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City of East Bethel
Planning Commission Agenda
Planning Commission Regular Meeting
Date: March 23, 2021 at 7 p.m.

Pursuant to Minnesota Statutes Section 13D.021 and the declared public health emergency due to COVID-19,
Planning Commission members will attend this meeting by telephone or Webex video conferencing.
The meeting may be monitored via the following means: Cable Channel 10 or the City of East Bethel YouTube
channel (www.youtube.com/channel/UC8_7ShcME-XG14pN5JrmBGg/live)

1.

Call To Order

2.

Adopt Agenda

3.

Approval of Minutes: February 23, 2021 (p. 2-9)

4.

Public Hearing – Planned Unit Development and Preliminary Plat – Elevage EB First Addition –
187th Ave and Highway 65 – Elevage EB Holdings, LLC (p.12-26)

5.

Final Plat – Planned Unit Development and Elevage EB First Addition – 187th Ave and Highway 65–
Elevage EB Holdings, LLC (p. 28-33)

6.

Public Hearing – Variance – Side yard Reduction – 4640 East Front Blvd – Andrew Nelson (p.36-41)

7.

Updates

8.

Adjourn
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DRAFT MINUTES: NOT YET APPROVED
EAST BETHEL PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
February 23, 2021

Pursuant to Minnesota Statutes Section 13D.021 and the declared public
health emergency due to COVID-19, this meeting was held remotely.
MEMBERS PRESENT: Wanda McLaurin, Sherry Allenspach, Glenn Terry, Tom Eich, Jim Smith,
Daryl Lawrence, Sharon Johnson
MEMBERS ABSENT: None
ALSO PRESENT: Jack Davis, City Administrator
Stephanie Hanson, Community Development Director
Erin McDermott, Zoning Administrator
Suzanne Erkel, City Council Liaison
Brian Mundle, City Council Member
Shelly Beck, City Council Member
1.0 Call to Order
Chair Wanda McLaurin called the Planning Commission regular meeting to order at 7:00 pm.
2.0 Adopt Agenda
Commissioner Johnson moved and Commissioner Allenspach seconded to adopt the agenda as
presented. Roll call vote was taken. McLaurin yes, Allenspach yes, Terry yes, Eich yes, Smith yes,
Lawrence yes, Johnson yes. Motion passed unanimously.
3.0 Appointment of Vice-Chair and Chairperson
McLaurin noted with Covid neither the Vice-Chair or the Chairperson have had the opportunity to fulfill
their roles and recommended the Vice-Chair and Chairperson be allowed to finish out 2021.
There were no objections.
Commissioner Allenspach moved and Commissioner Smith seconded to reappoint the current
Chairperson and reappoint the Vice-Chair through 2021. Roll call vote was taken. McLaurin yes,
Allenspach yes, Terry yes, Eich yes, Smith yes, Lawrence yes, Johnson yes. Motion passed.
4.0 Approve January 26, 2021 meeting minutes
Terry stated on page 5, second paragraph requested the sentence “This did not appeal to him” be stricken.
Commissioner Johnson moved and Commissioner Terry seconded to adopt the January 26, 2021
regular meeting minutes as amended. Roll call vote was taken. McLaurin yes, Allenspach yes, Terry
yes, Eich yes, Smith yes, Lawrence yes, Johnson yes. Motion passed.
5.0 Final Plat – Whispering Aspen 2nd Addition – 241st Ave and Pierce St – Firebird Land
Hanson reviewed staff’s report stating on November 9, 2020 City Council approved the preliminary plat
with the conditions that city staff comments must be satisfactorily addressed and a financial guarantee in
the amount determined by the City Engineer shall be established for street, utility, and grading work prior
to the release of the final plat for recording with Anoka County.
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Hanson stated once the final plat is approved by City Council, the City Engineer will submit the amount of
the Financial Guarantee. Once staff receive the funds, the Mylar will be released for filing with Anoka
County.
Hanson requests the Commission recommend approval of the final Plat known as Whispering Aspen 2nd
Addition with the conditions set forth in the resolution.
Terry noted the road going into the new cul-de-sac outside to curb to outside to curb was 30 feet wide
which was incorrect. He noted it was 28 foot 8 inches. He indicated in 2005 the zoning had been changed
to 31 feet which was an issue as it was too narrow. He stated the snow issue had been brought up
previously and this was a concern of his also. He noted there was no where to push the snow and with six
houses in the cul-de-sac he was not sure if the snow was pushed in the middle if emergency vehicles could
get in there. Hanson stated this was discussed at Council and Council decided the snow removal would be
plowed to the center of the cul-de-sac, but they would be taking the front-end loader and removing the
snow so there would not be any pile up in the center of the cul-de-sac. She indicated the other cul-de-sacs
in this area were treated the same way. With respect to the street being too narrow, this was a PUD in
2004 and the width of the road was what they were. She indicated going forward if there were other
additions, the roads would be that size also.
Terry stated what concerned him was that Hokanson who approved this claimed the road was 30 feet wide
coming in and it wasn’t. He stated that was an incorrect measurement and as of 2005 all of the new roads
in the City are supposed to be 31 feet. Hanson stated she could not comment on this and it would be better
to ask the City Engineer. She indicated they could not go off of Zoning as this was a PUD and they need
to go off of what was approved with this development.
Terry stated with a new cul-de-sac the zoning should follow it. Hanson indicated the zoning would not
follow the new cul-de-sac as this entire area was a part of the PUD approved in 2004 and the Agreement
specifically stated what was approved in 2004 would be carried through the entire development.
Terry stated this could cost the City additional money and time to remove the snow out of the cul-de-sac.
He asked if there was a way one house could be left out so snow could be pushed onto that lot. He asked
how many more lots did this developer have to develop. Hanson stated there was quite a few more lots to
be developed.
Terry asked if staff could suggest one lot be left undeveloped for snow storage. Hanson responded it can
be suggested but the Council had approved the preliminary plat and what they were going off of was what
the Council had approved, but a recommendation could be made. She stated when staff prepared it’s
report to Council, they will add in this recommendation and the concern about the street width.
Allenspach stated she agreed with Terry’s concern with respect to the snow removal. She believed staff
had previously expressed the Commission’s concern to Council and if Council approved it, there was
nothing they could do but it was noted this had been discussed and was a concern.
McLaurin indicated they had discussed this at great length in November and Commissioner’s concerns had
been discussed and given to Council. He stated Council had discussed this and whatever concerns there
had been were satisfied. She stated with respect to the roads, this was a part of the 2004 agreement and
zoning didn’t change until 2005 so there was nothing, they could do about that.
Terry asked Erkel if Council had discussed these concerns. Erkel responded she did not remember
discussing the snow issue, but she had brought up the road size and she was under the assumption that
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when this came back to the Planning Commission the Commissioners would address it. She stated she
was hoping this would be addressed before it came back to the Council. She noted there were situations
where people were not grandfathered in and those people had to follow the current codes. She stated she
was confused about holding residents to one standard and developers to another.
Hanson stated this was called a Planned Unit Development with the standards put in place in 2004. She
stated there was an Agreement signed by the City and the developer stating any subsequent additions
coming forward would be able to meet the standards that were approved in 2004. She stated any
Ordinance approved afterwards didn’t matter. She noted whenever there was a PUD a lot of times those
didn’t meet the current Ordinances. She indicated the only reason this one had different regulations than
other developments happening was because of what the developer and Council in 2004 agreed to. She
stated the plat was following the regulations put in place for this development in 2004.
Hanson indicated the cul-de-sac snow removal was discussed by the City Council and it was determined
the cul-de-sac met the requirements.
Terry asked when this was approved as PUD was there six lots on the plat. Davis responded there were.
He noted the PUD and the Preliminary Plat was attached to the Developer’s Agreement and there were six
lots shown. Hanson noted there was also a ghost plat that was approved and that was given to the
Commissioners also. She indicated the second addition applied to the ghost plat approved in 2004.
Davis stated with the snow removal issue, it was a concern but it was not uncommon. He stated pushing
