
AGENDA 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

CITY OF WYOMING, MINNESOTA 
JUNE 9, 2026  

7:00 PM 
 
 
CALL TO ORDER: 
 
CALL OF ROLL: 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM: 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE: 
 
OPEN FORUM: 
An opportunity for members of the public to address the Planning Commission on items not on 
the current Agenda. Items requiring Planning Commission action may be deferred to staff for 
research and future Planning Commission Agendas if appropriate. You will be limited to two (2) 
minutes and we ask that you conduct yourself in a professional, courteous manner, and refrain 
from the use of profanity. Failure to abide by this policy may result in the loss of your privilege to 
speak. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 
  
1.  Consider approving the minutes of the “Regular Meeting” of the Wyoming, Minnesota 

Planning Commission for May 26, 2026. 

 
SCHEDULED PUBLIC HEARINGS: 
  
2.  Preliminary Plat: D-26-003 “Mastell Addition” 

Final Plat D-26-004 “Mastell Addition 
Location: West Comfort Drive and Heath Avenue 
Applicants: Chris & Jake Mastell – JKJ Property Management, LLC 
Property ID Number: 21.10518.00 

 
NEW BUSINESS:  
 
OLD BUSINESS:  
  
3.  City of Wyoming Cannabis Ordinance 
 
COMMUNICATIONS: 
 
UPDATES: 
Rosenbauer cold storage building was approved. 
 
ADJOURN  
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UPCOMING: 
June 23rd - Preliminary Plat of "Sunrise Riverbank Commercial" 
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UNAPPROVED MINUTES 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

CITY OF WYOMING, MINNESOTA 
MAY 26, 2026 

7:00 PM 
 

CALL TO ORDER: 
Planning Commission Chairman Lobermeier called the Regular Meeting of the Wyoming Planning 
Commission for May 26, 2026, to order at 7:00 PM 
 
CALL OF ROLL: 
On a Call of the Roll, the following members of the Wyoming Planning Commission were present:  
Mark Lobermeier, Dan Iverson, and Ken Rutford  
 
ABSENT: Commissioners Katie West and Mark Holl 
 
Also Present: Fred Weck, Zoning Administrator, City Planner Kim Lindquist, and Mayor Lisa 
Iverson 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM: 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE: 
 
OPEN FORUM: NONE 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 
 
1. Consider approving the minutes of the “Regular Meeting” of the Wyoming, Minnesota 

Planning Commission for May 12, 2026  
 
A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER IVERSON, SECONDED BY 
COMMISSIONER RUTFORD, TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF THE “REGULAR 
MEETING” OF THE WYOMING, MINNESOTA PLANNING COMMISSION FOR MAY 12, 
2026, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Rutford, Iverson, and Lobermeier 
Voting Nay: None 
Abstain:  None 
Absent:   West and Holl 

 
SCHEDULED PUBLIC HEARINGS: NONE 
 
NEW BUSINESS:   
 
2. Site Plan Review:  SP-26-001 

Location:  5201 260th Street 
Applicant:  Emily Nepp of ISG 
Owner:  Rosenbauer Minnesota LLC 
Property ID Number:  21.00468.32 
 

City Planner Lindquist gave an overview of the request for Site Plan Review at 5201 260th Street 
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for an accessory structure to store finished parts, extrusions, and raw sheet metal indoors.  She 
noted that staff was recommending approval subject to the conditions outlined in the staff report.   
Commissioner Rutford asked about water runoff and storage.  
City Planner Lindquist clarified that this was not within the bounds of the watershed district, which 
meant it did not require additional approval from them.  She explained that the drainage will go to 
the regional pond.   
Don Anderson, Rosenbauer, explained that the building is for cold storage for their aluminum 
materials, so it wasn’t sitting outside getting corroded.  He stated that it will also hold finished 
truck parts that they make ahead of time.  He explained that they were trying to condense 
everything down so their water tanks would be stored on vertical shelving, which is how they gain 
room for parking.  He noted that the color matches the siding on the building they redid last year.   
Chair Lobermeier asked if it would be open storage or if there would be doors on the building.  
Mr. Anderson answered that there would be doors to keep the snow from blowing inside.  He 
stated that they are planning for cement floors and for electricity in the building.   
Commissioner Rutford stated that he liked the idea of things being stored inside to help the area 
look nicer.  
Mr. Anderson gave a brief description of the use of a tilt table and explained that it is used for 
things like fire trucks to ensure they don’t tip over.   
Chair Lobermeier asked if there would be exterior lighting.  
Mr. Anderson stated that they have all new lights on the building and in the parking lot.  He 
explained that they will probably add a bit more lighting on the exterior of the building to light up 
where the extrusions, pumps, and water tanks are located.   
Chair Lobermeier encouraged Mr. Anderson to work with staff on the type of lights and ways to 
make sure they have enough lighting without having too much.   

