Hubbard County
Planning Commission Meeting Minutes
Tuesday, June 7, 2011 at 9:30 a.m.

Ruhnke:  Let’s open the public meeting please.  Eric, could we have role call please?
Buitenwerf:  Sure.  Terry?
Clairmont:  Here.

Buitenwerf:   Sally?  Sally’s not here.  Tom?

Krueger:  Here.

Buitenwerf:   Bob?

Ruhnke:  Here.

Buitenwerf:   Dick?

Devine:  Here.

Buitenwerf:   Jerry Novak?  Jerry’s not here.  

Clairmont:  Jerry’s here.  Hey wake up.

Buitenwerf:   The other Jerry is here.  Jerry Cole?

Cole: Here.

Buitenwerf:   Oakley?

Williams:  Here.

Buitenwerf:    And Tim?  Tim also is not present.  So all members are present aside from Novak, Johnson, and Shearer.

Ruhnke:  Okay then, approval of the February 8th, 2011 Planning Commission meeting minutes.  If no additions or corrections, can we get a motion to approve?

Clairmont:  I’ll move.
Ruhnke:  Motion by Terry.  Get a second?
Krueger: I’ll second.  

Ruhnke:  Tom.  All in favor say aye?  
Motion carried unanimously.

Ruhnke:  Eric, do we have any old business to take care of?  
Buitenwerf:  No, there is no old business.

Ruhnke:  Under new business then, Tom would you read the following paragraph there?

Krueger:  

Krueger:  Okay.  Conditional use permit application # 2-CU-11 by Brent and Catherine Prouty: Applicants are requesting a conditional use permit (CUP) per Sections 401 and 1011-1015 of the Hubbard County Shoreland Management Ordinance to convert an existing commercial resort into a nine unit residential planned unit development.  The property is located on Little Sand Lake in Lake Emma Township.  Little Sand Lake is a recreational development lake.  Parcel #s 16.41.00400 and 16.79.00100.  Also for the same applicant is Preliminary Plat Application of Little Sand Bay Villas, Common Interest Community Plat No. 28, A Planned Community by Brent and Catherine Prouty.  Applicants are proposing to plat 9.88 acres into a nine unit residential planned unit development.  The property is located on Little Sand Lake in Lake Emma Township.  The same parcel numbers as before.

Ruhnke:  Why don’t you guys come up.

Tom Miller:  Hi, I’m Tom Miller with Lindow Surveying and Mapping in Park Rapids, the agent.
Kevin Lindow:  I am Kevin Lindow.

Tom Miller:  Okay, Proutys are the owners in name only the developers are the Little Sand Investors, LLC.  Dick Lesage and Doug Lesage cannot be here today due to a family matter.  Their father is having surgery in Duluth due to a stroke and stuff.  They decided to spend the time with him today.  They have authorized me to act as their agent, but there may be some questions I can’t answer, but I will do the best I can.

Ruhnke:  Okay, before we go any farther, anybody that wants to use the microphone today, please sign up on the slip in back, name, address and everything.  Any questions from the Planning Commission?  
Krueger:  That’s it. 
Tom Miller:  In your packet, you know there is a conditional use request form.  I hope you all have read that that I don’t have to re-read that, what they are requesting to do.  
Ruhnke:  Eric, do you have any comments on this?

Buitenwerf:  I don’t myself aside from what I submitted in my staff report.  I do have some comments to share with the Commission from Sally.  She was not able to attend today.  She is in the hospital with some kidney stones.  She asked to have the following comments shared with you.  The first was that she would like to see a condition placed on the permit that would require a 30 foot vegetative buffer of native grasses and flowers running along the shore from approximately the shuffleboard court area to tie into the existing native vegetation on the south portion of the property.  The other thing would be that on the units closest to the lake, she would like to see rain gutters placed on those cabins as wells as the use of rain barrels to handle stormwater.  She was, lastly, against paving the roads in the property.  She prefers that they use permeable pavers, some form of that material over asphalt paving.  Those were Sally’s comments that she wanted to have shared.  When you are ready for public comments, we do have some written correspondence.  
Ruhnke:   Okay, why don’t we get that written correspondence in right now?
Buitenwerf:  Okay.  
· Letter dated May 17, 2011 by Anna Marie Hilstand, Thomas Hilstand was read into the record.  See exhibit “A” on file with the Environmental Services Office.
· Letter dated May 13, 2011 by David Olsonawski was read into the record.  See exhibit “B” on file with the Environmental Services Office.
· Letter received on June 2, 2011 by William Bauer was read into the record.  See exhibit “C” on file with the Environmental Services Office.
· Letter received on June 2, 2011 by William Todd was read into record.  See exhibit “D” on file with Environmental Services Office. 
And that’s the correspondence that we received.

