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Planning Commission Regular Meeting
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DRAFT MINUTES: NOT YET APPROVED
EAST BETHEL PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
January 28, 2020
MEMBERS PRESENT: Vice Chair Sharon Johnson, Glenn Terry, Sherry Allenspach, Wanda McLaurin, Tom
Eich
ABSENT: Lou Cornicelli,
ALSO PRESENT: Stephanie Hanson, Community Development Director
Erin McDermott, Zoning Administrator
Tim Harrington, City Council Liaison
1.0 Call to Order
Vice Chair Johnson called the Planning Commission regular meeting to order at 7:00 pm.
2.0 Adopt Agenda
Commissioner McLaurin moved and Commissioner Terry seconded to approve the agenda as
presented. Motion passed unanimously.
3.0 Approve October 29, 2019 meeting minutes
Commissioner Terry moved and Commissioner McLaurin seconded to adopt the October 29, 2019
regular meeting minutes. Motion passed with Commissioner Allenspach abstaining.
4.0 Appointment of Chairperson
Background Information:
City Code Section 2 – 73 requires the appointment of a chairperson to serve for a one (1) year term. City
code states the following:
Sec. 2-73. - Chairperson.
The chairperson shall be chosen from the committee or commission membership annually to serve for
one year; provided, however, that no chairperson shall be elected who has not completed at least one
year as a member of the committee or commission.
Also, a Vice Chairperson is to be appointed to act as the chairperson in the event that particular
individual is absent from a meeting.
Vice Chair Johnson stated she is not interested in being chair because she believes others having more
knowledge of planning and zoning. However, she would serve as vice chair again.
Commissioner Allenspach moved and Commissioner Eich seconded to appoint Wanda McLaurin
as Chairperson to serve the term of one (1) year ending January 31, 2021. Motion carried
unanimously.
Chair McLaurin moved and Commissioner Allenspach seconded to appoint Glenn Terry as Vice
Chairperson to serve the term of one (1) year ending January 31, 2021. Motion carried
unanimously.
5.0 Commission Member Interviews
Background Information:
In December 2019, Chairperson Tanner Balfany resigned from the Planning Commission. His term was
set to expire on January 31, 2020. City staff received two (2) letters of interest - one from Daryl
Lawrence and the other from Jim Smith.
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Following the interviews the Planning Commission voted: Three (3) votes Jim Smith and two (2)
votes Daryl Lawrence. A recommendation will be given to City Council to appoint Jim Smith to
fill the vacant seat for a term of three (3) years expiring on January 31, 2023.
This item goes before City Council on Monday, February 10, 2020.
6.0 Public Hearing: Variance – Setback Reduction for Addition – 3742 Edmar Lane – Robert Tasca
Background Information:
Property Owner and Location:
Robert Tasca
3742 Edmar Lane NE
East Bethel, MN 55092
PIN: 35-33-23-21-0006
Zoning: R1 – Single Family Residential
Shoreland Overlay District: Yes
Robert Tasca is applying for a variance for a reduction in setback for the construction of an addition to
the existing residence, as well as for the relocation of the existing nonconforming deck. A building
permit was already issued for the addition because the survey submitted did not accurately reflect the
footprint of the new addition nor the encroachment on the setbacks. A stop work order was issued until
such a time that setback variances are granted by City Council.
This property is within the Shoreland Overlay District, located on Coon Lake. The property is 0.29
acres. The maximum allowable impervious surface on properties within the Shoreland Overlay District
is 25%; the proposed addition will bring the impervious surface of the lot to 22.7%.
The property owner is proposing an addition to the existing home. A portion of the addition will be
constructed in the same location as the existing deck (as shown on the attached survey); therefore, the
encroachment upon the 75’ Ordinary High Water (herein referred to as OHW) setback requirement is
3.7 feet; therefore, the addition will be setback 71.3 feet from the OHW.
The request for setback reduction for an existing nonconforming deck does not meet the three-factor
test
required for granting variances, as the need to relocate the deck is because of the proposed addition the
property owner wants to add, and with the addition the majority of the existing deck would still be able
to remain as it exists presently.
Consideration of a variance requires the Planning Commission to consider a three-factor test for
practical difficulties:
• The first factor, a test of reasonableness, means that the landowner would like to use the property in a
practical way but cannot do so under the rules of the ordinance. It does not mean that the land cannot
be put to any reasonable use whatsoever without the variance. For example, if the variance application
is for a building too close to a lot line or does not meet the required setback, the focus of the first
factor is whether the request to place a building there is reasonable.