 
A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER RUTFORD, SECONDED BY 
COMMISSIONER IVERSON, TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF SITE PLAN REVIEW:  SP-
26-001AT 5201 260TH STREET, FOR EMILY NEPP OF ISG, OWNER:  ROSENBAUER 
MINNESOTA LLC, PROPERTY ID NUMBER:  21.00468.32, SUBJECT TO THE SIX 
CONDITIONS INCLUDED IN THE STAFF REPORT. 
 
Voting Aye: Rutford, Iverson, and Lobermeier 
Voting Nay: None 
Abstain:  None 
Absent:   West and Holl 

 
OLD BUSINESS: 
 
3. City of Wyoming Cannabis Ordinance 
 
Zoning Administrator Weck explained that he had sent questions to the City Attorney asking how 
the City may be able to protect the Highway 8 corridor.  He noted that Wosika Farm is having 
trouble getting licensing through the State because the business name they have at the State is 
different than the one they use here, and had also asked the City Attorney about that situation as 
well.  He explained that he had not heard back from the City Attorney yet with answers to the 
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questions he had submitted.  
Chair Lobermeier stated that this situation has shown him that there have been a lot of false starts 
and no one really has this all down yet.  He noted that he was less concerned about the Highway 
8 location, but had concerns about what he had read in the guidance, the model ordinance, and 
the City’s ordinance.  He stated that the State allows the City to limit the places, and in the model 
ordinance seemed to be referred to as zoning.  He stated that as long as the City doesn’t prevent 
cannabis businesses, then they would comply.  He noted that Section 12-422 is labeled zoning 
and land use, and when this came up a few months ago, an issue was raised regarding 
consistency with the Comprehensive Plan.  He stated that he found the City Attorney’s response 
to that interesting because it seemed to be written in a way to remind them that Wyoming was not 
in the metro area, so he didn’t really find it very helpful.  He explained that he would like to propose 
that the City amend the language in the ordinance and briefly explained his suggested changes 
to the existing language.  He stated that he would like it to read that they would be permitted in 
the areas of the City that are both zoned and guided in the Comprehensive Plan, before receipt 
of the request for registration.  He stated that he did not believe the response from the City 
Attorney would prohibit the City from having a both-and situation.  He would like to know if that 
approach would work or if anyone had other ideas of language that may work better.  He stated 
that he felt this would give the City some actual control over where these types of businesses can 
be located in the City.  He noted that Commissioner Iverson has repeatedly raised concerns about 
potential odors and suggested that the City also have a stipulation that there would be no outdoor 
growing, because if it happens indoors, they have ways of controlling the odors.  He stated that 
he also felt they should take a look at finding a way to include a buffer area for a trail, such as the 
regional trail, so they can protect people walking or riding a bike in the area.   
City Planner Lindquist stated that she wasn’t sure what the goal of Chair Lobermeier’s first 
suggestion was.  She noted that initially, the City had the thought that there were too many parcels 
that were available for this use, and what he proposed didn’t have anything to do with availability, 
but was a message to the City that they should make their zoning ordinance and Comprehensive 
Plan comply.   
Chair Lobermeier explained that while he would like to see that happen, he felt it was more about 
trying to have greater control over where this goes and where they want it within their community.  
He noted that the last meeting agenda seemed to be all cannabis related, and if that was going 
to be the new normal, he wanted to have some certainty about what they were able to control. 
City Planner Lindquist explained that for the other communities she has worked with, most of 
them put this use in the Industrial District, which would also be where you put sexually oriented 
businesses as well, because that is where there is less risk of having people around.   
Chair Lobermeier stated that if the City doesn’t have some control over what happens beyond 
how it was zoned and the Comprehensive Plan doesn’t mean much when it comes to approvals, 
then the things that they want to see in the community, such as wanting a downtown area, will 
never happen because that business will be there.  He stated that if the City has areas that are 
industrial today and there is a strong feeling that they would also be industrial in 30 years, that 
would be the first place they should go.   
City Planner Lindquist explained that her concern was that if you had a cannabis user or a light 
industrial user going into a building, it would have the same effect, but agreed with Chair 
Lobermeier regarding a situation where it was vacant land and not an existing building.  She 
explained that most of the sites are developed, so it was essentially just swapping out tenants. 
Chair Lobermeier stated that he was less confident in the City’s ability down the road to be able 
to control this.  He noted that the level of interest this seemed to be generating in the City shows 
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him that the City needed to find a way to drag an anchor and slow things down a bit.  He stated 
that they would really prefer to see this in industrial areas that aren’t so close to parks or things 
that were guided towards something completely different.   
City Planner Lindquist stated that she understood the concerns Chair Lobermeier was sharing 
and stated that if the City were to pick where they wanted this type of business to go, and define 
the space.  She noted that this was also what communities had done for the sexually oriented 
businesses and even created a new district. 
Chair Lobermeier stated that he was open to looking at different ways to handle this and explained 
that he also didn’t want it to be something that was difficult for property owners.  He explained 
that he just didn’t want to have something that was attracting a whole lot of interest coming in and 
looking at a lot of properties that he didn’t think the City had ever envisioned for this use. 
Commissioner Rutford stated that putting this out in the country also makes him look at the safety 
of the people in the City and asked if they wanted this type of use going in right next to a 
development with a lot of houses. 
Chair Lobermeier agreed and noted that when they had first done this, Agriculture seemed like 
an easy choice, and they are seeing that perhaps it isn’t quite that easy.  He reiterated that he 
was open to looking at this in different ways and having staff take a look at options on how and 
what the City Attorney had to say about what the City can do. 
Commissioner Iverson stated that he felt Chair Lobermeier had brought up some good points.  He 
stated that a general summary of what he had said was that the City has a Comprehensive Plan 
that shows what they would like the City to become over the next 10-30 years, and how the City 
can organically help see that become a reality.   
Chair Lobermeier stated that he has been amazed that there seems to be a cannabis business 
on every agenda now and asked if Wyoming had someone gotten onto a map of options for 
people to select. 
 