Ruhnke:    We inspected this property last Thursday, viewed the whole thing.  Eric do we have an inspection on the sewage system?
Buitenwerf:  We have a compliance inspection on the septic systems. There is one system that services unit one and then another second system that services the remainder of the units in the property.  Both systems are compliant.  We have a septic design on file to do the necessary upgrade to the larger of the two systems.  That upgrade consists of the installation of an additional tank to the system; otherwise it would meet the sizing requirements for the proposed residential use.

Ruhnke:  And the well has been inspected and everything that’s certified as well?

Buitenwerf:    We don’t have any requirement for an inspection of the well, but as far as I know it is operating satisfactorily.    
Ruhnke:  Terry, do you got anything that you want to add to that?  On the inspection?  Do you have any additions, comments on the inspection?
Clairmont:  No.

Ruhnke:  Okay.  It is up to the Planning Commission.  Do you have any questions?

Krueger:  Well on unit seven, it looks like the access for the ramp goes right through some of that unit.  Does there have to be some kind of easement given by unit seven?
Tom Miller:  Yeah, that’s handled within the declarations as far as easements over the existing roads.  The units are subject to those easements.
Krueger:  And what buildings, outbuildings would they like to keep?

Tom Miller:  Well they would like to keep all of the outbuildings that are there.  They are usable for maintenance, storage. The laundry room, of course, would service the whole resort or planned unit development as the common laundry area.  The fish cleaning shed would serve as a storage unit also.  

Krueger:  Sally had a problem with paving.  I mean-what’s the issue there?

Tom Miller:  That’s something I don’t know if I can really answer.  I know that in order to alleviate any erosion on the road that they were going to pave it and direct the water away from the lake by paving it.  I am not sure what the cost factor is, if using permeable paving stones, if that’s an alternative for them or not.  I can’t really answer that, but I do know that they were planning on at least paving it to direct the stormwater away from the lake.  
Ruhnke:  For an old resort, that hill has never had much washing away or nothing.  I don’t know-what have they put on that road?  
Tom Miller:   What have they put on it?
Ruhnke:   Yeah soil or something?

Tom Miller:  Not that I know of.  I think its just class five that they put on the road.  I don’t know of any other material that has been used on it. 

Ruhnke:  Any other questions from the Planning Commission? 

Cole:  I see that there’s possibly an issue with the septic tank, that a new tank needs to be installed before the permit would be issued.
Tom Miller:  An additional tank needs to be installed to meet the sizing requirements for a planned unit development.  
Cole:   I think that needs to be one of the requirements of the PUD and if they could come up with a date as to when that would happen.
Tom Miller:    Well that would happen at the time they convert it.  It has to be brought up to code for that.
Cole:  So it is a catch 22 thing. Thanks Tom.
Tom Miller:  Yeah, I don’t think it could be approved without having that put it there; then they wouldn’t be in compliance, then Eric would come after them.

Ruhnke:   Any other
questions from the Planning Commission?  If not, we will take questions from the audience.  The only thing is, for today we are going to use a three minute limit for anybody that wishes to talk and raise your hand if you wish to speak.    Doug, do you want to go first?
Doug Kingsley:  Which Doug?  We are both Doug.

Ruhnke:   Okay, you.