snow onto a vacant lot was not practical because after snow is pushed onto the lot as few times, a front-end
loader would still need to be brought in to remove it as it would get too deep. He stated both Nate and the
Fire Chief did not believe the snow would be a large problem as long as there was room to get their trucks
in there. He stated there were other cul-de-sacs in the City where this was being handled the same way.
He didn’t think the snow removal was a large issue and the City had plans and would be able to handle it.
Terry stated this would cost the City extra to have to mess around with the snow removal. He indicated
they were spending taxpayer dollars so the developer could add more housing and put the funds in his
pocket. He asked how this was justified to the residents when it cost them more money. Davis stated this
was what was approved in 2004 and this was the finalization of it. He noted they had to bring in front end
loaders to clean up other areas of the City and he did not think this would be much, if any, additional cost
for clean-up.
Commissioner McLaurin moved and Commissioner Johnson seconded to recommend approval of
the final Plat known as Whispering Aspen 2nd Addition to City Council with the conditions set forth
in the provided resolution. Roll call vote was taken. McLaurin yes, Allenspach yes, Terry yes, Eich
yes, Smith nay, Lawrence yes, Johnson yes. Motion passed.
This item goes before City Council on March 8, 2021.
6.0 Public Hearing – Preliminary Plat – Classic Commercial Park 4th Addition – 187th Ave and Ulysses St –
CD Properties North LLC
Hanson reviewed staff’s report stating in 2014, City Council approved the plat for Classic Commercial
Park 3rd Addition. The plat is attached for your review. The plat consists of one (1) buildable lot and one
(1) outlot. City code states that the issuance of a building permit is not allowed on outlots unless the City
Council approves it.
Hanson stated there is an interested business that would like to purchase and build on the outlot. Since the
lot is legally described as an outlot, the property owner would like to re-plat the property for building
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purposes. There will be no changes to the lot size, etc. The only change will be the legal description from
Outlot A Classic Commercial Park 3rd Addition to Lot 1, Block 1 Classic Commercial Park 4th Addition.
Hanson indicated at the time Classic Commercial Park 3rd Addition was platted, park dedication fees were
collected for Lot 1, Block 1; not for outlot A.
Hanson noted the park dedication fee is determined by 5% of the fair market value of the undeveloped
land; not to exceed $2,000.00 per acre. Staff is working with the property owner to determine the amount
required for park dedication fees which will need to be paid prior to the release of the final plat for filing
with Anoka County.
Hanson requested the Commission hold a public hearing, discuss, and recommend approval of the
preliminary plat known as Classic Commercial Park 4th Addition with the conditions set forth in the
attached resolution.
McLaurin opened the public hearing at 7:26 p.m.
There were no comments made.
McLaurin closed the public hearing at 7:27 p.m.
Terry asked when a development came in for platting and an area was designated as an outlot, was that
because it wasn’t taxed. He asked why this would be an outlot in the first place. Hanson responded she
was not sure if an outlot was taxed differently than a regular lot, but she would find out the information
and get back to him.
Terry stated maybe an outlot would give them more flexibility in the future. McLaurin responded that was
her understanding also. Hanson stated there was the opportunity to break this down into lots, but at the
time they probably didn’t have a buyer so it was designated as an outlot.
Commissioner Terry moved and Commissioner Smith seconded to recommend approval of the
preliminary plat known as Classic Commercial Park 4th Addition to City Council with the
conditions set forth in the provided resolution. Roll call vote was taken. McLaurin yes, Allenspach
yes, Terry yes, Eich yes, Smith yes, Lawrence yes, Johnson yes. Motion passed unanimously.
This item goes before City Council on March 8, 2021.
7.0 Final Plat – Classic Commercial Park 4th Addition – 187th Ave and Ulysses St – CD Properties North
LLC
Hanson stated staff requests the Commission recommend approval of the final Plat known as Classic
Commercial Park 4th Addition with the conditions set forth in the resolution attached to the Planning
Commissioner’s packet.
McLaurin noted in the preliminary plat it was stated the park fees would be decided before the final plat
was approved. Hanson responded before this went to the Council on March 8, the fee would be
determined.
Commissioner Johnson moved and Commissioner Terry seconded to recommend approval of the
Final Plat known as Classic Commercial 4th Addition to City Council with the conditions set forth in
the provided resolution. Roll call vote was taken. McLaurin yes, Allenspach yes, Terry yes, Eich yes,
Smith yes, Lawrence yes, Johnson yes. Motion passed unanimously.
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This item goes before City Council on March 8, 2021.
8.0 Public Hearing – City Code Appendix A, Zoning Map Amendment and R-3 Development Standards
McDermott stated 1135 Public Hearing Notices were sent to residents of East Bethel for the rezoning of
properties – since notices were sent staff has spoken with 58 property owners seeking clarification of
what this means in regard to their properties, and after discussing the changes with them all expressed
that they were in favor of the zoning changes as it pertained to their lots.
McDermott reviewed Section 52. Coon Lake Residential (CLR) noting during the 2040 Comp Plan
discussions it was acknowledged that there were significant non-conformity issues, and that present
zoning requirements were hindering property owners. Initially this was proposed as an R-3, however,
during conversations with residents and City Council members it was noted that the Coon Lake Area
may be better suited to have a separate zoning district to address the unique challenges specific to this
area. This will reduce the number of variance requests required for property owners to add decks and
additions to residential structures, as well as acknowledging the septic challenges in the area.
McDermott indicated the properties are within the Coon Lake Land Use in the 2040 Comp Plan,
however, the lots are larger and do not need the reduction of setbacks as proposed for the CLR zoning.
Staff is proposing these lots remain R-1.
McDermott reviewed the Zoning Map Amendment including the removal of the southern portion of the
city from the Rural Center to the Diversified Rural community designation in the City of East Bethel 2040
Comprehensive Plan update resulted in the land use change from a Low to Medium Density Residential
land use to the Rural Residential land use of many of the affected properties from R-1 to a proposed RR.
With the creation of the Coon Lake Land Use designation, it was determined to be reasonable to establish
a Coon Lake Residential (CLR) District to accommodate the challenges unique to the small lot sizes,
including those posed by aging septic systems.
McDermott noted additional areas of concern for future septic challenges have been identified in the
DeGardner’s Ned Lake 2nd Addition Subdivision, as well as the Sunnyview Addition Subdivision,
resulting in these properties being added to the R-3 Zoning District.
McDermott indicated the City Center District has been changed to Mixed Use and expanded to
accommodate future PUDs along the south eastern Highway 65 corridor. The East Bethel Village
Apartments property was rezoned MXU, along with two properties to the west of Hwy. 65 and 241st
Ave NE.
McDermott reviewed Section 49 – Mixed Use District (MXU) and noted the MXU district leaves the
previously designated City Center zoning designation largely unchanged, with the exception of the
removal of the development standards requiring a minimum 20-acre project size, as this could hinder
future development.
McDermott stated the MXU requires a PUD for all future development.
McDermott reviewed Section 51 – Small Lot Single Family Residential (R-3) indicating the R-3 is similar
to the R-1 district, as the only differences are the 7ft side and rear yard setback, and the density
requirements, which have changed from a minimum of 10 acres to a minimum of 2 acres without City
sewer and water. These are the same setbacks as approved in the Viking Preserve and Whispering Aspen
PUDs.
McDermott indicated this zoning designation will help the City recognize septic and well challenges,
and while the City is still required by the MPCA to grant variances for holding tanks and setback
reduction of more than 50%, it will be easier to address through the establishment of precedence in the
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matter of septic systems.
McDermott reviewed the R-3 Proposed Areas including:
-

