City of East Bethel
Planning Commission Agenda
Planning Commission Regular Meeting
Date: August 23, 2022 at 7 p.m.

Two or more Council Members and/or the Mayor may be in attendance at this meeting.
If two or more Council Members and the Mayor attend the event, there will be a quorum of Council Members.
This meeting may be monitored live via the following means:
Cable Channel 10, MidcoTV Channel 77, 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: May 24, 2022

4.

Public Hearing: Conditional Use Permit Amendment – Site Expansion: Wasche Commercial Finishes –
21335 Aberdeen St NE – Matt Wasche

5.

Public Hearing: Preliminary Plat/Planned Unit Development – Stone Group Commercial 2nd Addition –
209th Ave NE & Johnson St NE – Stone Group, LLC

6.

Site Plan Review: Holiday Stationstore – 1341 187th Ln NE

7.

Updates

8.

Adjourn

DRAFT MINUTES: NOT YET APPROVED
EAST BETHEL PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
May 24, 2022
Pursuant to Minnesota Statutes Section 13D.021 and the declared public
health emergency due to COVID-19, this meeting was held remotely.
MEMBERS PRESENT: Chair Tanner Balfany, Glenn Terry, Sherry Allenspach, Karen Krepis, Gabriel
Hanschen, and Randy Plaisance
MEMBERS ABSENT: Sharon Johnson
ALSO PRESENT: Jack Davis, City Administrator
Stephanie Hanson, Community Development Director
Tim Harrington, City Councilmember
Brian Mundle, City Council Liaison
1.0 Call to Order
Chair Balfany called the Planning Commission regular meeting to order at 7:00 pm.
2.0 Adopt Agenda
Commissioner Krepis moved and Commissioner Allenspach seconded to adopt the agenda as
presented. Balfany asked any discussion? To the motion, all in favor say aye. All in favor. Balfany
asked any opposed? That motion passes. Motion passes unanimously.
3.0 Approve April 26, 2022, meeting minutes
Commissioner Plaisance moved and Commissioner Krepis seconded to adopt the April 26, 2022,
regular meeting minutes as written. Balfany asked any discussion? To the motion, all in favor say
aye. All in favor. Balfany asked any opposed? That motion passes. Motion passes unanimously.
4.0 Public Hearing – Preliminary Plat – Whispering Aspen 3rd Addition – PIN 29 34 23 23 0210 –
Firebird Land LLC
Hanson reviewed staff’s report stating Whispering Aspen was approved as a Planned Unit Development
(PUD) 2004. At the time, a ghost plan was submitted as well and is attached for your review (attachment
3). The third addition consists of 41 – single family urban lots, as shown on attachment 1a to the
Commissioner’s packet.
Hanson indicated the PUD was approved as follows: Lot Size of 10,000 square feet; Lot Width
(street frontage) of 75 feet; corner flags and CDS lots not specified; front setback of 28 feet;
Sideyard setback of 10 feet; rear yard setback of 20 feet; street ROW width of 30 feet. House Size 2-story - 960 square feet per floor; Rambler and Split - 1,100 square feet per floor
Hanson indicated all lots meet the requirements approved as part of the PUD.
Hanson noted the preliminary plat will be accessed through the existing Pierce St NE, as shown on
the location map and aerial on attachment 2 to the Commissioner’s packet. The PUD approved rightof-way street width is 30 feet; the third addition street width complies with the requirement. As
stated in the Amended and Reinstated Purchase Agreement dated January 8, 2004, between the City
of East Bethel and Firebird Land, LLC, Article IV 4.1 (m) states “The second phase of this
development will maintain street widths and other similar design concepts to current existing streets
in first phase. This clause will survive closing”.
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Hanson noted the 3rd addition contains 1 cul-de-sac (CDS) that will be accessed by 4
driveways/homes. Previously, the 2nd addition was approved with 6 lots accessing the CDS; there
was much discussion regarding the number of lots on the CDS. There will be more room in the 3rd
addition for snow removal/management in the CDS.
Hanson stated in total, there will be 143 lots in the development. City staff (Planning, Public Works,
and Fire) have concerns with only 1 ingress/egress point to the development. In a public safety event
that would require the closing of Pierce St NE, there are no other viable ways to enter or exit the
development. Also, an additional access point would relieve some of the traffic using Pierce St NE.
Attachment 3 in the Commissioner’s packet shows a potential location of a 2nd access point to the
development by extending Polk St NE to the south. It appears a 2nd access could be added without
affecting the number of lots being proposed. Staff is requesting the Commission to discuss the access
concern and provide a recommendation to City Council.
Hanson indicated the Planning, Public Works and Planning staff completed a review of the plat and
recommend a 2nd access point to the development.
Hanson stated the majority of the engineering comments are minor in nature and will not affect the
number of lots in the development or the lot layout. All engineering comments must be satisfactorily
addressed prior to the submittal of the final plat for approval.
Hanson noted as stated in the Amended and Reinstated Purchase Agreement dated January 8, 2004,
between the City of East Bethel and Firebird Land, LLC, Article IV 4.1 (k) states “park dedication