In this case:
Applicant’s Response:
To maximize the useful living space of the already small lake home
within the given lot. Keeping the same size deck and moving it 2 feet west to accommodate
the addition will not extend it past the existing chimney and will afford us enough space for
family gatherings.
Staff note:
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The chimney is allowed up to a two-foot encroachment per Appendix A, Section 111 – Measurements and Encroachments, in which it states under sub-point A “Architectural
appendages extending two feet or less into the required front, side, or rear yard setbacks
shall not be considered encroachments. Architectural appendages may include features such
as eaves, bow or bay windows, fireplaces, cantilevers, and similar items.” The deck presently
conforms to the zoning ordinance on the west property line setback, but not the OHW
setback. Granting a variance to move the deck the 2.3 feet to the west as detailed in the
survey would be increasing the nonconformity. The denial of a variance in the case of
relocating the deck does not deny the landowner reasonable use of the property, as the
expansion of the house without the relocation of the deck would only require a portion of the
deck to be removed, not the entire deck.
The request of a variance from the OHW setback for the addition to the home is reasonable,
as the addition will be located in the space presently occupied by the deck, which does not
increase the nonconformity of the property.
• The second factor is that the landowner’s problem is due to circumstances unique to the property and
not caused by the landowner. The uniqueness generally relates to the physical characteristics of the
particular piece of property, that is, to the land and not personal characteristics or preferences of the
landowner. When considering the variance for a building to encroach or intrude into a setback, the
focus of this factor is whether there is anything physically unique about the particular piece of
property, such as sloping topography or other natural features like wetlands or trees.
In this case:
Applicant’s Response:
Because of the location of the house, septic, and garage it is the only
available space to build.
Staff Note:
The relocation of the deck does not meet the requirements of this test, as the
relocation is due to the proposed addition by the property owner. Wanting to move the deck
to maintain its current size is not unique to this property as the majority of homes in this
neighborhood have similar challenges with the setback requirements as well as impervious
surface requirements due to the average size of the lots.
The request of a variance from the OHW setback for the addition to the home is unique to the
property, as the septic drainfield is located on the other side of the house. With the narrow lot
and 10-foot side yard setback, the property owner would be unable to create an adequate
addition through expansion to the east as there is only 2.1 feet from the setback requirement
on that side of the property, and the existing house is nonconforming on the west side as it is
9.6 feet from the property line.
• The third factor is that a variance would not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. This
factor is used to consider whether the resulting structure will be out of scale, out of place, or otherwise
inconsistent with the surrounding area. For example, when thinking about the variance for an
encroachment into a setback, the focus is how the particular building will look closer to a lot line and if
that fits in with the character of the area.
In this case:
Applicant’s Response: The small addition will enhance the look of the lake home and better fit
in with neighboring homes.
Staff note: There are numerous properties in this neighborhood that are legally
nonconforming, however, there is no precedent to grant the expansion of a nonconforming
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use through the allowance of a variance for the relocation of the deck. Section 11-1 –
Measurements and Encroachments lists what structures are allowed to encroach on setbacks
across the city. If it was the intent for decks to encroach, they would have been included in
that section. As the ordinance reads, it is the intention of the code to disallow these
nonconformities so moving forward more properties will comply with current setback
requirements.
The request of a variance from the OHW setback for the addition to the home does not alter
the characteristics of the neighborhood as many of the existing homes along the lake on
Edmar Lane are nonconforming, including the residence neighboring the property to the east
located at 3754 Edmar Lane; in which the house is setback approximately 72’ from the OHW.
A reduction in the setback from the OHW would not alter the essential character of this
neighborhood. Additionally, precedence has been set as City Council has approved variances
as recently as 2016 to reduce the setback from the OHW.
Staff Recommendation:
The Planning Commission hold a public hearing and recommend the following:
1. Recommendation of approval to the City Council for the setback reduction to the OHW from 75 feet
to 71.3 feet to allow for an addition to the residential structure with conditions as set forth the attached
resolution;
2. Recommendation of denial for the side yard setback reduction from 9.4 feet to 7.7 feet for the
relocation of the deck, as defined in the Findings of Fact in the attached resolution.