Sunnyview and DeGardner’s Ned Lake Addition –McDermott indicated the properties within these
subdivisions are on average .45 acres, with a large percentage of the lots being inhibited by what is
designated as a highly susceptible wetland, which puts septic and minimum building setback from
the delineated wetland edge at 50ft. The City is seeing a significant number of these properties being
identified as having failing septic systems through inspections by licensed septic inspectors. Both of
these subdivisions were approved in 1964 and 1973 respectively, many of the aging septic systems
are approximately 50 years old, are highly anticipated by staff to begin having similar numbers of
failing septic systems requiring setback or holding tank variance approval by City Council as in the
Coon Lake Beach area. The rezoning of these lots to R-3 would allow for more expeditious
remedies for these property owners through the lessening of setback requirements to lower the
number of septic setback variance requests.

-

Viking Preserve –McDermott stated this property was developed as a PUD with similar lot standards
as the proposed R-3. The approved setbacks for this PUD are 25ft for the front and rear yard, and 7ft
from the side property lines. The rear yard setback is unaffected. This subdivision was never rezoned
and resulted in split zoning for the subdivision as well as affected 15 individual lots being split zoned
as R-1 and R-2 and an additional 4 lots being split zoned as R-2 and City Center. This has been a
challenge with title companies inquiring with the city for potential homeowners in this subdivision,
this potentially caused buyers to choose a different lot within the subdivision and could cause future
financing issues for individuals looking to purchase these lots. Staff is recommending the rezoning of
these properties to R- 3 Small Lot Residential.