COMMUNICATIONS:   
 
Chair Lobermeier reminded the Commission that he would not be at the June 9, 2026, meeting.  
 
UPDATES:   
 
Rezoning of parcel 21.00012.20, the IUP for cannabis retail at 6641 Lake Boulevard, and the 
amended IUP at 7978 269th Street were all approved by the City Council. 
 

A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER IVERSON, SECONDED BY 
COMMISSIONER RUTFORD, TO ADJOURN THE MAY 26, 2026 “REGULAR MEETING” 
OF THE WYOMING, MINNESOTA PLANNING COMMISSION AT 7:38 PM. 
 
Voting Aye: Rutford, Iverson, and Lobermeier 
Voting Nay: None 
Abstain:  None 
Absent:   West and Holl 
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CITY OF WYOMING 
PLANNING AND ZONING 

 
TO:       Planning Commission 
DATE       6/2/2026 
MEETING DATE:     6/9/2026 
FROM:      Kim Lindquist, City Planner 
       Fred Weck, Zoning Administrator 
RE: Preliminary and Final Plat Review 
APPLICANT/OWNER: JKJ Property Management 

Company, LLC 
PROPERTY: PID R21.10518.00 
FILE NO:      D-26-003 
 
 

OVERVIEW 

JKJ Property Management Company, LLC (the Applicant and Owner) is proposing to 
subdivide one (1) vacant parcel into one (1) buildable parcel and two (2) outlots.  The one 
new buildable lot is intended for future residential development.  The property is located 
at the intersection of Highway 8 (south), Heath Avenue (east) and West Comfort Drive 
(north) and is 24 acres in size, including right of way. Highway 8 currently bisects the site 
and future road reconstruction will impact both proposed outlots. The proposed residential 
lot is approximately two acres in size. The sketch plan previously reviewed by the City 
indicated that two new residential lots would be created. The applicant has modified the 
proposal to one.  Right of way for West Comfort Drive will also be dedicated.  

