
Planning Commission Meeting: February 27, 2023 

 
AGENDA 

PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE 

CITY OF WHITE BEAR LAKE, MINNESOTA 

MONDAY, FEBRUARY 27TH, 2023 

7:00 P.M. IN THE CITY HALL COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER AND ATTENDANCE  

 
2. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
3. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES 

A. Minutes of the Planning Commission meeting on January 30, 2023 
 

4. PUBLIC HEARING 
A. Case No. 23-6-V: A request by Tammy and Mike Hilliard for a variance from the 15 foot side yard setback 

on both the north and south side, per code section 1303.040, subd.5.c.2, and a variance from the 40 foot 
rear yard setback, per section 1303.040, Subd.5.c.3, in order to tear down and rebuild a single family 
home on the property located at 4815 Lake Avenue. 
 

B. Case No. 23-7-CUP: A request by A New Hope Preschool for a conditional use permit, per code section 
1302.140, in order to operate a day care facility on the property located at 955 Wildwood Road. 

 
5. DISCUSSION ITEMS 

A. Case No. 23-8-C: A presentation by Element Design-Build of their Concept Plan proposing to redevelop 
the 2502 County Rd. E site to build apartments and townhomes. 

 
B. City Council Meeting Overview 
 

6. ADJOURNMENT 
 

Next Regular City Council Meeting ................................................................................ March 14, 2023 

Next Regular Planning Commission Meeting ................................................................ March 27, 2023 
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bMINUTES 

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
OF THE CITY OF WHITE BEAR LAKE, MINNESOTA 

MONDAY, JANUARY 30, 2023 

7:00 P.M. IN THE COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

 
 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER AND ATTENDANCE 
Chair Jim Berry called the meeting to order at 7:01 p.m. 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT:  Mike Amundsen, Ken Baltzer, Jim Berry, Pamela Enz, Mark Lynch, 
Erich Reinhardt, Andrea West 

MEMBERS ABSENT: None 
STAFF PRESENT: Jason Lindahl, Community Development Director; Ashton Miller, City 

Planner; Shea Lawrence, Planning Technician 
OTHERS PRESENT: Gary Dahle, Elizabeth Dahle, Mark Goodman, Bruce Englund, Joanne 

Englund, Mitch Honsa, Bart Schultz, Graham Westra, Don Gilbert, 
Heather Gilbert, John Jacobsen, Rebekah Goodspeed, Josh Winchell, 
Erika Winchell, Julie Longueville, Brad Longueville, Rose Miller, Mike 
Miller, Brianna Tahdooahnippa 

 

 
2. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
It was moved by Member Lynch and seconded by Member West to approve the agenda as 
presented.   
 
Motion carried, 7:0 
 
3. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES 

A. Minutes of November 28, 2022 
 

It was moved by Member Baltzer and seconded by Member Enz, to approve the minutes 
of November 28, 2022 meeting as presented 
 
Motion carried, 7:0 

 
4. CASE ITEMS 

A. Case No. 23-3-CUP: A request by The Minnesotan for a conditional use permit, per code 
section 1303.160, subd.5.b, in order to convert the existing retail use to a liquor lounge 
with accessory retail at the property located at 2186 4th Street. 

 
Community Development Director, Jason Lindahl discussed the case. Staff 
recommended approval of the request as proposed. 
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Member Berry opened up the public hearing. 
 
Corey Roberts, the owner of the Minnesotan and applicant introduced himself and 
stated he has been a proud member of the downtown White Bear Lake Community 
since 2019 and is looking to expand their brand and enhance their offerings for their 
customers, such as by introducing a self-pour system in the proposed liquor lounge.  
 
Member Baltzer asked if they will continue to sell their current retail products or if they 
will be eliminating that. Roberts responded that no, they will continue to sell their 
present retail products.  
 
Member Berry asked if Roberts is okay with the conditions listed in the staff report. 
Roberts replied yes, he is okay with all of the conditions.  
 
Member Berry closed public hearing. 
 
It was moved by Member Baltzer to recommend approval of Case No. 23-3-CUP, 
seconded by Member Amundsen 
 
Motion carried, 7:0 
 

B. Case No.  22-20-V: : A request by Joshua Winchell for a variance from the side yard 
setback, per code section 1302.030, Subd.4.e, and a variance from the total accessory 
structure square footage allowed, per code section 1302.030, Subd.4.2.b, in order to 
construct a 160 square foot shed at the property located at 2338 South Shore 
Boulevard. 
 
Ashton Miller, City Planner, discussed the case. Staff recommended approval of the 
request as proposed.  

 
Member Lynch asked if the house was 50 sq. ft. bigger if there wouldn’t be a need for a 
variance. Miller responded that they would not need a variance for the accessory 
structure size if that were the case. 
 
Member Berry opened the public hearing. 
 
Josh Winchell, owner of the property and applicant for this case, stated he doesn’t 
agree with a couple of the conditions of approval listed in the staff report. He explained 
he doesn’t agree with the condition of the City not being responsible for any damage 
resulting from a repair to the utility. He explained that part of the variance includes him 
placing the new shed closer to his property line so he can remove his current shed off 
the utility. Winchell, also expressed he does not agree with the condition requiring him 
to sign easement paperwork for the utilities on the property. He explained that there is 
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an easement in place already, which was discovered when he had his property surveyed 
about 10 years ago. He does not know where that easement paperwork is today—he 
sent over all this title paperwork and the easement paperwork was not found amongst 
the paperwork.  

 
Member Amundsen asked for clarification if Winchell is referring to condition number 6 
from the staff report.  
 
Lindahl responded with some additional information regarding the case. Lindahl 
explained that he and Winchell had a conversation about the case earlier that day. He 
explained that based on the research done by the Engineering Department, it still 
remains unclear if there is an easement in place. Lindahl explained that the utilities were 
placed after the property was created in 1959 or 1960 and that it appears there was an 
easement that was supposed to cover the utilities on the west side of the property. He 
explained that after going through the documents and speaking with the City Attorney, 
it was discovered that the easement was only generally recorded at the county and not 
specifically at this property. Lindahl explained that more research is needed to 
determine if there is a valid easement in place.  
 
Lindahl went on to say that if the research shows there is an easement in place, the City 
would not require an additional one, but if there isn’t, the City Engineer recommends 
one be put in place. Additionally, if the shed encroaches on that easement there should 
be a release of the City’s liability if there is resulting damage from accessing the utilities. 
Lindahl explains that the City does not have the intention to go into the easement for 
periodic repair—the easement is meant to allow access for necessary repairs and 
replacements, as the infrastructure will not last forever.  He explains there is a public 
interest in maintaining the infrastructure because it serves the surrounding community. 

 
Member Amundsen asked for clarification because the survey image shows the shed will 
be placed 6 ft. from the sewer line. He asked how that is considered encroachment. 
Lindahl responded that because we don’t exactly know how deep the pipe is, the shed 
could be in a resulting easement. He explained that easements have a 1:1 correlation to 
the depth. Member Amundsen asked if the utility line is 6 feet deep, if the resulting 
easement would then be 6 feet on either side of the utility. Lindahl responded yes. 
Member Lynch then asked if the issue comes from our not knowing how deep the utility 
is, to which Lindahl responded yes. 
 
Member Berry then asked if the applicant is penalized if the shed is too close to the 
utility and repair needs to take place. Lindahl responded that if there’s an easement in 
place, we won’t create a new one, but if creating one is necessary, we would work to 
make it as narrow and tight fit as possible. If the engineering department needs less 
than 6 feet of space, then no encroachment agreement would be necessary. Lindahl 
continued that staff is sympathetic to the applicant about how complicated this case has 
become in order for him to build a shed. Lindahl noted that the couple weeks between 



Planning Commission Meeting: January 30, 2023 

 
 

Page 4 of 15 
 

now and the City Council meeting will give staff time to research more about whether 
there is an easement in place.  
 
Winchell expressed that his biggest concern is where the liability lies. If he must redo an 
easement agreement and release the City of liability, he wondered if the easement 
could also have an impact on his house, as it could be expensive if it does and he has to 
repair his shed and house.  
 
Lindahl explained that he understands Winchell’s concerns, but the challenge is that the 
proposed location has a slight encroachment to the easement. It could be possible to, 
but less practical, to locate the shed within the setback and away from the utilities, but 
he understands that there are other reasons why the applicant has chosen the proposed 
location – convenience of accessing shed, topography, and aesthetics of placing the 
shed in the side yard as opposed to in the rear yard, between the house and the pond. 
Lindahl explained that there are some tradeoffs if the applicant wants to place the shed 
within the setback and so close to the utilities and those tradeoffs include establishing 
the easement and releasing the City of liability for damage. But because there are some 
unknowns about the lot, Lindahl suggested that staff makes every effort to work this out 
prior to the City Council review.   
 
Winchell explained that there is nowhere else on the property to locate the shed. He 
explained that placing the shed elsewhere would impede his neighbor’s view of the 
pond. The back corner of the lot is unavailable because it has a fire pit. Winchell wants 
to be cognizant of his neighbors, and place the shed at the bottom of the hill outside of 
their view. Winchell explained that the only place to locate the shed without impeding 
their view is in the proposed location. 
 
Member Reinhardt asked the applicant if the easement were to impact the location of 
the shed, if that would cause him to not build the shed.  
 
Winchell explained that he is at a crossroads and that this could get really expensive so 
he may move away from building the shed. The original intention of the shed was to 
provide extra storage space because he has limited garage space because it does not 
have a pitched roof. He explained that he appreciates the city working with him on this 
process.  
 
Member Berry closed the public hearing.  
 
Member Lynch asked city staff what the chances are the unknowns of this case would 
be resolved before the City Council meeting. 
 
Lindahl responded that the City and the homeowners want the same things – they have 
a reasonable ask for a reasonable use. He explained that staff try to have these resolved 
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prior to Planning Commission, but at this time, there is still the need for more research. 
Lindahl explained he is hopeful that we will get to an outcome that works for everyone. 
 
Member Lynch proposed that the Planning Commission, when thinking about this case, 
should move forward with the assumption that the easement is in a reasonable spot.  
He continued that the City Council will deal with what comes up in the next couple 
weeks as further research into the case occurs. Member Lynch suggested that the 
Planning Commission members express what their concerns are and the best way to 
move forward and that the City Council will have more information to go off of. Member 
Lynch continued to say he believes that the easement should be solidified and that the 
shed should not be built on it or the City should not be liable for damages if it is. 
 
Member Berry explained that the commissioners will look at conditions 6 and 7 and act 
on this case as if conditions 6 and 7 will be resolved before the City Council meeting or 
the case will have to be continued.   
 
Member Lynch agreed with Member Berry that based on current knowledge, conditions 
6 and 7 are a good idea, knowing that they may change prior to the City Council 
Meeting.  
 
Member Amundsen asked about the wording of condition 7 which says that the City will 
not be responsible for any damage to the structure in the event of a utility repair. He 
asked if the mention of an easement was purposely left out of the wording. 
 
Lindahl responded that the condition was written generally to cover the topic of 
encroachment. If it gets to the point where an encroachment agreement is necessary, 
then there would be a more specific template the City Attorney would create for this 
case.  
 
Member Lynch asked, in the case of the City potentially damaging a shed that is 
nowhere near the easement, if the city would be responsible. 
 