-

Pine Grove Estates and Nordin Estates – McDermott indicated these properties were initially
proposed to be rezoned to R-3 Small Lot Residential, however, upon closer review of these
subdivisions staff is recommending no rezoning of these properties, maintaining the present R-1
Single Family Residential zoning.
McDermott requested the Planning Commission hold a public hearing for the proposed amendments to
the Zoning Map and Zoning Code, and make a recommendation to City Council on the proposed
amendments: Creation of the Coon Lake Residential (CLR) Zoning District; Creation of the Small Lot
Single Family Residential (R-3) Zoning District; Amendment of the City Center (CC) Zoning District to
Mixed Use (MXU) Zoning District Amend the proposed Zoning Map to exclude the following
subdivisions and properties:
- Pine Grove Estates
- Nordin Estates
- Katies Way
- Peterson Ridge
- Tri Oak Estates
- Ken & Barb’s Addition
- Rasmussen Manor
- Sunny Meadows
- Unplatted Lots outlined in Attachment 9 to the Commissioner’s packet.
McLaurin opened the public hearing at 7:43 p.m.
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McLaurin proposed going through these one at a time starting with Coon Lake. She asked if there were
any comments with respect to the Coon Lake residential properties. There were no comments made.
McLaurin asked if there were any comments with respect to the Zoning Map Amendment. Jody
Bratsch, 19265 Lever Street NE, stated she lived in between Katies Way development and that
development had larger lots. She indicated her lot was 1.3 acres and her neighbors had .5 acre. She
asked if she would stay the same. She believed they should be rezoned as their lots were not as large as
the others around them. McDermott responded her property would be Coon Lake Residential. She
stated Katie’s Way Subdivision was removed but all of the lots to the east of there would be the Coon
Lake Residential which is where her property would fit in. Bratsch indicated she understood and thanked
the Commission. There were no other comments regarding the Zoning Map Amendment.
McLaurin asked if there were any comments regarding the Mixed-Use District. There were no
comments regarding the Mixed-Use District.
McLaurin asked if there were any comments regarding the Small Lot Single-Family Residential now
known as R-3. There were no comments regarding the Small Lot Single-Family Residential now known
as R-3.
McLaurin closed the public hearing at 7:48 p.m.
McLaurin asked the Commission if anyone had any comments regarding the Coon Lake Residential
properties. Allenspach stated staff did an awesome job on this entire thing. McLaurin agreed and
thanked the staff for their thoroughness.
Johnson asked if there were many lots not built. McDermott responded the majority of the undeveloped
lots were on the southern leg on the south side of the lake. She stated a lot of that property was owned
by the State. She did not know of many other areas in the Coon Lake Beach area that were not built on.
Johnson stated she understood why they were rezoning this area, but she wasn’t sure it was a good idea
to open it up if there were a lot of undeveloped areas. McLaurin stated she understood this was just for
Coon Lake. McDermott responded the reason for this was to give staff the ability to address septic
requests without bringing it to Council. However, if the septic systems were being proposed to be
within seven feet then that would need to be addressed by Council. She noted the majority of variance
requested in this area was for setback issues either for septic systems or for decks and this approval
would make it easier for the City and residents.
Smith asked if this would be mainly for septic and wells. McDermott responded it would be for septic
and decks.
Erkel asked if any of this caused any consequences to residents that haven’t been considered.
McDermott stated staff had looked at a lot of this and the give and take was on the western portion there
were a significant portion of lots going from an R-1 zoning to Rural Residential which meant their side
yard setbacks instead of being ten feet would be 25 feet. She noted the southern portion of the City was
very wet though and a lot of those owners were not adversely affected as they would need to be away
from the wetlands anyway. She indicated those lots were larger though and so they could subdivide at a
minimum lot size of 2 acres with an average of 2.5 acres so they were gaining abilities with their lots
that they didn’t have currently.
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Erkel asked if the side yard setback have to be 25 feet or could it go less. McDermott responded that
was what the Rural Residential District was currently set at. She indicated Council could consider not
rezoning those properties and leaving them as R-1, but with the lot sizes they fit with the land use of
Rural Residential and that was why it was changed within the Comprehensive Plan as well.
McLaurin asked the Commission if anyone had any comments regarding the Mixed-Use District.
McLaurin asked the Commission if anyone had any comments regarding the Small Lot Single-Family
Residential now known as R-3.
Smith asked why there was an issue with Viking Preserve. McLaurin noted it was the way they were
zones. She noted 19 lots were zoned one way and 4 lots were zoned a different way and the proposal
was to make them all zoned the same way. McDermott explained the reason for the rezoning of Viking
Preserve.
McLaurin asked if any Commissioners had any questions on the entire proposal. Beck asked what the
difference was between Rural Residential and R-1. McDermott explained the differences stating R-1
was established because that was what was planned for sewer and water which they were kind of
sticking to in removing the southern portion as that portion was not planned on having sewer and water.
She noted R-1 was higher density. She stated Rural Residential was intended to keep more green space
and rural feel.
Commissioner Lawrence moved and Commissioner Each seconded to recommend approval to
City Council. Roll call vote was taken. McLaurin yes, Allenspach yes, Terry yes, Eich yes, Smith
yes, Lawrence yes, Johnson yes. Motion passed unanimously.
This item goes before City Council on March 8, 2021.
9.0 Updates
Council Liaison Erkel updated the Commission on recent Council actions.
Terry noted the pond at Booster Park was being taken over by beavers and he recommended the trees be
wrapped before they were lost. Hanson stated he would bring this up with the City Administrator and
staff tomorrow.
10.0 Adjournment
Commissioner McLaurin moved and Commissioner Allenspach seconded to adjourn at 8:10 pm.
Roll call vote was taken. McLaurin yes, Allenspach yes, Terry yes, Eich yes, Smith yes, Lawrence
yes, Johnson yes. Motion passed unanimously.
Submitted by:
Kathy Altman
TimeSaver Off Site Secretarial, Inc.
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City of East Bethel
Planning Commission Regular Meeting
Agenda Item Information
Date: March 23, 2021
Agenda Item Number: 4.0
Agenda Item: Public Hearing –Planned Unit Development (PUD) Master Plan and Preliminary Plat – Elevage
EB First Addition – 187th and Highway 65 - Elevage EB Holdings LLC
Background Information:
The property is zoned MXU – Mixed Use District. Mixed use allows for commercial, multi-residential and
single-family residential. Also, a PUD is required for all development within the MXU district.
The approved 2040 East Bethel Comprehensive Plan requires a mixed use component in this particular area in
the City, including higher density residential development. Therefore the proposed uses, including higher
residential density is in compliance with the approved Comprehensive Plan and the East Bethel zoning code.
PUD
The purpose of a PUD is to encourage more efficient allocation of density and intensity of land use where such
arrangement is desirable and feasible by providing the means of greater creativity and flexibility in
environmental design. It must be demonstrated to the satisfaction of the City Council that a higher quality
development will result. Some PUD design standards may include higher residential density, smaller lots,
better architectural design/materials of home and commercial buildings, increased amount of open/green space
and landscaping, and trails. Also, a PUD is a way to ensure cohesiveness of the developments in the mixed use
area.
The overall Elevage development is a PUD. Attachment 5 is the PUD Master Plan, which includes commercial,
single-family, and multi-family. The PUD Master Plan was reviewed by the Planning Commission on
September 24, 2019 and discussed at a City Council work session on October 7, 2019.
Attachment 4 is a letter from the developer describing the proposed PUD, which will be completed in 5 phases.
Each phase of the development will have specific standards unique to that particular phase; therefore, specific
PUD standards will be approved for each phase through a Master Development PUD Agreement. At this time,
the Commission is suggested to review and approve the overall concept of the PUD Master Plan.
Preliminary Plat
The plat is approximately 66 acres; consisting of one (1) buildable lot (2.6 acres) and two (2) outlots. Outlots A
and B will be developed in the future (up to 5 phases). Attachment 7 is the preliminary plat.
There is an interested business that would like to purchase and build on the 2.6 acre lot. It is proposed that site
preparation will begin in 2021 and construction will commence in 2022. A site plan for the new business will
be submitted and reviewed by city staff, Planning Commission and City Council.
The City Engineer reviewed and approved the storm water drainage for the buildable lot. The drainage for the
remainder of the property will remain the same and will be addressed once the outlots are platted and
developed.
Street Access
The development will be accessed by a new frontage street that will be constructed by the City of East Bethel.
The City is projecting the street project to begin no later than June 1, 2021. Attachment 6 depicts the frontage
road location and design. The developer is responsible for internal streets that are part of future phases.
Item 4.0
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Park Dedication

