
AGENDA 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

CITY OF WYOMING, MINNESOTA 
MAY 23, 2023  

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 April 25, 2023. 
  
2.  Consider approving the minutes of the “Regular Meeting” of the Wyoming, Minnesota 

Planning Commission for May 9, 2023. 
 
SCHEDULED PUBLIC HEARINGS: 
  
3.  Conditional Use Permit for Sight-In Days Structure: C-23-002  

Location: 4648 240th Street 
Applicant / Owner: Forest Lake Sportsman’s Club, Ron Westberg 
Property ID Number: 21.10632.00 

 
NEW BUSINESS:  
  
4.  Sketch Plan, Wildlife Estates Plat 5: D-23-001 

Location: 24996 Fondant Avenue 
Applicant & Owner: Brian Mulroy 
Property ID Number: 21.11125.34 

 
OLD BUSINESS:  
  
5.  Conditional Use Permit for Apartment Buildings: C-23-001  

Location: 257th Street, south end of cul-de-sac  
Applicant / Owner: 257 Land Holdings, LLC; Brian Solsrud  
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Property ID Numbers: 21.10605.00 & 21.10542.10 
 
COMMUNICATIONS: 
 
UPDATES: 
 
ADJOURN  
 
UPCOMING: 
June 13, 2023 - Site Plan Review, Gregory Contracting Sp-23-004 & V-23-001.__________ 
Tentative: June 13, 2023 - Conditional Use Permit for a Home Occupation, Vang: ICUP-23-002 
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UNAPPROVED MINUTES 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

CITY OF WYOMING, MINNESOTA 
APRIL 25, 2023 

7:00PM 
CALL TO ORDER: 
Planning Commission Chairman Lobermeier called the Regular Meeting of the Wyoming Planning 
Commission for April 25, 2023 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, Michael Naumann, Katie West, and Dan Iverson  
 
ABSENT: None 
 
Also Present: Fred Weck Zoning Administrator and Council Liaison 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 March 28, 2023  
 

A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER NAUMANN, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER 
IVERSON, TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF THE “REGULAR MEETING” OF THE 
WYOMING, MINNESOTA PLANNING COMMISSION FOR MARCH 28, 2023 AS SUBMITTED. 
 
Voting Aye: Iverson, Naumann, West, and Lobermeier 
Voting Nay: None 
Abstain:  None 
Absent:  None 

 
SCHEDULED PUBLIC HEARINGS: NONE 
NEW BUSINESS:  NONE 

OLD BUSINESS: 
2. Architectural Standards:  Architect Comments, Community Ordinances, and Material Examples 
 
Zoning Administrator Weck noted that in the packet he had included his e-mail communication with 
Widseth as well as information regarding ordinances from the cities of Brainerd and Baxter.   
Chair Lobermeier stated that one of the things that came to mind as he was reviewing this material 
was the notion of a pre-design meeting as opposed to having a builder or architect come in and show 
their plans.  He asked for Zoning Administrator Weck’s thoughts beyond just simply sending them 
the ordinance.  He stated that he suspects that this is where the ‘dance’ begins and reiterated his 
questions about whether that type of meeting would help.  
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Zoning Administrator Weck stated that it would help, but many times he gets the phone call after 
they have already done half of the work.  He stated that it why he tells them the City has architectural 
standards and encourages them to take a look at them.  
Commissioner West stated that she had spoken with a few other architects that she works with about 
different standards and how they like to see them.  She stated that she had shared the standards 
from the City, Chisago, and Forest Lake and they really like the example from Chisago because it 
was clear and comprehensive.  She explained that they liked the idea of a tiered classification of the 
materials, but they like charts that stay consistent.  She stated that they did not like the idea of having 
a supplemental or secondary manual because it would be hard to navigate.  She stated that they 
also liked the idea of ‘bolding’ out the various sections so they are easier to follow and find the 
information they were searching for. 
Commissioner Iverson stated that it sounds like the feedback was more on the format of the 
information and not necessarily about the content.   
Commissioner West agreed and stated that one other comment they made was that it was important 
for the City to figure out what their ‘feel’ is for example more White Bear or more Lindstrom.  She 
stated that the thought was that if you were going to set a ‘standard’ it should not really be negotiable 
because then the community will end up being more of a hodge podge.  She stated that she thinks 
it may make sense to have a different list of materials for the downtown area and some of the 
structures near Hallberg.  She reiterated that the architects she spoke with really liked Chisago’s 
information.   
Chair Lobermeier stated that in comparing the City’s with others he noticed that the language starts 
out with what the City does ‘not want’ rather than what they ‘want’.  He stated that he thinks it may 
be a good idea to take a step back and have the Commission try to figure out what problem the City 
is trying to solve and the intent of the ordinance.  He noted that he was surprised that the feedback 
Zoning Administrator Weck and Commissioner West got was not really related to the actual 
materials.  
Commissioner West noted that it looks like the issue may not really be the materials.  She noted that 
her input also touched on percentages and if they are going to say 50% of Class 1, they want to 
know what the means for the whole building.  She reiterated that the input was related to the 
readability and that it be clear and concise and not so much related to the actual materials.  She 
stated that she thinks it is important for them to know who is in the community and what their price 
point is for those that can afford to bring their businesses to the City.  
Chair Lobermeier stated that he had highlighted some things included in the minutes from the last 
meeting and read aloud the statement about cities the size of Wyoming not getting into design 
details.  He stated that usually smaller towns are happy to get development and try not to get in the 
way too much.  He stated that he feels they end up walking the fine line between the intent and not 
over-specifying.  He stated that the Commission was given some ‘homework’ at the last meeting to 
take a look around town at some of the buildings they may or may not like.  He shared examples of 
facilities that he really liked such as Ebenezer, Wyoming Dental, and Lakes Gas.  He stated that he 
also feels the Pfeiffer Chiropractic office has character.  
Commissioner West stated that she is happy that they switched the entrance to the drug store, but 
noted that it is still not one of her favorite buildings.   
Chair Lobermeier asked if the Commission could paint a picture that is not too restrictive of what 
they would like the City to look like that still allows development to come.   
The Commission discussed some of the difficulty in situations where they are not a chain so they do 
not have the same financing available.  The Commission shared examples of buildings and details 
that they would not necessarily want to see more of in the City. 

Page 4 of 67



3 

Zoning Administrator Weck shared examples of various development projects that have happened 
in the City.   
Commissioner West stated that one of the reasons that she thinks this conversation is important is 
because there is currently kind of a mismatch of things going on in the downtown area.  She stated 
that she thinks windows are huge and things like light pollution because people move out here so 
they don’t have that.  She referenced the liquor store and noted that while it may meet the standards, 
it looks very ‘unique’ in how it was actually put together.      
Commissioner Iverson stated that you see the word uniformity and the direction to make it look like 
it belongs and he thinks that is important.  He stated that he feels it should look like that was the way 
it was intended to look and with remodeling they sometimes lose that.   
Chair Lobermeier reiterated that he thinks it is important to focus on the intent and that it is concise.  
He stated that he was part of the group who put together these architectural standards, but 
acknowledged that the very first sentence is 4 lines long, which is not concise.  He noted that another 
section he feels needs work is the section where ‘other’ materials can be allowed but questioned 
how they could state it without allowing things to go forward that don’t really meet the ordinance but 
they decided to let it go through as kind of a loop hole.  He asked if the right place for things to come 
when developers have a proposal is the Planning Commission or whether a staff member should 
make a recommendation. 
Zoning Administrator Weck stated that as a Building Official, the building code allows him to make 
interpretations of the code, but it does give him standards on how to do that.  He stated that when it 
comes to building materials, or an aesthetic detail, it is subjective.  He explained that he could think 
something looks great, but the Commission could disagree and wonder what he was thinking.  He 
explained that without a standard in the ordinance to clarify where the City is going, he thinks it is 
hard for one person to say what it is or is not.   
Commissioner West asked if when there is a questionable or new material if that could be part of 
what is presented before the Commission so it can be addressed at the time of approval.  She stated 
that way it would not just be left up to one person. 
Zoning Administrator Weck shared examples of the process and materials discussion for recent 
projects, such as the one for Hallberg.   
Commissioner West noted that views on materials can change over time and noted that communities 
like Lindstrom and White Bear have an aesthetic that really has not changed and with time, has 
become even more beautiful which is what she hopes for the City.  She stated that she would like to 
be able to find materials that age gracefully.  She reiterated that she loves the ideas of windows for 
the wellbeing of the people who have to work in these buildings and if the City does not already have 
something that speaks to that she would like to see that added.    
Chair Lobermeier referenced the industrial park in Stacy that seems to be growing like gangbusters, 
but noted that there is a real mix of things they have going in there and does not appear to be a 
theme to what is being approved.  He stated that if he goes back to the original statement, he would 
like to attempt to eliminate the negative statements.  He gave the example of it saying that the City 
wants visual harmony, complement surrounding properties, and contribute to the character and the 
appearance of the district.  
The Commission discussed other buildings around the town.  
Commissioner West stated that she has nothing against pole barns but she really does not want to 
see that in the downtown area.    
Chair Lobermeier noted that he feels the church that is just south of the liquor store did a good job 
when they redid their façade.  He stated that it was just a warehouse type building, but when they 
redid it they added some brick and color that really made it work well.  He stated that he thinks that 
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if the Commission can figure out what problem they are trying to address and get the intent statement 
so it is clear and address some of the formatting, which will help.  
Zoning Administrator Weck stated that he can try to work on the opening statement so it is positive 
rather than negative.  He stated that he can also look at keeping the text that is there, but perhaps 
moving the information into some tables and charts as recommended by Commissioner West.   
Chair Lobermeier noted that Kim Lindquist, WSB, stated that she thought the list of materials was 
good and did not think this needed a big overhaul.  He stated that he would agree, but would suggest 
that it really be read for intent to make a determination if it is too open or if there are areas that need 
clarification.   
The Commission discussed roofing and window additions.   
Chair Lobermeier noted that Mayor Iverson had mentioned that she would like to hook the EDA into 
this process and asked if she felt they would have input in the area of ‘fit’. 
Mayor Iverson stated that she brought that up because they want to have a certain aesthetic on 
Highway 61.  She stated that there has been discussion about certain franchise businesses coming 
to town, such as Caribou, that have set standards that they have to meet  She referenced the 
difference if you travel to someplace like Hilton Head where everything is all the same, no matter 
what.  She stated that the goal is to have some character and have some standards, but for it to be 
more updated.  She stated that their hope is to get some apartment buildings that will attract or keep 
the younger people in town, which means it will have to have more of a ‘hip’ vibe.  She noted that 
the problem becomes that a ‘hip’ vibe can look different to everyone.   
Commissioner West stated that she has long thought that the City needed another restaurant or 
something like a bar/pub or brewery.   
Mayor Iverson stated that from the EDA side she and City Administrator Linwood work very closely 
in inviting businesses and restaurants to come to the City.  She stated that they are also part of 
MnCAR and invite people to consider the City and what they have to offer as well.  She stated that 
they are working with some possible 3D images of certain pieces of land so they can draw images 
of what they would like to see there.  She reiterated that this was why she felt it was important to 
work alongside the EDA in these efforts. 
Zoning Administrator Weck stated that he thinks the Commission has made a good start in this 
discussion and recommended that they take a look at how they want to define or tweak the 
comparable materials so it is clear to everyone.   
Chair Lobermeier stated that he thought the information included in the packet was very helpful.  He 
stated that having something that is just 2-3 pages that has some of the nicer looking buildings that 
fit a bit more closely to what the City is looking for.  He stated that it can serve as a bit of a ‘hint-hint’, 
‘nudge-nudge’ for developers. 
Commissioner Iverson stated that it may help them design something that fits into the area rather 
than just designing it the way they usually do without consideration for what may be nearby.   
Chair Lobermeier stated that there are some really nice buildings in town, but they are scattered 
around and not just in one spot.  He stated that if those could be represented to people coming in, it 
will set up the idea for them without having to write it down.   
Commissioner Iverson noted that the example of the code from Baxter highlighted the positive 
language rather than the negative.  He stated that he found it interesting to see how often they used 
terms like ‘community image’ and ‘visual environment’ in their first points.  He noted that he also liked 
the feedback shared by Commissioner West about changing some of the formatting to the 
tables/charts so it makes the information stand out and be understood more easily.  
Commissioner Naumann suggested utilizing some of the information from the Comprehensive Plan 
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that talks about rural character, small-town feel, balance rural setting, and urbanization.  He stated 
that he feels that this may give a developer and idea of what they should be shooting for. 
Mayor Iverson reminded the Commission to keep Highway 8 in mind because eventually there will 
also be more businesses along that corridor.  She stated that they know what the area looks like now 
but questioned whether that was really the image that the City wanted to have as people travel the 
highway heading towards Wisconsin.   
 