Lindahl explained that there is a public need of the easement and utilities and that if the 
City needs to access it, it is because something is wrong or the infrastructure is going to 
fail soon. He continued that the City would come in to do their work as quickly and 
carefully as possible and try to restore the area to the way it was. But in construction 
projects like that, which could be an emergency situation, there could be quick work 
that needed to be done that could cause some damage. The city does not try to cause 
damage and would try to make it right if they did.  
 
It was moved by Member Amundsen to recommend approval of Case No. 22-20-V, 
seconded by Member West. 
 
Motion carried, 7:0 



Planning Commission Meeting: January 30, 2023 

 
 

Page 6 of 15 
 

 
 

C. Case No. 23-1-V:  A request by Heather Gilbert for a variance from the side yard 
setback, per code section 1303.040 Subd.5.c.2, in order to construct a two story home in 
approximately the same footprint of the existing home at the property located at 4556 
Highway 61. 
 
Miller discussed the case. Staff recommended approval of the request as proposed. 

 
Member West asked for staff to elaborate on the ordinary high water level. 
 
Miller responded that ordinary high water level is an average of lake levels and it is 
determined by the DNR. The setback is based on an average of the two neighbors on the 
lakeside to protect views.  
 
Member Berry opened the public hearing.  
 
Gary Dahle, an attorney representing Michael and Rosalie Miller, who live at the 
neighboring property 4552 Highway 61 welcomed the Gilberts to the neighborhood and 
wished them many years of enjoyment of the existing home. Dahle explained there is a 
close proximity between the two structures, 7 ft. 3 inches at the closest point, and that 
the existing foundation is closer than what the setback rules require. Dahle listed seven 
health and safety concerns about the proposed project as follows: 

1. There is a greater fire hazard because of the close proximity. 
2. In the winter, icicle formation creates an injury hazard. 
3. In the winter, there is also a higher hazard risk for surface icing in the space 

between the buildings. 
4. The close proximity of the foundation creates water damage issues. Water falling 

from the structure could fall on the neighboring property and drain into the 
foundation. The proposed doubling of the roof height means rain dropping off 
the roof falls twice as far which exacerbates erosion. 

5. The proximity of the structures could leave inadvertent damage to the 
neighboring structure from construction activity or moving soils. 

6. The close proximity and narrow space could create a wind tunnel effect which 
could be strong because the property is located near White Bear Lake. The 
increased wind could blow up additional dirt and grit which could lead to 
additional maintenance work for the neighbor at the 4552 Highway 61 property. 

7. Lakeward extension of the project would amplify any of the previously listed 
concerns.  

 
Dahle continued to cite the White Bear Lake zoning code and that its purpose is to 
establish minimum regulations in regards to altering structures and land. He explained 
that regulations are in part created to provide adequate light, air and convenience of 
access to property and prevent overcrowding and that the overall purpose of the zoning 
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code is to protect health, safety and general welfare. He stated the Miller’s access to 
light and air would be impaired and the access to the property may be affected.  
 
Dahle continued to reference that the zoning code requirement for issuing variances 
includes the proposal will not impair adequate supply of air and light and increase fire 
hazard or endanger fire safety. Dahle stated that adding a second story to the house 
would violate these requirements.  The code states that a variance should not be 
granted if the proposed project will diminish nearby property values, and the possible 
damage that could be caused by the construction and drainage issues could impact the 
Miller property’s value. Dahle continued to reference the Structural Engineer report that 
states construction could affect the structural performance of the Miller’s property.  
 
Heather Gilbert, the applicant, explained that she is not opposed to the conditions of 
approval listed in the staff report and that her builder is present to answer questions. 
 
John Jacobsen, the builder for the Gilberts, addressed some of the issues brought up by 
Mr. Dahle. Jacobsen explained they will leave the existing foundation wall so there isn’t 
any excavation in the alleyway abutting the Miller property. The building will be pushed 
in 1.8 feet in the back, away from the lake and will not encroach on the 20 ft. front yard 
setback, which is consistent with the rest of the nearby houses so it shouldn’t affect the 
light. There will be gutters and a downspout on the house, and they can put a heat 
tracing on the gutters to prevent icicle formation. The current distance between the 2 
buildings will remain the same with the proposed structure.  He explains that the 
grading shouldn’t change. 
 
Member Amundsen, asked what the height difference is between the current and 
proposed structure, because it looks like the second story appears to be more like a loft 
space. Jacobsen responded that he doesn’t know the exact difference but that they plan 
to stay within the 35 feet limit. Amundsen then asked if the second story won’t have full 
walls with trusses on top. Jacobsen responded that there will be some wall there. 
 
Member Amundsen asked if the building materials will be fire rated because the walls 
are so close. Jacobsen responded that they wouldn’t be using the same materials that 
may be used for a fire wall in a condominium such as fire treated lumber.  
 
Member Enz asked what type of materials they will be using. Jacobsen responded they 
will be using 2x4s and 2x6 and sheeting with an LP material – a high density non 
burnable material. 
 
Member Enz asked Gilbert if the lower level is intended for rental because there 
appears to be a full kitchen and could be a separate entrance. Gilbert explained that the 
lower level is meant to be an additional space to entertain and she does not intend to 
rent the space.  
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Member Berry closed the public hearing. 
 
Member Amundsen asked city staff if the code requires different building materials 
depending on the distance between buildings.  
 
Miller responded that the City follows the state building code which does have certain 
requirements, and there are extra layers that need to be applied when you encroach 
into a setback. Miller stated that is something the building official will weigh in on.  
Amundsen followed up, asking if the variance is approved, if it would come up in the 
building permit process that the buildings are too close and would require certain 
building materials. Miller responded yes, and that the City cannot provide a variance 
from the state building code.  
 
Member Lynch, asked how far away the two properties are built from the lot lines. He 
continued that it appears 4552 is about 3.2 ft away from the lot line and 4558 is about 
10 ft from the property line. Miller confirmed that yes, that is what the survey shows. 
 
Member Lynch said that because they are building on practicably the same footprint 
and because it appears that the home on 4552 Highway 61 similarly encroaches on the 
setback as well, it seems reasonable to allow this variance. He continued saying that if 
there is any damage during construction then that would be something that the 
property owners would deal with separate from this process. 
 
Member Enz asked if the issue of water mitigation would come up now, or during the 
building phase.  
 
Miller responded that the engineering department has reviewed the application and has 
brought up water mitigation in the review memo. The zoning code does not allow for 
any impact of runoff onto any other property. 
 
It was moved by Member Amundsen to recommend approval of Case No. 23-1-V, 
seconded by Member Lynch. 
 
Motion carried. 7:0 

 
 

D. Case No. 23-2-CUP: A request by Guidepost A LLC for a conditional use permit, per code 
section 1302.140, in order to convert an existing office building into a daycare facility at 
the property located at 3220 Bellaire Avenue. 
 
Ashton Miller, City Planner, discussed the case. Staff recommended approval of the 
request as proposed.  
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Member Lynch asked if the requirements for schools are much different from the 
requirements for daycares, in reference to a community comment that thought the 
Montessori daycare should be considered a school. 
 
Miller answered that there are actually fewer requirements for schools as the city’s 
zoning code section regarding day cares is exhaustive. 
 
Member Berry opened the public hearing. 
 
Mark Goodman, a representative with Guidepost A LLC extended his thanks to city staff 
for their assistance through this process. He stated that Guidepost LLC only goes where 
there is a demand. He asked if the condition of approval in the staff report that requires 
a landscaping letter of credit, can be revised to include the phrasing “or other financial 
instrument acceptable to the City Finance Department”. He explained that Guidepost A 
LLC does not typically issue letters of credit so it would be more amenable to them to 
have another option available. 
 
Lindahl explained that the recommendation is based on the standard practice from the 
City, but that staff is agreeable to the change that the applicant is proposing. Lindahl 
explained that the City’s attorney would review whatever mechanism the applicant 
proposes.  
 
Member Enz asked if the building will have a secured entrance. 
 
Goodman responded that there are Guidepost Facilities all over the world and country. 
The Lake Forest location does not have a secured entrance, but there are and will be 
procedures in place for child pickup. 
 
Member Berry said that if the facility is similar to the graphic provided that it will be an 
improvement. He also expressed that he likes that Guidepost A LLC, does not purchase 
property based on speculation and they know they will fill it.  
 
Goodman explained that if they didn’t think they would fill it, they wouldn’t be able to 
finance the project.  
 
Rebekah Goodspeed who lives at 2569 Oak Drive, asked how Guidepost A LLC 
determines need. She also explained she had a discussion with the homeowner just 
north of the property, who wondered what the fencing would look like. 
 
Joanne Englund of 2537 Sumac Circle, expressed that she and her husband believe that 
the day care is a great idea for the property. She explained that it isn’t a loud area, and 
she’s excited it will be used as a productive venture.  
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Brianna Tahdooahnippa of 3244 Bellaire Ave, commented that the neighborhood is 
noisy with road traffic and that she wants to suggest a lower speed limit in the area. She 
doesn’t agree with the proposal because of the increased noise. She would ask that if it 
is approved that the fencing would be more durable or higher than proposed. She 
added that there have been squatters on the property, so she does agree it should be 
occupied but that it shouldn’t be a daycare. She also expressed concern because she has 
seen wolves in the area. 
 
Goodman explained that fencing height is required by state licensing. He continued that 
the daycare won’t contribute any more street noise and that the children won’t add 
much more noise because of the placement of the play areas on the lot and the site 
being surrounded by large trees.  
 
Member West asked what the fence will look like. 
 
Miller explained that a black iron fence is what was proposed and that there are certain 
limitations about what types of fencing can be used and how tall the fences can be in 
the front yard. 
 
Goodman explained they are going to use the highest quality and security fencing as 
possible and reiterated that they will be regulated by state licensing requirements. 
 
Lindahl explains that there are two applications of fencing in this case, one required by 
state licensing for children’s safety. He explained that because the property is zoned 
medium density residential, the City applied the medium density zoning requirement 
which limits front yard fence height. Lindahl continued that the second application of 
fencing is screening from the adjacent properties. Fencing can be effective, but the city 
typically looks to do screening through natural planting to create a more natural 
environment. Lindahl explained that the city could consider additional fencing to the 
site, if that is more agreeable to the Planning Commission. 
 
Goodman explained that he doesn’t see how additional fencing would add much more 
screening because of the distance from the building and play areas to other residential 
properties. They are trying to minimize their costs and fencing the entire property could 
be very expensive. 
 
Member Berry asked how the need for daycare was determined for the area.  
 
Goodman responded that they have a staff that goes out and digs into demographics of 
communities and that they have an in depth approach to determine need. He reiterates 
that this facility is only a daycare, not a school and that there will be plenty of parking 
on site in the parking lot. 
 
Member Berry closed the public hearing. 



Planning Commission Meeting: January 30, 2023 

 
 

Page 11 of 15 
 

 
Member Lynch said he would like to help connect the community member who was 
interested in suggesting a lower speed limit on the road. 
 
Miller responded that the City has a safety committee that can take concerns and 
requests from the community and that City staff can help her get in touch with them. 
 
Member Baltzer said that he believes the day care is a good use for the building since 
it’s been empty for so long.  
 
It was moved by Member Baltzer to recommend approval of Case No. 23-2-CUP, 
seconded by Member Lynch. 
 
Member Amundsen asked for clarification if the approval includes the previously 
mentioned amendment to requirement 7 in the conditions of approval.  
 
Member Baltzer confirmed yes. 
 
Member Lynch re-seconded.  
 
Motion carried, 7:0. 
 