On March 9, 2021, the Parks Commission recommended approval of a park dedication fee for the plat. The park
dedication fee is determined by 5% of the fair market value of the undeveloped land; not to exceed $2,000.00
per acre. Staff is working with the property owner to determine the amount required for park dedication fees
which will need to be paid prior to the release of the final plat for filing with Anoka County.
Recommendation:
Staff requests the Commission hold a public hearing, discuss and recommend approval of the following:
1. Resolution 21-XX, Approving the Planned Unit Development Master Plan for Elevage EB Development
2. Resolution 21-XX, Approving the Preliminary Plat for Elevage EB First Addition
Attachments:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Resolution 21-XX, Resolution Approving PUD Master Plan
Resolution 21-XX, Resolution Approving Preliminary Plat
Location Map
PUD Letter from Developer
PUD Master Plan
City Frontage Road Exhibit
Preliminary Plat

Motion by: _______________
Second by: _______________
Vote Yes: _____
Vote No: _____
No Action Needed: _____
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LEGEND

SINGLE FAMILY LOT AREAS

19,701

22,328

20

18

17

15,715

16,395

16,935

17,563

20,618

14,000

19
21

± 23,000 SF

FUTURE RETAIL SUMMARY
AREAS

± 13,000 SF

FUTURE GROCERY
FUTURE RETAIL

REQUIRED PARKING*

254 SPACES

LOT NUMBER

PROPOSED FINISHED
CONTOUR

EXISTING CONTOUR
EXPOSED OPENING
ELEVATION

RIGHT OF WAY

LOWEST
FLOOR
ELEVATION

TYPICAL SINGLE FAMILY
LOT GRADING DETAIL

GARAGE FLOOR
ELEVATION

33,625

RECOMMENDED
HOUSE TYPE

32,327

± 2,100 SF

23

16,642

CENTERLINE STATIONING

10 STALLS / 10 STALLS

350 SPACES
ADA STALLS REQ'D / PROVIDED

PROPOSED PARKING

PARKING
24

16,424

CENTERLINE PROFILE ELEVATION

FUTURE DRIVE-THRU RESTAURANT

25

15,292

22

26

15,260
15,245

15,239

15,918

27

16,595

28

31

30

29

32

19,864

16,595

PHONE: 651-645-4197

C400

SHEET NUMBER

XXX

CHECKED BY

MINNESOTA
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BY

DATE

REVISIONS

No.

WWW.KIMLEY-HORN.COM

44785

XX/XX/XXXX

DATE:

767 EUSTIS STREET, SUITE 100, ST. PAUL, MN 55114

XXX

MN
LIC. NO.

XXX

DRAWN BY

BETH A. ENGUM, P.E.

DESIGNED BY

© 2019 KIMLEY-HORN AND ASSOCIATES, INC.

AS SHOWN

SCALE

ELEVAGE DEVELOPMENT
GROUP

PROPERTY SUMMARY

17,325

AREA (SF)

3

23,614

21,218

1

4

22,496

2

LOT NO.

5

17,309

63.11 AC

ELEVAGE PUD

2.32 AC

6

TOTAL PROPERTY AREA

6.40 AC

7

15,545

1.88 AC
FUTURE SENIOR LIVING AREA

3.52 AC

12,927

14.93 AC

FUTURE RETAIL AREA

14.42 AC

13,538

TOWN HOME AREA

RETAIL AREA

8

14,507

SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL AREA

RIGHT OF WAY DEDICATION*

8.09 AC

9

34

33

PREPARED FOR

PROPERTY LINE
PROPOSED FENCE
SETBACK LINE
PROPOSED CURB AND GUTTER
WETLAND DELINEATION
WETLAND BUFFER
PROPOSED STANDARD DUTY ASPHALT

OUTLOT A

11

0.37 AC

10
0.98 AC

15,480

10.20 AC
OUTLOT C

17,572

OUTLOT B

OUTLOT D

12

17,840

13
14

29.05 AC

18,310

18,373

NET DEVELOPABLE AREA**

*RIGHT OF WAY DEDICATION AREA APROXIMATE. HIGHWAY 65
DEDICATION AREA TBD BY MNDOT

16

15

DATE
09/16/2019

I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THIS PLAN,
SPECIFICATION OR REPORT WAS PREPARED BY
ME OR UNDER MY DIRECT SUPERVISION AND
THAT I AM A DULY LICENSED PROFESSIONAL
ENGINEER UNDER THE LAWS OF THE STATE OF
MINNESOTA.

KHA PROJECT
160048000

ELEVAGE PUD

OVERALL SITE AND
DEVELOPMENT
PLAN

EAST BETHEL

PROPOSED CONCRETE PAVEMENT

PROPOSED STORMWATER MANAGEMENT AREA

PROPOSED CONCRETE SIDEWALK

PROPOSED TRAFFIC SIGNAL

**NET DEVELOPABLE AREA EXCLUDES OUTLOTS AND RIGHT OF WAY
DEDICATION

PRELIMINARY - NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

NORTH

PC - Page 25 of 41

Item 4.0, Attachement 6

Page 1 of 1

PC - Page 26 of 41

S89°17'51"E 997.00
Parcels 2 and 3:

N2°27'59"W 1321.48

The Northwest Quarter of the Northeast Quarter of Section 32, Township 33, Range 23, Anoka County, Minnesota, EXCEPT the following tracts:

S2°33'40"E 1324.66

AY
STATE TRUNK HIGHW

NE
DAVENPORT STREET

(1) The east 150 feet of the north 297 feet of the South Half of the Northwest Quarter of the Northeast Quarter, Section 32, Township 33, Range 23, in East Bethel Village.