Doug Kingsley:  My name is Doug Kingsley. I am the area fisheries supervisor for Minnesota Department of Natural Resources here in Park Rapids.  Mr. Chair, Planning Commission members, the following comments that I want to make were provided by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources or DNR on the environmental assessment worksheet, EAW, for this proposed project.  They were prepared by our regional environmental assessment ecologist from Bemidji and they were submitted under signature of Mike Carol, who is the acting, or who was the regional administrator at that time.  I want to reiterate these comments because they were acknowledged, but they were not really addressed.  Number one, for residential planning unit developments, Hubbard County’s Shoreland Management Ordinance requires 50% of the shore impact zone of existing developments must be preserved in its natural or existing state.  The shore impact zone of the proposed project is approximately 20,550 square feet.  The EAW indicated about 1,362 to 2,270 square feet of shoreline is natural riparian vegetation.  The remainder is mowed grass.  The EAW suggests that existing strips of vegetation could be improved by widening them to at least 25 feet and additional buffer strips could be added to areas outside of sand beach area.  The DNR recommended that approval of the conditional use permit or CUP for this project include a condition that at least 50% of the shore impact zone be restored to natural vegetative conditions.  Hubbard County Environmental Service’s Office, or ESO, responded that recommendation would be taken into consideration during this CUP application process.  The EAW described how the proposed residential planned unit development would be more compatible with surrounding, single family residential zoning classification than the previous commercial resort use.  The proposal also includes a possible future eight unit garage or storage building.  The DNR recommended that conditions be placed on the conditional use permit that would prohibit renting or leasing either dwelling units or possible future storage units.  The County responded that recommendation would be taken into consideration during this CUP application process.  As part of a resort conversion to a residential PUD, Hubbard County SMO requires that proposed conversions be initially evaluated using the same procedures for residential planned unit developments involving all new construction.  Inconsistencies between existing features of the development and PUD standards should be identified.  DNR commented that eight of the dwelling units of the proposed conversion do not meet the 100 foot structure setback requirements of new construction.  DNR recommended that those inconsistencies be allowed to continue, but locations should be identified in future relocations of those dwelling units should be required where feasible.  

Ruhnke:    Your three minutes are up I am afraid Doug.  What have you got left there?  

Doug Kingsley:  I have several other comments again, they were made during the EAW process and they indicated, the response indicated that they would be considered during this CUP process.

Ruhnke:    I guess we can…

Doug Kingsley:  Let me skip to perhaps one of the, may I take an additional minute to skip to one of the other ones?  One of the last ones?
Ruhnke:  Ah, go ahead.

Doug Kingsley:  I appreciate it Bob.  For PUDs, Hubbard County’s SMO requires the number of spaces provided for continuous beaching, mooring, or docking of watercraft must not exceed one for each allowable dwelling unit or site in the first tier.  The allowable number of dwelling units are determined according to the SMO by dividing the suitable area within the first tier by the single residential lot size standard to get 4.13 units allowed.  The applicants recognize that as it is indicated in the preliminary plat.  The applicants also recognized that in the EAW, which stated a variance must be granted in order for the projected number of permanent watercraft mooring spaces to be allowed because the Shoreland Management Ordinance will only allow three such mooring spaces.  In today’s application, the applicants are proposing a docking system that would put slips for eight watercraft.

Buitenwerf:  Sorry the microphone is rather sensitive so maybe you don’t need to…

Doug Kingsley:  Stand back a little further, or not so loud?

Buitenwerf:  A little bit further might help.

Doug Kingsley:  Sorry.  I thought maybe it was my cue to leave.  The applicants are basing their proposal on an interpretation by an attorney for Hubbard County suggests that because existing dwelling units, or dwelling site densities that exceed standards of the SMO may be allowed to continue; that they should be considered allowable dwelling units.  That’s a rather broad and personal interpretation of the Ordinance that has never been used by Hubbard County in the past nor has it been used by any surrounding counties.  In fact, most other counties surrounding Hubbard do not allow existing building units to continue if they don’t meet density requirements.  When I contacted other DNR personal for oversight, who are responsible for oversight of Shoreland Management, they had never heard of such an interpretation.  This interpretation is from an attorney who also thought that Hubbard County’s Board of Adjustment was correct in issuing a variance for more docking spaces than allowed under the SMO.  That opinion was refutted by a district court judge.  I would submit that this new interpretation is not appropriate and the number of mooring spaces should be limited to four.  Thank you.  
Ruhnke:    The only thing I can say to that is that Doug could you in the future combine that a little bit so that it doesn’t take as long?