The property is currently designated as R1 – Rural Residential l and is utilized for 
residential purposes. County records do not indicate a current residence at the site, but there 
are stored items on the premises. These must be removed. The minimum required lot area 
in the R1 – Rural Residential 1 District is one acre, with at least one acre being buildable. 
The proposed subdivision complies with this requirement. Additionally, the district 
mandates a minimum lot width and depth of 200 feet, while corner lots must provide an 
extra 15 feet of width. The submitted plat satisfies the lot width and depth standards, and 
the lot accommodates the additional width requirement. The property also falls within the 
Shoreland District due to its proximity to Comfort Lake.  It also is included in the Solar 
Energy Systems Overlay District.     

The two outlots, which are 12.7 (Outlot A) and 1.7 (Outlot B) acres in size and are 
designated for Mixed Use and Commercial. However, due to the upcoming reconstruction 
of Highway 8 both outlots will be impacted. Outlot A, which is located on the northwest 
side of the property, will be impacted by the construction of Heath Avenue North and pond 
improvements. The remaining land, unencumbered by the road infrastructure, will be 
retained by the property owner. Outlot B, which is located south of Highway 8 will be 
acquired by the county as part of the reconstruction.  

Page 7 of 19



2 
 

Article III of the City of Wyoming Subdivision Ordinance sets forth the plating procedure 
with the first requirement being the sketch plan. The sketch plan met the ordinance 
requirements and was approved by both the Planning Commission and City Council earlier 
this year. The sketch plan originally had Lot 1 divided into two buildable lots, but the 
preliminary and final plat has been revised to only propose one buildable residential lot at 
this time.   

STAFF RECONMENDATION 

The requirements of Article III, Division 2 and Article III, Division 3, “The Preliminary 
Plat” and “The Final Plat”, as contained in the City of Wyoming Subdivision Ordinance 
have been complied with. Accordingly, staff recommends approval of the Preliminary and 
Final Plat for Mastell Addition subject to the following conditions: 

1. All required local, state and/or federal permitting must be obtained. 
2. The applicant pay a park dedication fee for one buildable residential lot.  
3. The applicant shall replat Outlot A to obtain buildable status prior to any permit 

being issued for private development related activity.  
4. The applicant provide final grading and drainage plans for the City Engineer review 

prior to issuance of a building permit. The plan shall include construction of the 
driveway and installation of the septic system. 

5. That the City Attorney shall state whether fee simple title to the platted property is 
in the names of the subdivider. 

STAFF REVIEW 

Comprehensive Plan Designation 

The subject property is guided for Mixed Use on the north side of Highway 8 and 
Commercial on the south side of Highway 8 in the City’s Comprehensive Plan.   

With one single family lot proposed on the north side of the property, and a large portion 
of the lot to be platted as outlots, the site can accommodate a mix of uses as prescribed in 
the comprehensive plan. However, due to the planned Highway 8 reconstruction, the 
amount of remaining developable land is questionable. As noted above, the Outlot B will 
be acquired by the County to facilitate the Hwy 8 road project, and no additional buildable 
area is anticipated. While the County will also be using portions of Outlot A for the Hwy 
8 project, ponding and new public road, there is land available for future private 
development. These areas should comply with the Mixed Use Comprehensive Plan 
designation upon development or the applicant will have to reguide the property to bring it 
into compliance with the proposed use.  
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Zoning 
The lot is currently zoned R-1 Rural Residential I. The purpose of the R-1 district is 
intended to provide an area for very low-density housing with on-site wastewater systems 
in locations that are already predominately developed in a pattern similar to that described 
in this zoning district.  
 
The zoning and surrounding uses are as follows:  

North – R-1 – Rural Residential I 
South – A – Agriculture 
East –R-1-Rural Residential I 
West –R-1-Rural Residential I 

 
The following table summarizes the dimensional requirements for lots in the R1 District. 

