East Bethel 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Background Information: 
CST Distribution, LLC, and CST Transportation, Inc., are owned by Chad & Megan Toft. CST 
Distribution, LLC is a Wholesale Distributor of Softener Salt, Mulch, Ice Melt, Firewood, 
Washer Fluid and Bottled Water and also a Contract Packager of primarily Mulch and Soils. 
CST Transportation, Inc. is a Local/Regional Transport Trucking Company, specializing in 
forklift mounted flatbed trucks, with occasional over the road capabilities.  Customers include 
Menards, Home Depot, Cub Foods, and SuperAmerica stores among others. 
CST is proposing to construct up to a 32,000 sq. ft. warehouse/office facility and a 10,000 sq. ft. 
bagging plant.  The property is the Mike Wyatt property at 237th and Hwy 65, which is a 40 acre 
parcel.  The mulch will be stored and dyed outside during the winter months.  By June the 
majority of the mulch piles and pallets are gone.  They do not process trees into mulch but the 
material is shipped in, dyed and bagged on site. 

CST’s proposed business use as a production, distribution and warehouse facility is consistent 
with the zoning for the site at 237th Ave. and Hwy. 65.  City Code Appendix A, Zoning, Section 
4, Article 12, requires a site plan review prior to the issuance of any building permits to ensure 
safe, functional and attractive development. This plan will be submitted to the Planning 
Commission and the City Council for approval.  Tonight’s discussion is a preliminary discussion 
and the formal site plan will be submitted to the Planning Commission at the regular meeting in 
March for approval.    

Staff has met with the owners of CST Distribution, LLC and discussed with them the 
requirements of a formal site plan review.  City staff has also toured their facilities in Rogers and 
Elk River.  Staff has made them aware of the following:   

• Visual Impact upon the immediate neighborhood and the need to provide adequate 
screening. 

City of East Bethel 
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• Environmental Issues including but not limited to groundwater drawdown, treatment of 
dying effluent, stormwater runoff,  noise, odors, control of site debris 

• Traffic Issues relating to truck impact on 237th Ave, entrance locations and potential 
stacking issues, peak traffic concerns, need for by-pass lanes or need for right in right 
outs.  Need for review and approval by Anoka County Highway Department 

The Site Plan process does cover the issues as stated along with signage, lighting, and 
landscaping.  A formal site plan review does not require a public hearing, however the Roads 
Commission and EDA have also reviewed this project and will be submitting their 
recommendations to the City Council.   

Attachments: 
1. CST Fact Sheet 
2. CST Site Plan 
3. Location Map 
4. Photos of current operation 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Fiscal Impact: Unknown at this time. 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Recommendation(s):  
Staff is requesting that the Planning Commission provide feedback and input to the City Council. 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Planning Commission Action: 
 
Motion by: _______________   Second by: _______________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Vote Yes: _____     Vote No: _____ 
 
No Action Required: _____ 
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CST COMPANIES, LLC 

 

CST Distribution, LLC, operating since 1/2011, and CST Transportation, Inc., operating since 2/2012, are 
owned by Chad & Megan Toft. Chad has worked in the distribution and trucking industries since 1996 
and he has been involved in the mulch industry since 1997. Megan has worked in the staffing/ HR 
industry since 1994. Opening CST Distribution & Transportation has been an easy progression for Chad 
with his history in the industries and he runs all operations. Megan’s background in Human Resources 
and Finance/Accounting has made it good partnership. She runs all financial/purchasing/HR and 
customer service operations.  2015 combined Gross Revenues were $14 million.  
 

CST Distribution 
CST Distribution, LLC is a Wholesale Distributor of Softener Salt, Mulch, Ice Melt, Firewood, Washer Fluid 
and Bottled Water and also a Contract Packager of primarily Mulch and Soils. Our distribution facility is 
located in Rogers, MN and our bagging facility operates in Elk River, MN.  