Doug Kingsley:  Could the County address our comments when they are provided if we are not going to be allowed to reiterate them again?

Ruhnke:  Well we do have a copy of it of course.

Chuck Diessner:   Can I speak to that issue before, I have some comments, but I would like to speak to that issue along with what Doug is talking about.  You, the County has gone through and Eric will speak…
Ruhnke:  Use the microphone please.

Chuck Diessner:  Okay.  My name is Chuck Diessner, Park Rapids, 23238 Hazelwood Drive. The issue before this Planning Commission today is an extremely serious issue.  This isn’t just about cabins.  It is about changing the interpretation of the Ordinance.  As Doug indicated, a number of us responded to the EAW request and we were assured in the response that we got back from the County that we would have an opportunity to raise our questions and have them addressed.  It is impossible to do this in three minutes.  I would remind this Board, I believe that Eric was at the hearings, the attorney for this County in the Rehkamp matter said that the citizens did not have the right to raise in court issues that they have not raised at a public hearing.  So, I understand the reason for the three minute rule, but when you have a serious legal issue, and there is a serious legal issue here, I think you have to allow the public to speak.  You can’t on one hand have your lawyer say we can’t object because we didn’t raise objections and then on the other hand cut us off.  So I would like you to consider that and allow and be a little bit more flexible for all of us.  Thank you. 
Ruhnke:    I think we will definitely consider it, but the final settlement would have to be in court over any of this I suppose.  Who’s next?
Dan Kittilson:  My name is Dan Kittilson. I am the president of the Hubbard County COLA and I live at 22924 County 7 on Little Sand Lake.  I would just like to touch briefly on the point that Chuck just mentioned is that on your three minute restriction.  Hubbard County lakes are the greatest asset that you have.  They are the greatest asset that this County has; 60% of the estimated market value comes from lake property.  Our mission aligns with Hubbard COLA’s, I mean Hubbard County’s mission and the Shoreland Management Ordinance.  That mission is to protect our lakes so I would encourage you to allow people to express their opinions on this issue.  I would just like to first of all address the Hubbard COLA and Little Sand Lake Association’s considerations on restrictions, conditions.  I would just like to touch on several items.  Number one is the launch, the access to the lake.  A real threat to our lakes in Minnesota is aquatic invasive species and zebra mussels have been found in numerous lakes.  Zebra muscles are very damaging to our lakes, to the ecology of our lakes.  They filter out all of the zoo plankton.  They impact the forage that the larger fish eat and we need to protect our lakes.  I don’t quite understand why, or I shouldn’t say I don’t understand, I don’t think that we need to have a public access or an access point on this resort on this planned unit development.  I take my boat around the lake.  I put it in at the public access.  We can control, we have more control on our lakes if we have one access point.  So I would urge you to not allow the access on this resort.  One comment on the stormwater run off.  When we were at the viewing, the Lesages are planning on blacktop and they are planning on running the water away from the lake and I do support Sally’s idea with the impermeable surfaces.  I do know that they are expensive, but I think that it the black top is done in a way that it channels the water away from the lake.  I would also ask that you consider putting rain gardens at the end of these roads or these access points to the resort, one is Breeze Drive and the other one is Good Times Trail.  I would encourage you to put rain gardens at the end of those points to absorb that water.    

Ruhnke:    Your three minutes is up.  I hope you are done.  
Dan Kittilson:  Uh, no I am not done.

Ruhnke:  Make it short then.

Dan Kittilson:  The other, one other point that I would talk about would be the buffers and I also support Sally’s 30 foot buffer in the area where she suggested, also at the point where the horseshoe pit is.  I would encourage a storm buffer or a rain or a shoreline buffer there.  We would support four boat slips, not eight.  Thank you.
Ruhnke:  Any other questions from the audience?  Step up to the microphone please.  