Zoning District 
Requirements 

R-1-Rural Residential Proposed 

Lot Width 215 feet (corner lot) 
200 feet (interior lot)  

Lot 1- 415 feet 
Outlot A- 1086.56 feet 
Outlot B*- 453.88 feet 

Lot Depth 200 feet; shall not be greater 
than four times the lot width 

Lot 1- 218.05 feet 
Outlot A- 922.86 feet 
Outlot B*- 316.47 feet 
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Lot Size One (1) acre, at least one (1) 
acre of which must be 
buildable 

Lot 1- 2.1 acres 
Outlot A- 12.72 acres 
Outlot B*- 1.76 acres 

Shoreland Management Overlay District Requirements 

Lot Area 
(Unsewered Lake, 
Nonriparian Lot) 

43,560 sq. feet Lot 1- 91,523 sq. feet 
Outlot A- 554,136 sq. feet 
Outlot B*- 76,834 sq. feet 

Lot Width 
(Unsewered Lake, 
Nonriparian Lot) 

200 feet Lot 1- 415 feet 
Outlot A- 1086.56 feet 
Outlot B*- 453.88 feet 

* Outlot B to be acquired by the county for Highway 8 reconstruction 

 

The sketch plan for this project proposed one residential structure on Lot 1, however the 
location may be modified since the two lots have been combined. Lot 1 conforms with all 
the required dimensions, and it has adequate area to accommodate a residential structure 
that conforms to all required setbacks without the issuance of a variance.  
 
Any future building within the R-1 District shall conform to the following setback 
standards: 

1. Front Yard Setback:  
a. 73 feet from the centerline of all city streets or 40 feet from the road right-

of-way, whichever is more restrictive 
2. Side Yard Setback: 

a. 10 feet for principal buildings 
b. 3 feet for accessory buildings 
c. 5 feet for driveways 

3. Rear Yard Setback: 
a. 35 feet for principal buildings 
b. 3 feet for accessory buildings 

4. Height 
a. 35 feet (three stories) maximum height for principal building 
b. 25 feet (one story) maximum height for accessory building  

 
The property is located within the Shoreland Management Overlay District.  The property 
is not located within a FEMA designated floodplain area. The property is in the 
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Shoreland Management Overlay District for Comfort Lake, which is classified as a 
General Development Lake.  
 
Any future building on the property will have to conform to the Ordinary High Water 
Level Setback of seventy-five (75) feet for structures and sewers.  
 
Park Dedication 
Article IV of the Subdivision Ordinance sets forth the park dedication requirements.  The 
policy for minor subdivisions is that when three or fewer lots are being created that the 
minimum park and trail fees will be collected without the need for the Joint Park Planning 
Board to meet unless the development is in an area where the City is looking to acquire 
park land.  This policy was reaffirmed at a Joint Park Planning Board held on October 28, 
2014.   
 
The area of the proposed subdivision is not an area that the City is looking to acquire land 
and as such the City will require park and trail dedication funds.  The minimum park 
dedication for the proposed subdivision equals $1,500.00 plus the minimum trail 
dedication of $300.00.  The fees are to be collected prior to final plat approval.   
 
Access 
The proposed parcel would be accessed via West Comfort Drive on the north side of the 
lot.  A portion of the plat will dedicate additional right of way for West Comfort Drive. 
There will also be additional access opportunities to the site after the Highway 8 
reconstruction and the construction of Heath Ave N, which will bisect outlot A.  
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Utilities 

Municipal sanitary sewer and watermain are not available to the site at this time. The sketch 
plan anticipated that a primary and secondary system can be supported on the new 
residential lot.  

Drainage 

Stormwater management is not triggered for this site. There may be some watershed-
related permits required depending upon the amount of grading work anticipated for the 
ultimate development of the site. 

Plat Review Standards  

In accordance with Sec. 32 – 42, the following criteria shall be considered during the Plat 
review application process:  

(a) Consistency with the design standards and other requirement of this ordinance.  
The planned subdivision does comply with R-1-Rural Residential I lot standards.  
 
(b) Consistency with the City's Comprehensive Plan, Stormwater Management 
Plan, and any other development plans officially adopted by the City.  
The planned subdivision is consistent with the zoning code and the comprehensive 
plan.  
 
(c) The physical characteristics of the site, including but not limited to topography, 
erosion, flooding potential, development, and major vegetation.  
The physical characteristics of the site will have no major impact on the 
development of the parcel or the surrounding areas. 
 
(d) The proposed development's fiscal impact and environmental impact.  
The proposed development will have no major negative fiscal or environment 
impact.  

 
(e) Whether the proposed subdivision is in conflict with applicable general and 
specific plans (e.g. growth management system goals and policies, capital 
improvement programs, ordinances).  
The proposed subdivision is not in conflict with any specific or general plans.  
 