COMMUNICATIONS:   
 
UPDATES:   
Zoning Administrator Weck noted that for the next meeting there is a possible public hearing for a 
Home Occupation for a slaughter house at a farm that is not zoned Agricultural.  He explained that 
this family purchased the property without calling to find out if they could do what they wanted to do 
on the property.  He stated that he expecting there to be a fairly large turnout from the neighbors. 
Chair Lobermeier stated that he visited with City Administrator Linwood about the recent public 
hearing.  He stated that they had a conversation that people come to a public hearing thinking that 
what they tell the Commission will make a difference.  He stated that it can be challenging because 
the Commission is really there to take their testimony, but at the end of the day, their decision has 
to be based on what the ordinance says they can and cannot allow.  He stated that their conversation 
was about how that information can be communicated to residents because people tend to walk 
away discouraged and thinking that the Commission just did whatever it wanted to and did not listen 
to them.  He stated that he has been trying to think of a way to word a statement that will clearly 
communicate this to residents.   
Commissioner Iverson stated that he thinks making it clear that the Commission is a recommending 
body and not the decision maker would be helpful.   
Mayor Iverson stated that she feels that there are some things that are not clearly written and 
understands that there needs to be some interpretation, but feels that there are some things that are 
not clear for the lay person.  She referenced the example of Katie’s Glen and noted that is why 
sometimes she thinks the public comes in with the idea that the City does not have any rules or 
regulations.  She stated that she is hoping that by making things more clearly understood that there 
will be less situations where it is just brought to the Council so they can say no.   
Commissioner Iverson stated that you cannot write code so everything is black and white for every 
situation so there will need to be a certain amount of interpretation.   
Chair Lobermeier stated that he will try to work on a statement to help people understand the role of 
the Commission.  He asked that when the notices are sent out that it be made clear that the 
Commission is a recommending body and that it will be based on how well the proposal meets with 
the existing Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Ordinances.   
 

A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER WEST, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER 
IVERSON, TO ADJOURN THE APRIL 25, 2023 “REGULAR MEETING” OF THE WYOMING, 
MINNESOTA PLANNING COMMISSION AT 8:07 PM. 
 
Voting Aye: Iverson, Naumann, West, and Lobermeier 
Voting Nay: None 
Abstain:  None 
Absent:  None 
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UNAPPROVED MINUTES 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

CITY OF WYOMING, MINNESOTA 
MAY 9, 2023 

7:00PM 
CALL TO ORDER: 
Planning Commission Chairman Lobermeier called the Regular Meeting of the Wyoming Planning 
Commission for May 9, 2023 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, Michael Naumann, Katie West, and Dan Iverson  
 
ABSENT:  
 
Also Present: Fred Weck Zoning Administrator, Planning Consultant 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 April 25, 2023  
 
Commissioner Iverson noted that it appears as though many of the comments credited to 
Commissioner Naumann were transposed with those he made and vice versa.   
 
Zoning Administrator Weck noted that he will make amendments to the minutes and the 
Commission can approve them at a future meeting.   
 
SCHEDULED PUBLIC HEARINGS:  
 
2. Interim Conditional Use Permit for a Home Occupation: ICUP-23-002 

Location:  24803 Kettle River Boulevard 
Applicant:  Tong Vang 
Owner:  Kathy Vang 
Property ID Number:  21.10622.30 
 

Chair Lobermeier reviewed the Public Hearing process for the City and the role of the Planning 
Commission in review of the application related to the City’s code, ordinances, zoning regulations, 
and the Comprehensive Plan.  He explained that the Planning Commission would be making a 
recommendation to the City Council, but noted that the City Council would be the one to make 
the final decision. 
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Planning Consultant Lindquist gave an overview of the request for an Interim Conditional Use 
Permit for a Home Occupation for 24803 Kettle River Boulevard.  She stated that this parcel is 
about 8 acres and currently has a home and an accessory structure.  She stated that the property 
owner has indicated that they are planning to build a new accessory structure and bring in a trailer 
associated with the home occupation proposal.  She stated that the property is zoned R-2 Rural 
Residential and to the south is property that is zoned Agricultural.  She stated that this property, 
in the Comprehensive Plan, is designated for semi-rural neighborhood with a wetland overlay on 
the rear portion of the property.  She explained that the application indicates that this is generally 
a weekend work type of business where they would be bringing in 80 crated chickens to the 
property on a Thursday and would use the new accessory structure and the trailer to slaughter 
and process the chickens over the weekend.  She explained that there would be a delivery from 
the site on Saturday and the applicant has indicated that there would be some customers that 
would be coming to the site to get the product, but most would be transported off the site by the 
applicant.  She stated that they plan to clean up the site on Sunday and get ready to start the 
process again the following week.  She explained that the ordinance does allow for home 
occupations in the R-2 Rural Residential district and in this situation can have a use that is a bit 
more intense than a more traditional home occupation.  She reviewed the home occupation 
standards and noted that they all need to be met as they relate to review of the permit.  She noted 
one important standard is that the home occupation shall not generate sewage of a nature or type 
that cannot be treated by a standard on-site sewage system.  She explained that the property 
owner recognizes that they will have to put in a system directly related to this proposed occupation 
for this site.  She reviewed the things staff has recommended for conditions of approval and noted 
that staff believes that this use meets the home occupation standards as long as they follow the 
criteria in the ordinance.  She stated that the conditions of approval would be only one outside 
employee, no outside storage, and installation of a new septic system designed specifically for 
this type of use.  She noted that there are additional conditions that recognize that this use is 
probably different than what was originally anticipated by this type of ordinance such as having 
trash pickup on Monday so it would be done immediately after the pickup day.  She noted that 
the applicant has indicated that any waste material would be put into refrigeration so it wouldn’t 
smell or attract rodents.  She explained that staff is also recommending that no nuisances do 
occur, including noise, odor, or attraction of rodents or small animals can be associated with this 
business.  She stated that staff was also called out the maximum of 80 chickens per weekend 
and noted that number was derived from the agricultural district.  She noted that staff was 
recommending a date for the ICUP of June 1, 2028 in order to have a termination date so the 
community has the opportunity to re-evaluate.  She reiterated that staff is recommending approval 
of the ICUP, subject to the 13 conditions listed in the staff report, and noted that this does not run 
with the property and any change in ownership or operation or sale of the property would void the 
ICUP.    
Commissioner Iverson asked if the City has another facility like this in the City.  
Zoning Administrator Weck stated that they do not have one as a home occupation, but in the 
agricultural district, this would be considered a permitted use.   
Commissioner Iverson asked about what type of septic system needed to be in place for this type 
of use.  
Zoning Administrator Weck stated that currently they have a mound system and for this proposed 
use would need to have a holding tank.   
Commissioner West asked if there were parameters for the size of the holding tank from the City’s 
standpoint.  
Zoning Administrator Weck referenced Chapter 78 of the State septic code and noted that it would 
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need to be done under those standards.   
Chair Lobermeier stated that he appreciated the 13 conditions staff has laid out for consideration 
and noted that he feels that they may be some of the more stringent conditions they have had.   
The sister of Tong Vang addressed the Commission and explained that her brother was unable 
to attend tonight’s meeting so she was here on his behalf.  She stated that her mother owns the 
home and explained that she had purchased it in Wyoming in order to give her children a job.  
She stated that the plan is to process the chickens here for 2-4 years, but if she can grow more 
quickly than that, they will move out further onto agricultural land.  She stated that if they can 
move out further, they can grow larger.  She explained that they would prefer to have someplace 
larger to operate their business but needed to start small.  She stated that they have been looking 
for land for about a year and have found it difficult to find something a bit closer to St. Paul which 
is where their customers are located.    
Chair Lobermeier stated that they have talked about using a trailer for butchering and asked how 
for a description of how that would work. 
Ms. Vang stated that they do not butcher the chicken inside the trailer.  She explained that they 
were planning to buy a shed or whatever the standard is.  She noted that they have spoken with 
the Department of Agriculture and plan to start there.   
Chair Lobermeier asked if the applicants had seen the staff report that included the 13 conditions 
that need to be met and if they were in agreement with those items.  
Following some discussion and translation, Ms. Vang stated that they have seen them and agree 
with the conditions.   
Commissioner Iverson asked about the plans for a 600 sq. ft. accessory structure for processing.   
Ms. Vang stated that they did build a shed but it is not for the butchering part but for the chickens. 
Zoning Administrator Weck stated that he had met with the applicants last week.  He noted that 
he had explained to them that they had built the shed without a permit, so that one will need to 
be r removed because it does not meet code.  He noted that one of the conditions relates to 
coming into compliance and stated that in the R-2 district they are allowed 2 accessory buildings 
for a total combined square footage of 2,000 sq. ft.  
Commissioner Iverson stated that the application states that the chickens would be delivered on 
Thursdays and would be put in the chicken coop or left outside for the night.  
Ms. Vang stated that was not correct and explained that they would like to have a shed just for 
the chickens where they will be fed and watered overnight, and then will be butchered the 
following day.  
MOTION BY COMMISSIONER WEST, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER IVERSON, TO OPEN 
THE PUBLIC HEARING AT 7:28 P.M. 

 
Voting Aye: Iverson, Naumann, West, and Lobermeier 
Voting Nay: None 
Abstain:  None 
Absent:  None 

 
Michelle Deters, 24755 Kettle River Boulevard, Forest Lake, noted that she owns the property 
just south of the applicant.  She stated that under the 13 proposed conditions she asked if those 
would be under the law of nuisance so that as a homeowner she has the right to enjoy her property 
without anything interfering, such as odor, noise, or congestion.   