fees shall not be required of the Purchaser in the platting process, since parks are already included in
the project”; therefore, no park dedication fees will be collected.
Hanson indicated the Planning Commission is required to hold a public hearing, gather public input,
and make a recommendation to the City Council, including the potential extension of Polk St NE to the
south. An approval recommendation should be contingent on the conditions set forth in Resolution
2022-36 to the Commissioner’s packet. If supported by the Commission, a condition must be added to
require an additional ingress/egress point to the development.
Balfany opened the public hearing.
Lea Olson, 1122 241st, stated her concern for her almost daily while leaving her driveway she almost
gets hit by people leaving Pierce. She stated when she is coming home, everyone thinks she is taking
a right onto Pierce when she needs to go one house past and take a left. She asked what the traffic
plan for that area was if they are adding additional homes. She asked what the plan for regrowing
trees in the empty lots was. She asked why this could not be looked at for looking at the new lots
instead of it being looked at as a ghost plan. She believed newer lots had a higher acreage. She
understood this would be a housing development but expressed concern about the number of homes
in that small of an area. She stated she has a new well and she was concerned about the additional
lawns and chemicals being put in this development and what would end up in her well.
Andy Munn, 24150 Whispering Circle, stated she was new to the area. She acknowledged she knew
about the development. She asked if this would just be single-family homes. She was concerned
about the number of lots there. She believed this was too many lots in the small space. She
expressed concern about the egress and only have one access for that many homes.
The resident at 24125 Skylark Drive, stated he has just moved into the neighborhood. He asked if
everything would be clear cut. He expressed concern if all of the trees were removed and the soil
was just sand, there would be erosion and run off. He expressed concern about existing well safety.
He asked if everyone would be on septic and sewer. He asked would he be forced on to being on the
sewer. He asked when the construction would start and the clearing of the trees.
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Ms. Munn stated she was also concerned about the tree removal. She noted there were a lot of
seedlings and evergreens on the land. She asked if this would be clear cut or would there be an effort
to keep some of the trees for a buffer between the existing homes and the new homes. She asked
what the ETA was on starting everything.
Rachel Johnson, 1036 Fillmore Circle, she stated she had moved in a year ago. She noted when they
first moved in, they had a survey done and put in a fence and now the developer came to the home
and told her the fence could not be put in so she had to get a permit and everything was finalized.
She asked how this would affect their fence with the development going in. She noted they did not
know a development was going to go in either.
Ms. Olson stated the new home that had been put in last summer had beautiful trees on the back end
of the property and none of them were kept. She asked if this was up to the developer or the
individual person as to what trees are removed. She noted when they moved in and asked around
about a possible development on that land, a lot of people did not think this area would be developed
so soon and that there would not be as many homes put in as being proposed.
Balfany closed the public hearing.
Hanson stated with respect to the concerns regarding the density of the development, this area is
zoned R-2, which is single family and townhomes. She stated the Code said if City sewer and water
were available to a site, they could have single family homes on lots that are 11,400 square feet. She
indicated the developer did meet this density requirement. She stated this would only be singlefamily homes in the development and there would not be any townhomes.
Hanschen asked how many acres 11,400 square feet was. Hanson responded it was about 1 quarter
acre. She noted the PUD was approved at 10,000 so they could go smaller, but in this portion of the
development they are quite a bit bigger than that. She stated they were well over the quarter acre lots.
Hanson stated with respect to the fence, the fence was placed in a drainage utility easement and it was
her understanding that the fence would need to be removed in some of that area.
Hanson stated all of the lots were on City sewer and water and the lot to the west would not be hooking
up to sewer and water.
Brian Mundle, Developer, stated he purchased the property from the City in 2004 and a ghost plat had
been done for the entire parcel at that time which was approved by the City at that time. He stated this
plan reflected that exact ghost plan.
Mr. Mundle stated for the trees, it was not possible to keep many trees. He indicated they had to dig up
the entire place in order to do this development. He stated he would like to keep trees, but if there were
trees in the way of where they have to dig, then the trees had to go. He indicated there was a 20-foot