(f) Whether the design or improvement of the proposed subdivision is in conflict 
with applicable development plans.  
This criterion is met.  
 
(g) That the site is physically suitable for the proposed density of the development.  
This site is physically suitable for future low-density rural residential and mixed 
use development.  
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(h) Whether the design of the subdivision or the proposed improvements are likely 
to cause substantial environmental damage.  
The design of the subdivision should not cause substantial environmental damage.  
 
(i) Whether the design of the subdivision or the type of improvements are likely to 
cause serious public health problems.  
The design of the subdivision should not cause serious public health problems.  
 
(j) Whether the design of the subdivision or the type of improvements will conflict 
with easements of record or of easements established by judgment of a court. 
The design of the subdivision should not conflict with any easement of record or 
easement established by judgment of a court.  
 
In addition, per Sec. 32 – 51, the Final Plat shall substantially conform to the 
Preliminary Plat.  
This criterion is met.  

 
Next Steps 
The City Council will review the Planning Commission’s Plat review at the next regularly 
scheduled meeting.  
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Cannabis Questions and Attorney Responses 

1.            Since we (the Planning Commission) were stopped last year from rezoning all of the properties whose zoning 
map designation does not match the comp plan land use map can we use that as a requirement for a cannabis 
application?  The first standard that the city ordinance requires when it is considering a CUP is “The use is in conformity 
with the Comprehensive Plan and development policies of the City.” 
Example: The property is currently zoned Agricultural, and is guided by the land use map to be zoned Commercial.  The 
A district allows cultivation, the C district does not. 

• Can the cannabis ordinance be written to require the property to be (re)zoned to match the comp plan land use 
map as a part of the cannabis IUP application?  

o You can require that if there is a change in the land use that the change be in compliance with the 
comprehensive plan. If the planning commission wants to pursue this, staff should be directed to 
prepare a rational basis for requiring this of cannabis/hemp uses and not other like uses; for example, 
requiring this for a cannabis cultivator but not another agricultural cultivation. 

• If that can’t be done; can a cannabis application be denied if the current zoning would allow the cannabis use, 
but the land use zoning would not allow it?  

o Same answer as above.  
 

2.            Up until the latest application the cultivation requests have been inside greenhouses and odor control has been 
taken care of by mechanical ventilation and filtration.  That is not possible with outdoor growing. 

• Can the city ban outdoor growing outright?  
o Yes. Most of Eckberg’s clients have. 

• Can the city require a substantial buffer between the outdoor plants and a property line in order to mitigate 
odor?  

o Yes. Your code does already mitigate odor “cannabis businesses and hemp businesses shall be ventilated 
so that all odors cannot be detected by a person with a normal sense of smell at the exterior of the 
facility or at any adjoining use or property.” 

• If we can, is there an industry agreed upon distance that could be used?  
o No. The “standard” used in Minnesota is the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency’s statute for regulating 

odors which is regulation of the odor not the distance. 
 
3.            The city placed a buffer around parks with the following language: The City of Wyoming shall prohibit the 
operation of a cannabis business within 500 feet of an attraction within a public park that is regularly used by minors, 
including a playground or athletic field.   
The Sunrise Prairie Trail parallels Highway 61 and a cultivation application for a building in the industrial park adjacent to 
the trail was approved.  The cannabis cultivator couldn’t come to terms with the property owner for the sale of the 
property so they have backed out of the sale.  This situation prompted the question: 

• Can we put a buffer along a trail, because children could be walking on the trail?  
o Statute says “an attraction within a public park that is regularly used by minors, including a playground 

or athletic field.” A conservative statutory interpretation would be that a trail is not “an attraction within 
a public park.” However, there is not case law or rulemaking clarifying this specific point. 

• The Swedish Immigrant Trail parallels Highway 8, and would be included in the buffer if allowed.  The trail buffers 
and Highway 8 prohibition would not completely “outlaw” cannabis uses in the city, but would severely restrict 
where they could be located, especially in the Central Business and Commercial Districts.  

o Given the trail is not an option, an option the city does have is requiring a buffer distance between other 
cannabis and/or hemp uses. 

Christina Benson 
Attorney 

 

1809 Northwestern Avenue | Stillwater, MN 55082 
June 9, 2026 PC Meeting 
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