Page 10 of 67



4 

Planning Consultant Lindquist stated that the conditions are specifically related to ICUP.  She 
explained that one of the conditions was specifically related to nuisances, but there are other 
conditions.   
Ms. Deters stated that she would also think that it would be items that could be considered 
injurious to health and explained that her husband was a Vietnam Veteran that was in fragile 
health and is required to get rest and have fresh air.  She explained that she grew up on a farm 
and knows what it smells like, feels like, and sounds like to butcher chickens and it is not pleasant.  
She stated that she is right next door to the Vang’s and explained that they are a wonderful family.  
She noted that having them as neighbors is in sharp contrast to the series of rotten renters that 
were previously at the property.  She stated that when she had first spoken to Building 
Administrator Weck, he told her there would be a maximum of 30 chickens and when she had 
done a calculation about fluid and blood, that could be around 3.7 gallons of blood and fluid into 
the soil in they lose containment.  She stated that with the updated number of 80 chickens, that 
number would go up to 10.5 gallons of fluid.  She stated that containment of fluid and blood is 
important so they do not add contaminants into the ground water.  She asked if the Vang’s had 
liability insurance and asked what would happen if the wells in the area became contaminated 
and the nearby residents can no longer drink the water or cook with it.  She asked if the City would 
do consistent testing of the water.  She noted that she also has concerns with what this may do 
to her property value and noted that she was told by a local realtor that it could lower her value 
by 40%.  She reviewed the area property maps and noted that she wanted to reinforce that this 
is a neighborhood and not agricultural.  
Terry Gentry, 24800 Kettle River Boulevard, explained that they are directly across the street from 
the Vang’s.  She stated that she and her fiancé moved to the City in 2010 and are concerned 
about the equity in their property if this business is approved.  She stated that they invested in the 
City when not a lot of people where moving here.  She stated that they also really like the Vang 
family and noted that they have been great neighbors in comparison to the shady dealings by the 
previous renters.  She stated that when they moved in they came over and introduced themselves 
and told them that they would be operating a sewing business out of their home.  She noted that 
they had assured them that there wouldn’t be much traffic involved and that has not been a huge 
issue.  She stated that there are more cars than a normal household would have and also have 
trailers that come in bringing the projects that happens about 10:15 p.m.  She noted that she does 
not believe that business had been licensed by the City.  She explained that one of their main 
concerns is the increase in traffic on Kettle River Boulevard and shared examples of issues trying 
to get out of driveways on some days due to traffic.  She stated that during the summer when 
traffic is back up on the freeway, Kettle River Boulevard becomes freeway access.  She stated 
that they are concerned about smells, waste products, and the possibility of coyotes or other 
predators being brought to the area by this activity.  She stated that they love the wildlife in the 
area but don’t want to feel like their small dogs are in danger from predators.  She stated that she 
had done some research into how chickens are slaughtered and it is not pretty or humane.  She 
stated that in addition to concerns about hosing the blood and guts into the ground water she was 
also concerned about the smells becoming intolerable and feels it will remain in the area for days 
during the summer months.  She stated that they pay a lot of property taxes and have seen the 
amount increase year after year but they have been fine with that because they love it here.  She 
explained that the reason they love it is because of fresh air and noted that if they wanted to have 
smells of the country, they would have moved out to the country and not to a neighborhood.  She 
stated that she was not sure that this is what the Planning Commission should be painting for the 
City has an up and coming City and asked if they would want this business to be located near 
their properties.   
Bob Houle, 4556 245th Street, noted that he has lived here since 1990.  He asked about the 
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holding tank and whether it would be above or below ground and how large it will be.  He stated 
that his understanding was that they would use about 800 gallons of water every time they 
slaughter in addition to all the other waste products.  He asked if the holding tank would be vented 
and noted that he believed that it would give off an odor.   
Commissioner West noted that in the application that indicated the size of the holding tank would 
be 3,000 gallons.  
Zoning Administrator Weck explained that the Septic Code requires 4 days of retention in the 
holding tank and noted that it would be located below ground.   
Randall Tague, 26435 Finley Avenue, explained that the Vang property used to be owned by his 
grandfather.  He stated that his only issue is related to the 13 conditions outlined by staff because 
the applicant said that they are planning to move to a bigger spot within 4 or 5 years.  He stated 
that he felt that this was a lot of capital to invest in order to answer those 13 conditions to build 
up the business to just to move it elsewhere it in 4 years.  He expressed concern that the only 
way to make that profitable would be to cut corners.  He stated that he feels this is a dangerous 
proposition that could end up being something that the City does not discover until afterward and 
asked the Commission to deny the request.  
Julie Tatarek, 4586 245th Street, stated that there is currently wildlife, kids, dogs, and bunnies in 
the area.  She stated that at night when they have their windows open, they hear the coyotes and 
questioned how many more there will be with this proposed business.  She noted that it is a 
horrific sound when you hear the coyotes killing animals.   
Jennifer Johnson, 4520-245th Street, stated that she grew up butchering chickens and it is very 
stinky.  She stated that she does not care how much they say they will contain this because it will 
stink.  She stated that the people who live in the neighborhood would like to be in their yards 
enjoying themselves after working hard all week without having to listen to chickens being 
slaughtered and to smell what happens when they take the feathers off.  She stated that she does 
not want this on her weekend and would like to enjoy herself.  She stated that she pays high taxes 
and her home is basically right in their backyard and explained that she wanted nothing to do with 
this.  She stated that she found it concerning that the applicant did not appear to understand 
anything about the 13 conditions and is concerned that they do not even know what they are 
agreeing to.  She stated that she is also concerned that they may cut corners because she also 
doesn’t understand why they would put this much money into this business and then leave within 
4 years.   
Michelle Welch, 18745 Jennings Street NE, stated that her biggest concern is where the chickens 
will be coming from.  She stated that she has animals and the bird flu is still around and asked 
where these chickens would be coming from.   
Chair Lobermeier stated that he did not believe the City had that information at this time.   
Ms. Welch stated that she was also concerned that Mr. Vang was not present at the public hearing 
in order to answer questions.   
Chair Lobermeier noted that other members of the family were present and had been able to 
answer some of the questions that have been raised.  
Colleen and Chris Huberty, 24829 Kettle River Boulevard, stated that they were also appreciated 
when the Vang family moved into this property.  She stated that they have been very kind and 
very nice, and up to this point, have been good neighbors.  She stated that she has many of the 
same concerns as have already been mentioned.  She explained that her property is tucked right 
behind the Vang’s so when they look out their living room window, they look at the accessory 
structure.  She stated that she did not think that 7.5 acres was big enough for this kind of activity. 
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Duane Lofstad, 25765 Euclid Avenue, stated that he did not get the impression that the applicants 
are very well prepared for this project.  He suggested that perhaps a decision should be held off 
and allow the Vang’s to get their ‘ducks in a row’ to see if they can come up with something a bit 
more concrete.  He noted that it sounds like they will have a lot to do before they can begin.  He 
stated that his other concern was that the information presented said that the temporary use 
permit would end in 2027 and now it appears that timeframe is 2028.  He stated that he is also 
concerned about butchering and slaughtering and asked if the USDA would handle many of those 
concerns.  He asked how the Vang’s would measure their growth and what would happen if they 
went over their limit before they move out.  He stated that the Vang’s deserve a shot but thinks 
that everyone needs to really know what they are getting into.  He referenced the 13 conditions 
outlined by staff and asked how often that would be monitored by the City and noted that he thinks 
that will a key factor in allowing the residents minds to be at rest.   
Zoning Administrator Weck explained that the Zoning Ordinance requires at least a 1 year 
verification that they are still doing what they are supposed to be doing.  He noted that the City 
cannot be there all day every day, so if people are aware of the conditions and see something not 
right, he would encourage them to contact the City.   
Planning Consultant Lindquist explained that some of the conditions are not operational, such as 
bringing the accessory buildings into compliance.  She noted that not all 13 conditions would be 
variable and based on their operations. 
Jeanetta Lee - Callier, 25164 Kettle River Boulevard, stated that had not received noticed about 
tonight’s meeting and heard about it from friends.  She stated that they appreciate that there are 
some small businesses located in the area and referenced one across the street from the Vang’s 
that appears to be a storage facility for boats and other equipment.  She stated that everyone 
came to the area in order to have a little elbow room and less government.  She stated that years 
ago she helped her dad, as an adult child, cut chickens up and noted that the smell is just short 
term.  She stated that as long as there are inspections happening, she thinks this may be a good 
location for this to happen.  She stated that perhaps this will be the start to having slightly larger 
small businesses starting in the community.  She stated that when they moved out here 10 years 
ago it was pretty rural and explained that they are already thinking about moving because it is 
getting clustered.  She stated that she appreciated the Vang’s ideas and asked the Commission 
to let them feel them out.   
Nicole Boyd, 4417 250th Street, Forest Lake, stated that she has boys aged 6 and 8 and they had 
moved here so they would have more free range.  She stated that she agrees that the coyotes 
are already here, but does not want activity that will draw them in.  She stated that she was 
concerned that even things like cougars would want to come for the chickens.  She expressed 
concern that the Vang’s had already put a building on the property that was not authorized.  She 
asked who would be monitoring the situation to ensure that all of the conditions were met and that 
this was all done right and up to code.  She stated that the neighborhood she lives in was built in 
the 1990s and they have been there for 6 years.  She stated that there are more people in the 
neighborhood that are retiring and will want to be outside and expressed concern about smells 
and possible water contamination.  She reiterated that she feels there needs to be someone that 
ensures that this was completely done according to code, but noted that she opposed the request. 
Tim Pryzbilla, 5056 Evergreen Road, Forest Lake, explained that they are about 1 mile from the 
Vang’s.  He noted that his biggest concern was whether the limit for 80 chickens also 
encompassed poultry, water fowl, swine, or goats.  He stated that his concern was that it may 
start as chickens and then morph into something else.      
Dean Steiner, 4729- 252nd Street, stated that he does not have an issue with someone doing 
business like this, but they have indicated that they will bring in a trailer and seem to not really 
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know what they are going to do.  He stated that he agrees that it does not make sense that they 
would spend the money to put in the appropriate septic holding tank and necessary concrete 
because he does not feel the business will be lucrative enough to make it worth it.  He asked how 
things would be monitored to ensure that they do not sneak in 400 chickens.  He explained that 
he would like to ensure that this activity is policed more than once a year.   
Chris Huberty, 24825 Kettle River Boulevard, stated that he felt the point made by Mr. Steiner 
regarding how much money the Vang’s would make for slaughtering the chickens was a good 
one.  He shared examples of costs for pumping out the holding tank every week and make a 
decision to pump it every other week instead or choose to pump the debris out onto the ground.  
He stated that they could also decide to put the renderings into the ground and compost it 
themselves rather than having it all taken away.  He reiterated that he felt the point he made 
regarding the amount of profit compared to the cost of what it will take to set up the business.  
Ms. Gentry asked for a few more moments to touch on what Jen stated from processing chickens 
with her dad and felt the smell was not that bad.  She asked if it was done 4 days a week with her 
dad and believes that the smell will be present every week.  She stated that she was also 
concerned about 800 gallons of water coming out of the water table/groundwater affecting the 
nearby wells if they pull all the water out.  She stated that the avian flu was touched on and 
referenced an article that was published April 15, 2023 that cited Minnesota topping the numbers 
of wild bird deaths from avian flu.  She stated that the avian flu can transfer to domestic flocks 
and songbirds and questioned who would be inspecting and checking for that. 
Donna Tatting, 4624-245th Street, stated that she had recently called the County to verify 
information.  She stated that they have 13 acres and quite a bit of it is on protected wetland.  She 
stated that she understands that all wetlands in Minnesota are protected and noted that she 
believed the end of the Vang’s property hits a wetland.  She stated that if any of the waste water 
is not contained properly, it is a violation of the water ends up seeping into the wetland.  She 
stated that she did not believe the wetland issue had been brought up when it should have been.   
Zoning Administrator Weck explained that to address the 800 gallons per days issue, the DNR 
does not require a permit until someone is drawing 1 million gallons per day.  He explained that 
most homes were designed for the septic system to handle 450 gallons per day.   
Chair Lobermeier noted that the proposed butchering was not to happen 4 days a week as 
mentioned, but only 2 days per week.   
Ms. Deters asked how many weeks in a row would slaughtering take place.  She asked if the 
activity was going to take place year round.   
Chair Lobermeier explained that his understanding was that this would be year round operation.   
Ms. Deters stated that one you lost containment and the wetlands are contaminated there is not 
clean up other than time and nature which is very concerning for everyone in the area.   
Ms. Huberty stated that the end of the Vang property is all wetland and noted that was part of the 
reason that they bought this property in 1995.  She stated that she is also concerned about the 
potential changes that may bring to the wildlife in the area.  She noted that she is outside year 
round and is concerned that it will change things so the deer, pheasants, and ducks and is 
concerned that may be destructed.   
Jerry Franzen, 24800 Kettle River Boulevard, stated that he works part-time and is home a lot.  
He stated that on weekends they are out in the yards a lot and feels that Thursday through Sunday 
should be a time of peace and when the neighborhood has a hope that the usual traffic will die 
down.  He stated that he is sick of the traffic and people using his driveway as a turn around when 
the road gets backed up.  He stated that they squeal their tires and shine headlights onto his 
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property.  He stated that adding this activity will make it crazier in the area and noted that perhaps 
the Vang’s should have bought property that was zoned agricultural rather than disrupting a quiet, 
rural community.   
Jennifer Johnson, 4520-245th Street, stated that when the township merged by the City of 
Wyoming she questioned why they would not be considered residential.  She stated that their 
taxes went up when they became part of the City and questioned how a business like this could 
operate in the City.   
Chair Lobermeier stated that all properties in the City have a certain zoning and the zoning of the 
two entities were brought together.  He stated that there was no tie between the merger on why 
this was not zoned a particular way.   
Ms. Johnson asked why their taxes had to go up every year for the last 5 years since they became 
part of the ‘City’.   
Chair Lobermeier stated that he could not speak specifically to her concerns related to taxes.   
Ms. Gentry stated that she and Michelle have done a lot of research on how they may affect the 
neighborhood and their ground water.  She noted that she had spoken with Adam, from the MPCA 
out of Duluth, who told her that no one from the City had contacted them to ask about the potential 
risk for a business like this.  She stated that he had concerns and felt it had the potential to cause 
problems. 
Mr. Houle asked if they could request either an EAW or an EIS. 
Zoning Administrator Weck explained that there is a petition process if they would like to request 
either or those documents.   
Ms. Welch asked if she understood correctly that if they were to be granted this permit that the 
City would only look at their operations just once a year.  She asked if it would be up to the nearby 
property owners that will have to observe the operations every week to ensure that they are only 
processing 80 birds/week.   
Chair Lobermeier stated that the City is required to do a review at least once a year and if there 
are complaints, then it would generate more frequent review.   
Zoning Administrator Weck noted that the property will also be inspected by the Department of 
Agriculture. 
MOTION BY COMMISSIONER NAUMANN, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER IVERSON, TO 
CLOSE THE PUBLIC HEARING AT 8:11 P.M. 