easement where the pines were and he would not be removing those pine trees. He noted on 241st,
there were additional pines where they would stay also. He noted on the east side, those trees would
need to be removed. He indicated one of the first things homeowners usually do is plant trees when
they move in.
Mr. Mundle stated regarding the fence issue, the fence was right on the property line and there was a
sidewalk going where the fence was currently located. He noted the easement on the property was for
snow storage and that was why the fence could not be there or it would get knocked down. He stated
they would need to talk to the City about the fence.
Hanson stated it is her understanding that it was told to them that the fence would need to be removed
and this will need to be discussed with the property owner outside the meeting.
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Mr. Mundle stated he does not know when the starting date will be as engineering still needed to be
completed and this needs to go to Council also. He noted he was proposing sometime this summer, but
there were supply shortages right now. He indicated they were taking this one step at a time. He noted
he needed to order supplies months in advance just to build one home.
Balfany asked Mr. Mundle what his thoughts were regarding the ingress and egress. Mr. Mundle
stated until the City asked for it, he never envisioned it. He noted the original street going in there was
wide enough and was built wide enough to contain 334 homes and they were not anywhere near that
and that was the reason the City asked him to do what he was doing. He noted Pierce Street was built
to handle this. He indicated eventually there would be another access coming out to Johnson Street to
the east. He noted there was already a lift station at that point which he had donated the land to the
City for the lift station. He personally did not see any reason to do this, but if the City wanted it done,
then they were going to have to make structural changes to the plat which could take another two
months to do.
Terry stated he was confused regarding this being approved in 2004 with sewer and water because the
City didn’t have sewer and water until 2007. Hanson responded this area had a stand-alone system that
was tied into the trailer park and that was what they were accessing for water and sewer. She indicated
technically they have always had sewer and water there.
Terry indicated sewer and water technically was problematic for a long time. Hanson stated it had
gotten decommissioned and now there is sewer and water up there; the municipal sewer services were
up there.
Balfany stated the plan was originally approved based on sewer and water, which is the reason it is the
size it is. Hanson responded that was correct.
Commissioner Balfany moved and Commissioner Krepis seconded to recommend approval for the
Whispering Plans Third Addition Preliminary Plat with the recommendations and the City
Engineering requirements. Balfany asked any discussion?
Hanschen stated with respect to the ingress/egress it appeared they were required to have this. He noted
the drawing shows where the best place was for it. Hanson stated City staff was recommending it and it
was for discussion among the Commissioners. She noted the Planning Commission will make a
recommendation to the Council about it.
Hanschen asked if it went in where it was being proposed, the developer would more than likely lose
one of his lots. Mr. Mundle responded in order to put that in there he would need to expand it in two
directions and in the process he has already recalculated that it would take at least two lot sales to pay
for this. He stated he would need to go back and replat this so he could gain those two lots to pay for
this. He noted street work was very expensive.
Balfany stated know there would be a future extension to Johnson, would that change staff’s option.
Hanson responded that was already factored in.
Terry noted the earlier editions show different house configurations with variety to some extent and this
plat showed everything looking like the same house. Mr. Mundle replied that was just a picture.
Terry asked if it was Mr. Mundle’s intention to have some variation in the homes. Mr. Mundle
responded yes and they have been building one level homes for seniors and building split levels with
different designs, three levels and four levels in the development. He noted they have not been putting
in any full basements due to the water table. He indicated he was sure there would be identical homes
throughout the development, but not every single one would be the same. He stated there would be
variety in colors also.
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Hanschen asked what the length of the street was leading up to the cul-de-sac. Hanson believed it was
under 500 feet. She noted anything over 500 feet in length a cul-de-sac was not allowed unless it was a
temporary cul-de-sac and it would be extended. She noted Mr. Mundle did meet the requirements of the
Code.
Allenspach stated if the Fire Chief was happy with the cul-de-sac, she was okay with it also.
Plaisance stated with respect to the egress to 241st, he asked if there had been discussions about placing
it anywhere else. He asked if having the egress might be put across the street from Fillmore Street