 
E. Case No. 85-11-Sa2: A request by Silverstar Carwash for an amendment to a conditional use 

permit, per code section 1301.050, in order to modify the existing car wash and add vacuums at 
the property located at 2180 7th Street. 

 
Miller discussed the case. Staff recommended approval of the request as proposed.   
 
Member Amundsen asked if we know the reason for the significant difference in water 
usage over the years. 
 
Miller responded that in 2018 Hogwash came in and installed a second wash for 
motorcycles which could have impacted the numbers. Change of usage could also 
explain the reduction.  
 
Member Berry opened the public hearing.  
 
Bart Schultz, who works for Houston Engineering, the company working with Silverstar 
Carwash explained that Silverstar Carwash has been around since 2010 and is located 
out of Sioux Falls. They have recently moved into Minnesota. He continued that they use 
high quality equipment at their carwashes and that customer loyalty and customer 
service is important to them. Schultz explained that the proposal shows they intend to 
change the exterior façade of the building to have the standard Silverstar Carwash look 
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and in order to prevent intensification of the building they have removed the standard 
Silverstar Carwash parapet from their design and moved the vacuum area inside the 
building. He explained the facility will always be staffed with 4 people during operating 
hour to assist customers.  
 
Member Amundsen asked Schultz if he is okay with the condition that lists the 
acceptable hours of operation. 
 
Schultz responded yes and that the hours listed in that condition are their standard 
hours of operation.  
 
Member Berry closed the public hearing. 
 
It was moved by Member Amundsen to recommend approval of Case No. 85-11-Sa2, 
seconded by Member Enz. 
 
Motion carried, 7:0. 
 

 
F. Case No. 23-5-CUP: A request by White Bear Lake Area Schools for a conditional use 

permit, per code section 1303.245, for a gym addition at the Central Middle School 
building located at 4857 Bloom Avenue.  

 
Miller discussed the case. Staff recommended approval of the request as proposed. 
 
Member West thanked Miller for going over the parking information for the facility. 
 
Member Berry opened the public hearing 
 
Tim Wald, the Assistant Superintendent for Finance and Operations for White Bear Lake 
Area Schools explained this project is part of the 2019 referendum. He stated that two 
of their architects are present and can answer any questions. 
 
Member Amundsen asked if they plan to acquire the 4th property, near the three that 
the school district has already acquired. 
 
Wald responded that there is a purchase agreement in place for that property. 
 
Member Amundsen stated that plays into the setbacks, because acquiring that lot will 
provide them with even more space to work with. 
 
Wald stated that they intend for that lot to be green space.  
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Member Enz expressed that watching this process for the school district come together 
has been exciting. 
 
Wald responded that the high school recently welcomed students into the building.  
 
Member Berry agreed it’s been exciting watching it all come together. 
 
Wald expressed his appreciation to the City’s Building Department during the last 
couple years. 
 
Lindahl explained that the Building Department staff have been working hard to make 
sure the school’s projects are moving along and expressed that the school district has 
been a great partner throughout the process and they are making an incredible 
investment in the community and the education of the kids.  
 
Wald explained that there are always challenges to getting supplies which has created 
some challenging timelines for the inspectors and construction managers, but they were 
able to pull it off.  
 
Member Berry closes the public hearing.  
 
It was moved by Member Enz to recommend approval for Case No. 23-5-CUP, seconded 
by Member Baltzer. 
 
Motion carried. 7:0 
 

5. DISCUSSION ITEMS 
A. Election of Officers   

 
Lindahl discussed the memo about processes for election of officers.  
 
Member Lynch asked about the timeline for electing officers in the future.  
 
Lindahl explained that the bylaws state the elections should occur at the end-of-the-year 
meeting and then take effect in the following meeting in January. He continued that 
elections have typically happened in January because the end of the year agendas tend to 
be very full. Lindahl explained that staff will continue to consider any changes that should 
be made to the bylaws as we go through the year.  
 
Member Berry opened the nominations for Chairperson. 
 
Member Baltzer nominated Member Berry.  
 
It was moved by Member Amundsen to close the nominations, Member Baltzer seconds. 
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It was moved by Member Berry moved to elect himself by unanimous consent to the 
position of Chairperson, Member Amundsen seconds. 
 
Motion carried, 7:0. 
 
Member Berry opened nominations for Vice Chair. 
 
Member Baltzer nominated Member Amundsen.  
 
It was moved by Member Lynch to close the nominations, Member Baltzer seconds.  
 
It was moved by Member Lynch to elect Member Amundsen to Vice Chair by unanimous 
consent. 
 
Motion carried, 7:0.  
 
Member Baltzer made a comment that the Chair must first say that he will entertain a 
motion before members move to approve cases.  
 
Member Amundsen said he will review the process. 
 
Lindahl said that we may be a little rusty since there hasn’t been a Planning Commission 
meeting for a couple months.  
 
Member Baltzer explained he just wanted to mention the procedure.  

 
B. City Council Meeting Overview 
 
Lindahl discussed the Planning Commission cases that have been to City Council since the 
last Planning Commission Meeting. He explains that Smarte Carte and the Herkenhoff 
cases were both approved by City Council. The Winchell case was a part of the November 
agenda but continued at the request of the applicant, which the Commission heard 
tonight. 
 
Lindahl explained that the sign application from Acqua, was withdrawn by the applicant 
because the State of Minnesota brought to the City’s attention that they have their own 
sign standards for off premise signs. Acqua would not have been able to meet the State 
standards. 
 
Member Lynch asked if the spacing requirement that they could not meet was the State 
or City’s requirement. 
 
Lindahl explained the City has setback requirements for signs and spacing requirements 
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for billboards. Based on the City’s definition of signs and billboards, Acqua’s proposal fell 
under the definition of a sign, but based on the State’s definition, it was considered a 
billboard. It was because Aqua couldn’t fit within the state required standards for spacing 
that they chose to withdraw their application 
 
Lindahl continued that the Concept Plan and Neighborhood Meeting text amendment had 
its first and second reading so it has been officially approved. The Commission will have 
their first concept plan proposal during the February Planning Commission Meeting  
 
 

6. ADJOURNMENT 
There being no further business before the Commission, it was moved by Member Baltzer, 
seconded by Member West to adjourn the meeting at 9:19 p.m.  
 
Motion carried, 7:0. 
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  City of White Bear Lake 
Community Development Department 

 

M E M O R A N D U M 

 
TO:  The Planning Commission  
FROM:  Ashton Miller, City Planner 
DATE:  February 27, 2023 
SUBJECT: Hilliard Variance – 4815 Lake Avenue – Case No. 23-6-V 
 
 
SUMMARY 
The applicant, Susan Welles on behalf of homeowners, Tammy & Mike Hilliard, is requesting a 
10.8 foot variance from the required 15 foot side yard setback on both the north and south 
sides and a 25 foot variance from the 40 foot rear yard setback in order to tear down and 
rebuild a single family home on the property located at 4815 Lake Avenue.  
 
Based on the findings made in this report, staff finds that the applicant has demonstrated a 
practical difficulty with meeting the City’s zoning regulations as required by Minnesota Statute 
462.357, Subd.6 and recommends approval of this request.  
 
GENERAL INFORMATION 
Applicant/Owner: Susan Welles / Tammy & Mike Hilliard 
 
Existing Land Use / Single Family; zoned R-2: Single Family Residential &  
Zoning:  S – Shoreland Overlay District 
 
Surrounding Land North, West & South: Single Family; zoned R-2: Single Family Residential  
Use / Zoning: & S – Shoreland Overlay District 
 East: Matoska Park; zoned P: Public & S 
 
Comprehensive Plan: Low Density Residential 
 
Lot Size & Width: Code: 15,000 sq. ft.; 100 feet 
 Site: 3,445 sq. ft.; 39.8 feet 
 
BACKGROUND 
The subject site is located on the west side of Lake Avenue, in between 5th and 6th Street. The 
property does not have riparian rights on White Bear Lake since Matoska Park is to the east of 
the lot. The lot contains a single family home that was constructed in 1924. In 1979, a side yard 
setback variance was granted to allow a one stall garage with living space above it on the north 
side of the property.  
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The proposed home will be the same width as the existing home, but will be centered on the lot 
to provide an equal setback to both side lot lines. The home will also be expanded in the rear 
and pushed back so that it meets the required front yard average setback. A third story will be 
added on the front of the home that will measure 34 feet and 7 inches at the mean of the 
roofline. The maximum allowed is 35 feet, so the proposed will be just under what is allowed by 
right. The property is currently grandfathered in at 54% impervious surface and the proposal 
will be the same with the removal of a portion of the existing driveway and walkway.  
 
Community Comment 
Under state law and the City’s zoning regulations, variance applications require a public 
hearing. Accordingly, the City published notice of this request in the White Bear Press and 
mailed notice directly to property owners within 200 feet of the subject site. That notice 
directed all interested parties to send questions or comments to the Planning Department by 
mail, phone, or email or to attend the public hearing where they could learn about the request, 
ask questions, and provide feedback. As of the writing of this report, city staff has not received 
any comments regarding the request. During the public hearing, staff will provide an update if 
any public comments are received prior to the Planning Commission meeting. 
 
ANALYSIS 
Review Authority 
City review authority for variance applications is considered a Quasi-Judicial action. This means 
the city acts like a judge in evaluating the facts against the legal standard. The city’s role is 
limited to applying the legal standard of practical difficulties to the facts presented by the 
application. Generally, if the application meets the review standards, the variance should be 
approved.  
 
Variance Review 
The standards for reviewing variances are detailed in Minnesota State Statute 462.357, 
Subdivision 6. In summary, variances may be granted when the applicant establishes there are 
"practical difficulties" in complying with the zoning regulations. A practical difficulty is defined 
by the five questions listed below. Economic considerations alone do not constitute a practical 
difficulty. In addition, under the statute the City may choose to add conditions of approval that 
are directly related to and bear a rough proportionality on the impact created by the variance.   
 
Staff has reviewed the variance request against the standards detailed in Minnesota State 
Statute 462.357, Subdivision 6 and finds the applicant has demonstrated a practical difficulty. 
The standards for reviewing a variance application and staff’s findings for each are provided 
below.  
 
1. Is the variance in harmony with the purposes and intent of the ordinance?  
 
Finding: The property is zoned R-2: Single Family Residential and S: Shoreland Overlay. The 
purpose of the R-2 zoning district is “to provide for urban density single family detached 
residential dwelling units”. The neighborhood was platted in 1887, before the city adopted a 
formal zoning code, at a lot width and size that is substandard to current requirements. At 
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some point in time, the subject site was part of a subdivision that combined the western half 
and southern 10 feet of the property to the three abutting parcels on the south. This resulted in 
the existing lot to become further substandard in both size and width. The variances make the 
reconstruction of the single family home on a substandard lot possible and therefore the 
proposal will be in harmony with the purpose of the zoning district.  
 
2. Is the variance consistent with the comprehensive plan?  
 
Finding: The property is guided for “low density residential”, which has a density range of 3 to 9 
units per acre. Typical housing includes single family detached. The property is at a density of 
12.6 units per acre, which is above the guided density range, however when the city block is 
taken as a whole, the immediate neighborhood has a density of 5.22 units per acre, which is 
within the density range. Reconstructing a single family home on the lot will not change the 
neighborhood’s density, therefore, the proposed variances are not inconsistent with the 2040 
Comprehensive Plan. 
 