We serve a diverse customer base, including roughly 2,500 C-Stores, grocery stores, quick lubes, 
manufacturing plants, car washes, lawn/garden stores and hardware stores. We currently serve 
Minnesota, Wisconsin, North Dakota, South Dakota, Iowa & Michigan. Some of our larger customers 
include: SuperAmerica, Holiday Station Stores, Menards, Patio Town, Hedberg, Cub Foods, Home Depot 
and HyVee.  

• 9 FT Employees, 12 Seasonal (March 1st thru Dec 23rd), 1 PT Mechanic 
• Office wages: $45k – 60k, depending on position (Customer Service – Office Manager) 
• Mechanic wages: $20 per hour 
• Mulch wages: $37k – 60k, depending on position (Yard asst. – Shift Supervisor – Yard Foreman) 
• Mulch Labor wages: $12-14 (1st shift) $14-16 (2nd shift) (Labor – Forklift) 
• 1st shift: M-F 7am to 3:30pm with some overtime in the spring loading trucks on Saturday to ship to 

Home Depot/Menards. Supervisors start at 6:30am (startup machines & load/unload trucks) 
• 2nd shift: M-TH 4pm to 2:30am 
• Office hours: M-F 8am to 5pm with shorter hours in the winter, closing at 4pm.  
• Expansion 

CST Distribution has grown by 20% yearly, since starting in 2011. We are over capacity at our current 
facility and can’t accommodate any further growth on either the Mulch or Distribution sides. In order 
to continue the growth with Mulch, acreage is needed to store pallets in the winter and stock 
additional raw materials in the winter. On the distribution side we have opportunity for expansion of 
our Softener Salt business but need the additional warehouse space for stocking. We have added one 
automated bagging machine for Mulch packaging and would like to add a 2nd line for growth, along 
with a 3rd line for Softener Salt and Ice Melt bagging in the future.  

 

CST Transportation 
CST Transportation, Inc. is a Local/Regional Transport Trucking Company, specializing in forklift mounted 
flatbed trucks, with occasional over the road capabilities. The current location is in Rogers, MN. We 
currently serve the upper Midwest with occasional over the road to the East Coast. Some of our larger 
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customers include: Cemstone (Twin City Concrete), Morton Salt, North American Salt, Menards, Home 
Depot, Progressive Rail, Timber Products, Forest Specialties, Patio Town & Pipe Fabricators. 
 
• 4 FT Office Employees, 1 FT Mechanic, 1 FT Warehouse employee, 27 FT Drivers 
• Office wages: $31k - $55k, depending on position (Dispatch Asst. – Dispatcher) 
• Mechanic wages: $60k – 75k, depending on overtime 
• Warehouse wages: $15 – 16 per hour, forklift operator 
• Drivers: $55k - $75k depending on driver 
• Office hours: M-F 7am to 4pm 
• Driver/Mechanic/Warehouse hours: Drivers start leaving as early at 4:30am, depending on delivery 

times and as late as 8am. They come back anywhere from 2pm to 9pm.  
• Expansion 

CST Transportation has been adding 3-4 trucks per year, since opening in 2012. We are over capacity 
at our current facility and can’t accommodate any further growth due to lack of space for truck & 
trailer parking. Not all 27 trucks park at our facility, some drivers keep at rented spaces around metro 
(closer to their residence) or at their residence if meets city requirements. Currently only 14 park at 
our facility.  

 
 
Summary 
• 42 Full-Time employees, 12 Seasonal employees, 1 Part-time employee 
• Wages range from $31k - $75k, depending on position 
• Hours of operation: vary depending on position and time of year 
• Expansion plans:  

1. Mulch growth of 10-15% per year 
2. Opportunity to grow palletized Softener Salt business if space is acquired 
3. Opportunity for additional bagging capabilities if space is acquired  
4. Retail Center located where old house is 
5. Would need 2nd location with rail access  
6. Add 3-4 drivers per year 
7. Add 1 Salesperson and 1-2 Customer service employees 
8. Add 1 Full-time 2nd shift Mechanic and 1-2 Warehouse Forklift drivers 
9. Would like to acquire 20 acres to the North for future expansion 