North. He noted that was close to the cul-de-sac and this would then be a continuous street that crosses
241st. He asked if the only option was to continue the egress along Polk Street down to 241st. Hanson
stated at a staff level they had looked at it and they thought the same thing with the cul-de-sac because
the cul-de-sac was right there and everything seemed so consolidated right there. She noted they did not
have a spot picked out and they just presented it right there.
Plaisance asked if there would be an issue with the egress being a little off-center/directly in line with
Polk Street. Hanson responded staff was only saying it be in that vicinity.
Plaisance stated he was looking at someone entering the development from 241st and wanting to
continue onto Polk Street, they are going to have to jog left and then job back right to get onto the road
again. He stated it was odd to him that there would be that kind of look to it. Hanson responded it could
be a straight shot and this was just a sketch staff came up with.
Plaisance asked on the other side of the development where Polk Street and Fillmore Circle are would
there be a stop sign put in. Hanson responded this was something preliminary and the City Engineer
would need to work with the Developer on this. She noted the layout of the egress/ingress could change
as well. She stated this was just something staff was proposing and if Council said they wanted another
one, then the developer would need to come back with plans. She stated it did not need to be just like
this.
Terry stated the issue with the 500-foot cul-de-sac length limit typically was when they have a lot
smaller development in terms of the number of houses in that cul-de-sac. He stated they not only have
at least twice as many, if not more, houses than is normal throughout the City, but there were basically
two cul-de-sacs in one. He stated to him they definitely needed the other access point for a safety issue
because there were that many more houses that if Pierce were closed for some reason, people would be
trapped in the development.
Balfany stated if the Commission made that recommendation and the City Council decided in favor,
were the Commissioner’s okay with the Developer coming back as stated because he needs to make up
for the two lots, for him to put six houses in the cul-de-sac because he could and it was approved.
Terry stated a PUD was supposed to benefit the City and this is why they were doing this. He indicated
that was what was being looked out for was the safety and concerns of the City and citizens. He stated
he did not think they were starting from the standpoint that they have to match the number of houses
with what is proposed. He stated they have to do what is the right thing to do, whether that means a lot
has to be added or not.
Hanschen stated once the PUD was approved or accepted, he did not think it could be changed if he
understood it. Terry stated he was addressing was that they have to accommodate a certain number of
houses here, but the PUD was a mechanism to give and take and it should benefit the City. He indicated
he personally did not see what was benefitting the City with putting all of the houses there but it was
being allowed because that was the rules that have been set up that put the Commission in this position.
He stated he did not see how putting that many houses helped the City in and of itself.
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Balfany stated more houses would bring in more residents in the City which was a benefit. Terry stated
the more houses the better was not the answer. He indicated there was a quality of life; how resources
are allocated in the City.
Balfany stated this was part of the Agreement when the developer purchased the lot 20 years ago from
the City was based on how the development would look and at that time they valued how he was going
to do it and that was probably the reason it was approved.
Hanschen asked if this were something that could be changed now that the PUD was accepted and in
place. Hanson responded this was something that could be discussed at City Council.
Plaisance pointed out this has already been changed. He noted the number of houses around the cul-desac had been reduced from six to four. Hanson responded the plan hasn’t change and this was the same
ghost plan that was brought forward in 2004. She noted they did not change it specifically for this third
addition and it has always been like this.
Plaisance stated the number of homes from 2004 to now has changed. Hanson responded no, they did
not remove lots and this was what was approved on the ghost plan in 2004.
Plaisance believed the point about safety and access were still valid. He stated assuming the Planning
Commission agrees with that assessment, then what needed to happen was that an amendment needed to
be made to the current motion.
Commissioner Plaisance moved and Commissioner Terry seconded to add the egress access to
241st/Polk to be determined how that would be planned out between the Developer, the City, and
the Engineer. Balfany asked discussion?
Balfany asked if the amendment needed to be so specific to Polk or was it better to send the
recommendation that if approved to Council with just a general recommendation that a second access
point is recommended by this body.