3. Does the proposal put the property to use in a reasonable manner?  
 
Finding: The proposal puts the subject property to use in a reasonable manner. Both the 
Comprehensive Plan and the purpose and intent of the R-2 zoning district allow for single family 
dwelling units, so the request to reconstruct a single family home with attached garage on the 
lot is reasonable.  
 
4. Are there unique circumstances to the property not created by the landowner?  
 
Finding: There are unique circumstances not created by the landowner. The property is only 39 
feet wide and the required setbacks on each side are 15 feet, meaning the home could only be 
9 feet in width. Since the zoning code also requires a principal structure to be at least 22 feet in 
width, at a minimum, a variance from the 22 foot width requirement would be required to 
build on the lot and be within the setbacks. Alternatively, a 22 foot wide home would need a 
combined 17 feet in side yard setback variance to build a new home. The request for 21.6 feet 
in side yard setback variances is not the minimum required, but does allow the construction of 
a home and attached garage that is the same width as the existing home and similar to the 
surrounding homes. 
 
Further, the property is only 23% of the required lot size, meaning the overall buildable area of 
the lot is limited due to the larger setback requirements for the district. Additionally, the angle 
of the front and rear lot lines creates an irregular buildable area. The proposed rear yard 
setback is 37.5% of what is required at the closest point. The rear yard widens and the setback 
increases to 26 feet, or 65% of the required setback. Given the constraints on the lot, staff finds 
the request to be reasonable.   
 
5. Will the variance, if granted, alter the essential character of the locality?  
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Finding: Granting the requested variance will not alter the essential character of the 
surrounding neighborhood. Many of the properties in the old downtown White Bear area are 
similar in width. Staff conducted a quick analysis of the other homes on the block of the subject 
site and found that all but two are substandard in width. Of those 12 properties substandard in 
width, 11 have structures that encroach into the side yard setback, like the home to the north, 
which is only 1.6 feet from the shared lot line. Many of the encroachments are legally 
nonconforming, but setback variances have been granted for 2322 6th Street, 2346 6th Street, 
2345 5th Street, and 2355 5th Street, indicating the proposal is consistent with past approvals.    
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends approval of the request, subject to the following conditions: 
1. All application materials, maps, drawings, and descriptive information submitted in this 

application shall become part of the permit. 
2. Per Section 1301.060, Subd.3, the variance shall become null and void if the project has 

not been completed or utilized within one (1) calendar year after the approval date, 
subject to petition for renewal. Such petition shall be requested in writing and shall be 
submitted at least 30 days prior to expiration.  

3. A building permit shall be obtained before any work begins.  
4. The applicant shall verify the property line and have the property pins exposed at the 

time of the inspection. 
5. Gutters shall be installed and runoff directed away from adjacent properties.  
 
Attachments: 
Draft Resolution of Approval 
Zoning/Location Map 
Applicant’s Narrative (2 Pages) & Plans (5 pages) 
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RESOLUTION GRANTING THREE SETBACK VARIANCES  
FOR 4815 LAKE AVENUE WITHIN THE CITY OF WHITE BEAR LAKE, MINNESOTA 

 
 

 WHEREAS, Tammy & Mike Hilliard have requested a 10.8 foot variance from the 
required 15 foot setback on both the north and south side, per code section 1303.040, 
Subd.5.c.2, and a 25 foot variance from the 40 foot rear yard setback, per section 1303.040, 
Subd.5.c.3 in order to tear down and reconstruct a single family home on the property at the 
following location: 
 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: The North 40 feet of the East Half of Lot 4, STEWARTS 
SUBDIVISION OF BLOCK 46 OF WHITE BEAR, Ramsey County, Minnesota. Also 
including 7.5 feet lying West of Lot 3, being the East Half of the alley running 
North and South in rear of said Lot. 

 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing as required by the Zoning 

Code on February 27, 2023; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City Council has considered the advice and recommendations of the 

Planning Commission regarding the effect of the proposed variances upon the health, safety, 
and welfare of the community and its Comprehensive Plan, as well as any concerns related to 
compatibility of uses, traffic, property values, light, air, danger of fire, and risk to public safety 
in the surrounding areas;  
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of White Bear Lake, 
Minnesota that the City Council accepts and adopts the following findings of the Planning 
Commission: 
 
1. The requested variances are in harmony with purposes and intent of the ordinance. 
2. The requested variances are consistent with the 2040 Comprehensive Plan. 
3. Granting the requested variances will allow the property to be used in a reasonable 

manner. 
4. There are unique circumstances to the property not created by the landowner. 
5. Granting the requested variances alone will not alter the essential character of the 

neighborhood. 
 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the City Council of the City of White Bear Lake hereby 
approves the requested variances, subject to the following conditions: 
 
1. All application materials, maps, drawings, and descriptive information submitted in this 

application shall become part of the permit. 
2. Per Section 1301.060, Subd.3, the variance shall become null and void if the project has not 

been completed or utilized within one (1) calendar year after the approval date, subject to 
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petition for renewal. Such petition shall be requested in writing and shall be submitted at 
least 30 days prior to expiration.  

3. A building permit shall be obtained before any work begins.  
4. The applicant shall verify the property line and have the property pins exposed at the time 

of the inspection. 
5. Gutters shall be installed and runoff directed away from adjacent properties.  
 

The foregoing resolution, offered by Councilmember ______ and supported by 
Councilmember ______, was declared carried on the following vote: 
 
    Ayes:  
 Nays:  
 Passed:  

______________________________ 
 Dan Louismet, Mayor 
ATTEST: 
 
  
Caley Longendyke, City Clerk 
 
Approval is contingent upon execution and return of this document to the City Planning Office. 
I have read and agree to the conditions of this resolution as outlined above. 
 
 
     
Applicant’s Signature      Date 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                       
                                              City of  
                                    White Bear Lake 
                                  Planning & Zoning 
                                      651-429-8561 

CASE NO.      :       23-6-V                                                                    _ 

CASE NAME :       Hilliard Variance                                                  _ 

DATE             :       2-27-2023                                                              _       

 

SUBJECT SITE: 

4815 Lake Ave 



January 17, 2023 

To White Bear Lake Planning Commission/White Bear Lake City Council, 

I am petitioning you today to ask for a variance to the side and rear setbacks at 2815 Lake Ave. to 

allow my clients Tammy and Mike Hilliard to construct a new home to replace an existing two-story 

from the 1920’s. The existing structure began as a modest lake home and has seen several additions 

through the years. Currently the main level has different finished floor elevations that vary by as 

much as 2.5”. The current garage is only 9’ in width and does not allow a car to be parked inside and 

have access in or out of both sides of the vehicle. The existing stairs are steep and non-conforming. 

My clients have lived in the home for the last 20 years and would like to construct a new residence 

that will better suit their needs as they look to the future. 

The existing lot is in the Shoreland District of Old Town and is non-conforming per the City’s Code 

for R-2 which states lots to be a minimum of 15,000 sq. ft. This lot encompasses only 3,445 sq. ft. It 

currently has an impervious coverage of 1,882 sq. ft. – (54%) with existing house, driveway and 

sidewalks. 

The East facing front setback of the home encroaches the City’s average setback on the SE corner by 

over 4’. The existing South side setback is 3’ at its closet corner and the North side 4.5’ from the 

nearest corner. The house does not run parallel to the side lot lines which exacerbates the proximity 

to the neighbors at the near corners. The rear set back to the West is 28’-2 at its nearest corner. 

 I am asking the city for a variance for the 10’ side setback requirement {1303.400, Subd. 5.c.2}. We 

plan on setting the new structure centered and parallel to the side lot lines and maintain a house 

width of 30’-8 which is equal to the current house width. This will result in a 4’-2 setback on each 

side of the new home thus gaining more space from the South neighbor (1’-2) and only a slight 

decrease (-10”) to the North neighbor.  

I intend to pull the front of the new house back into compliance with City standard of average front 

yard setback {1302.040, Subd. 4.c (Ref. Ord. 10-1-1063, 1/12/10)} based on neighbors to the North 



2 

and South. I will also be asking for a variance to the rear yard setback {1303.040, Subd.5.c.3} of 40’ 

to a setback of 14’-11 at the nearest corner. Since the house will not run parallel to the rear lot line 

the 14’-11 is the minimum closest corner. The maximum closest corner will be 26’. I believe by 

pulling the front back into conformity and squaring the house on the lot it will provide a better 

situation for the new home versus the current structure’s position. To achieve this goal, it was 

necessary to push the rear portion of the house further into the rear of the lot. I will be replacing 

existing concrete along the north property line with material that will be able to handle stormwater 

runoff and will not be impervious. 

Proposed impervious surface will be slightly under existing (-8 sq. ft.) and will maintain 54% 

coverage on the lot as it currently exists. I have enlarged the main floor foundation footprint to 

accommodate a wider double deep garage for 2 vehicles with a small amount of extra storage. In 

doing so I have not exceeded the standard square footage coverage of a basic 24’ by 24’ two stall 

garage. 

Tree replacement will not be affected with the new construction and the new home will conform 

with all other White Bear Lake Ordinances as outlined for new construction in the Shoreland District. 

Please review the attached proposal for the new home along with site plan that outlines the above 

conditions. We are asking variance only for the side and rear setbacks to construct this home as 

designed and submitted for your review.  

Sincerely, 

Susan Hebert Welles-Project Designer 

On behalf of Tammy and Mike Hilliard, owners of 4815 Lake Ave., White Bear Lake, MN 
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  City of White Bear Lake 
Community Development Department 

 

M E M O R A N D U M 

 
TO:  The Planning Commission  
FROM:  Ashton Miller, City Planner 
DATE:  February 27th, 2023 
SUBJECT: A New Hope Preschool Conditional Use Permit, 955 Wildwood Road, 
 Case No. 23-7-CUP 
 
 
SUMMARY 
The applicant, Elisheba Churchill, is requesting a conditional use permit in order to operate a 
day care facility out of tenant space at the Wildwood Shopping Center located at 955 Wildwood 
Road. Based on the findings made in this report, staff finds that the standards for conditional 
use permits laid out in City Code Section 1302.140 have been satisfied and recommends 
approval of the request.  
 
GENERAL INFORMATION 
Applicant/Owner: Elisheba Churchill / Chung Dang  
 
Existing Land Use / Shopping Center; zoned B-4: General Business 
Zoning:                            
 
Surrounding Land North: Bank; zoned B-4: General Business 
Use / Zoning: South: Commercial buildings; zoned B-4: General Business & 
 Pet Store; zoned B-4 General Business (Mahtomedi)  
 East: Senior Housing & Drug Store; zoned B-4: General Business 

West: Restaurants & Auto Repair Store; zoned B-4: General Business 
  
Comprehensive Plan: Neighborhood Mixed Use 
 
Lot Size & Width: Code: None & 100 feet 
 Site: 169,652 sq. ft. & 400 feet 
 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
The subject site is located on the northeast quadrant of County Road E and Century 
Avenue/East County Line Road in Washington County. The Wildwood Shopping Center is 
roughly 30,000 square feet in size. The building was expanded from a grocery store into a “strip 
mall” in 1958. In 2008, the east end of the strip mall was sold off to Walgreen’s, reducing the 
size of the property and building. The proposed day care will move into a tenant space on the 
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north side of the shopping center that fronts East County Line Road.  
 