 
• Screening: Berm running the perimeter of 237th & behind Coopers Corner - see attached site drawing 
• Runoff: 2 ponds built for runoff – see attached rough site drawing 
• Right of way on Davenport: CST is ok with Right of way on Davenport for future road, 80 ft. easement  
 
 
Timeline 
• Property: Purchase agreement is finished and will close upon final approval from City of East Bethel  
• Construction: Would commence immediately upon final approval from City of East Bethel 
• Partial Occupancy needed by 8/1/16, Bagging facility must move by then as there is only one chance to 
move per year. We start bagging for next season during the month of August.  
• 2nd building is estimated to be done at the same time or within 30 days. Total move by 11/1/2016 at 
latest.  
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CST site

February 5, 2016
 Map Powered by DataLink

 from WSB & Associates

1 in = 376 ft
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* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
Date: 
February 23, 2016 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Agenda Item Number: 
Item 7.0 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Agenda Item: 
Reduced Conflict/Superstreet Intersection  
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Requested Action: 
Information only 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Background: 
The Roads Commission and City Council have focused their previous meetings on gathering 
information on Reduced Conflict/Superstreet Intersections as an option to address issues on 
Hwy. 65 locations at Viking Boulevard, 187th Lane and 181st Avenue. 
 
During these meetings the Commission and Council have received presentations from MN DOT, 
the Federal Highway Administration and the Anoka County Highway Department that have 
outlined how this  type of design has performed in Minnesota, Texas and North Carolina. The 
discussions reviewed the advantages and disadvantages of this type of design and how it would 
apply at our particular locations.  
 
Based on previous information presented to the Council and Roads Commission, traffic counts 
on Hwy. 65 and Viking Boulevard and crash data do not support the justification of a separated 
grade interchange at this location for the foreseeable future. While the priority for consideration 
of a separated grade interchange is low relative to criteria used for evaluation, this intersection is 
one of the worst on the Hwy 65 Corridor in terms of its efficiency to move both in-line and cross 
traffic during peak hours. Future development around and growth north of this intersection will 
generate additional traffic and require up-grades to improve and enhance the movement of the 
vehicle load at this location and along Hwy. 65.   
 
In order to address the problems at this intersection, interim solutions are being considered that 
would improve the functionality until such time that warrants are met to justify a separated grade 
interchange. As an option, MN DOT has presented a reduced conflict intersection design as a 
potential solution for the concerns at this intersection 
 
In the final analysis the reduced conflict intersection design may be the most practical solution to 
correcting the problems at Viking Boulevard and Hwy. 65, the City is still seeking more 
information on this type of design as to accessibility to businesses, impact on total traffic flow 
and highway safety.   
 

City of East Bethel 
Planning Commission 
Agenda Information 

55



The Roads Commission has discussed this concept at length at their December 8, 2015 and 
January 12, 2016 meetings. After an involved discussion of the matter at the January 12, 2016 
meeting and by Motion of Dan Nowack, second by Kathy Paavola and the unanimous vote of the 
members, the Roads Commission recommended that City Council consider moving forward with 
the MN DOT proposal to further investigate upgrading the intersection at Viking Blvd to a Super 
Street design and to include the Hwy. 65 segment from 181st Avenue to Sims Road for possible 
Reduced Conflict Intersections as part of the project 
 
The City Council at their January 20, 2016 meeting voted to endorse the Roads Commission’s 
recommendation and forward a request to MnDOT to conduct a Reduced Conflict Intersection 
Study for Hwy. 65 between 181st Avenue and Sims Road. 
 
Staff will present the basic concept of the Reduced Conflict Intersection design to the Planning 
Commission and be available for questions.  
 