Plaisance accepted the alteration to the amendment. Terry approved.
To the amendment, all in favor say aye. All in favor. Balfany asked any opposed? That motion passes.
Motion passes unanimously.
Plaisance stated the Commission only voted on the amendment and they still had the original motion on
the floor.
To the motion, all in favor say aye. All in favor. Balfany asked any opposed? That motion passes.
Motion passes unanimously.
This item goes before City Council on June 13, 2022.
5.0 Updates
Council Liaison Mundle updated the Commission on recent Council actions.
6.0 Adjournment
Commissioner Allenspach moved and Commissioner Hanschen seconded to adjourn at 7:55 p.m.
Balfany asked any discussion? To the motion, all in favor say aye. All in favor. Balfany asked any
opposed? That motion passes. Motion passes 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: August 23, 2022
Agenda Item Number: 4.0
Agenda Item: Public Hearing – Conditional Use Permit (CUP) Amendment – Site Expansion: Wasche
Commercial Finishes – 21335 Aberdeen St NE – Matt Wasche
Background Information:
Mr. Wasche is requesting an amendment to the CUP to expand the business known as Wasche Commercial
Finishes, Inc. The business has been in operation since 1986 and has been operating out of the current East
Bethel location since 2004. In 2004, the existing zoning in the Neighborhood Center allowed Construction,
Trade and Service Businesses with Limited Outdoor Storage as a CUP; therefore a CUP was approved to allow
for the business to operate from its current location. For your review, Attachment 4 is the original CUP and
meeting minutes.
The business has outgrown the indoor and outdoor space and would like to remain in the City East Bethel. The
owner is proposing to purchase the 1.03 acre parcel to the east of the site, as shown in Attachment 3. As shown
as part of the owner’s letter in Attachment 5, the expansion would include a 7,200 square foot building and a
fenced storage area. The storage area will be used for the parking of work vehicles, including trailers. All
product will be stored within the building.
An amendment to the original CUP is required for the following reasons:
1. The business is a legal nonconforming use. This means the business is legal because a CUP was
previously approved, however, current city code does not allow for this type of business in the B2 –
Central Business district; therefore it is nonconforming. City Council has the authority to determine if a
legal nonconforming use can be expanded.
2. When a conditional use expands its footprint, an amendment to the original CUP is required.
Next Steps
If the CUPA is approved, a formal site plan will be submitted for review and approval by the Planning
Commission and City Council.
Recommendation:
Staff recommends the Commission review the CUPA request, hold a public hearing, and make a
recommendation to City Council, with the conditions set forth in attached Resolution 2022-50.
Attachments:
1. Resolution 2022-50, Approving a CUPA for Business Expansion of a Legal Non-Conforming Use
2. Location/Aerial Map
3. Aerial Site Plan
4. CUP 2004-06, Granting the Establishment of Wasche Commercial Finishes at 21355 Aberdeen St
NE and Meeting Minutes
5. Applicant’s Letter
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CITY OF EAST BETHEL
COUNTY OF ANOKA
STATE OF MINNESOTA
RESOLUTION NO. 2022-50
A RESOLUTION APPROVING A CONDITIONAL USE AMENDMENT TO ALLOW THE
EXPANSION OF A LEGAL NON-CONFORMING USE AT 21335 ABERDEEN ST NE, EAST
BETHEL, PIN 08-33-23-43-0015, LEGALLY DESCRIBED AS:
LOT 4, BLOCK 1, LINGES EAST BETHEL CENTER
WHEREAS, the property owner requested approval for the expansion of the existing business; and,
WHEREAS, the property is zoned B-2, Central Business in which Construction, Trade, and Service
Businesses with outside storage are not a permitted use; and
WHEREAS, on April 21, 2004, City Council approved a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to allow the
business to operate from its current location; and
WHEREAS, the existing business is a legal non-conforming use; and
WHEREAS, the expansion of the legal non-conforming use requires an amendment to the CUP; and,
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission reviewed the Conditional Use Permit Amendment (CUPA) on
August 23, 2022; and
WHEREAS, as a result of the review, the Planning Commission recommends approval to City Council
of the CUPA to allow the expansion of the legal non-conforming use for the following reasons:
1. It meets the intent of the Comprehensive Plan
2. Allows an existing trade business to continue operation within the City of East Bethel
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Council of the City of East Bethel hereby
agrees with the recommendation of the Planning Commission and approves the CUPA to allow the
expansion of the legal nonconforming use onto the property legally described as Lot 2, Block 1, East
Bethel Commercial Center with the following conditions:
1. Prior to construction of the new facility, a site plan review must be reviewed and approved by the
Planning Commission and City Council.
2. Exterior storage is limited to commercial vehicles and trailers associated with the principal use of
the business.
Adopted by the City Council of the City of East Bethel this 23rd day of August, 2022.
ATTEST