Chair McLaurin opened the public hearing.
Bob Tasca, 3742 Edmar Lane NE spoke to his variance request. Being discussed is about 1.5’ from the
property line. On his previous variance request there was a huge tree located by the deck area; he has
since had the tree removed. The original deck was 16.5’, he will not build a new deck larger than 16’ so
the chimney is the only thing that will be sticking out by 6”. People are most likely to notice the
chimney before the deck. He anticipates adding a clear railing around the deck. Mr. Tasca is trying to
maximize his property and living space. His neighbors have no problems with his proposed deck.
Chair McLaurin closed the public hearing.
Commissioner Johnson asked Mr. Tasca if it is possible to have the deck be smaller in order to be
compliant with the setback? He could, but he would lose the factory edge on his composite decking
materials by cutting 1.5’ off. Mr. Tasca circulated a picture showing the chimney and current deck. The
proposed deck will be 6” shorter. Mr. Tasca noted that along that same side of the house is an egress
window well that sticks out 32”.
Commissioner Eich clarified that Mr. Tasca’s objective is to maintain the size of the deck of 269 sq. ft.
That size is within 2” of a square. Is there a reason why the deck could not be rectangular in shape in
order to meet code? Mr. McDermott noted that the deck is already nonconforming toward the lake. A
rectangular deck cannot be approved because it would be closer to the lake.
Vice Chair Terry stated this is a situation that comes up at Coon Lake where something is
nonconforming and people request variances due to the nature of the lots. He sees nothing unreasonable
about the request for usage; it will not encroach upon anything. What the Commission is constricted by
are the terms of the variance; this leaves Vice Chair Terry conflicted with allowing one to utilize their
property for enjoyment of living vs. meeting the terms of code. He would like to find a solution to make
this work. Mr. Tasca said it is a lake home with outdoor enjoyment and believes a deck is essential to
enjoying the lake. Vice Chair Terry sees this deck as being a reasonable size and that it will not protrude
beyond the chimney which is already an encroachment of the setback. Chair McLaurin said it is the
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definition of encroachment in the statue – it does not include decks. Ms. Hanson said the Commission
could recommend approval stating why and Staff will draft a resolution for it. If the Commission has
findings on why to proceed as approved it will need to be stated and the resolution will read as such.
Commissioner Allenspach stated City Council will have the final say on this variance request. She
agrees with Vice Chair Terry that it seems like such a minute thing, but the code is written for a reason.
Vice Chair Terry prefers that the Commission deal with variance requests on a case-by-case basis. Chair
McLaurin agreed that this is especially true for Coon Lake properties and septic systems. She has no
problem with the deck variance request.
Vice Chair Terry moved and Commissioner Allenspach seconded to recommend to City Council
approval for the side yard setback reduction from 9.4 feet to 7.7 feet for the relocation of the deck
based on the following: It is less of an encroachment of space than the existing chimney, the
reasonable size of the deck, it is a deck and not a solid structure, and it makes perfect use of the
property and it would be petty to encroach upon that on a technicality. Motion passed unanimously.
Commissioner Johnson moved and Commissioner Eich seconded to recommendation to the City
Council approval for the setback reduction to the OHW from 75 feet to 71.3 feet to allow for an
addition to the residential structure with conditions as set forth in RESOLUTION
APPROVING A VARIANCE REQUEST FOR A SETBACK REDUCTION OF 3.7 FEET
FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF AN ADDITION TO THE EXISTING RESIDENCE ON THE
PROPERTY LOCATED AT 3742 EDMAR LANE (PID: 35-33-23-21- 0006) LOT 5 BLOCK 1
EDWARDS BEACH, COON LAKE, ANOKA COUNTY. Motion carried unanimously.
This item goes before City Council on Monday, February 10, 2020.
7.0 Public Hearing: Zoning Text Amendments – Section 14 Detached Accessory Structure and Section
22-3 C. Prohibited Parking
Background Information:
At the January 6, 2020 City Council work meeting, Staff requested guidance from City Council on
several ordinance changes to be made.
Section 10-15 Driveway Access and Standards
• The fire code has additional requirements for driveways that are longer than 150’, 500’ and 750’
respectively. The fire code is adopted in its entirety within the City Code. In recent history the City has
come across driveways that are longer and because it’s not spelled out in the driveway code, but is in the
fire code, it’s being missed and certain fire standards are not being addressed in new home permits. In
order to increase public safety and safety for emergency services the City wants to make sure the code is
addressing the driveway standards as well.