Community Comment 
Under state law and the City’s zoning regulations, conditional use permit applications require a 
public hearing. Accordingly, the City published notice of this request in the White Bear Press 
and mailed notice directly to all property owners within 350 feet. That notice directed all 
interested parties to send questions or comments to the Planning Department by mail, phone, 
or email or to attend the public hearing where they could learn about the request, ask 
questions, and provide feedback. As of the writing of this report, city staff has not received any 
comments from the public. During the public hearing, staff will provide an update if any public 
comments are received prior to the Planning Commission meeting. 
 
ANALYSIS 
Conditional Use Permit Review  
City review authority for conditional use permits are considered a Quasi-Judicial action. This 
means the city acts like a judge in evaluating the facts against the applicable review standards. 
The city’s role is limited to applying the review standards to the facts presented by the 
application. Generally, if the application meets the review standards, it should be approved. 
The standards for reviewing conditional use permits are detailed in City Code Section 1301.050. 
 
According to City Code Section 1301.050, the City shall consider possible adverse effects of a 
proposed conditional use, in this case a day care facility. This review shall be based upon (but 
not limited to) the factors listed below. Based on the findings made in this review, staff 
recommends approval of the requested conditional use permit. 
 
1. The proposed action has been considered in relation to the specific policies and provisions of 

and has been found to be consistent with the official City Comprehensive Land Use Plan and 
all other plans and controls.  

 
Finding: The 2040 Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map guides the subject property 
Neighborhood Mixed Use. Neighborhood Mixed Use is intended to be for commercial retail or 
service businesses and offices serving the local community, and medium to high-density 
housing. The proposed day care is a service business that will serve the local community and is 
therefore consistent with the Comprehensive Land Use Plan.  
 
Additionally, one of the guiding principles in the Comprehensive Plan is “complete community,” 
which aims to enhance the complete community concept to create and enhance opportunities 
for residents to conveniently meet daily needs without having to make long trips. A day care in 
a neighborhood commercial hub provides the opportunity for parents/guardians to have 
childcare that is close to home or close to work.   
 
2. The proposed use is or will be compatible with present and future land uses of the area.  
 
Finding: The proposed use is compatible with present and future land uses of the area. All of 
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the surrounding properties are zoned B-4: General Business and are comprised of various 
businesses and high-density residential that enhance the commercial, high-density residential, 
and neighborhood mixed use designations for the area as guided in the 2040 Comprehensive 
Plan. While in Mahtomedi, there are a number of apartment buildings in the immediate area 
whose residents may benefit from and utilize a day care facility within walking distance.  
 
3. The proposed use conforms with all performance standards contained herein.  
 
Finding: The zoning code permits day care facilities as a conditional use in all zoning districts. 
City code section 1302.140 outlines the requirements for day care facilities and each 
requirement is detailed below.  
 
Lot Requirements and Setbacks. There is not a minimum lot size requirement in the B-4 zoning 
district. The minimum lot width is 100 feet, which the property exceeds. The day care is 
proposed to move into existing tenant space and there are no changes proposed to the exterior 
of the building. The building meets the street side setback, the rear yard setback and the side 
yard setback requirements.  
 
Municipal Sanitary Sewer and Water. The shopping center is connected to city sewer and 
water. All new commercial businesses must submit to the Metropolitan Council for a Sewer 
Availability Charge (SAC) and Water Availability Charge (WAC) determination. A determination 
letter will need to be submitted and all applicable fees paid to the city prior to issuance of any 
building permits.  
 
Parking. The zoning code does not have specific parking standards for day care facilities. When 
a standard does not exist, the code allows for “other” standards to be used, subject to City 
Council approval. Staff has applied the parking requirements for elementary schools in the past, 
which require one stall per classroom, plus one stall for every 50 students, and then required 
additional stalls for staff. The proposed floor plan has four unique spaces for different age 
groups and two staff are proposed for each room, so 11 parking stalls would be required on-
site. Other communities in the Twin Cities metro require one parking stall per every six children 
at child care facilities. If this standard were applied, with 47 children, eight stalls would be 
required for the exclusive use of the day care.  
 
Parking requirements for the whole shopping center are based on the type of tenant. Retail and 
service require one stall for every 200 square feet of gross floor area, while restaurants require 
one stall for every 2.5 seats. The applicant is working with the owner of the shopping center to 
provide the tenant breakdown to determine how much parking is required on site. There are 
approximately 190 parking stalls on site. If every tenant space of the 30,000 square foot 
building were retail/service, 135 stalls would be required.  
 
Most of the occupied tenant spaces are retail/service that operate during normal business 
hours. However, there is a restaurant on the north end of the shopping center that is generally 
busiest in the evening and on weekends when the day care is closed, so peak parking demands 
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are offset. 
 
Screening. The shopping center has vegetative screening between the property and the 
abutting senior living facility as well as along the right-of-way.   
 
Loading. One-off street loading space is required on site. There is existing loading space in the 
rear of the building that complies with section 1302.060 of the zoning code.  
 
Signage. A wall sign is permitted in the B-4 zoning district and there is a freestanding sign on 
site for the tenants of the shopping center. Separate permits are required for signage.  
 
Day Care or Group Care Facility. There are no plans to alter the exterior of the building. An 
interior remodel of the space is proposed and plans will be reviewed and approved by the 
Building Department before issuance of a permit.  
 
Primary Space. A minimum of 35 square feet of useable floor space is required per child. 
Excluding hallways, bathrooms, kitchens and lockers, the tenant space is roughly 3,000 square 
feet. The proposal shows the facility will have 8 infants, 14 toddlers, 20 preschoolers, and 5 
school age children, for a total of 47 students. At this rate, the floor space per child greatly 
exceeds the requirement. The Minnesota Department of Human Services has issued a license 
for the day care at a program capacity of 82 children, which would be the greatest number of 
children allowed and still have the business meet the city’s space requirements.    
 
Bathroom Facilities. The applicant’s plans call for the space to include two restrooms, two 
additional toilets for young children and four sinks. One toilet per every 15 children is required, 
so with 47 children attending the day care, the applicant is exceeding the city’s requirements.  
 
Day Care Facility Sick Room. The code requires space for a sick child to be separated from the 
group. The space need not be permanent, but be equipped with a child’s cot and be used for 
compatible purposes, such as an office. The floor plan shows the main office that will have a cot 
available for a sick child. The space allows separation from the main activity area, but also 
keeps the child within sight and hearing of an adult.  
 
Day Care Facility Sleeping Area. The code requires a cot or crib to be provided for each child 
taking a nap in a program that includes a rest. As denoted on the floor plan, cots and cribs will 
be provided in each of the classrooms where a rest is part of the day program and each room 
has adequate space for napping children.  
 
Day Care Facility Outdoor Play Area. The zoning code requires that outdoor play space is 
provided for children. This requirement can be fulfilled if the proposed day care is within 1,000 
feet of a park or more than 1,000 feet away if daily transportation is provided. The applicant is 
proposing to use the neighboring Wedgewood Park in Mahtomedi to fulfill this requirement. 
The park facility is approximately 2,100 feet from the day care tenant space as measured along 
the most direct pedestrian route. As a result, staff recommends a condition of approval require 
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the applicant to provide daily transportation to and from the park.   
 
4. The proposed day care use will not tend to or actually depreciate the area in which it is 

proposed.  
 
Finding: The use of tenant space will not depreciate the area in which it is proposed. The tenant 
space is currently vacant and a new business moving in is an asset to the community. The 
applicant’s investment in the space will appreciate the shopping center.  
 
5. The proposed use can be accommodated with existing public services and will not  
overburden the City's service capacity.  
 
Finding: As noted above, the property is served by city water and sewer and the utilities have 
the capacity to serve the proposed use. 
 
6. Traffic generation by the proposed use is within capabilities of streets serving the property.  
 
Finding: Traffic generated by the proposed day care is within the capabilities of the streets 
serving the property. Both County Road E and Century Avenue/East County Line Road are 
arterial roads, which as defined by the Metropolitan Council are meant to “provide 
interconnection of major traffic generators within the metro centers”. The roads are designed 
to accommodate higher levels of traffic, so there is the capacity to accommodate the 47 to 82 
pick-up and drop off trips the day care will generate on a daily basis. Further, there are multiple 
entrances into the shopping center, which allow the use of both streets to access the lot. Each 
entrance has dedicated turn lanes, so those visiting the day care will not impede through traffic.  
 
RECOMMENDATION 
The standards outlined in the zoning ordinances have been met, therefore, staff recommends  
approval of the applicant’s request, subject to the following conditions: 
1. All application materials, maps, drawings, and descriptive information submitted in this 

application shall become part of the permit. 
2. Per Section 1301.050, Subd.4, if within one (1) year after approving the Conditional Use  
 Permit, the use as allowed by the permit shall not have been completed or utilized, the  
 CUP shall become null and void unless a petition for an extension of time in which to 

complete or utilize the use has been granted by the City Council.  Such petition shall be 
requested in writing and shall be submitted at least 30 days prior to expiration. 

3. The Conditional Use Permit shall become effective upon the applicant tendering proof 
(ie: a receipt) to the City of having filed a certified copy of the signed resolution of 
approval with the County Recorder pursuant to Minnesota State, Statute 462.3595 to 
ensure the compliance of the herein-stated conditions.  

4. A building permit shall be obtained before any work begins. 
5. All signage will be in compliance with city code and applicant will submit for signage 

permit as needed. 
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6. The applicant shall provide a Sewer Availability Charge (SAC) and Water Availability 
Charge (WAC) determination from the Metropolitan Council and pay all applicable fees 
prior to the issuance of a building permit.   

7. The applicant shall comply with the applicable zoning and building codes and with the 
Fire Department memo, dated January 31, 2023.  

8. The applicant shall continue to be licensed by the Minnesota Department of Human 
Services. 

9. Based on the distance from the day care tenant space to the nearest park facility 
(Wedgewood Park in Mahtomedi), the applicant shall be required to provide daily 
transportation to and from the park.   

 
 
Attachments: 
Draft Resolution of Approval 
Zoning/Location Map 
Fire Review Memo, dated 01/31/23 
Applicant’s Narrative (4 pages) & Plans (4 
pages) 
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RESOLUTION GRANTING A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 
FOR 955 WILDWOOD ROAD WITHIN THE CITY OF WHITE BEAR LAKE, MINNESOTA 

 
WHEREAS, A New Hope Preschool (Case No. 23-7-CUP) has requested a conditional use 

permit, per code section 1302.140, in order to operate a daycare facility at the property located 
at: 
 

LOCATION:  Attached as Exhibit A (PID # 3003021330073) 
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a public hearing as required by the Zoning 

Code on February 27, 2023; and 
 

WHEREAS, the City Council has considered the advice and recommendations of the 
Planning Commission regarding the effect of the proposed conditional use permit upon the 
health, safety, and welfare of the community and its Comprehensive Plan, as well as any 
concerns related to compatibility of uses, traffic, property values, light, air, danger of fire, and 
risk to public safety in the surrounding areas;  
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of White Bear Lake 
that the City Council accepts and adopts the following findings of the Planning Commission: 
 
1. The proposal is consistent with the city's Comprehensive Plan. 
2. The proposal is consistent with existing and future land uses in the area. 
3. The proposal conforms to the Zoning Code requirements. 
4. The proposal will not depreciate values in the area. 
5. The proposal will not overburden the existing public services nor the capacity of the City to 

service the area. 
6. The traffic generation will be within the capabilities of the streets serving the site. 