CITY OF EAST BETHEL

____________________________
Jack Davis, City Clerk

___________________________
Steven R. Voss, Mayor
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City of East Bethel
Planning Commission Regular Meeting
Agenda Item Information
Date: August 23, 2022
Agenda Item Number: 5.0
Agenda Item: Public Hearing – Preliminary Plat/Planned Unit Development– Stone Group 2nd Addition –
209th Ave/Hwy 65 – Stone Group, LLC
Discussion Information:
The Planning Commission is asked to review and hold a public hearing for the preliminary plat/planned unit
development (PUD) for Stone Group Commercial 2nd Addition, as requested by Stone Group LLC.
Background
On November 23, 2021, the Planning Commission held a public hearing to discuss the concept plan, at which
time, the Commission was not in favor of the concept plan because of the number of variances required to move
forward with a plat.
On December 23, 2021, City Council discussed the concept plan, at which time the Council concurred with the
Commission.
On March 7, 2022, the Commission and Council held a joint work session to provide direction to the developer.
The meeting minutes are attached (#3) for your review. The proposed Preliminary Plat/PUD meets the
recommendations provided to the developer.
Preliminary Plat/PUD Request
The plat shows 5 commercial lots on the east side of Johnson St NE and an outlot on the west side of the street
that will be subdivided in the future. Since the commercial side of the property is zoned B2 – Central Business,
the types of users could include, but is not limited to the following: restaurants, tap rooms/breweries, offices,
retail services and services, motor vehicle service stations, and medical uses. Exterior storage is limited to an
area 100 square feet in size with an approved conditional use permit.
Planned Unit Development Requirements
Lot Sizes
LOT #