NO. 65

OUTLOT A

5.92
S4°15'14"E 65

LOT 1

6.89
N4°26'14"W 98

BLOCK 1

OUTLOT B

8.14
S4°15'14"E 29

(2) That part of the Northwest Quarter of the Northeast Quarter of Section 32, Township 33, Range 23, described as follows: Beginning at the southwest corner of said Northwest Quarter of the Northeast Quarter; thence North along the west line of said Northwest Quarter of the Northeast Quarter, a distance of 328.75 feet; thence East parallel with the
south line to the point of intersection of the center line of Ditch No. 28; thence in a southeasterly direction to a point of intersection with the south line of said Northwest Quarter of the Northeast Quarter; thence West along said line to point of beginning.
(3) That part of the Northwest Quarter of the Northeast Quarter of Section 32, Township 33, Range 23, Anoka County, Minnesota, described as follows: Commencing at the northwest corner of the Northwest Quarter of the Northeast Quarter; thence South 00 degrees 00 minutes West along the west line of said Northwest Quarter of the Northeast
Quarter a distance of 858.60 feet; thence North 90 degrees 00 minutes East a distance of 200 feet to the actual point of beginning of the tract of land to be hereby described, said point being on the east right-of-way line of State Trunk Highway No. 65; thence North 0 degrees 00 minutes West along said east right-of-way line of State Trunk Highway No. 65
a distance of 351.97 feet; thence continuing on said east right-of-way line and along a tangential curve to the right having a radius of 22,924.04 feet and a delta angle of 0 degrees 28 minutes 12 seconds for a distance of 188.03 feet; thence North 90 degrees 00 minutes East a distance of 541.23 feet; thence South 1 degree 03 minutes 39 seconds East a
distance of 540.09 feet; thence South 90 degrees 00 minutes West a distance of 552.0 feet to the actual point of beginning.
(4) That part of the Northwest Quarter of the Northeast Quarter of Section 32, Township 33, Range 23, described as follows: The east 150 feet of the south 297 feet of said Northwest Quarter of the Northeast Quarter.
Parcel 4:
The Southwest Quarter of the Southeast Quarter of Section 29, Township 33, Range 23, Anoka County, Minnesota, EXCEPT the east 200 feet of the North One-Half of the Southwest Quarter of the Southeast Quarter, Section 29, Township 33, Range 23, Anoka County, Minnesota.
Parcel 5:
The East 200 feet of the North One half of the Southwest Quarter of the Southeast Quarter, Section 29, Township 33, Range 23, Anoka County, Minnesota.
AND EXCEPT
Parcels 2, 3, 3A and 4, EAST BETHEL RIGHT OF WAY PLAT NO. 5, according to the recorded plat thereof, Anoka County, Minnesota.

N89°18'47"W 255.97

N89°18'46"W
150.56

S4°15'14"E
59.67

S89°14'22"E
150.58

8.11
S4°15'14"E 29

PRELIMINARY PLAT OF

2/21/2021

LEGEND

DATE OF PRELIMINARY PLAT

MINNETONKA, MN

1800 PIONEER CREEK CENTER,

WENCK ASSOCIATES

ENGINEER/LAND SURVEYOR

BLAINE, MN 55449

10901 BALTIMORE ST NE

ELEVAGE EB HOLDINGS LLC

OWNER

RIGHT OF WAY = 604,115 S.F. (13.868 AC.) (13.000 AC. UPLAND)

OUTLOT B = 70,799 S.F. (1.625 AC.) (0.817 AC. UPLAND)

OUTLOT A = 2,101,769 S.F. (48.250 AC.) (38.507 AC. UPLAND)

LOT 1, BLOCK 1 = 114,514 S.F. (2.629 AC.) (2.469 AC. UPLAND)

TOTAL AREA TO BE PLATTED = 2,891,197 SQUARE FEET (66.373 ACRES) (54.793 AC. UPLAND)

AREAS

PROPERTY IS ZONED B-3 HIGHWAY BUSINESS

ZONING

29-33-23-43-0001, 29-33-23-43-0002

PROPERTY IDENTIFICATION NUMBERS: 32-33-23-12-0009, 32-33-23-12-0010,

18803 HIGHWAY 65, EAST BETHEL, MN

PRESENT ADDRESSES

ELEVAGE EB
FIRST ADDITION
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N89°14'22"W
150.58

Parcel 1:
That part of the Northwest Quarter of the Northeast Quarter of Section 32, Township 33, Range 23, Anoka County, Minnesota, described as follows: Commencing at the Northwest corner of the Northwest Quarter of the Northeast Quarter; thence South 00 degrees 00 minutes West along the West line of said Northwest Quarter of the Northeast Quarter a
distance of 858.60 feet; thence North 90 degrees, 00 minutes East a distance of 200 feet to the actual point of beginning of the tract of land to be hereby described, said point being on the East right-of-way line of State Trunk Highway No. 65; thence North 0 degrees 00 minutes West along said East right-of-way line of State Trunk Highway No. 65 a
distance of 351.97 feet; thence continuing on said East right-of-way line and along a tangential curve to the right having a radius of 22,924.04 feet and a delta angle of 0 degrees, 28 minutes, 12 seconds for a distance of 188.03 feet; thence North 90 degrees, 00 minutes East a distance of 541.23 feet; thence South 1 degree, 03 minutes, 39 seconds East
a distance of 540.09 feet; thence South 90 degrees, 00 minutes West a distance of 552.0 feet to the actual point of beginning.

LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY TO BE PLATTED

S89°17'51"E 263.69

N89°18'46"W 174.82
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City of East Bethel
Planning Commission Regular Meeting
Agenda Item Information
Date: March 23, 2021
Agenda Item Number: 5.0
Agenda Item: Planned Unit Development (PUD) and Final Plat – Elevage EB First Addition Final Plat –
Elevage EB Holdings, LLC
Background Information:
The developer is requesting the approval of the PUD and final plat. The final plat complies with the preliminary
plat.
Recommendation:
Staff requests the Commission recommend approval of the PUD and final Plat known as Elevage EB First
Addition with the conditions set forth in the attached resolution.
Attachments:
1. Resolution 21-XX, Approve the Final Plat for Elevage EB First Addition
2. Final Plat
Motion by: _______________
Second by: _______________
Vote Yes: _____
Vote No: _____
No Action Needed: _____
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__________________________
(Name Printed)

City Council, City of East Bethel, Minnesota

By:________________________________
Mayor

COUNTY SURVEYOR

By ______________________________________, Deputy

________________________________________
Property Tax Administrator

Pursuant to Minnesota Statutes, Section 505.021, Subd. 9, taxes payable in the year 20____ on the land hereinbefore described have been paid. Also, pursuant to Minnesota Statutes,
Section 272.12, there are no delinquent taxes and transfer
entered this ______ day of __________________, 20_____.

COUNTY AUDITOR/TREASURER

By: ______________________________________
Charles F. Gitzen
Anoka County Surveyor

I hereby certify that in accordance with Minnesota Statutes, Section 505.021, Subd. 11, this plat has been reviewed and approved this ______ day of ___________________, 20____.

By: _______________________________
Clerk

City of East Bethel
County of Anoka
Secs. 29,32 Twp. 33, Rng. 23

This plat of ELEVAGE EB FIRST ADDITION was approved and accepted by the City Council of the City of East Bethel, Minnesota at a regular meeting thereof held this __________ day
of ___________________, 20_____, and said plat is in compliance with the provisions of Minnesota Statutes, Section 505.03, Subd. 2.

CITY COUNCIL, CITY OF EAST BETHEL, MINNESOTA

My Commission Expires_________________

Notary Public, ________________County, Minnesota

_______________________
(Signature)

This instrument was acknowledged before me on this _____ day of __________________, 20_____, by Chris Ambourn.