Doug Kirkham:  My name is Doug Kirkham.  I live at 22007 Forest View Drive on Lake Ida.  I own 126 acres there.  I am concerned about precedence.  The decision you make in this matter I think is going to affect the quality of Little Sand, Lake Ida and Big Sand in the future.  I do appreciate the economic impact of what nine new lake cabins are going to provide for our community and for the tax base for this County.  If I wore your shoes, I would probably tilt my feelings towards the economic impact.  That being said, I am concerned about the number of dogs that nine new families are going to bring.  I am concerned about the eighteen jet skis.  I am concerned about the nine new pontoon boats.  People have talked about the number of docks; if you limit this in any way, I would appreciate it.  Somebody else who needs minutes can go to mine.  Those are the major points I wanted to say.  I could go on for a long time, but I’ll pass.  
Ruhnke:  Thank you.  You Sir.
Chuck Diessner:  I would like to have something passed out to the Planning Commission and made part of the record please (See Exhibit “E” on file with Environmental Services Office).  As I indicated, these PUDs are extremely complex and the only way I know, and COLA knows, is to sit down with the applicant, walk through concerns that Little Sand and COLA have on their development and to reach agreement on as many points as we can.  One of the things that has happened in the past and that we truly want to avoid, both from the applicant’s standpoint and COLA’s, is many times a resolution is passed approving the application for the PUD and nobody, but nobody knows what that means because it doesn’t have all of the conditions and things that people agree to.  So we have prepared this to help the Planning Commission and the County Board and also to point out the critical issues and I have indicated all the issues that we discussed yesterday with Dick, Dan, Bob, Dan Lesage and Tom Miller.  Let me hit the bigger, one of the biggest issues we have on this is the County nowhere in this, the information provided here Rehkamp, excuse me the Rehkamp, the Lesages, the applicant, is asking that the County grant slips for four excess units which the County has never interpreted the Ordinance before to allow.  There are two sections of the Ordinance that apply here.  The first section is what Eric and the ESO office have done historically and that is you look to the maximum density that a raw land project could be developed.  In this case, that’s 4.3 units.  Now we have a brand new interpretation that says you take that number and you add to it the number of units that are permitted to remain in the development in excess to the four.  Now we have eight units in tier one.  So what the applicant is saying is we get the four automatically from ESO’s interpretation and we want you to give us four more because we want you to allow the four excess density units to remain.  The Commission needs to remember the applicant is not entitled; there is not a right to have those excess units.  It is discretionary with the Planning Commission.     
Ruhnke:  Your three minutes are up.  You about done?
Chuck Diessner:  No I am not.  Let me just…
Ruhnke:  We have it all here in this…

Chuck Diessner:  No.  You don’t.  You haven’t heard my comments.  You don’t understand.  It’s not all here.  I am explaining my comments.  I am afraid the Planning Commission doesn’t understand the Ordinance and doesn’t understand what is going on here.  We don’t want a legal problem.  We are trying to work with the County so everybody does this right.  I believe Tom Miller would affirm that.  We want to do this right.  
Tom Miller:  Are you asking me a question now? 

Chuck Diessner:  Pardon?

Tom Miller:  Do you want me to answer that?

Chuck Diessner:  Yeah.

Tom Miller:  We do want to do this right.  We have worked very hard with the zoning office to make sure we met everything that the zoning ordinance requires on this.  From a surveying standpoint, that’s all I can do is work with the zoning office on this.

Chuck Diessner:  But we have a major legal issue here and I am asking that you gentlemen listen to it because if you don’t listen to what I am saying, you have no background on this.  If you have no background, I don’t know how you can make a well informed and reasonable recommendation to the County Board.  We are not interested in…
Dick Devine:   Mr. Chairman, I think if you want to talk legal issues, you ought to go see the County Attorney.  I don’t think you belong here at the Planning Commission.  We are not considering the legal issues that you are talking about.  I think that you ought to let the County handle that portion of it. If you disagree, go talk to the County Attorney.    
Chuck Diessner:  I understand what you are saying.  But the law says we have to raise the issue.
Devine:  I think you have raised the issue.

Chuck Diessner:  At a public hearing.

Ruhnke:  I think you have raised enough of it already as far as that goes.
Chuck Diessner:  Let me go on to another major point.
Dick Devine:  I think your time is up.  
Chuck Diessner:  So this is what happens in Hubbard County?  Let me ask a question.  How many people here from Little Sand would like to speak?  

Devine:  When did you take over running this meeting?  