LOT SIZE

LOT WIDTH

1

1.65 acres

Corner Lot

2

2.96 acres

108.31 feet

3

3.08 acres

300 feet

4

3.15 acres

205 feet

5

3.20 acres

300 feet

OUTLOT A

17.35 acres

NA
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Architectural Standards
Each building will meet the architectural standards set forth in East Bethel City Code Appendix A – Zoning,
Section 28, Architectural Standards, including the following:
Four (2) sided architecture: Each wall of the building shall be constructed so that all exterior sides are surfaced
equivalent to the front of the building.
A minimum of thirty (30) percent of the façade facing public right-of-ways shall be glass.
At least fifty (50) percent of all exterior wall finishes shall be combined of at least two materials.
Landscaping
Each lot will meet the landscaping standards set forth in East Bethel City Code Appendix A – Zoning, Section
27, Landscaping Requirements, and to include the following:
Each lot shall be irrigated
Additional plantings are required along the western side of the property to provide adequate screening from
future residential development to the west.
Utilities
Each new building is required to stub utilities from the building to the back of the curb. Once available,
businesses are required to hook to municipal sewer and water at the expense of the business.
Park Dedication
Park dedication fees were satisfied at the time of the platting of the 1st addition. As part of the plat for Stone
Group Commercial (1st Addition), the developer paid park dedication fees for the entire plat, including outlots.
Therefore, no additional fees will be collected.
Action Requested
Staff is requesting that Planning Commission hold a public hearing and provide an recommendation of approval
to City Council with the conditions set forth on Resolution 2022 – 52.
Attachments:
1. Resolution 2022-51, Approving Prelim Plat/PUD for Stone Group Commercial 2nd Addition
2. Location Map
3. March 7, 2022 Joint Work Meeting Minutes
4. PUD Narrative
5. Preliminary Plat
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CITY OF EAST BETHEL
COUNTY OF ANOKA
STATE OF MINNESOTA
RESOLUTION NO. 2022-51
A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE PRELIMINARY PLAT AND PLANNED UNIT
DEVELOPMENT (PUD) OF “STONE GROUP COMMERCIAL 2ND ADDITION” FOR
PROPERTY LEGALLY DESCRIBED AS:
STONE GROUP COMMERCIAL, OUTLOT A
WHEREAS, Stone Group, LLC has requested approval of a preliminary plat and PUD for Stone
Group Commercial 2nd Addition; and
WHEREAS, the East Bethel Review Committee has reviewed the preliminary plat and PUD and
have no comments; and
WHEREAS, pursuant to published and mailed notice thereof, the Planning Commission has
conducted a public hearing on said plat; and
WHEREAS, as a result of such public hearing, the Planning Commission recommends approval
of the preliminary plat/PUD to the City Council.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Council of the City of East Bethel
hereby agrees with the recommendation of the Planning Commission and approves the
preliminary plat and PUD for Stone Group Commercial 2nd Addition, with the following
conditions:
1. The approved preliminary plat lay out is shown as Exhibit A.
2. PUD requirements are as follows:
Architectural Standards
Each building will meet the architectural standards set forth in East Bethel City Code Appendix
A – Zoning, Section 28, Architectural Standards, including the following:
1. Four (2) sided architecture: Each wall of the building shall be constructed so that all
exterior sides are surfaced equivalent to the front of the building.
2. A minimum of thirty (30) percent of the façade facing public right-of-ways shall be glass.
3. At least fifty (50) percent of all exterior wall finishes shall be combined of at least two
materials.
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Landscaping
Each lot will meet the landscaping standards set forth in East Bethel City Code Appendix A –
Zoning, Section 27, Landscaping Requirements, and to include the following:
1. Each lot shall be irrigated.
2. Additional plantings are required along the western side of the property to provide
adequate screening from future residential development to the west.
Utilities
Each new building is required to stub utilities from the building to the back of the curb. Once
available, businesses are required to hook to municipal sewer and water at the expense of the
business.
Lot Sizes
LOT #

LOT SIZE

LOT WIDTH

1

1.65 acres

Corner Lot

2

2.96 acres

108.31 feet

3

3.08 acres

300 feet

4

3.15 acres

205 feet

5

3.20 acres

300 feet

OUTLOT A

17.35 acres

NA

Adopted by the City Council of the City of East Bethel this 12th day of September, 2022.
ATTEST