STATE OF MINNESOTA
COUNTY OF _____________________

_______________________________
Chris Ambourn, Licensed Land Surveyor
Minnesota License No. 43055

Dated this _____ day of _______________, 20_____.

I Chris Ambourn do hereby certify that this plat was prepared by me or under my direct supervision; that I am a duly Licensed Land Surveyor in the State of Minnesota; that this plat is a
correct representation of the boundary survey; that all mathematical data and labels are correctly designated on this plat; that all monuments depicted on this plat have been, or will be
correctly set within one year; that all water boundaries and wet lands, as defined in Minnesota Statutes, Section 505.01, Subd. 3, as of the date of this certificate are shown and labeled
on this plat; and all public ways are shown and labeled on this plat.

SURVEYORS CERTIFICATION

ELEVAGE EB FIRST ADDITION

KNOW ALL PERSONS BY THESE PRESENTS: That Elevage EB Holdings, LLC, a Minnesota limited liability company, owner of the following described property:
Parcel 1:
That part of the Northwest Quarter of the Northeast Quarter of Section 32, Township 33, Range 23, Anoka County, Minnesota, described as follows: Commencing at the Northwest corner of the
Northwest Quarter of the Northeast Quarter; thence South 00 degrees 00 minutes West along the West line of said Northwest Quarter of the Northeast Quarter a distance of 858.60 feet; thence
North 90 degrees, 00 minutes East a distance of 200 feet to the actual point of beginning of the tract of land to be hereby described, said point being on the East right-of-way line of State Trunk
Highway No. 65; thence North 0 degrees 00 minutes West along said East right-of-way line of State Trunk Highway No. 65 a distance of 351.97 feet; thence continuing on said East right-of-way
line and along a tangential curve to the right having a radius of 22,924.04 feet and a delta angle of 0 degrees, 28 minutes, 12 seconds for a distance of 188.03 feet; thence North 90 degrees, 00
minutes East a distance of 541.23 feet; thence South 1 degree, 03 minutes, 39 seconds East a distance of 540.09 feet; thence South 90 degrees, 00 minutes West a distance of 552.0 feet to the
actual point of beginning.
Parcels 2 and 3:
The Northwest Quarter of the Northeast Quarter of Section 32, Township 33, Range 23, Anoka County, Minnesota, EXCEPT the following tracts:
(1) The east 150 feet of the north 297 feet of the South Half of the Northwest Quarter of the Northeast Quarter, Section 32, Township 33, Range 23, in East Bethel Village.
(2) That part of the Northwest Quarter of the Northeast Quarter of Section 32, Township 33, Range 23, described as follows: Beginning at the southwest corner of said Northwest Quarter of the
Northeast Quarter; thence North along the west line of said Northwest Quarter of the Northeast Quarter, a distance of 328.75 feet; thence East parallel with the south line to the point of
intersection of the center line of Ditch No. 28; thence in a southeasterly direction to a point of intersection with the south line of said Northwest Quarter of the Northeast Quarter; thence West
along said line to point of beginning.
(3) That part of the Northwest Quarter of the Northeast Quarter of Section 32, Township 33, Range 23, Anoka County, Minnesota, described as follows: Commencing at the northwest corner of
the Northwest Quarter of the Northeast Quarter; thence South 00 degrees 00 minutes West along the west line of said Northwest Quarter of the Northeast Quarter a distance of 858.60 feet;
thence North 90 degrees 00 minutes East a distance of 200 feet to the actual point of beginning of the tract of land to be hereby described, said point being on the east right-of-way line of State
Trunk Highway No. 65; thence North 0 degrees 00 minutes West along said east right-of-way line of State Trunk Highway No. 65 a distance of 351.97 feet; thence continuing on said east
right-of-way line and along a tangential curve to the right having a radius of 22,924.04 feet and a delta angle of 0 degrees 28 minutes 12 seconds for a distance of 188.03 feet; thence North 90
degrees 00 minutes East a distance of 541.23 feet; thence South 1 degree 03 minutes 39 seconds East a distance of 540.09 feet; thence South 90 degrees 00 minutes West a distance of 552.0
feet to the actual point of beginning.
(4) That part of the Northwest Quarter of the Northeast Quarter of Section 32, Township 33, Range 23, described as follows: The east 150 feet of the south 297 feet of said Northwest Quarter of
the Northeast Quarter.
Parcel 4:
The Southwest Quarter of the Southeast Quarter of Section 29, Township 33, Range 23, Anoka County, Minnesota, EXCEPT the east 200 feet of the North One-Half of the Southwest Quarter of
the Southeast Quarter, Section 29, Township 33, Range 23, Anoka County, Minnesota.
Parcel 5:
The East 200 feet of the North One half of the Southwest Quarter of the Southeast Quarter, Section 29, Township 33, Range 23, Anoka County, Minnesota.
AND EXCEPT
Parcels 2, 3, 3A and 4, EAST BETHEL RIGHT OF WAY PLAT NO. 5, according to the recorded plat thereof, Anoka County, Minnesota.
Have caused the same to be surveyed and platted as ELEVAGE EB FIRST ADDITION and do hereby dedicate to the public for public use the public ways and the drainage and utility easements as
created by this plat.
In witness whereof said Elevage EB Holdings, LLC, a Minnesota limited liability company, has caused these presents to be signed by its
proper officer this ________day of___________________, 20_____.
Elevage EB Holdings, LLC

_________________________________ (Signature)
Corey Burstad, President

STATE OF _____________________
COUNTY OF ___________________

____________________________
(Name Printed)

This instrument was acknowledged before me on ______________________by Corey Burstad, President of Elevage EB Holdings, LLC, a Minnesota limited liability company

_________________________________
(Signature)

Notary Public, ________________ County, ______________
My Commission Expires_______________

COUNTY RECORDER/REGISTRAR OF TITLES
County of Anoka, State of Minnesota

I hereby certify that this plat of ELEVAGE EB FIRST ADDITION was filed in the office of the County Recorder/Registrar of Titles for public record on this ______day of