Chuck Diessner:  I am not.  I am asking if anyone would yield me their three minutes so I can finish.  Okay.  We have three, six, eight; we have got twelve people that would like to speak.  I will go sit down and let them speak or I will finish in probably three or four more minutes.
Dick Devine:  That’s probably what you ought to do then.
Chuck Diessner:  Pardon?

Devine:  Mr. Chairman, I think that’s what he ought to do.  Let’s let the rest of them have something to say.  

Ruhnke:  We should hear everybody if we can.

Chuck Diessner: Pardon?

Ruhnke:  We should hear everybody if we can.  We’ve heard you and you have it all on paper here.

Chuck Diessner:  I don’t.  I am telling you I don’t.  

Devine:  Maybe the next time you should.

Chuck Diessner:  This is unbelievable.  
Karen Odegard:  How do we vote you out?  How do we vote you out?

Devine:  Put your 50 dollars down and have a shot at it.

Karen Odegard:  I can’t.

Chuck Diessner:  Let me remind the County of the resolution they passed at the request of League of Women Voters, that we would have open and fair and transparency government.  This is, this is, this is unbelievable.  You gentlemen don’t understand.  

Karen Odegard:  You don’t want to understand.

Chuck Diessner:  You do it your way.  You better call your lawyer.
Ruhnke:  Anybody else wish to speak?

Chuck Diessner:  What’s the point?  

Karen Odegard:  Are you going to listen and take it to heart or are you just going to, I saw you sitting there.  I’ll get up.  My name is Karen Odegard and I live at 20853 Ginger Road.  I am a Colorado resident.  I am a Colorado resident so I can’t vote you out, but we live on Little Sand a great portion of the year.  We have been Minnesota residents in the past.  I was born and raised here.  I don’t want to take up all my time with that.  We care a lot about Little Sand and all the lakes in Minnesota.  I watched you, when you went over the information that you were letting out, it was so shallow.  It was, you didn’t address the boat slips.  You did not address their landing which is the most important thing along with the septic and the water, the extra buildings that are under, that’s all important.  You did not even address the most important issue which was the boat slips and the boat landing.  When he is back here talking, I noticed how you are sitting there with your arms crossed.  You are watching the time.  You are not paying any attention to what the issue is.  I think it is disgraceful.  It is un-American.  And laugh at me, go ahead.  If I could vote you out of here I would.  You have got some old minds that are, I don’t know if you are getting paid under the cuff somewhere or what you are doing to have the mindset that you have.  It is very important that we do not have a boat landing there and that those boat slips stay at four because of the environmental impact, the AIS, all of those things.  Amen.
Ruhnke:    Any one else wish to comment?

Alan Zimmerman:  My name is Alan Zimmerman.  We, in one of our less than profitable investments in the world, we once owned what was called the Cozy Nook Resort, if you go back that far through the public access of Big Sand.  We became wealthy, of course, but not with the resort and the DNR had us move out and put a parking lot there, but we own the woodlands that go out to the state highway.  We pay the taxes on that and we have for years and years even though we don’t do anything with it.  Basically just to provide a degree of privacy and quiet for Iowa Beach and Big Sand and now of course this is jeopardized by this proposal.  We still continue to own that land, but I think you; I would hope that you would give some serious consideration to those of us who live on Iowa Beach of Big Sand.  The noise and commotion that will come if you let this development go as people would like to do it.  So I hope you will take that into consideration.  I appreciate your time.  Thank you.
Devine:  Could I ask you a question?  

Alan Zimmerman:   Yes.
Devine:   I am not an expert on resorts and all of those things that go with it, but how is the noise and pollution and whatever else that you are talking about going to get worse because you have nine permanent people there rather than people going in and out, and in and out and in and out two or three times a week?
Alan Zimmerman:  Nine people or nine units?
Devine:  Well, whatever.  You are talking about nine cabins.  Tell me how it is going to get worse because you have permanent people there taking care of their property and you don’t have people going in and out and in and out and in and out with their boats and their trailers and their, all of the things that go with it.    I don’t understand that.  How does that get so much worse?  