CITY OF EAST BETHEL

____________________________
Jack Davis, City Clerk

___________________________
Steven R. Voss, Mayor
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City of East Bethel
Planning Commission Meeting
Agenda Item Information
Date: August 23, 2022
Agenda Item Number: 6.0
Agenda Item: Site Plan Review –1341 187th Ln NE - Holiday Stationstore – River County Coop
Background Information:
River County Coop is requesting a site plan review of a new 6,700 square foot commercial building. The
existing Speedway and fuel structures will be demolished; to be replaced with new ground-up facilities,
including a car wash, fueling systems and structures.
City staff reviewed the site plan (Attachment 1, Exhibit A). It’s been determined the site plan meets City Code
requirements and staff supports the configuration, architectural standards, site circulation, lighting and
landscaping of the proposed plan.
Zoning Ordinance Section 10-24 Motor vehicle service station addresses the general development
requirements for a motor vehicle service station. Staff has reviewed these requirements, and found this site
plan adequately addresses all requirements.
Landscape Plan
The landscaping plan meets the requirements of City Code and is attached in Exhibit B. If the plantings and
grass are not completed prior to the issuance of the certificate of occupancy (CO), the applicant will be
required to establish an escrow to ensure completion no later than 8 months after the issuance of the CO.
The City Engineer will establish the amount of required landscape escrow.
Parking /Lighting Plan
The site plan shows 32 parking stalls, which includes 2 accessible stalls. This meets the requirements of city
code and is shown in Exhibit A. The Site Circulation Plan is Attachment 3.
The circumference of the parking lot includes 8 - pole lights, with additional lighting on the building, and under
the canopies. In addition to lighting under the canopies, the canopies also have LED strips along the outer
edge to illuminate the rest of the paved area. The lighting plan not only provides sufficient lighting for the site
but also creates increased safety of the site.
Architectural Design
The Architectural Design is shown as part of Attachment 1, Exhibit C. The building exterior is comprised of
brick with a secondary brick trim. This structure meets the B-2 Central Business requirement of a minimum of
20% of the façade facing the public right-of-way being glass. The architectural design meets the requirements
set forth in city code.
The architectural design of the building is similar to the Holiday Stationstore recently built in Ham Lake on the
southeast corner of Highway 65 and Crosstown Blvd.
Recommendation:
Staff recommends the Commission review the site plan and make a recommendation of approval to City
Council with the conditions set forth in resolution 2022-52 and accompanied exhibits.
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Attachments:
1. Resolution 2022-52
a. Exhibit A Site Plan
b. Exhibit B Landscape Plan
c. Exhibit C Architectural Design
2. Location/Aerial Map
3. Site Circulation Plan
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CITY OF EAST BETHEL
COUNTY OF ANOKA
STATE OF MINNESOTA
RESOLUTION NO. 2022-52
A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE SITE PLAN FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF A
MOTOR VEHICLE SERVICE STATION, LOCATED AT 1341 187TH LANE NE, PIN 3233-23-21-0006, PROPERTY LEGALLY DESCRIBED AS:
THAT PART OF THE NORTH 300 FEET OF THE SOUTH 545.81 FEET OF THE EAST 510
FEET OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION
32, TOWNSHIP 33 RANGE 23 LYING WEST OF THE WEST R/W LINE OF TRUNK
HIGHWAY 65; EXCEPTION OF ROADWAY; SUBJECT TO EASEMENT OF RECORD
WHEREAS, River County Coop has requested approval of a site plan for the construction of a
motor vehicle service station; and
WHEREAS, the property is zoned B2 – Central Business in which motor vehicle service station
is a permitted use; and
WHEREAS, the existing service station will be demolished and an new store will be constructed;
and,
WHEREAS, City staff reviewed the site plan and determined the plans are consistent with city
codes; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission reviewed the site plan; and
WHEREAS, as a result of the review, the Planning Commission recommends approval to City
Council of the site plan.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Council of the City of East Bethel
hereby agrees with the recommendation of the Planning Commission and approves the site plan
to construct a motor vehicle service station with a car wash with the following conditions:
1.

The site plan must comply with Exhibit A.

2.

The Landscape Plan must comply with Exhibit B.

3.

Architectural design and material of the structures must comply with Exhibit C.

4.

If landscaping is not installed prior to the issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy, the
applicant must establish an escrow. The escrow will guarantee the installation of
plantings no later than eight (8) months after the issuance of the Certificate of
Occupancy. The City Engineer will determine the amount of the escrow.
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5.

An additional fire hydrant must be installed with 300 feet of the farthest exterior spot
on the building. The location of the hydrant shall be approved by the East Bethel Fire
Department prior to installation.

Adopted by the City Council of the City of East Bethel this 12th day of September, 2022.
CITY OF EAST BETHEL

ATTEST

___________________________
Steven R. Voss, Mayor

_____________________________
Jack Davis, City Administrator
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