 
Voting Aye: Iverson, Naumann, West, and Lobermeier 
Voting Nay: None 
Abstain:  None 
Absent:  None 

 
Commissioner West stated that she assumed since this was involving a food product that there 
would be somebody outside of the City that would also be inspecting this operation.   
Zoning Administrator Weck explained that all of the other things that go along with processing 
animals and selling them will be inspected by the USDA.  He stated that if there was a pollution 
problem they could take to the MPCA.  He stated that the City allows urban fowl on all properties 
now, so it is possible that others neighbor could be processing chickens for either meat or eggs.  
He stated that the rural character of the township was taken into account when they did the 
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Comprehensive Plan in order to allow people to still do ‘rural things’ and explained that it didn’t 
turn into all city which means no one can hunt or have any of these activities. 
Commissioner Iverson stated that he believed one of the recommended conditions was related 
to nuisance of noise of smell.  He asked how loud a screaming chicken would have to be before 
it would be an issue.  He stated that he would like to know when noise or smell would be 
considered a problem and when it would not. 
Commissioner West stated that she would also like to know the hours of butchery as well. 
Chair Lobermeier stated that he believes it is clear that this is a use that can be allowed in the 
City, but noted that there are some details missing from the applicant regarding how some of the 
activities will be handled, for example, containment.  He stated that they also had not shared 
much detail about where the chickens would be butchered and how the water will be contained 
and moved to a holding tank.  He reiterated that there are a number of things that have detail 
missing before he feels it can be moved forward. 
Commissioner West agreed and stated that she felt there needed to be more clarity on how this 
operation will work, containment, accountability for the number of chickens being processed. 

MOTION BY COMMISSIONER WEST, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER IVERSON, TO 
TABLE DISCUSSION OF THE ICUP REQUEST FOR ICUP-23-002; LOCATION:  24803 
KETTLE RIVER BOULEVARD FOR APPLICANT:  TONG VANG/OWNER - KATHY VANG; 
PROPERTY ID NUMBER:  21.10622.30. 
 
Voting Aye: Iverson, Naumann, West, and Lobermeier 
Voting Nay: None 
Abstain:  None 
Absent:  None 

 
Zoning Administrator Weck noted that he would communicate with the applicant regarding the 
things that the Commission was looking for. 
Chair Lobermeier thanked the residents for taking the time to come in and share their concerns 
with the Commission. 

OLD BUSINESS: 
 
3. Architectural Standards:  Example Draft Ordinance 
Zoning Administrator Weck explained that followed the Chisago City formatting and included 
information to show the original text and the new text.  He stated that he had not made many 
changes other than what had already been discussed and had just wanted to put together a rough 
draft for the Commission to consider. 
Chair Lobermeier confirmed that details such as percentages had not yet been done and this 
rough draft was just for them to look at the formatting. 
Zoning Administrator Weck stated was correct. 
Commissioner West stated that she likes the chart/table that was included. 
 

COMMUNICATIONS:   
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UPDATES:   
 

A MOTION WAS MADE BY COMMISSIONER WEST, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER 
NAUMANN, TO ADJOURN THE MAY 9, 2023 “REGULAR MEETING” OF THE WYOMING, 
MINNESOTA PLANNING COMMISSION AT 8:24 PM. 
 
Voting Aye: Iverson, Naumann, West, and Lobermeier 
Voting Nay: None 
Abstain:  None 
Absent:  None 
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CITY OF WYOMING 
PLANNING AND ZONING 

 
TO:       Planning Commission 
MEETING DATE:     5/23/2023 
FROM:      Kim Lindquist, City Planner 
       Fred Weck, Zoning Administrator 
RE: Conditional Use Permit in Agriculture 

district and Shoreland Overlay District  
APPLICANT:     Forest Lake Sportsman’s Club 
PROPERTY OWNER:    Forest Lake Sportsman’s Club 
PROPERTY: 4648 240th St // 21.10632.00 
FILE NO.:      C-23-002 
 
OVERVIEW 
The applicant is Forest Lake Sportsman’s Club, a Minnesota non-profit 501C membership owned 
“corporation” in accordance with Minnesota Statute Chapter 317A.  The applicant is proposing 
construction of a small outbuilding to be used for the gun club activities, replacing the existing 
obsolete building in the same location.  The zoning ordinance requires a conditional use permit for 
a public park owned and operated by a government agency or nonprofit organization and as the 
site is within the Shoreland District, a conditional use permit is required for a public or semi-public 
use in the district associated with a Natural Environment Lake.  
 
The in-place structure has previously been used as a check-in for public events associated with the 
gun club.  This structure, along with many on the site, were constructed prior to the annexation of 
property into the City of Wyoming and some would be considered existing non-conformities.  The 
removal and replacement of the structure negates the non-conforming status and therefore City 
review and approval is required.  The property has no dwelling structures and has numerous 
outbuildings that support the non-profit operations.  The property is zoned A-Agriculture and falls 
partially within the Shoreland District.  The property is guided for a combination of Semi-Rural 
Neighborhood with a wetland overlay.  
 
The 63.81-acre lot is surrounded by properties zoned R2-Rural Residential II and A-Agriculture.  
To the north, rural residential and agricultural lots average 5 acres.  To the east is a 40-acre 
agricultural lot.  To the west lies a 5-acre lot within the Shoreland Management District with a 
single-family house and a few small outbuildings.  The applicant’s property has two (2) access 
points, on 240th St and Elmcrest Ave, respectively.  The access nearest to the existing “check-in” 
structure is from Elmcrest Ave.  
 
The applicant is proposing to replace an existing accessory structure with one of similar size and 
characteristics.  This accessory structure supports the public or semi-public use of the property by 
a non-profit corporation.  There is no proposal to modify the existing use of the facilities which 
are currently open to the public via club members on limited weekends and weekdays.  
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The ordinance requires thirteen (13) conditions be met for granting of a conditional use permit in 
the agricultural district.  Additionally, the zoning ordinance lists five (5) performance standards 
for granting of a conditional use permit in the Shoreland Management District. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
The requirements of Chapter 40, Article V, Division 6, “Conditional Use Permits”, Section 40-
112 and Chapter 40, Article VI, Division 16 “Notification of Variance and Conditional Uses” 40-
333 Shoreland District as contained in the city of Wyoming Ordinance have been complied with.  
Staff is recommending approval of a Conditional Use Permit for an accessory structure, and it’s 
use on the subject property to be used for a public park or semi-public recreational use owned and 
operated by a government agency or nonprofit organization in the A-Agriculture zoning district 
and a conditional use permit in the Shoreland District for a public or semi-public use in the District 
associated with a Natural Environment Lake based upon the findings of fact and subject to the 
following conditions. 
 

1. The applicant obtain all applicable permits for installation of the building, electrical and 
the heating/cooling system prior to commencement of building construction or electrical 
and HVAC installation. 