Section 14 Detached Accessory Structures
• The Minnesota Building Code does not require permits for structures under 200 sq. ft. In an effort to
conform with this requirement for the ease of residents and contractors, one of the proposed
amendments to this ordinance is to no longer require permits for structures under 200 sq. ft. instead of
the 120 sq. ft. that is presently the requirement within the code.
• Residents frequently request larger detached accessory structures due to the way the breakdown of lot
sizes are handled within the code. In an effort to work with these residents, without changing the
intention of the existing ordinance, City Council suggested the possibility of a prorated system for
properties that are near the lot size cutoffs, however, it was acknowledged that an equation for
building size to lot size would be needlessly complex for maximum square footage of a detached
accessory structure. With this guidance, the existing table for maximum square footage was expanded
to include prorated footage by quarter acre. This chart allows for property owners to build structures
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that are proportionate to the existing allowances intentions of preserving trees and greenspace within
the community.
Section 22-3 C. Prohibited Parking
• The City is presently having a significant number of code enforcement issues with semitrucks being
parked on rural residential lots. These are not 40-acres lots but are smaller rural residential lots. The way
the current ordinance is written it makes it unenforceable in court. City Council approved Staff coming
up with wording to meet the intent but also make it enforceable. The proposed text brought forth is an
effort to close those legal loopholes.
Section 25 Fence Regulations
• With more urban development, and urban sized lots being developed in the city there is a need for
zoning review for fencing to avoid unintentional easement encumbrance. This has shown to be an
issue in existing urban sized lots.
• An additional issue faced presently is the obstruction of roadways at intersections, while the
ordinance already addresses this, through utilization of a required zoning permit in R-1 and R-2
districts it will be easier to remedy before the residents placing the fence have installed the fence.
• Pool safety is also a large concern that has been brought up by several residents recently. There are
requirements through the Minnesota Building Code for pool fences, however, it is pertinent for
them to be added as a zoning permit requirement as well for the safety of the city and its residents.
Staff Recommendation:
Staff requests the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the proposed amendments to the
Zoning Code and make a recommendation to City Council on the proposed amendments.
Ms. McDermott reviewed the wording of the proposed amendments to the Zoning Code.
Chair McLaurin opened the public hearing. There were no comments so Chair McLaurin closed the
public hearing.
Under Section 22-3 Prohibited Parking Chair McLaurin asked if 24 hours within a calendar month is a
reasonable amount of time if something is being unloaded or loaded, i.e. sod? Ms. McDermott said Staff
is open to suggestions on these amendments. Chair McLaurin thinks three eight-hour days in a 30-day
timeframe may not be enough time to unload. Commissioner Johnson asked where the problems are
coming from with code enforcement? Ms. McDermott said a number of semitrucks are being parked or
left idling in residential areas. Commissioner Terry asked if a converted school bus is included in this
ordinance? Ms. McDermott stated if a bus is converted into a recreational vehicle that falls under
another section of the City ordinances. The consensus of the Commission was that 24 hours in a 30-day
timeframe is a reasonable amount of time.
Under Section 25 Fence Regulations Vice Chair Terry asked what a Certificate of Compliance is and
what is the process for that? Ms. McDermott said that is a certificate that residents would need to get if a
fence is built without a permit. The building official or inspector then go out to make sure the fence
meets ordinance requirements. Vice Chair Terry asked if there is a difference in fees for a Certificate of
Compliance vs. a zoning permit? Yes. The Certificate of Compliance is $50 and the proposed zoning
permit for a fence is $15. That is the proposal staff made to City Council. Only one resident has gotten a
Certificate of Compliance since the establishment of that requirement. Vice Chair Terry asked if
everyone who has put up a fence needs a Certificate of Compliance? Only in the R-1 and R-2 zoning
districts. Vice Chair Terry asked if that is what people have been doing? Ms. McDermott said
theoretically, yes. Only one certificate has been purchased because code enforcement is done on a
complaint basis. There are a number of fences going up in Whispering Aspen on corner lots that are not
meeting the requirement of 4’ in the front yard which leads to visibility issues when snow is plowed;
that is a large reason why this is being addressed. Also, there have been numerous fences placed in the
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drainage and utility easement which would mean huge removal costs to the resident if issues were to
arise in the easement. How is the City proposing to let those residents know that? If it is passed, Ms.