 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the City Council of the City of White Bear Lake hereby 

approves the request, subject to the following conditions: 
 
1. All application materials, maps, drawings, and descriptive information submitted in this 

application shall become part of the permit. 
2. Per Section 1301.050, Subd.4, if within one (1) year after approving the Conditional Use 

Permit, the use as allowed by the permit shall not have been completed or utilized, the 
CUP shall become null and void unless a petition for an extension of time in which to 
complete or utilize the use has been granted by the City Council. Such petition shall be 
requested in writing and shall be submitted at least 30 days prior to expiration. 

3. The Conditional Use Permit shall become effective upon the applicant tendering proof 
(i.e. a receipt) to the City of having filed a certified copy of the signed resolution of 
approval with the County Recorder pursuant to Minnesota State Statute 462.3595 to 
ensure the compliance of the herein-stated conditions. 

4. A building permit shall be obtained before any work begins. 
5. All signage will be in compliance with city code and applicant will submit for signage 
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permits as needed.  
6. The applicant shall provide a Sewer Availability Charge (SAC) and Water Availability 

Charge (WAC) determination from the Metropolitan Council and pay all applicable fees 
prior to the issuance of a building permit.   

7. The applicant shall comply with the applicable zoning and building codes and with the 
Fire Department memo, dated January 31, 2023.  

8. The applicant shall continue to be licensed by the Minnesota Department of Human 
Services. 

9. Based on the distance from the day care tenant space to the nearest park facility 
(Wedgewood Park in Mahtomedi), the applicant shall be required to provide daily 
transportation to and from the park.   

 
The foregoing resolution, offered by Councilmember ______ and supported by 

Councilmember ______, was declared carried on the following vote: 
 
    Ayes:  
 Nays:  
 Passed:  
 

______________________________ 
 Dan Louismet, Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 

 
 
  
Caley Longendyke, City Clerk 
 
****************************************************************************** 
Approval is contingent upon execution and return of this document to the City Planning Office. 
I have read and agree to the conditions of this resolution as outlined above. 
 
     
Applicant's Signature                    Date 
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EXHIBIT A 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

 



SUBJECT SITE: 

955 Wildwood Rd 

 

 

 
                                              City of  
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                                  Planning & Zoning 
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CASE NO.      :___23-7-CUP______________________ 

CASE NAME :___A New Hope Preschool               ____ 

DATE             :___2-27-2023______________________       
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January 31, 2023 
 
A New Hope Childcare 
955 Wildwood Rd 
White Bear Lake, MN 55110 
 
 
Dear Elisheba: 
 
Thank you for submitting documents for Fire Department review.  The plans for the above 

project located at 955 Wildwood Rd. have been evaluated. Please review the comments within 

this document. 

 
 
Please let me know if I can assist you further. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Kurt Frison 
Assistant Fire Chief / Fire Marshal 
651-762-4842 
 
 
Encl. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



City of White Bear Lake 
 Fire Department  

4701 Highway 61 N. 

White Bear Lake, Minnesota 55110 

651-429-8568  |  www.whitebearlake.org 

Page 2 of 3 
 

General Comments 

 

1. All State daycare licensing requirements shall be met including a fire / life safety 

inspection and licensing inspection.  

2. The fire sprinkler system shall be installed compliant with provisions of 2016 NFPA 

Standard 13, Installation of Sprinkler Systems. The alterations of this location will 

require a City permit prior to initiation of work.  

3. The sprinkler system shall be current on annual inspection and testing. Any deficiencies 

noted during those reports shall be corrected. 

4. A fire alarm system, shall be installed compliant with provisions of 2016 NFPA Standard 

72, National Fire Alarm Code for an I-4 occupancy. A City permit is required prior to 

initiation of work. Carbon Monoxide detection is required and shall be monitored by the 

fire alarm system. 

5. Address number shall be plainly visible from the street fronting the property and shall 

contrasting color from the background.  

6. Provide keys for emergency access into and throughout the occupancy as required. The 

White Bear Lake Fire Department will secure the keys within the fire department lock 

box.  

7. Install emergency egress illumination in the means of egress including exit discharge 

compliant with 2020 MSFC.   

8. Install compliant exit signage as required by the 2020 MSFC. 

9. Provide and install dry chemical fire extinguishers certified for service and tagged as 

required. Service classification rating shall be a minimum 2A classification rating and 

maximum travel distance of 75 feet to extinguishers.  The minimum classification rating 

may be upgraded for special or extra hazard areas within the occupancy.  

10. Provide information concerning combustible interior finish materials used for this 

project.  Interior finish materials shall be classified as required by 2020 MSFC as to flame 

spread and smoke development characteristics.  Interior wall and ceiling finish shall 

have a flame spread index not greater than that specified in 2020 MSFC for the group of 

proposed occupancy and location of interior finish. Please furnish product specification 

sheets listing this information.   
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11. The required fire-resistance rating of rated construction shall be maintained.  Openings 

through rated construction for the passage of wiring, sleeves, conduit, piping, etc. shall 

be protected by repair with approved materials which maintains the rating of the 

construction damaged, altered, breeched or penetrated.  

12. Rooms containing controls for air-conditioning systems, sprinkler risers and valves, or 

other fire detection, suppression or control elements shall be identified for the use of 

the fire department.  Approved signs required to identify fire protection equipment and 

equipment location, shall be constructed of durable materials, permanently installed 

and readily visible.   

 

 

Codes and Standards Used for this Review 

This review is based on the following codes and standards as adopted and in effect in the State 

of Minnesota at the time of plan submittal. 

 2020 Minnesota State Fire Code 

 NFPA 72, 2016 edition 

 NFPA 13, 2016 edition 
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A NEW HOPE
Preschool and ECE Program

To Whom it May Concern. 

My name is Elisheba Churchill, and I am requesting the use of 955 Wildwood Rd. for a Child

Care Program. A New Hope Preschool and ECE Program is currently licensed with the State of

MN for the capacity of 4infants, 14toddlers, and 14 preschoolers. Moving to the new location

would increase childcare for the community this would include adding school age care. This

transition would also create employment opportunities for the community.  

Congress activities, Accomplishments and Vision: 

Currently, I am working with State Representative Jim Nash and Legislative Assistant Sam

Moyer, regarding financial issues on a County and State level child care providers face. 

I have worked with Ramsey County, District 1, Commissioner Nicole Frethem who

supported me through adversities I personally faced while opening my program. Once

the program is settled, at Commissioner Nicole' s request, I look forward to the

opportunity to speak before committees and other boards regarding child care issues

providers continue struggling to navigate. 

My hope is to represent and roll model for other professional child care providers the courage

to embraces partnerships and knowledge of the city, the county, the state, and the

government. To show these providers results of what working together can lead to for the child

care community. Understanding that without trust and relationships between all parties, there

will not be a truly long lasting and effective solutions for the child care challenges we as a

nation continue to face. 

A New Hope Preschool and ECE Program was the first licensed commercial rule 2 program in

Ramsey County. We transitioned to rule 3 to provide more support to the community.  
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A NEW HOPE
Preschool and ECE Program

Commitment to the Community:  

Our program has supported the community thus far by volunteering our time, skill set, and

resources to TWIN CITIES OUTREACH and provided them with child entertainment for their

event in August 2022. I cannot give you an exact number of children and families that came

through, but we did completely empty 27 cans of hairspray colors! It was extremity successful

and a joy to be able to serve the community in this way!  

A New Hope Preschool successfully collected and fulfilled the requested items needed for

FRESH THREADS EXPRESS! Fresh Threads Express is a community bus transformed into a high-

end clothing store for low- income families. Families receive tickets or dollars to enjoy the

shopping experience and the opportunity to posse quality clothing for their children and

families! 

Thank you all for your time and consideration to support the continuing efforts of providing

high quality child care so desperately needed for all communities. 

We are grateful for our current and future opportunities to sever the amazing families of this

community and surrounding areas!  

I have attached the current and possible architectural floor plan for your review, along with our

program’ s introduction. Looking forward to teaming up with the city! Have a great day! 

Elisheba Churchill

anewhopepreschool@gmail. com

651- 493- 2833

CITYWHITEBEAR\amiller
mailto:anewhopepreschool@gmail.com
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A NEW HOPE
Preschool and ECE Program

Current Physical Space:  

955 Wildwood Rd currently has 5 doors leading directly outside and a sprinkler system. the

location is also equipped with 2 toilets and 2 hand sinks, this will allow for 30 children over the

age of 2.5yrs of age. Our program has 2 potty chairs that are high quality, costing 120 apiece, 

ensuring the health and safety of the 30 children under age 2.5 we can serve with these potty

chairs. To confirm, infants have no legal requirements for toilet and the program has 3 non-

plumbing hand washing sinks. All items listed above have been discussed and approved by our

DHS Program Licensor, pending appropriate approvals and inspections need of course.   

The only change needed immediately would the need to bring running water into the soon to

be kitchen area and I did have a licensed Plummer come out to the location. The Plummer

stated no ground digging would be needed to achieve this. We would need to connect into the

current water supply that is extremely accessible as it runs up the wall in the utility room. We

will later make changes to the floor plan ensuring not to spike tuition rates for the families we

will and currently serve. 

I will be working with the following companies/ Licensed persons: 

Platinum Finishes Inc. for wall placement

Innovative Fire Systems, LLC to meet the I-4 building requirements

Tim Grace and Frank Saunby for pluming needs

I would also like to request placing a long and narrow play space in the back parking lot area, 

ensuring not to block any driving space needed.  If this would not be approved the location still

meets the legal requirements of a child care center by having a park within 1500 feet of the

program. 

CITYWHITEBEAR\amiller
https://www.bing.com/ck/a?!&&p=0533c2e786948fe6JmltdHM9MTY3MzkxMzYwMCZpZ3VpZD0zZjc0NjVkNi0wZDU1LTZjOGItMmM5ZS03NGIzMGNmZDZkZWYmaW5zaWQ9NTE5Nw&ptn=3&hsh=3&fclid=3f7465d6-0d55-6c8b-2c9e-74b30cfd6def&psq=Innavation+systems+mn+fire&u=a1aHR0cDovL2lubm9maXJlc3lzdGVtcy5jb20v&ntb=1



A NEW HOPE
Preschool and ECE Program
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55110

Introduction

A New Hope Preschool ECE Program is a place that provides child care for

families who are wanting their children to learn at an age- appropriate level

academically, socially, and emotionally. In addition to providing a loving, 

healthy, and safe environment. We ensure this to our families by transparent

teachers with adequate experience teaming up with families and supporting, 

with guidance, your children on their own unique path. At A New Hope

Preschool ECE Program your child' s academic needs will be met by providing a

curriculum that includes Literacy, STEAM, Sensory, Social / Emotional, Dramatic

Play and Geography. A large piece of this curriculum is Social Emotional. Too

often the importance of this is overlooked. People may have all the Cognitive

skills down however, without the confidence, boundaries, respecting

boundaries, labeling their own emotions, and empathy for others that is all

they will be Cognitive skills. Without the social / emotional piece they will

never learn how to apply the wonderful cognitive skills properly and

successfully they have and will continue to learn. When you place your

child( ren) in our care we believe it is our priority to ensure your child develops

a whole solid foundation that will continue to be built on as they grow and

continue their journey down their own unique path of life. Our hope is to help

ensure your child has the confidence and the know how to be exactly who they

are as they face trials and tribulations this world offers us all and they will learn

to grow from these experiences and not be defined by them. 
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  City of White Bear Lake 
Community Development Department 

 

M E M O R A N D U M 

 
TO:  The Planning Commission 
FROM:  Jason Lindahl AICP, Community Development Director    
DATE:  February 27, 2023 
SUBJECT: 2502 County Road E Concept Plan Review - Case No. 23-8-C 
 

 
SUMMARY 
The Planning Commission will review and comment on the concept plan for 2502 County Road E.  This 
concept proposes to redevelop the vacant commercial (gas station) use into 18 residential units (15 
apartment units and 3 townhomes).  Following the Planning Commission meeting, this item is scheduled 
for review and comment by the City Council on March 14th.   
 