Alan Zimmerman:  How will that diminish people going in and out with their boats?
Devine:  Well what you are saying to me is that this development is going to ruin everything.  I am trying to figure out how to change it.  You are changing it from a resort to a private property, a PUD, and that suddenly is going to cause chaos on your lake.  I don’t quite understand that.  
Alan Zimmerman:  I think it’s mostly a density issue.  You know there is a limited property there.  It is a busy public access now and this will increase it a lot.  
Devine:  It doesn’t compute with me.  I mean everybody that I have ever talked to when they talk about changing a resort to a PUD they have less use.  They don’t have more use. They have less use.  So how is that going to destroy what’s there now?  I don’t understand.
Alan Zimmerman:  Isn’t there an expansion?  Are you talking about an expansion here?
Devine:  You are talking about changing a resort to a PUD.

Alan Zimmerman:  And a gross, a large expansion, isn’t that correct?

Devine:  There’s no expansion there at all.

Alan Zimmerman:  They are going to take the resort away?

Devine:  The resort will go away.  It will become private property, private cabins.

Alan Zimmerman:  What is there, what is, when they do this new development, if they do, it goes into what is now just trees forest?

Krueger:  I am an owner, I was the owner of a resort that converted to a PUD and I am one of the residents there.  I have documentation of the far less use of the property.  I can tell you hundreds of examples.  The amount of fish caught.  I used to empty in the fish cleaning house, I used to empty the refrigerator probably four times a week full of fish guts, now maybe half full in a week.  People are gone except for the weekends.  I mean the site is really quiet.  It’s nice.  It’s peaceful.  I can go on and on with examples.  Doug, the second Doug gave the example of jet skis.  He said oh there’s going to be nine per home.  Well with a resort, if you want to bring the numbers to the max, you could have 90 of them in a summer, if you take nine cabins times ten weeks.  I mean it is amazing how much less use.  You should be doing a tap dance right now.  

Doug Kirkham:  I’ll call you when it is time for the tap dance.  I will let you know when it is time for the tap dance.  Remember my comment regarding economic impact.
Krueger:  But if you look at it from an economic impact…
Doug Kirkham:  I am not an idiot.  The economic impact for our community is very positive.  

Krueger:  A resort is positive. 

Doug Kirkham:  The individual ownership is going to be positive, but the environmental impact and the quality of the experience of owning a lake home with the additional boats, the shore stations, and that jet skis and all that goes along with it.  The additional after-hour parties at Zorbaz.  The Friday and Saturday night drag racing at Zorbaz.  The whole impact on that environment out there, your decisions are really going to influence those of us who live there.

Devine:  You know I have a difficult time agreeing with that.  
Doug Kirkham:  What part don’t you agree with?

Devine:  You are just making the assumption that somebody that comes and buys one of these places now is going to be below the standard of the rest of you who live on the lake.  Is that the case?  The people who buy these cabins then are second rate partiers at Zorbaz?  That’s a bunch of crap.
Alan Zimmerman: No.  That would be crap, but isn’t what we are talking about.
Devine:  Well it sure sounds like it to me.  

Ruhnke:  We are not discussing Zorbaz now. We are discussing…

Alan Zimmerman:  There are too many masses in one spot.    

Ruhnke:  Doug Kingsley, did you have one more comment?

Doug Kingsley:  I do.  I will, but allow others who haven’t spoken to go first.  I would like to address the comments that you have been discussing just now though.
Ruhnke:  Okay.  Anybody else wish to comment?
Bonnie Brand:  Hi.  I am Bonnie Brand.  I am from Pine Cone Lodge. I have worked with you guys before and I have really worked hard to make sure that we, hi Tom, follow regulations.  We lost a lot of rentals and really I think Pine Cone is much better I think.  People on Big Sand are very happy with how we have chosen to do that.  I have already lost a lot of density following the new rules and we have lost a lot.  Then I see how far you have to be building and then I see how many units are being put on this along the lakeshore.  It is a little bothersome.  I know it’s two different issues, but I just wanted to say I hope you are looking at that because you are sure restrictive of what we can do with our resort; what we could do with our resort.  I hope that you also realize that this also impacts.  I just want it to be consistent.  And then the last thing is how do you know that those people aren’t renting out their homes to other people?  As you know that we have trouble with lake home owners renting out illegally.  I mean we have a license, but there are people on the lake that do rent them out so that they are kind of like a resort and that different people come in and use them.  There are no regulations on that right now.  Thank you.