McDermott has something ready to put into the City newsletter and it will be addressed at the Spring
Townhall meeting. If passed, Chair McLaurin said it would be good to include swimming pool fence
requirements in the newsletter and at the Spring Townhall meeting. [There are a lot of swimming pools
that do not have fences.] Commissioner Eich asked if these amendments are being initiated due to
certain case scenarios? Small acreage lots are driving the entire City to have a regulation, a permit…
Ms. McDermott said that is why it is only in the R1 and R2 zones; it’s not for RR. Vice Chair Terry
likes that the permit cost is less than the certificate cost.
Commissioner Allenspach moved and Commissioner Johnson seconded to recommend to City
Council approval of the Zoning Ordinance Revision Section 14 Detached Accessory Structures
and Section 22-3 C. Prohibited Parking as presented by staff. Motion carried unanimously.
Vice Chair asked if the motion covered the Fence Regulations and Chair McLaurin questioned whether
the motion covered all of the sections. Vice Chair Terry asked that the motion be amended to include the
fence sections.
Commissioner Allenspach moved to amend her motion and Commissioner Johnson seconded to
amend her second to read: Recommend to City Council approval of the Zoning Ordinance
Revisions to Section 10-15 Driveway Access and Standards, Section 14 Detached Accessory
Structures, Section 22-3 C. Prohibited Parking, and Section 25 Fence Regulations amendments.
Motion carried unanimously
8.0 City Council Report
Liaison Harrington thanked the commissioners for all of their work in 2019 which was a busy year.
Council Liaison Tim Harrington reported the following City Council actions:
•
Council approved a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) for the Elevage project on the east
side of Hwy 65. Commissioner Eich asked what is in the MOU? Ms. Hanson said it contains
dates of when the City will start the utility projects and have the roads installed. The MOU is a
show of commitment between the developer and the City and that both parties are serious with
moving forward on the project. Council Member Harrington stated the only hold up on the City’s
end would be if the MNDOT $3.2 million grant does not go through. Things are looking good
with MNDOT; the City expects a definitive answer in February.
•
Council discussed the Reserve Capacity Loan for sewer and water and the opportunity in 2023 to
pay the loan off for about $2 million. This is dependent on where the City is with ERU’s. The
hope is that it can be paid in cash from new construction in the area in lieu of a bond.
•
February 8 – Game Day at the Senior Center from noon – 6:00 pm. Staff is working on events to
bring community members together. Council Member Plaisance will be supervising Game Day.
Commissioner Johnson asked how Game Day is being advertised? It is on the message board and
it’s scheduled to be on a Facebook post. It was suggested to add it to the City newsletter.
•
April 18th is the pet clinic at the Ice Arena
•
April 23rd is the Townhall meeting
•
April 25th is the spring recycling day and Arbor Day
•
April 27th is the Board of Equalization and Taxation at City Hall
8.0 Other Business
Commissioner Allenspach [Office Manager for Cambia Hills] shared that Cambia Hills of East Bethel is
going to be finished and ready for occupancy in March. Staff training and orientation will begin on
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Monday, March 2nd. A public open house and ribbon cutting ceremony is scheduled for Wednesday,
March 25th. Tours will be held into the evening. More details will be made public.
Chair McLaurin asked if the Comp Plan is completed? Ms. Hanson said it is close to being submitted to
the Metropolitan Council for a second review; she hopes to submit it within the next week or two.
Ms. McDermott noted that at the February 10th City Council meeting there will be a Chapter 74
Ordinance revision for utilities; mainly septic holding tanks. State statute requires septic holding tanks
have a variance, so the City will be amending the variance process solely for septic holding tanks. This
is not a planning and zoning function. It is purely building code and for State statute. This is being
proposed in an effort to assist residents with the short timeframe to get septic holding tanks installed.
9.0 Adjournment
Vice Chair Terry moved and Commissioner Johnson seconded to adjourn at 8:11 pm. Motion
passed unanimously.