Attachments: 

1) Basic Superstreet Concept 
2) MnDOT Fact Sheet 
3) RCI Viking 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Fiscal Impact: none at this time 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Recommendation(s):  
Information Item 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Planning Commission Action: 
 
No Action Required: _____ 
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Basic Superstreet Design 
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MnDOT Metro Signal Operations Background on Superstreets
(last updated 9-2-15)

Background

- Superstreets is a type of Alternative Signalized Intersection

- Naming of Alternative Signalized Intersections has been inconsistent across the country,
but other types of Alternative Signalized Intersections include Continuous Flow
Intersections (Cf'Is), Displaced Left Turns, and others

- Superstreet Signal Triplet is composed of 3 signals, although number of controllers is
still unclear (2, 3, or 4)

- Superstreet signal triplet can be coordinated with other normal signals on corridor

- Having all Superstreet Signal Triplets in a corridor would allow for different cycle
lengths in each direction

- Need wide enough medians

- Need enough space between signals for Triplet

Pros

- Increases capacity of signal to reduce delays, stops, fuel consumption

- Safer because of less conflict points

Cons

- Diversion out of way 24 hours a day, although right-turn and left-turn on reds allowed

- Public reaction to converting existing signal to Superstreet Triplet

- Additional cost compared to do nothing

- Over-capacity corridors with high-ADTs may still have long delays with Superstreets

Principal Arterial Intersection Conversion Study

- Develop vision for non-freeway Principal Arterial Corridors including TH 65

- Alternative Signalized Intersections such as Superstreets will be considered
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TH 65 from Bunker Lake Blvd to 237th Ave Corridor Assessment

Positives for Alternative Signalized Intersections such as Superstreets

- Wide Medians and long distances between signals
- ADT ranges from 20 to 34,000
- Not a lot of pedestrians
- Volumes will grow on corridor especially if bottleneck at 109th is opened up

Short Term:
,

- Viking Blvd is biggest existing problem on corridor due to 1) extra wide median
requiring extra clearance time, 2) split phase, 3) capacity on cross street

Long Term:

- Andover Blvd, Constance, Crosstown Blvd, Sims, 2215\ 237th would work well as
Superstreet Triplets
- Bunker Lake Blvd needs further analysis, but has potential for some sort of Alternative
Signalized Intersection
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January 2016 Piwik Analysis 

 

26% of users viewed our site via mobile devices this month. 
 

Website visitors and pageviews over time ending in January 

 

Most frequently viewed webpages this month 

Label 
Total 

Pageviews 
Bounce 

Rate 
 East Bethel, MN - Official Website 3404 48% 
 East Bethel, MN 1682 44% 
City Council 233 39% 
Building Inspections & Permits 191 31% 
City Code 145 23% 
City Maps 205 41% 
Residents 118 17% 
Agendas & Minutes 111 20% 
Planning Commission 78 20% 
GIS 49 88% 
Parks & Recreation 62 53% 
Fire 61 63% 
Road Commission 72 0% 
Administration 46 25% 
East Bethel Booster Day 47 70% 
Police 48 57% 
Senior Community Center 42 50% 
Public Utilities 53 20% 
Economic Development Authority 38 67% 
Government 41 0% 
Community Development 34 0% 
Departments 32 23% 
Planning Division 41 50% 
Schools 29 60% 
Recycling Options 24 50% 

Searches within our Site this month 
Searched # of searches 

parcels 7 
search 4 
plumbing permit 3 
viking preserve 3 
accessory building 2 
accessory building set back 2 
building code 2 
burning 2 
employment 2 
firearms 2 
garage additions 2 
home occupation 2 
internet 2 
internet providers 2 
iup 2 
official city zoning map 11x17 2 
permits 2 
residential accessory structure 
permit application 2 
shooting 2 
zoning 2 
"eating places" 1 
10 miles to nearest grocery store 
- why? 1 
101-36270 1 
2015 fee 1 
2015 fee schedule 1 
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Most Downloaded Documents from our Website 
Document # of times downloaded this month 

East Bethel Resident Guide 131 
Official Map of the City of East Bethel 62 
Accessory Structures Pamphlet 36 
Permit Types and Fees 31 
Parcel Map of the City of East Bethel 27 
Residential Electrical Permit Application 24 
Residential Accessory Building Permit Application 20 
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