_______________, 20____, at _____ o'clock ___.M. and was duly recorded as Document Number ________________________.

______________________________________________
County Recorder/Registrar of Titles

By ____________________________________________, Deputy
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City of East Bethel
Planning Commission Regular Meeting
Agenda Item Information
Date: March 23, 2021
Agenda Item Number: 6.0
Agenda Item: Public Hearing- Variance – Side yard Setback Reduction – 4640 East Front Blvd – Andrew Nelson
Requested Action: Hold a Public Hearing and consider recommendation for a variance request to allow an
accessible ramp one (1) foot from the southwestern property line.
Background Information:
The property is located in the R1 – Single Family Residential zoning district. The property owner would like to
access the home with an ADA accessible ramp. Side yard setbacks in the R1 district is 10-feet. The existing
home is set 7-feet from the southwestern property line; therefore a variance is required to construct the ramp
1 - foot from the property line.
The southwestern property line abuts the City right-of-way of Sylvan Street. In 2015, City Council approved a
variance to allow the placement of the property owner’s septic system and well within the Sylvan Street rightof-way (ROW). At that time, City Council determined Sylvan Street will remain as an unimproved city ROW.
Also, a variance was granted for the placement of the existing garage.
Consideration of a variance requires the Planning Commission to consider a three-factor test for practical
difficulties:
1. 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:
This request is to allow the placement of an ADA accessible ramp within a foot of the property line
shared by the City and 4640 East Front Blvd. The ramp will serve physically limited family members of
the property owner to access the proposed deck built on the lake side of the existing building.
2. 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:
The existing building on the property was constructed in the early 1950's and is located about 7 feet
from the property boundary. See the attached Certificate of Survey completed a couple of months ago.
The existing sidewalk next to the building will serve as only safe way for physically challenged family
members to enter the proposed ramp and deck. The deck will serve as the alternative building exit
although the building door to the deck is too narrow to easily provide the physically challenged access.
Item 6.0
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Therefor the ramp is needed for both an alternative building exit and direct access to the deck for
those physically challenged family members.
3. 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:
The deck and ramp will be consistent with the nature of the setting in design and color. Both adjoining
properties have decks and/or patios on the lake side of their buildings. The ramp and deck is not close
to other properties or forward in placement to the other properties patios or decks. The character of
the area will not be changed by the ramp or the deck. A couple of months ago the adjoining property
owners were given plans for the ramp and deck.
Recommendation:
City Staff is requesting the Planning Commission hold a public hearing and recommend approval to the City
Council for a Variance to place an accessible ramp one (1) foot from the southwestern property line.
Attachments:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Resolution
Location Map
Applicants Variance Findings of Fact
Property Aerial
Survey

Motion by: _______________
Second by: _______________
Vote Yes: _____
Vote No: _____
No Action Needed: _____

Item 6.0
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CITY OF EAST BETHEL
COUNTY OF EAST BETHEL
STATE OF MINNESOTA
RES. NO. ________
A RESOLUTION GRANTING A VARIANCE TO REDUCE THE SIDEYARD SETBACK
FROM 10 FEET TO 1 FOOT FOR THE PLACEMENT OF AN ADA ACCESSIBLE RAMP
ON THE SOUTHWESTERN PROPERTY LINE FOR THE PROPERTY LOCATED AT 4640
EAST FRONT BLVD, PIN 25-33-23-42-0017 LEGALLY DESCRIBED AS:
LOT 48, COON LAKE EAST, ANOKA COUNTY, MINNESOTA.
WHEREAS, the property owner requested a variance to reduce the southwestern side yard
setback for the placement of an ADA accessible ramp, and;
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on March 23, 2021; and,
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission finds the request:
1. Is a reasonable use of the property:
This request is to allow the placement of an ADA accessible ramp within a foot of the
property line shared by the City and 4640 East Front Blvd. The ramp will serve
physically limited family members of the property owner to access the proposed deck
built on the lake side of the existing building.
2. Is a unique situation to this property due to circumstances not caused by the landowner:
The existing building on the property was constructed in the early 1950's and is located
about 7 feet from the property boundary. See the attached Certificate of Survey
completed a couple of months ago.
The existing sidewalk next to the building will serve as only safe way for physically
challenged family members to enter the proposed ramp and deck. The deck will serve as
the alternative building exit although the building door to the deck is too narrow to easily
provide the physically challenged access. Therefor the ramp is needed for both an
alternative building exit and direct access to the deck for those physically challenged
family members.
3. Will not have a negative effect the characteristic of the neighborhood:
The deck and ramp will be consistent with the nature of the setting in design and color.
Both adjoining properties have decks and/or patios on the lake side of their buildings.
The ramp and deck is not close to other properties or forward in placement to the other
properties patios or decks. The character of the area will not be changed by the ramp or
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the deck. A couple of months ago the adjoining property owners were given plans for the
ramp and deck.
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission recommends to the City Council approval of the
variance.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Council of the City of East Bethel
hereby approves the variance to allow for the placement of an ADA accessible ramp one (1) foot
from the southwestern property line for property located at 4640 East Front Blvd, PIN 25-33-2342-0017 the following conditions:
1. Property owner must obtain a building permit and complete all necessary inspections
of the ramp as required by the Minnesota Uniform Building Code.
Adopted by the City Council of the City of East Bethel on this 12th day of April, 2021.
CITY OF EAST BETHEL

____________________
Steve Voss, Mayor

ATTEST:
_____________________
Jack Davis, City Clerk
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"Practical difficulties" is a legal standard set forth in law that cities must apply when considering applications for
variances. It is a three-factor test and applies to all requests for variances. To constitute practical difficulties, all
three factors of the test must be satisfied.
1.

Reasonableness
The first factor is that the property owner proposes to use the property in a reasonable manner. This factor
means that the landowner would like to use the property in a particular reasonable 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.
This request is to allow the placement of an ADA accessible ramp within a foot of the property line shared by the
City and 4640 East Front Blvd. The ramp will serve physically limited family members of the property owner to
access the proposed deck built on the lake side of the existing building.
2. Uniqueness
The second factor is that the landowner's problem is due to circumstances unique to the property 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.
The existing building on the property was constructed in the early 1950's and is located about 7 feet from the
property boundary. See the attached Certificate of Survey completed a couple of months ago. The existing
sidewalk next to the building will serve as only safe way for physically challenged family members to enter the
proposed ramp and deck. The deck will serve as the alternative building exit although the building door to the
deck is too narrow to easily provide the physically challenged access. Therefor the ramp is needed for both an
alternative building exit and direct access to the deck for those physically challenged family members.
3. Essential character
The third factor is that the variance, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the locality. Under
this factor, 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.
The deck and ramp will be consistent with the nature of the setting in design and color. Both adjoining properties
have decks and/or patios on the lake side of their buildings. The ramp and deck is not close to other properties or
forward in placement to the other properties patios or decks. The character of the area will not be changed by
the ramp or the deck. A couple of months ago the adjoining property owners were given plans for the ramp and
deck.
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