Submitted by:
Gail Gessner
Recording Secretary
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City of East Bethel
Planning Commission Regular Meeting
Agenda Item Information
Date: February 26, 2020
Agenda Item Number: 4.0
Agenda Item: Oath of Office – Commissioners Daryl Lawrence and Jim Smith
Requested Action: Administer Oath of Office
Background Information:
At the City Council regular meeting on February 10, 2020, the Council appointed Jim Smith to the Planning
Commission, for a term of three (3) years, expiring January 31, 2024. Also, with the resignation of
Commissioner Cornicelli, the Council appointed Daryl Lawrence to fulfill the remainder of the term, expiring
on January 31, 2021.
Recommendation:
Chair McLaurin will administer the Oath of Office to Daryl Lawrence and Jim Smith.
Attachment:
Oath of Office
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Oath of Office
City of East Bethel, Minnesota
Please raise your right hand and read aloud:
I,

, do solemnly swear or affirm that I will support the

Constitution of the United States of America and the State of Minnesota,
and faithfully discharge the duties as a member of the City of East
Bethel Planning Commission, the County of Anoka and the
State of Minnesota to the best of my ability. So help me God.
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City of East Bethel
Planning Commission Regular Meeting
Agenda Item Information
Date: February 26, 2020
Agenda Item Number: Item 5.0
Agenda Item: Interim Use Permit – Chickens
Requested Action: Request approval of an Interim Use Permit for the keeping of Chickens on a property
zoned Rural Residential
Background Information:
Location:
20350 Jewell St NE
East Bethel, MN 55092
PIN#: 24-33-23-21-0014
Legal: LUNDE ADDITION LOT 3 BLK 1 LUNDE
ADDITION (SUBJ TO EASEMENT AS SHOWN ON
PLAT)
Zoning: RR- Rural Residential

Fee Owner/ Applicant:
Trung and Connie Ha

Trung and Connie Ha are requesting an IUP for the keeping of chickens on their property. There is a coop on
the property for shelter. This property meets the acreage requirements established by City Ordinance. This
was previously a code enforcement case, which resulted in the IUP application being submitted to the City and
the rooster that had previously been on the property being removed.
Under Chapter 10 – Animals, Section 10-151(j) Exceptions, subp. (2) it notes that a maximum of 10 animals
may be kept on a parcel with a minimum of one acre of pasture land without an IUP as long as the other
conditions of the code are met for animals requiring 0.01 acres per animal unit, and then states that the
keeping of 20 or more animals requires an IUP. Elsewhere in the code it is stated that all properties under
three acres need an IUP for the keeping of chickens. The property owners would like to keep no more than 20
chickens and meet the acreage requirements by ordinance. The code enforcement complaint was not in
regards to the number of chickens, solely on the rooster that is no longer present on the property.
Attachment(s):
1. Aerial Photo
2. Location Map
Fiscal Impact: Unknown
Recommendation(s):
City Staff is requesting the Planning Commission recommend approval to the City Council of an IUP for keeping
up to 20 chickens for Trung and Connie Ha at 20350 Jewell St NE, 2.46 acres, 24-33-23-21-0014, Zoning: Rural
Residential with the following conditions:
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1. There shall be no roosters on the property.
2. Permit shall expire when:
a. The property is sold,
b. The IUP expires, or
c. Non-compliance of IUP conditions
3. Property owner shall have thirty (30) days to remove the approved chickens upon expiration of the IUP.
4. Conditions of the IUP must be met no later than April 1, 2020. Failure to meet conditions will result in
the null and void of the IUP.
5. Property may be inspected and evaluated annually by city staff.
6. There will be no other farm animals that are governed by the City Ordinance kept on this property
without the approval of an IUP amendment by City Council.
7. Applicants must comply with City Code Section 10, Article V – Farm Animals
Planning Commission Action:
Motion by: _______________
Second by: _______________
Vote Yes: _____
Vote No: _____
No Action Needed: _____
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Parcel Information
PIN: 243323210004
Acres: 2.46
Owner Name: HA CONNIE
Address1: 20350 JEWELL ST NE
Addres 2: EAST BETHEL, MN 55011

1 in = 188 ft

±

Site Address1: 20350 JEWELL ST NE
Site Addres 2: EAST BETHEL, MN 55011-9523
Zoning: RR
Shoreland: null
Legal: LUNDE ADDITION LOT 3 BLK 1 LUNDE
ADDITION (SUBJ TO EASE AS SHOWN ON PLAT)
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1 in = 6,019 ft

±
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