 
2. The proposed new structure shall be located in the same location as the current building, 

as depicted on the submitted site plan.  
 

3. The applicant install erosion control prior to installation of the building base and accessory 
building.  

 
STAFF REVIEW 
 
General Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Review 
The subject property is zoned A-Agriculture with a partial Shoreland District designation and is 
guided as Semi-Rural Neighborhood in the City of Wyoming’s Comprehensive Plan.  The 
Agriculture district allows “commercial outdoor recreation areas that are similar to public 
recreation areas including recreational camping area, golf course, swimming pools, and resorts” 
as well as other uses determined to be similar to those listed as permitted and conditional use.  The 
applicant proposes a semi-public recreational use which is similar to the conditional uses described 
in Section 40-172.  
The zoning and surrounding guided uses are as follows:  

 
North – A-Agriculture and R2- Rural Residential; Semi-Rural Neighborhood 
South – Lies outside of city boundaries  
East – A-Agriculture; Semi-Rural Neighborhood 
West – A-Agriculture; Semi-Rural Neighborhood  

 
Existing Site 
The 63.81-acre site contains approximately 13 structures, all of which are outbuildings.  The 
largest accessory structure, in the south, is approximately 1800 square feet.  Four outbuildings are 
described by the applicant as “shoot houses”.  The structure to be replaced is 275 square feet and 
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serves as a check-in station for public “sight-in” days held periodically.  The applicant indicates 
that the building is used approximately 6 weekends and 5-7 weekdays between October 1st and 
November 15th.  The reminder of the year, the facility is closed to the public.  The area is gated 
and only accessible by members.  The applicant seeks a building permit for a slightly smaller 
replacement structure with an area of 200 square feet.  The building will be placed on crushed 
aggregate and there is no intention to change location or grades on the site.  The structure will have 
power to the building and an electrical permit is requested.  Along with power for lighting, the 
structure will have heating and cooling.  No sewer or water or planned for the building.  
 
Permitted uses in the Agricultural district focus on structures and uses that are used for purposes 
related to the operation of a farm.  Public or semi-public park and recreational uses as described 
by the applicant are conditional uses of the Agricultural District and Shoreland District.  Public 
and semi-public uses in the Shoreland District-Natural Environment Lake- are a conditional use 
and must also comply with the shoreland conditional use permit standards.   
 
Conditional Use Permit Standards 
Chapter 40, Article V, Division 6, Conditional Use Permits, Section 40 – 112, sets forth the general 
standards that shall be met in order to grant a CUP.  Granting of a Conditional Use Permit is 
required for approval of a public or semi-public use in the Agriculture zoning district.  The 
standards are as follows: 
 
1. The use is in conformity with the Comprehensive Plan and development policies of the City. 

The accessory building replacement will not change the use of the land nor conformity with 
the development policies and Comprehensive plan.  This standard has been met. 

2. The use will not create an excessive demand on existing parks, schools, streets and other 
public facilities and utilities which serve or are proposed to serve the area. 
The replacement of the accessory building will not have an impact on existing parks, schools, 
street and other public facilities and utilities which serve the area.  This standard has been 
met. 

3. The use will be sufficiently compatible or separated by distance or screening from adjacent 
development or land so that existing development will not be depreciated in value and there 
will be no deterrence to development of vacant land. 
The proposed replacement of the accessory building is not anticipated to impact adjoining 
development.  No trees or screening features will be altered by the building replacement.  
This standard has been met.  

4. The structure and site will have an appearance that will not have an adverse effect upon 
adjacent properties. 
This standard has been met. 

5. The use in the opinion of the City is reasonably related to the overall needs of the City and 
to the existing land use. 
The accessory building replacement is consistent with the goals of the community.  This 
standard has been met. 
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6. The use will be consistent with the purpose of this and other City Ordinances. 
This standard has been met with compliance of recommended conditions. 

7. The use will be located, designed, maintained, and operated to be compatible with the 
existing or intended character of the zoning district in which it is to be located.  
The applicant must adhere to the ordinance standards and conditions of approval for the 
conditional use permit, which will mean the site is consistent with the existing and intended 
character of the Agriculture zoning district.  This standard has been met. 

8. The use will generate only minimal vehicular traffic on local streets and shall not create 
traffic hazards or unsafe access or parking needs. 
The proposed replacement of the accessory building is not anticipated to increase the 
number of visitors to the site.  There is an existing parking lot on site with reserved ADA 
parking spaces that has suitably served the non-profit’s needs in the past.  This standard has 
been met. 

9. Existing businesses nearby will not be adversely affected because of the curtailment of 
customer trade brought about by intrusion of noise, glare, or general unsightliness. 
The proposed building replacement is not anticipated to impact the current site’s functions 
including an increase in noise, glare, or negative general appearance.  This standard has 
been met. 

10. The establishment or maintenance of the use shall not be detrimental to the public, health, 
safety, or general welfare. 
The proposed building replacement will not be detrimental to the public, health, safety, or 
general welfare.  This standard has been met. 

11. The use will not be hazardous, detrimental, or disturbing to present and potential surrounding 
land use due to water pollution, odor, fumes, general unsightliness, or other nuisances. 
The proposed building replacement will not negatively affect the property or the surrounding 
land uses.  This standard has been met. 

12. The use will preserve and incorporate the site's important natural and scenic features into the 
development design. 
The proposed building replacement is not anticipated to significantly change the site 
appearance.  This standard has been met. 

13. The use will cause minimal adverse environmental effects. 
The proposed building replacement is not anticipated to create any potential environmental 
impacts.  This standard has been met. 
 

Applicable Shoreland Ordinance Conditional Use Permit Standards 
Additional evaluation criteria is required for conditional uses in the Shoreland District as stated in 
Chapter 40, Article VI, Division 16.  A Conditional Use Permit should only be passed given 
demonstrated satisfaction of the following conditions:  
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1. Prevention of soil erosion or other possible pollution of public waters, both during and after 
construction.  

2. The visibility of structures and other facilities as viewed from public waters is limited. 
3. The site is adequate for water supply and on-site sewage treatment.  
4. The types, uses, and number of watercraft that the project will generate are compatible in 

relation to the suitability of public waters to safely accommodate these watercrafts.  
5. The removal of significant trees shall not exceed those in accordance with Section 40-556 

of this Ordinance. 
In staff’s opinion, the applicant can meet these additional regulatory standards.  A condition of 
approval requires installation of erosion control during the installation of the aggregate base and 
building.  
Next Steps 
The City Council will review the Planning Commission’s Conditional Use review at the next 
regularly scheduled meeting.  
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CITY OF WYOMING 
PLANNING AND ZONING 

 
TO:     Planning Commission 
FROM:    Kim Lindquist, City Planner 
     Fred Weck, Zoning Administrator 
MEETING DATE:   May 23, 2022 
RE:  Sketch Plan Review 
APPLICANT/OWNER:  Brian Mulroy 
PROPERTY:  24996 Fondant Ave 

PID 21.11125.34 
FILE NO.:    D-23-001 
 

 
General Staff Review 
Brian Mulroy, (the “Applicant”) is proposing to subdivide one (1) parcel into two (2) parcels, to 
create another lot for future residential development. The property, 24996 Fondant Ave, is located 
at the intersection of Fondant Avenue and 250th Street and has a combined area of approximately 
2.06 acres. The parcel is proposed to be subdivided east to west, with the northern lot containing 
the existing residence and accessory buildings and estimated to be 1.05 acres. The southern lot, 
which is currently undeveloped, is approximately one (1) acre. 
The property is currently zoned as R2 – Rural Residential II and the present use of the property is 
residential. While the sketch plan need not be to scale, the applicant should note that the required 
lot area minimum in the R2 – Rural Residential II District is two acres. For this reason, the 
applicant should explore rezoning of the property to R-1 Rural Residential where the lot size 
requirement is one (1) acre. Both districts have the same lot width and lot depth requirements, and 
a variance will be needed for both parcels. Both lots have undersized depths at 185’. The currently 
occupied northern parcel and vacant southern parcel would need a variance for lot depth which is 
required to be at least 200’. 
Upon review, the primary issues associated with the resulting lot split would be the need to obtain 
a rezoning and variance for lot depth. The applicant will also need to prove that the land can support 
a septic system.  
The Commission should note that a nearly identical subdivision application, immediately across 
Fondant from the current proposal,  was submitted for the eastern adjacent parcel in 2022. A 
recommendation for rezoning to R-1 Rural Residential I was also made in that instance due to the 
resulting lot size. Other recommended conditions of approval were also similar.   
 

Direction Adjacent Land Use 

North Rural Residential  

West Rural Residential  
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South Rural Residential 

East Rural Residential 

In preparation for the preliminary and final plats, the applicant should ensure that plans adhere to 
the following sections of the City of Wyoming’s municipal ordinances: 
Section 32-98 of the Subdivision Ordinance indicates lot requirements for any subdivision. 
Section 40-120 provides guidance for variance request procedures.  
Section 40-141 provides guidance for zoning amendment procedures.  
Section 40-185 of the Zoning Ordinance indicates dimensional requirements for properties located 
within the R1 District. Proposed buildings were not shown on the sketch plan submission.  
As of the writing of this report, no additional comments have been received from the other 
reviewers. Potential issues include, but may not be limited to: 
The applicant should verify there are no wetlands on the site.  

General Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Ordinance Review 
Article III of the City of Wyoming Subdivision Ordinance sets forth the platting procedure with 
the first requirement being the sketch plan. The purpose of the sketch plan is to ensure that the 
applicants for subdivision are informed of the procedures and requirements of all adopted 
ordinances. The plan does not need to be to scale but does need to show the proposed subdivision 
of the property, significant topographical and physical features, and adjacent land use.  
Comprehensive Plan Designation 
The subject property is guided as a Semi-Rural Neighborhood in the City’s Comprehensive Plan. 
This land use category is described as follows: 
“The Semi-Rural Housing Areas are locations that are presently subdivided into parcels of 
approximately one to ten acres. This may include the present Agricultural, Rural Residential I and 
Rural Residential II zoning districts. Most of those locations cannot easily be subdivided further 
into smaller parcels that could economically accommodate public or shared private wastewater 
systems. The majority of the Semi-Rural Housing Area will continue to be unsewered – that is, 
continue to be served with individual on-site wastewater treatment systems.” This site is currently 
not served by municipal sewer systems.  
Zoning 
The lot is currently zoned R-2 Rural Residential II, but it is recommended that applicant apply to 
rezone the property to 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 
property is not located within the Shoreland Management Overlay District.  
Conforming lots in R1 and R2 Districts are required to have the following minimum dimensional 
standards: 
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Zoning District  R1 – Rural Residential I R2 – Rural Residential II 
(current zoning) 

Minimum Lot Area One (1) acre, at least one (1) 
acre of which must be 
buildable 