As a concept review, this process does not require formal action to approve or deny the project.  Rather, 
the applicant requests feedback on the proposals so they can work toward preparing a future, formal 
submittal.  While the applicant has already held a neighborhood meeting and this item does not require 
a public hearing, the public is invited to offer comment during the Planning Commission meeting.  Any 
comments provided are for guidance only and not be considered binding upon the City regarding any 
future, formal application.   
 

 

GENERAL INFORMATION 
Applicant/Owner: Ryan McKilligan, Element Design-Build 
 
Existing Land Use / Neighborhood Mixed Use/B-3, Auto Oriented Business 
Zoning:  
 
Surrounding Land North and West - Commercial, South & East - Low Density Residential/ 
Use /Zoning: North – B-3, Auto Oriented Business, West – B-2, Limited Business, South & East 

– R-5, Single Family Residential   
  
Comprehensive Plan: North and West - Neighborhood Mixed Use, South & East - Low Density 

Residential  
 
Lot Size & Width: Current Zoning - B-3, Auto Oriented Business: None/100’ 
    Anticipated Zoning – R-6, Medium Density Residential: 3,600 Sq. Ft./Unit/100’ 
 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
Concept Plan Process.  The purpose of the pre-application concept plan review is to help inform and 
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involve the public in the planning process and allow developers to gain feedback directly from the 
public, Planning Commission and City Council prior to preparing a full formal application. Feedback and 
opinions expressed by the city as part of a concept plan review are for guidance only and are not to be 
considered binding. Comments provided during the concept plan review may help inform/influence 
future plans if the developer chooses to proceed with a future formal development application.  The 
concept plan review process shall follow the schedule outlined below.   
 
1. Neighborhood Meeting. The developer hosts a neighborhood meeting to review a concept plan 

and solicit community feedback. These meetings shall follow the Neighborhood Meeting 
requirements contained in Section 1301.110. City officials and/or staff may attend the 
neighborhood meeting, but only to observe the dialog between the developer and neighborhood 
and answer “procedure” questions.   
 

2. Planning Commission. The Planning Commission review is intended as a follow-up to the 
neighborhood meeting. The objective of this meeting is to identify major issues and challenges in 
order to inform subsequent review and discussion. The meeting includes a presentation by the 
developer of conceptual sketches and ideas, but not detailed engineering or architectural drawings. 
No staff recommendations are provided, the public is invited to offer comments, and planning 
commissioners are afforded the opportunity to ask questions and provide feedback without any 
formal motions or votes. 

 
3. City Council. The City Council review is intended as a follow-up to the neighborhood meeting and 

Planning Commission review and would follow the same format as the Planning Commission 
review. No staff recommendations are provided, the public is invited to offer comments, and city 
council members are afforded the opportunity to ask questions and provide feedback without any 
formal motions or votes. 

 
Current Site Description.  The subject property is 0.67-acre (approximately 29,185 square feet) in size 
and located at 2502 County Road E which is in the southeast quadrant of the County Road E and 
Bellaire intersection.  Building permit data shows the subject property has been used as a gas station 
since approximately 1971 with the existing gas station build constructed in 1985.  City record indicate 
water service to the property ceased 13 years ago in December of 2009 and the fuel tanks were 
removed from the site in 2016.  The city has no other records indicating an authorized use of the 
property since 2009.   
 
Concept Proposal.  The applicant’s concept plan proposes to redevelop the vacant commercial (gas 
station) use into 18 residential units.  Fifteen of these units would be in an apartment building 
positioned on the northern half of the site.  The three townhome units would be constructed in one 
rowhouse style building located in the southwest corner of the property.  Surface parking is planned 
for the remaining southeast corner of the property.   
 
According to the applicant, this layout is designed to focus the most intense use of the site along 
County Road E and Bellaire and then transition to a surface parking lot adjacent to the neighboring 
single family residential uses to the east and south.   The highest portion of the proposed apartment 
building is three stories which is limited to the portion of the building immediately adjacent to the 
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corner of County Rd E and Bellaire Ave.  From that prominent point of the intersection, the site steps 
down to a two-story building with low pitched roof along County Rd E and two-story street facing 
rowhomes along Bellaire.  This design was intended to create a natural transition to the surrounding 
single-family neighborhoods.  The plan also retains a 25’ vegetated buffer along the neighboring 
property to the East and will also include a 6’ privacy fence to maintain the serenity of neighboring lots. 
 
Neighborhood Meeting.  The applicant held their neighborhood meeting on February 2, 2023 at 
Redeemer Lutheran Church which is located at 3770 Bellaire Avenue just north of the subject property.  
Attached please find the applicant’s sign-in sheet and summary from this meeting.  According to the 
sign-in sheet, 22 people attended the meeting.  In addition to those on the sign-in sheet, city staff 
attending the meeting included City Planner Ashton Miller, Housing and Economic Development 
Coordinator Tracy Shimek, Planning Technician Shea Lawrence and Community Development Director 
Jason Lindahl.   
 
Community Development Director Jason Lindahl, began the meeting by welcoming those in 
attendance, summarizing the concept plan review process and emphasizing the importance of 
neighborhood feedback at this stage of the process.  Next, Ryan McKilligan, Project Manager with 
Element Design-Build provided a summary of the design and rationale for the proposed concept plan.  
While there was some support for the project, most in attendance voiced concerns with the number of 
units, height of the building, parking, stormwater, snow storage and access from Jenson Avenue.  
Details about the meeting can be found in the attached summary.   
 
In addition to the comments gathered through the neighborhood meeting, three individuals who did 
not identify themselves reached out by phone to city staff with questions.  Of the three, 1 was opposed 
to the project with the other two stating they like the concept plan review process and opportunity to 
provide comments and understood the proposed concept plan fit within the Mixed-Use future land use 
category of the 2040 Comprehensive Plan.   
 
ANALYSIS 
As proposed, redevelopment of the site would be guided by the 2040 Comprehensive Plan Future Land 
Use designation of Neighborhood Mixed-Use.  Based on the concept plan and this future land use 
designation, staff anticipates the applicant will request rezoning the subject property from the current 
B-3, Auto Oriented Business classification to R-6, Medium Density Residential.  As a result, the analysis 
provided below compares the proposed concept plan with the Neighborhood Mixed-Use land use 
category and R-6, Medium Density Residential zoning district.   
 
Subdivision.  The subject property consists of a single 0.67-acre (approximately 29,185 square feet) 
property.  The concept plan includes one 15-unit apartment building and one 3-unit rowhouse style 
building.  Two separate buildings could be construct on one property through a planned unit 
development (PUD).  However, should it be necessary to create separate parcels for each of the 
proposed buildings, the applicant would be required to subdivide the property consistent with the 
requirements of Section 1401 – Subdivision Regulations.  As this property is adjacent to County Roads, 
any subdivision would also require review and approval by Ramsey County.      
 
Land Use.  The 2040 Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map guides the subject property as 
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Neighborhood Mixed Use.  According to the Comprehensive Plan, the Neighborhood Mixed Use 
designation is intended to be for commercial retail or service businesses and offices serving the local 
community, and medium to high-density housing. This district should lean towards residential with an 
expectation of 75 percent residential but at least 50 percent of development being residential in 
nature, and recognizing that some sites may be appropriate at 100% residential.  Stacked multi-family 
housing and courtyard apartments will be the predominant use, with townhomes and villas used where 
appropriate in transitional areas abutting surrounding residential neighborhoods. The desired density 
for this designation is 16 to 34 dwelling units per net acre.  The proposed concept plan with a 15-unit 
apartment building and 3-unit townhome building meets the use standards of the Mixed-Use future 
land use category.   
 
The Neighborhood Mixed Use category allows a density range between 16 and 34 dwelling units per 
acre.  Under this standard, the 0.67-acre subject property is allowed between 10 and 22 total units 
(0.67 x 16 = 10 units and 0.67 x 34 = 22 units).  With 18 total residential units (15-unit apartment 
building and 3-unit townhome building), the concept plan confirms with the density standards of the 
Mixed-Use future land use category.   
 
Zoning.  The subject property is currently zoned B-3, Auto Oriented Business; however, based on the 
Neighborhood Mixed Use future land use designation and the proposed concept plan, the applicant 
anticipates rezoning the property to R-6, Medium Density Residential. As a result, staff compared the 
concept plan against the development standards of the R-6 district.   
 
Use.  The concept plan conforms to the permitted uses in the R-6 district.  The R-6 district allows both 
townhomes and multiple family dwellings and the concept plan includes both of these use types.   
 
Height.  The maximum height in the R-6 district is 35 feet.  As proposed, the apartment building would 
be 33' to the eave and 45' to the highest point of the pitched roof.  The townhome building would be 
22' to the main eave and 35' to the highest point of the pitched roof.  The city measures height to the 
top of a flat roof or the mid-point of a peaked roof.  Generally, the concept plan is close to the height 
standards of the R-6 district.   
 
Setback.  The table below compares the approximate setbacks for both the apartment building and 
townhome structure with the standards of the R-6 district.   
 

25-2 County Road E Concept Plan Setback Analysis 

Setback Standard 
Apartment Townhouse 

Proposed Deviation Proposed  Deviation 

Front 30’ 15’ -15’ 20’ -10 

Side (Street) 30’ 10’ -20’ 20’ -10 

Side (Interior) 15’ 25’ +10 N/A N/A 

Rear 30’ 96’ +66 80’ +50 

 
As proposed, the concept plan design would not meet the front or street side yard setbacks but would 
exceed the interior side yard and rear yard setbacks.  According the applicant, this design is intended to 
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focus the most intense use of the site along County Road E and Bellaire Avenue and provide the 
greatest possible setback on the sides of the property that abut neighborhood to the south and east.      
 
Parking.  The City’s residential off-street parking standards require two stalls per unit.  In this case, the 
concept plan includes 18 total units so the zoning standards would require 36 stalls.  The concept plan 
includes 32 total stalls 21 of which would be enclosed in the apartment building or townhomes and 11 
would be in the surface parking lot.  While this is 4 stalls under the requirement, the applicant intends 
to allocate parking so that residents of the apartment building would be allowed one stall per bedroom 
and residents of the townhomes would be allowed two stalls per bedroom.  Under this allocation, 
there would be six remaining spaces in the surface parking lot for guests.    
 
Exterior Materials.  The R-6 district does not have specific exterior material standards.  According to the 
applicant, exterior materials on the two building would include a mixture of fiber cement lap siding 
(Hardie or LP or similar), fiber cement panel siding, and a bit of stone at the more visible sides on the 
lower level facing County Rd E and Bellaire.  Staff recommends the applicant provide enhanced 
architectural design and exterior materials that are of a higher quality than the surrounding 
neighborhood and seek to breakup size of the buildings by designate a base, middle and top of the 
buildings.   
 
Potential Review Process.  Based on the applicant’s concept plan, staff anticipates this project will need 
the approvals listed below. The next step for the applicant would be to use feedback from the concept 
plan review process to prepare these applications. 
 