Two (2) acres, at least one 
(1) acre of which must be 
buildable  

Lot Width  200 feet; corner lots must 
be 215 feet 

200 feet, corner lots must be 
215 feet 

Lot Depth 200 feet; must be less than 
four (4) times the lot width  

200 feet; must be less than 
four (4) times the lot width 

Any future building within the R-1 or R-2 Zoning Districts 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 proposed subdivision will require variances to gain approval. Neither the northern lot nor 
newly created southern lot will meet the R-1 lot depth standard of 200’ set forth in Section 40-185 
of the Zoning Ordinance.  
In addition, for the preliminary plat, the applicant will need to obtain additional soil borings on 
Lot 2 to ensure that at least one acre of buildable area is present on each. The applicant will also 
need to certify that the construction of an additional wastewater treatment system, a septic system, 
is possible on the new lot. 
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 
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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 

Currently the subdivision is proposing to separate the parcel along Fondant Avenue. The northern 
lot will retain access from Fondant Avenue and a new access will be created from Fondant Avenue 
for the southern lot.  
Utilities 
Municipal sanitary sewer and watermain are not currently available to the site. The sketch plan 
does not propose locations for septic treatment sites. The applicant will need to provide soil borings 
to show that each lot has an acre of buildable land and soil that can support septic treatment sites 
Drainage 
Stormwater management is not triggered for this site since the parcel is proposed to be split into 
two lots. While it is located within the Comfort Lake – Forest Lake Watershed district, the parcel 
is not within shoreland management overlays nor any wetland buffers. There is no floodplain 
located on the parcel. There may be some watershed-related permits and/or City related stormwater 
management required depending upon the amount of grading work anticipated for the ultimate 
development of the site, or if there are any wetland impacts. Additional information will be needed 
to assess whether watershed permitting, or City stormwater management is required.  
Next Steps 
In the preparation of the preliminary and final plats, the applicant and their consultants are required 
to pay careful attention to the Subdivision Ordinance requirements. The applicant should ensure 
that district standards and regulations are met and, if they are not, the appropriate variances and/or 
zoning amendments should be requested. In this case, it is anticipated that the future applications 
would request rezoning the site and variances for lot dimensions. Prior to formal acceptance of an 
application for preliminary plat consideration, all requirements contained in Article III, Division 
2, and Articles V and VI of the Subdivision Ordinance, as well as applicable zoning regulations, 
must be complied with, included on the plans, and addressed. 
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CITY OF WYOMING 
PLANNING AND ZONING 

 
TO:       Planning Commission 
DATE:      05/23/2023 
FROM:      Kim Lindquist, City Planner 
       Fred Weck, Zoning Administrator 
RE: Conditional Use Permit & Site Plan 

Review Application  
APPLICANT:     257 Land Holdings, LLC. 
PROPERTY: R.21.10605.00 & R.21.10542.10 
FILE NO.:      C-23-001 

 

OVERVIEW 
In March 2023, the Planning Commission recommended continuance of the 257 Land Holdings, 
LLC (“Applicant”) request for approval of 13 multi-family residential units with one office on the 
subject property.  The continuance was to obtain more detailed information about the site 
development and the use proposed.  The following list is the information requested form the 
Commission to assist in current review of the project:  

1. The applicant clarify the type of housing project proposed and it’s compliance with the 
OHC zoning district.  

2. The applicant address all engineering comments provided to the applicant. 
3. The applicant address Comfort Lake Forest Lake Watershed District Comments  
4. The applicant shall submit architectural drawings for the detached garage building and 

verify the number of parking stalls provided on site.  
5. The residential unit design shall be modified, or a drive aisle be installed around each 

residential unit to permit fire and emergency vehicle access to all units within each 
structure.  

6. The applicant provide traffic generation and calculations for the 13 residential units and 
one office unit. 

7. The applicant revised the landscape plan to add additional overstory tress unto the site.  
8. The applicant clarify the intended use of the proposed office unit.   

The applicant has provided information addressing the items above.  Additionally, due to concerns 
raised the site plan has been modified slightly from what was previously proposed.  Access 
continues to be solely from the 257th Street cul-de-sac, providing access for the 13 apartments and 
one office space.  One garage has been shifted slightly so Garage A is parallel to Building A, 
making the site more compact and allowing an internal turn-around for residents, visitors and 
emergency vehicles.  While Garage B is in the same location, it has been reduced by almost 1,000 
square feet.  These changes reduce the site impervious surface negating the need for a Conditional 
Use Permit from Shoreland District regulations.   
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The following information is provided to address the eight requests: 

1. The applicant clarify the type of housing project proposed and it’s compliance with the 
OHC zoning district.  
The applicant has indicated that the housing will be a restricted over 55 independent living 
product.  Senior housing is allowed in the OHC zoning district.  
 

2. The applicant address all engineering comments provided to the applicant. 
3. The applicant address Comfort Lake Forest Lake Watershed District Comments  

(items 2 & 3)  
The site is located within Comfort Lake Forest Lake Watershed District and will require a 
permit through the watershed district.  Initial feedback from CLFLWD staff was provided 
and incorporated into the comments provided to the applicant.  An NPDES permit will also 
be required and compliance with all NPDES permit requirements will need to be 
confirmed.  The proposed subdivision is outside of the 100-year floodplain, so there are no 
floodplain requirements.  The site is showing peak rates decreasing from existing to 
proposed conditions for the 2-, 10- and 100-year storm events.  Soil borings are needed to 
confirm infiltration is feasible onsite and that the proposed infiltration basin meets NPDES 
required separation to groundwater.  
A stormwater Maintenance Agreement will be required for the private stormwater 
management facilities on site.  A drainage and utility easement will be required to be 
placed over the stormwater management feature as well as access to it.  Detailed redline 
comments related to stormwater management have been provided to the applicant’s 
engineer.   
Regarding non-stormwater engineering comments, the applicant has made adjustments to 
the plans and is generally in compliance with the previously requested changes.  There are 
some additional redline comments provided to the applicant but nothing that would affect 
the ability to implement the plan or require significant modifications to the current site 
plan.  
 

4. The applicant shall submit architectural drawings for the detached garage building and 
verify the number of parking stalls provided on site.  
The site plan indicates there are 21 surface stalls provided in the site and 21 garage 
parking stalls.  Seven stalls are located within Garage A and fourteen in Garage B.  Each 
garage building will be residential in character with LP smart siding over the majority of 
the buildings and a brick veneer wainscoting on the front elevation, facing the private road.  
The wainscoting turns the corner on the two sides.  Vertical batt and board smart siding 
will be located in the garage gables and along portions of the rear façade to break up the 
long row of siding.  The garage height is approximately 12’2”.  
 

5. The residential unit design shall be modified, or a drive aisle be installed around each 
residential unit to permit fire and emergency vehicle access to all units within each 
structure.  
The Fire Chief has reviewed the revised plan and acknowledges that the redesign allows 
for a turn-around area for emergency vehicles.  There are still questions about the layout 
of the units and the number of doors access the exterior of the building.  There are three 
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exterior doors for each unit, in two bedrooms and the central living space.  While the units 
facing the front more readily accessible, the units facing the rear will have access around 
the building by a 5’ sidewalk.  
 

6. The applicant provide traffic generation and calculations for the 13 residential units and 
one office unit. 
The applicant has submitted a traffic study for the 13 senior housing units and 1 office 
space.  They have indicated that, based upon the ITE manual that 42 daily trips are 
projected for the project.  They do not include the office space in the calculation although 
that should be negligible if the office is only used as an accessory to the independent senior 
housing.  The traffic study also indicates that the “adjacent roadway network can support 
this development and no capacity improvements are expected to be needed.”  Staff agrees 
with this assessment based upon the stated use of the site.  
 

7. The applicant revised the landscape plan to add additional overstory tress unto the site.  
The applicant has updated the landscape plan and increase the amount of overstory trees 
and ornamental or understory trees.  There are now 10 overstory trees proposed within 
the project area and 47 ornamental trees.  The ordinance requirement is 45 overstory trees 
and 90 understory trees although it is recognized that a significant amount of vegetation 
around the development site is being maintained.  Staff is requesting installation of 
overstory trees adjacent to the northern border, replacing the Hophornbeam trees.  
 

8. The applicant clarify the intended use of the proposed office unit. 
 
The applicant has indicates that the project will serve tenants 55 and older and will be a 
senior independent living apartment community.  The one office space will be used as the 
rental office for the 13-unit community.    

BACKGROUND 
The site was previously rezoned from R1 to OHC to allow the multi-family use.  The zoning 
ordinance allows elderly housing, either independent living, assisted living, memory care or 
convalescent care in the OHC by permitted use.  The applicant has indicated that this project will 
be restricted to 55 and older residents.  A recommended condition of approval requires consistent 
compliance with this standard.   
The property is also located in the Shoreland Overlay District which requires greater setbacks, 
regulates impervious surface and impacts site density.  Staff has determined that a commercial 
PUD expansion could be appropriate for the project development.  Use of a PUD requires approval 
of a master development plan and a CUP to permit the PUD overlay.  In March, the plan also 
required a conditional use permit for hard surface coverage.  The revision in the plans has reduced 
the amount of impervious surface on the site and it is now below the ordinance maximum, negating 
the need for a CUP.  Therefore, a conditional use permit for the PUD, a PUD master development 
plan and a site plan approval are required to allow construction of the proposal as currently 
proposed.  
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The site is comprised of two parcels identified as R.21.10605.00 (Lot 1) and R.21.10542.10 (Lot 
2) which are presently vacant.  In total the sites are 14.23 acres however both parcels have 
significant wetlands and therefore the total land above the delineated wetland is closer to 4.53 
acres.  In addition, both parcels abut Heims Lake and therefore the site is subject to Shoreland 
Overlay standards.  
The applicant will construct two multi-family residential buildings housing seven (7) or six (6) 
units within the two structures.  An office suite is also provided in the 7-unit building.  Detached 
garage buildings are also located next to the two residential buildings along with twenty-one 
surface stalls.  Access will be from 257th Street, by a private drive extension from the existing cul-
de-sac.  The site has access to sanitary sewer and water and each residential building will have a 
sprinkler system.  Building location is constrained due to the amount of land designated for natural 
resource protection and the required setbacks from the wetlands and Heims Lake.  The buildings 
and parking meet the setback requirements.  

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
The requirements of Chapter 40, Article V, Division 6, “Conditional Use Permits”, Section 40 – 
112, as contained in the City of Wyoming Ordinance has been complied with.  Staff is 
recommending approval of a Conditional Use Permit to allow establishment of a Commercial 
Planned Unit Development based upon the findings of fact related to use of the PUD Overlay and 
conditions for granting of a Conditional Use Permit for the property PID R.21.10605.00 & 
R.21.10542.10.  
Staff is recommending approval of a PUD master plan for the Heims Lake Senior Housing project 
(PID R.21.10605.00 & R.21.10542.10) based upon a finding of conformance with standards for 
granting of approval subject to the following conditions: 

1. The use on the site is age-restricted to over 55 independent living.  Any modification in the 
use of the site shall require an amendment to the PUD Master Plan approval prior to the 
modification. 

2. The use of the on-site office space shall be restricted to management and rental office for 
the attached multi-family project.  No additional uses shall be permitted from the office 
without an amendment to the PUD Master Plan.  

3. Parking along the access drive into the site or in front of the garages is prohibited.  
4. All required local, state and/or federal permitting must be obtained. 
5. Compliance with all Engineering Comments provided on the marked-up Plat drawings. 
6. All utilities and the access road will be privately installed and privately maintained.  
7. An NPDES permit will be required and compliance with all NPDES permit requirements 

will need to be confirmed.  
8. All appropriate permitting be obtained from the CLFLWD, including both a stormwater 

and erosion control permit. 
9. The developer shall submit a surety in the form of a cash deposit or letter of credit 

guaranteeing to complete the work in substantial compliance with the approved street, 
utility, grading, and drainage plans.  The surety must remain in place until the site work is 
completed and approved by the city.  The City Engineer must approve the surety amount 
and the City Attorney must approve the terms if a letter of credit is used.  

10. The applicant provide an easement over the proposed stormwater ponding basin and enter 
into a maintenance agreement regarding the ponding operation.  
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11. The applicant install tree protection for city review and approval prior to any tree removal 
on the site.  

12. The applicant revise the landscape plan to include overstory trees along the northern lot 
line, replacing the Hophornbeams proposed for staff review and approval.  

13. The applicant submit for review and approval by the City a restrictive covenant that 
maintains all areas not being developed in their nature condition and precludes removal 
of significant vegetation unless diseased, dying or a health threat.  

14. If By-laws, Property Owner's Association Articles of Incorporation, and/or Protective 
Covenants are to be established for the lots, said instruments must first be approved by the 
City Attorney.  No matter which instrument is used, they must include within their 
restrictions on use of property to require compliance with Minnesota Statues Section 
363A.21, which states that at least 80 percent of the units that are occupied are intended to 
be occupied by at least one person 55 years of age or older per unit. 

STAFF REVIEW 
Site Plan Review 
The subject property is currently zoned OHC – Office and Health Care.  It is guided as Office and 
Health Care Business in the City of Wyoming’s Comprehensive Plan.  The zoning and surrounding 
uses are as follows:  

North – OHC – Office and Health Care and I – Industrial; Heims Lake 
South – R1 – Rural Residential I; Semi-Rural Neighborhood and Wetlands 
East – R1 – Rural Residential I; Heims Lake  
West –R1-Rural Residential I; Interstate 35 

This property is located within the Shoreland Zoning District, but not within a FEMA floodplain 
designated area.  The following table summarizes the regulations associated with the site, outlining 
the standards for property zoned OHC – Office and Health Care.  The site will have public sewer.  
 

Zoning 
District 

OHC – Office and 
Health Care 

Shoreland  
Recreational 

Development Lake 

Existing 

Lot Area 20,000 sq. ft.  65,000 sq. ft. Lot 1 – 510,421 sq. 
ft. 

Lot 2 – 108,900 sq. 
ft. 

Lot Width 115 feet (corner lot) 
100 feet (interior lot) 

255 feet Lot 1 – 977 feet 
Lot 2 – 372 feet 

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

the lot width 

*Underlying Zoning 
Applies 

Lot 1 – 604 feet 
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Lot 2 – 235 feet(pre-
existing condition) 

Front Yard 
Setback 

135 feet from the 
centerline of highway & 
40 feet from the ROW of 

a local street 

75feet from OHWL 
(all structures meet the 
setback from OHWL) 

87’ building A  
127’ to building B 

Side Yard 
Setback 

Principal – 15 feet 
Accessory – 3 feet 

Parking Area – 15 feet 

75feet from OHWL 
(all structures meet the 
setback from OHWL) 

15’ north side 
171’ to garage A 

north side 
64’ parking 

Rear Yard 
Setback  

Principal – 20 feet 
Accessory – 3 feet 

Parking Area – 15 feet 

75 feet from OHWL 
(all structures meet the 
setback from OHWL) 

88’ Building A 
40’ Garage A 
57’ parking 

 

Site Plan Review  
The subject property is currently zoned OHC and will be developed as a multi-family project.  The 
site plan contains a total of 13 units and one office unit housed in two separate buildings.  There 
are also two garage buildings detached from the two principal buildings along with 21 surface 
parking stalls.  There is only one access into the project, from the 257th Street public cul-de-sac.  
Although modified as compared to the prior plan, and improved upon, circulation remains difficult 
due to the constrained site.     
PUD Density 
The Shoreland District allows PUDs, either commercial or residential.  The initial review 
calculated the density permitted by use under the commercial PUD designation.  The density 
calculations are based upon the number of units on a tiered system.  The tiers are defined by the 
distance away from the OHWL.  In this case each tier is 267 feet because Heims Lake is 
categorized as a Recreational Development Lake.  Under that formula, the property could allow 
up to 15 units, with some restrictions pertaining to the exact location of individual units on the site.  
The current plan meets the locational requirements and the number of units permitted by ordinance.  
In other words, the site plan is compliant with the density requirements found within the Shoreland 
District based upon the tier calculation.  Other standards beside unit density also are regulated in 
the Shoreland Ordinance and those items are noted within the staff report.  
Architecture  
The building elevations depict one level buildings that are very residential in character.  The 
sidewall is nine feet one inch, with a 6/12 pitch roof.  Overall building height is 18.5 feet, as 
calculated using the building height definition.  Exterior materials consist of asphalt shingles, smart 
siding, a 3-foot brick veneer wainscoting and a batt and board sided dormer.  The garages are a 
similar architecture at approximately 12’ in height and predominately clad in smart siding.  There 
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is a small wainscoting area between garage doors and there is some batt and board siding on the 
gables and along the rear façade of the garages to provide some visual relief.  
Perhaps one of the more unusual things with the proposal is the floor layout of the individual units.  
The units are back-to-back and provide for up to 3 separate bedrooms along with a living and 
kitchen space.  The 3rd bedroom could function as a den but the presence of three individual 
bathrooms associated with each bedroom and the individual exterior doors would seem to 
encourage more tenants in each unit than would be anticipated with an over 55 independent living 
project.  
Landscaping & Tree Preservation 
City standards require landscaping with a combination of overstory trees, understory trees, and 
shrubs within one year following the completion of development.  The site must have a minimum 
of one overstory tree and two understory trees per 1/10 acre (excluding wetlands), which will 
require at least 45 overstory trees and 90 understory trees.  The applicant had initially calculated 
the amount of landscaping needed based upon the amount of “plantable area” which is significantly 
less than the amount of upland area minus wetlands.  The ordinance also notes that in instances 
where healthy plant materials of acceptable species exist on the site prior to development and are 
maintained, the City may allow credit for the material provided so long as the adjustment is 
consistent with the intent of the ordinance.  While the amount of natural vegetation to remain leads 
the City to support some credit, staff had recommended a modification to the plans to include more 
overstory trees since none were initially included as well as additional landscaping in total.  The 
new plan includes 10 overstory trees, four located at the perimeter of the site in the southwest and 
six within the parking area islands.  Staff is recommending the inclusion of some overstory trees 
along the northern boundary of the site, adjacent to the existing family neighborhood.  That would 
mean swapping the American Hophornbeam for larger deciduous trees.  Based upon the 
information on-line, the Hophornbeam is a slower growing tree, which is undesirable in the 
location proposed.  In total, staff is comfortable with the landscaping plan as proposed.  The area 
impacted by the project does not offer a lot of additional space for plantings and it is recognized 
that much of the existing vegetation around the project is being maintained.  
The applicant has provided a woodland preservation plan to the City for review.  The plan indicates 
there are 138 significant trees within the “developing” area of the properties.  Of the 138, fifty are 
scheduled for removal.  Based upon the plan information, it appears that the trees to be removed 
fall into the “permitted removal of existing trees” since the applicant has noted that removal is 
prompted by location of buildings, parking, accessways, and stormwater ponding.  Additionally, 
some of the trees within the developing area are shown to be saved.  Care must be taken during 
grading and construction that these trees and their root systems are not adversely affected by the 
site activities.  The plans indicate installation of fencing to define areas for preservation.  Snow 
fencing or some other type of fencing should also be located along the vegetative buffer being 
maintained on the site to ensure grading, equipment and materials storage do not negatively impact 
the preserved woodland areas.  The preservation fencing should be installed by the applicant and 
inspected by the City prior to any tree removal work occurring.  The landscape plans note, and it 
is a condition of approval, that trees lost due to construction that were proposed to be saved will 
need to be mitigated through additional plantings.  
Utilities 
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As part of the 257th Street Project, sanitary sewer and watermain were extended to this parcel.  In 
place public utilities are of sufficient size and capacity to accommodate the proposed development.  
The utilities within the project, and the roadway will be privately installed and maintained.  
Roads, Traffic, and Access 
Access to the site comes from the end of the public cul-de-sac, 257th Street.  The private drive 
entering the site is 24’ which is maintained the length of the development.  Surface parking is 
accessed from the main access aisle, requiring tenants to back into the main circulation drive when 
leaving their garage or surface parking stall.  There is no room for parking in front of the detached 
garage units.  
The applicant provided a revised traffic study that indicates that estimated daily trips for the 13 
units and one office building are 42 trips.  The calculation was only for the residential units, 
although given the office use proposed, additional traffic relating to the office should be negligible.   
The number of units on the site will impact the traffic generation for the project.  The adjoining 
single-family neighborhood along Heims Lake Circle will notice a change in traffic on 257th Street 
as compared to the existing undeveloped condition.  However, the amount of traffic, particularly 
with the proposed use, is not significant, and the adjoining local street design would have capacity 
to handle the projected traffic without negative traffic consequences.  It is recognized that 13 
residential units will create more demand than one traditional single-family unit.  
Parking  
The zoning ordinance requires 2 parking stalls per multiple housing unit, which is decreased to ½ 
space per dwelling unit for senior housing.  With the 21 garage stalls and the 21 surface spaces the 
site meets the ordinance parking requirements.  However, given the sites location there is little 
extra space for parking should visitors come to the site.  Due to site constraints, there is no parking 
in front of the garage doors and no opportunities for “on-street” parking.  
Similar to the discussion about the unit style for the project, the unit’s style also has an impact on 
parking demand.  While the applicant indicates that the units will be restricted to over 55 
population, the units depict up to 3 bedrooms along with living and kitchen space.  The 3rd bedroom 
could be a study or den; however, the units have 3 separate bathrooms and 3 outdoor entrances.  If 
the applicant assumes there will be more than 2 people per unit that could impact the parking 
demand for the site.  
Drainage/Natural Resource/Wetlands 
Much of the current site is designated wetlands and therefore not buildable.  The estimate was that 
4.53 acres of the site is considered upland with the remainder restricted.  
The site is located within Comfort Lake Forest Lake Watershed District and will require a permit 
through the watershed district.  Initial feedback from CLFLWD staff was provided and 
incorporated into the comments provided to the applicant.  An NPDES permit will also be required 
and compliance with all NPDES permit requirements will need to be confirmed.  The proposed 
subdivision is outside of the 100-year floodplain, so there are no floodplain requirements.  The site 
is showing peak rates decreasing from existing to proposed conditions for the 2-, 10- and 100-year 
storm events.  Soil borings are needed to confirm infiltration is feasible onsite and that the proposed 
infiltration basin meets NPDES required separation to groundwater.  
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A stormwater Maintenance Agreement will be required for the private stormwater management 
facilities on site.  A drainage and utility easement will be required to be placed over the stormwater 
management feature as well as access to it.  Detailed redline comments related to stormwater 
management have been provided to the applicant’s engineer.   
Lighting  
Lighting standards require that any development cannot have a light intensity that exceeds one 
foot candle on the right-of-way line of a public street or a residential property – which this plan 
does not.  Compliance is achieved in part by the use of light fixtures with downward directed 
lighting.  Also, the light fixtures 20’ in height.  Lighting location performance standards state that 
light fixtures must be setback a minimum of 10 ft. from a street right-of-way and 5 ft. from interior 
and rear lot lines.  
Shoreland District Requirements 
The site is entirely within the Shoreland Management Overlay because of its proximity to Heims 
Lake.  The prior plan reviewed by the Planning Commission required a conditional use permit 
from the impervious surface coverage standards in the Shoreland Overlay District.  The plan has 
been modified and the impervious surface reduced, eliminating the need for a CUP.   
General Conditional Use Permit Standards 
Chapter 40, Article V, Division 6, Conditional Use Permits, Section 40 – 112, sets forth the general 
standards that shall be met in order to grant a CUP.  These standards are as follows: 

1. The use is in conformity with the Comprehensive Plan and development policies of the 
City.  
The applicant has indicated that the use will be age-restricted over 55 community 
which is in compliance with the Comprehensive Plan.  