• Preliminary and Final Plat approval by the City of White Bear Lake and Ramsey County 
• Rezoning from B-3, Auto Oriented Business to R-6, Medium Density Residential. 
• Planned Unit Development (PUD) 
• Execution of a Planned Unit Development (PUD) Agreement 
• Approvals from the Ramsey Washington Metro Watershed District 
 
Planned Unit Development. The purpose of a planned unit development (PUD) is to allow flexibility 
from traditional development standards in return for a higher quality development. Typically, 
the city looks for a developer to exceed other zoning standards, building code requirements or 
Comprehensive Plan goals. In exchange for the flexibility offered by the planned unit development, the 
applicant is expected to detail how they intend to provide a higher quality development or meet other 
City goals. A list of items to consider when evaluating the use of a planned unit development for this 
site could include, but are not limited to, the items listed below. 
 
• Enhanced architectural design and building materials 
• Natural resource protection and storm water management 
• Pedestrian and bicycle facilities 
• Affordable housing 
• Enhance sustainability or livability elements 
• Energy conservation and renewable energy 
• Open space preservation 
• Enhanced landscaping, streetscape or buffering 
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• Public art 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Concept review applications allow for applicants to solicit direct feedback from neighbors, the Planning 
Commission and City Council without a formal recommendation or approvals.  As a result, the Planning 
Commission should review proposed concept plan for 2502 County Road E and provide feedback to the 
developer.   
 
Attachments: 
Site Map 
Applicant’s Narrative 
Concept Plans 
Neighborhood Meeting Invitation, Sign-In Sheet and Minutes 
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2502 County Rd E 



  Element Design-Build LLC 

Element-db.com 

Concept Plan 

2502 County Rd E 

Narrative 

This request for concept plan review of a proposed redevelopment at 2502 County Rd 

E is the first step towards an eventual PUD for a residential infill development to align 

with the Future Land Use designation for the site which is Neighborhood Mixed Use. 

Since that land use does not currently exist in the zoning code, Medium Density 

Residential will be the rezoning placeholder. The PUD will be used to request approval 

for site design that allows the redevelopment to meet the intent of the Neighborhood 

Mixed Use in lieu of specific zoning requirements that guide its development.  

The concept plan should be considered by decision makers for three reasons: it allows 

for a high quality transformation of a significant portion of a blighted intersection that 

has prevented growth in its respective section of the County Rd E corridor for many 

years, it aligns with and achieves the intent of the future land use designation 

Neighborhood Mixed Use, and it aligns with and meets the intent of the County Rd E 

Corridor Action Plan which collected community input to work towards a 

redevelopment strategy for the County Rd E corridor.  

To that end our proposed redevelopment consists of two residential structures with 18 

total residential units comprised of 15 apartments and 3 single-family attached 

residences. The White Bear Lake Future Land Use plan states the following for 

Neighborhood Mixed Use zones: 

This district should lean towards residential with an expectation of 75 percent 

residential but at least 50 percent of development being residential in nature, 

and recognizing that some sites may be appropriate at 100% residential. 
Stacked multi-family housing and courtyard apartments will be the predominant 

use, with townhomes and villas used where appropriate in transitional areas 

abutting surrounding residential neighborhoods. 

The plan goes on to say that density should fall between 16 and 34 dwelling 

units per acre. The proposed development consists of 0.67 acres not including 

right of way which results in a density range of no more than 22 but no less than 

11 dwelling units. We believe a density level comfortably within that range and  

consisting of multiple dwelling types is the highest and best use of its land use 

designation.  

The design of the property is highly customized to address the opportunities as 

well as sensitivities of its specific location. All of the street facing elements of the 

building elevations are meant to provide an attractive activation of the 

streetscape that allows connection to the nearby coffee shop and future 



  Element Design-Build LLC 

Element-db.com 

developments at the intersection. While maximizing attractive use of the 

streetscape, parking comprises the vast majority of the ground floor behind the 

street facing elements to facilitate responsible provisions for occupants’ 

vehicles. The highest portion of the building is three stories which is limited to 

the portion of the apartment building immediately adjacent to the corner of the 

County Rd E and Bellaire Ave. From that prominent point of the intersection the 

building steps down to two stories via the street facing rowhomes along Bellaire 

and to a two-story section with low pitched roofs along County Rd E. This works 

to create a natural transition down into the surrounding single-family 

neighborhoods. The plan retains a 25’ vegetated buffer along the neighboring 

property to the East and will also include a 6’ privacy fence to maintain the 

serenity of neighboring lots.  

The proposed development is in a prominent location along the County Rd E 

corridor and draws the attention of many community members as well as 

visitors of White Bear Lake. We believe this plan addresses to the greatest 

extent possible the various interests in the property including the future land 

use plan, the corridor action plan, neighboring businesses, neighboring 

residents, and the City of White Bear Lake. We sincerely appreciate your 

consideration of this proposal.  

 

 

 









2023-02-02 – County Road E East Neighborhood Meeting 

Redeemer Lutheran Church 

Jason Lindahl – Community Development Director – welcomed everyone and mentioned this 

is the first meeting in new city process – “Concept Plan” review 

Planning commission meeting Feb 27 

City Council Mar 14 

Attendee asked if Jason and Element team were at the “block exercise”, developer mentioned 

that he was in attendance 

Developer presentation - many attendees concerned about parking, number of units, a few 

about who the end occupant will be 

Challenge and opportunity of the site is the NW corner is high intensity, the SE corner is single 

family context 

Developer’s goal for tonight’s meeting is to lay out our thought process on the proposed 

design and how the solution was arrived at, and get community input 

Developer’s goal is to make the 3 story at the most intense part of the site and step down in 

intensity and density toward the SE 

Developer described goal of creating a walkable, pedestrian friendly environment by 

activating the street with front doors and active uses like amenities and creating parking 

behind 

Attendee asked if all vehicular access was from Jansen, developer responded that is the intent 

Attendee asked about vehicular access location being on a slope on Jansen 

Attendee mentioned a concern about enclosed parking not being used because of additional 

fee and parking on the streets in the neighborhood  

Developer presented on future land use designation being “Neighborhood Mixed Use” 

Developer mentioned three strategies to mitigate parking concerns – parking spaces included 

in rent, vehicles would be registered, spaces would not be assigned 

Attendee voiced concern about guest parking 

 -Developer mentioned that with an allocation of one car per bedroom for the  

apartments and two vehicles per townhome there would be six additional spaces for guests 

Attendee voiced concern about cars parking on their street 

Attendee voiced concern over couples living in a one bedroom with multiple vehicles 

 -Developer mentioned only allowing one registered vehicle per unit 



Attendee voiced concern over developer’s parking proposals not being reality 

Attendee voiced concerns over apartments looking directly at County Road E 

-Architect discussed apartment units being designed to be located 1 story up off the 

ground or more to create separation along County Road E 

Attendee voiced concerns over parking stall size 

 -Architect stated parking stalls will meet code requirements 

Attendee asked why this site compared to the other two vacant sites at this corner? 

-Developer discussed that is the one that was on the market and is owned by 

development group 

Attendee asked how will stormwater be managed, will it be funneled into Jansen and 

Peppertree Pond? 

-Developer stated stormwater detention/management will be provided in accordance 

with requirements which would include rate control, volume control, and filtering that 

would prevent any contamination of Peppertree pond 

Attendee asked how will snow be managed? 

 -Developer stated it is planned to be plowed into the 25’ setback 

Attendee asked if any affordable housing is planned? 

 -Developer responded that it is planned to be market rate, no TIF financing 

Attendee advised keeping space between sidewalk and street especially for snow storage 

Attendee asked if interior parking will be controlled? 

Attendee voiced concern over 3 story building towering over neighbors 

Attendee voiced concern over how the power line was depicted in conceptual images 

Attendee said she believes this is a positive compromise from what was proposed a few years 

ago and mentioned other commercial uses as alternatives to this proposal 

Attendee asked if underground parking could work instead of 1st floor parking 

-Architect stated that a vehicular access ramp down 10’ would not fit on the site to get 

vehicles down to basement level 

Attendee asked if other concepts were explored with more townhomes and fewer or no 

apartments? 

-Developer and architect mentioned that many configurations were explored but this 

was the best solution to transition from high intensity at the NW corner of the site down 

to low intensity at the SE corner 



Attendee voiced concern over curb cut/vehicular access location on Jansen, safety of children 

in the neighborhood 

Attendees asked questions about developing another lot on the corner instead of this one 

Attendee asked if developer could just put townhomes here? 

-Developer mentioned density issues with future land use plan, only being able to fit 7 

units, architect discussed 2nd floor apartments as more desirable along busy County 

Road E than 1st floor townhome living space adjacent to the busy road 

Attendee asked if any variances would be needed?  Setback variances? 

-Developer and architect briefly described PUD process, Jason Lindahl further 

explained rezoning and PUD process 

Attendee voiced concern about idling cars on driveway, vehicle emissions near their property 

Attendee asked about easements on his property along Bellaire 

Attendee voiced concerns about snow piled up against building on the County Road E side. 

-Developer and architect discussed 15’ proposed setback that should allow ample 

space for snow storage 

Attendee voiced concern for children with vehicle access location off Jansen, wondered if 

access from Bellaire would be possible? 

Attendee voiced concern for guest parking 

Attendee asked what other projects has developer done? 

-Developer stated they are finishing a project in Roseville, have done one in St Paul, 

and are beginning one in Lake Elmo 

Attendee asked if other properties on this corner are for sale? 

Attendee mentioned that there are a lot of constraints on the site that have discouraged 

redevelopment in the past and appreciated that the developer is willing to listen 

Attendee asked if developer could do retail on another site? 

-Developer spoke to the difficulty of numbers penciling out with new construction 

commercial  

Developer thanked everyone for their input and stated the development team is listening and 

will work to improve the concept 









Neighborhood Meeting Invitation 

February 2nd at 7:00 PM at Redeemer Lutheran Church 

 

Dear Neighbor: 

 

My name is Ryan McKilligan and I represent Element Design-Build.  Our company has applied to 

the City of White Bear Lake for concept plan review to redevelop a property near you located at 

2502 County Rd E.  A site map and brief description of our concept proposal is attached. 

 

We would like to invite you to a neighborhood meeting where we will share our concept plans, 

answer any questions, and listen to your feedback.  The meeting will take place on February 2nd 

at 7PM at Redeemer Lutheran Church.  If this meeting time isn’t convenient, you can also 

review and provide comments on our concept plans through our website 2502e.com.     

 

It is important to note that the concept plan review process for which we have applied allows 

us to share our plans with the public and the City of White Bear Lake and gather feedback.  It 

does not either approve or deny the project.  We will use this feedback to help further refine 

our plans and determine if we should move forward with formal city approvals at a future time. 

Your input at this concept review stage is an important part of our project development 

process. 

 

As part of the concept plan review process, the City of White Bear Lake will also review and 

comment on our plans during two upcoming public meetings at City Hall.  It is our 

understanding that the White Bear Lake Planning Commission will review our application on 

February 27th 2023, starting at 6:30 p.m., and the City Council will review our application on 

March 14th, 2023 starting at 7:00 p.m. More information about these meetings can be found 

on the City’s website (www.whitebearlake.org).   

 

If you would like to speak with someone regarding our concept plan proposal, or if you would 

like to request any documentation regarding our plans, you can contact me directly.  

 

Sincerely,   

 

Ryan McKilligan 

Lead Project Manager 

Element Design-Build 

612-208-2551 

ryan@element-db.com 
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