2. The use will not create an excessive demand on existing parks, schools, streets and 
other public facilities and utilities which serve or are proposed to serve the area.  
The proposed use will not create excessive demand on public facilities and utilities.  

3. The use will be sufficiently compatible or separated by distance or screening from 
adjacent development or land so that existing development will not be depreciated in 
value and there will be no deterrence to development of vacant land.  
This standard has been met. 

4. The structure and site will have an appearance that will not have an adverse effect upon 
adjacent properties.  
This standard has been met. 

5. The use in the opinion of the City is reasonably related to the overall needs of the City 
and to the existing land use.  
This standard has been met. 

6. The use will be consistent with the purpose of this and other City Ordinances.  
Based upon the proposed land use and revised plans this standard has been met.  

7. The use will be located, designed, maintained, and operated to be compatible with the 
existing or intended character of the zoning district in which it is to be located. 
Based upon the updated plans provided this standard has been met.   

8. The use will generate only minimal vehicular traffic on local streets and shall not create 
traffic hazards or unsafe access or parking needs.  
This standard has been met. 
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9. Existing businesses nearby will not be adversely affected because of the curtailment of 
customer trade brought about by intrusion of noise, glare, or general unsightliness.      
This standard has been met. 

10. The establishment or maintenance of the use shall not be detrimental to the public, 
health, safety, or general welfare.  
This standard has been met. 

11. The use will not be hazardous, detrimental, or disturbing to present and potential 
surrounding land use due to water pollution, odor, fumes, general unsightliness, or 
other nuisances.  
This standard has been met. 

12. The use will preserve and incorporate the site's important natural and scenic features 
into the development design.  
This standard has been met. 

13. The use will cause minimal adverse environmental effects.  
This standard has been met. 
 

APPLICABLE ZONING ORDINANCE PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT 
STANDARDS. 
Section 40-364 defines the required standards and considerations the city will review when an 
application is requesting a PUD.  The following criteria should be considered:  

(1) Location of the buildings, compatibility, parking areas and other features with 
respect to the topography of the area and existing natural features such as streams 
and large trees; 

(2) Efficiency, adequacy and safety of the proposed layout of internal streets and 
driveways; 

(3) Adequacy and location of green areas; 
(4) Adequacy, location and screening of parking areas; and 
(5) Such other matters as may be found to have a material bearing upon the stated 

standards and objectives of the comprehensive land use plan. 
 

The item is being continued to address some site plan issues.  Staff believes the applicant will be 
able to address these requirements in the revised submittal.  
Section 40-367 General Regulations.  
 

(1) All other development regulations of the appropriate Zoning District not specified 
in this Division or specified as a condition to the Conditional Use Permit shall apply 
to a Planned Unit Development.   

(2) The application for a Conditional Use Permit shall state precisely the reasons for 
requesting the consideration of the property for Planned Unit Development 

(3) Each living unit must have at least nine hundred sixty (960) square feet of floor 
area excluding the basement.   

(4) Each living unit must have a garage with minimum area of three hundred twenty 
(320) square feet.   

(5) The land which is to be set aside as open or common area shall be clearly indicated 
on the plan.  Provisions for recreational area and for continual maintenance of that 
area not dedicated and accepted by the City shall be required. 
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(6) No conveyance of property within the Planned Unit Development shall take place 
until the property is platted in conformance with the provisions of this Division and 
applicable to the City Subdivision Ordinance.   

(7) The uses in the PUD shall be those uses allowed for in the Zoning District in which 
the PUD is located.   

(8) There is to be provided within the tract, or immediately adjacent thereto, parking 
spaces in private garages or off-street parking areas in accordance with the 
requirement of Article VII, Division 23.   
 

These standards have been addressed in the proposed site plan.  The compact nature of 
the project allows for more preservation of the surrounding land and the proposed use 
and that the utilities are private means less impact on public facilities.  
 

Section 40-368 Site Design 
(1) The number of principal use structures which may be constructed within the PUD 

shall be determined by dividing the net buildable acreage of the project area by the 
required lot area per unit which is required in the district in which the Planned Unit 
Development is located.  The net buildable acreage shall be defined as the project 
area less the land area dedicated for public streets, and land which is not deemed as 
buildable by this Ordinance.  The project area includes all the land within the 
Planned Unit Development which is allocated for residential and for common open 
space as required by this Division.  Land to be dedicated for public streets is to be 
excluded from the project area.     

(2) The common open space, any other common properties, individual properties, and 
all other elements of the Planned Unit Development shall be so planned that they 
will achieve a unified scheme of integrated planning and a harmonious selection 
and efficient distribution of uses.   

(3) The proposed PUD shall be of such size, composition, and arrangement that its 
construction, marketing, and operation is feasible as a complete unit, without 
dependence on any subsequent unit or development. 

(4) All PUD's shall be served by public sewer and water.  
(5) Planned unit development (PUD) dwelling units should have a character and scale 

that relate to the heritage of the city, similar to design standards for the residential 
districts.   

(6) Vegetated buffers of native trees, shrubs and understory shall be planted in buffer 
zones of sufficient area from edge of the PUD so as to provide residential privacy 
and minimize views of house lots from exterior road and abutting properties.   
 

These standards have been addressed in the proposed site plan.  The compact nature of 
the project allows for more preservation of the surrounding land and the proposed use 
and that the utilities are private means less impact on public facilities.  A restrictive 
covenant is being required to ensure preservation areas.  

Next Steps 
The City Council will review this item at their next regularly scheduled meeting.  
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March 17, 2023 
 
257 Land Holdings, LLC      VIA EMAIL & U.S. MAIL 
Attn: Brian Solsrud 
4463 White Bear Parkway 
White Bear Lake, MN 55110 
 
RE: Minnesota Statute 15.99; Time Deadline for Agency Action on the Conditional Use Permit 
Application for the Construction of Two Apartment Buildings and Two Parking Garage Structures 

Dear Mr. Solsrud: 

Pursuant to Minnesota State Statute 15.99, the City of Wyoming must make a decision on your Conditional 
Use Permit application within sixty (60) days of a complete application being received (which was on 
February 21, 2023) unless the City extends the time limit in accordance with Subdivision 3, (f). 

The Wyoming Planning Commission has tabled your request until on or before their regular meeting on 
May 24, 2023.  This was done in order to give you and your consultants the opportunity to provide the 
following information as detailed in the Staff Report to the Planning Commission: 

1. The applicant clarify the type of housing project proposed and it’s compliance with the OHC zoning 
district.  

2. The applicant address all engineering comments provided to the applicant. 
3. The applicant address Comfort Lake Forest Lake Watershed District Comments  
4. The applicant shall submit architectural drawings for the detached garage building and verify the 

number of parking stalls provided on site.  
5. The residential unit design shall be modified, or a drive aisle be installed around each residential 

unit to permit fire and emergency vehicle access to all units within each structure.  
6. The applicant provide traffic generation and calculations for the 13 residential units and one office 

unit. 
7. The applicant revised the landscape plan to add additional overstory tress unto the site.  
8. The applicant clarify the intended use of the proposed office unit.   

In accordance with Minnesota Statute 15.99, Subdivision 3, (f), the City of Wyoming is extending the 
deadline for action on your request an additional 60 days to June 21, 2023.  The city will need to receive 
the information at least ten (10) business days prior to the May 24th meeting so that it can be reviewed. 

If you have any further questions I can be reached at (651) 462-4947 between the hours of 8:00 a.m. & 4:30 
p.m., Monday through Friday. 

Sincerely, 

 
Frederick E. Weck, IV 
Zoning Administrator 
Building Official #1825 
City of Wyoming 
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  Trip Generation Review 

 

w w w . s r f c o n s u l t i n g . c o m  
3701 Wayzata Boulevard, Suite 100 | Minneapolis, MN 55416-3791 | 763.475.0010 Fax: 1.866.440.6364 

Equal Employment Opportunity / Affirmative Action Employer 

SRF No. 16672.00  

To: Wayne C.B. Stark, P.E., LEED AP BD+C 

Stark Engineering, LLC 

From: Brent Clark, PE, Traffic Studies Lead  

Ashley Sherry, EIT, Traffic Engineer 

Date: March 31, 2023 

Subject: Heim’s Lake Senior Housing Apartments Trip Generation Review; Wyoming, 

Minnesota 

Introduction 

As requested, SRF Consulting Group has completed a trip generation review for the proposed senior 

housing development in the City of Wyoming, Minnesota. The proposed development is generally 

located east of Interstate 35 and south of 257th Street. The proposed development, shown in  

Figure 1, consists of 13 senior housing units. The main objectives of this review are to estimate the 

number of trips generated by the proposed development and quantify any potential impacts to the 

adjacent transportation network, if any. The following information provides the assumptions, analysis, 

and study findings offered for consideration. 

Trip Generation Review 

To understand potential traffic impacts associated with the proposed development, trip generation 

estimates for the proposed land use were developed for the weekday a.m. and p.m. peak hours, and 

on a daily basis. The estimate, shown in Table 1, was developed using the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 

11th Edition. Upon completion, the proposed development is expected to generate approximately 3 

a.m. peak hour, 3 p.m. peak hour, and 42 daily trips. Based on this level of trip generation, the adjacent 

roadway network can support the proposed development and no capacity improvements are expected 

to be needed. The proposed development access along 257th Street is expected to operate acceptably 

as either an uncontrolled (yield controlled) or a side-street stop-controlled intersection.  

Table 1.  Proposed Development Trip Generation Estimate 

Land Use Type (ITE Code) Size 
A.M. Peak Hour  P.M. Peak Hour Daily 

Trips In Out In Out 

Senior Adult Housing – Multifamily (252) 13-units 1 2 2 1 42 
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