Ruhnke:  Doug Kingsley.  Oh, we got one more here.

Rich Soderberg:  My name is Rich Soderberg.  We are at 20508 Firelight Lane on Little Sand Lake.  I would like to reiterate Mr. Kittilson’s comments regarding the boat launch.  I would suggest strongly that in the development of this property that you vacate the present boat launch.  It is an uncontrolled access for AIS.  That’s one of the major threats to our economy in this area and a major threat to our lakes.  Secondly, the septic and drainfield meet the standards.  I want to be sure that they make meet the setback standards as well as whatever capacity standards are required.  A third point the docks are already in place.  There are nine boat slips on the lake at the present time.  I am wondering if that is being presumptuous.
Ruhnke:  Anyone else?  Doug Kingsley, you had a comment.
Doug Kingsley:  Thank you.  I just wanted to address some of the comments that were being made earlier about resorts and how they have more impact than what’s being proposed.  That’s not the issue.  The issue is, and what I tried to provide comments on, the issue is what’s being proposed versus what’s required under the Shoreland Management Ordinance.  That is what the Board should be considering, those impacts.  What is being required, what is required under the Shoreland Management Ordinance impacts would be less than what is being proposed.  Thank you.
Dan Kittilson:  Dan Kittilson, 22924 County 7.  I would just like to stress that COLA and Little Sand Lake Association is not, we are not opposed to this planned unit development.  We recognize the less impact that comes from a planned unit development.  We just want this planned unit development done properly according to the Ordinance to protect out lake.  We are not opposed to this development.  We just want you to recognize that we just need to put certain conditions on this and follow the Shoreland Ordinance.  Thank you.
Ruhnke:  Eric do you have any comments that you would like to make at this time?

Buitenwerf: Not in particular.
Ruhnke:  Okay.

Tom Miller:  Yeah, I suppose that you know, like I started out saying is that we spent hours and hours and hours with the zoning office on this making sure it complied with the aspects of the Ordinance.  Eric can testify to that.  We tried hard to meet this and I think we have.  The alternative to this, and I know it was discussed yesterday at our meeting, is that this is a financial thing for the developers.  If they can’t do this, then they will keep it as a resort and under the present Ordinance, the density for the resort could be increased to about eighteen units as a commercial resort.  It’s strictly a financial thing for them.  They are trying to do the best they can for it and keep it small, but that’s where they are at with it.  It is kind of up to you guys.  
Ruhnke:  Eric is their request that they are putting up here; does it meet all of the requirements of the Ordinance?  
Buitenwerf:  What they have presented is in compliance with the Ordinance.  The number of dwelling units is in excess to what the density would be if it was bare ground development, but in the conversion of a property to a residential PUD, the County has the discretion to allow any overage to be converted or they can specify the number of units that would be allowed.  The number of boat slips as has been discussed by comments from the audience, we’ve run that past our legal counsel as far as the interpretation that there would be allowed a boat slip for each dwelling unit that is allowed.  So whatever number of first tiered dwelling units are granted approval would be the number of corresponding permanent boat slips that are allowed for those units.  If you would allow six units in the first tier, then there would be six permanent boat slips that would be allowed to accompany those.  As far as what they are presenting, the declarations are in compliance with the Ordinance and I don’t have any issues with what’s being proposed.
Bonnie Brand:  Could you speak up? We can’t hear you.  We would like to hear you.

Devine:  Maybe you ought to pull the microphone a little closer Eric.  They can’t hear you.  
Buitenwerf:  To answer your question, the project does comply with the Ordinance as best as I can determine.  The PA system is as best as we are able to…

Karen Odegard:  Could you speak up then?  Raise your voice?
Devine:  There are a lot of empty seats up front here.  If you want, take one of the front seats.  Kind of like church.

Ruhnke:  Do you have any more comments you would like to make at this time Eric?

Bonnie Brand:  Could you repeat them, now that we are closer?

Buitenwerf:  What I said was that the project as presented as best I can determine does comply with the Ordinance requirements.  The declarations meet the criteria listed for the declarations.  The proposal is allowed to present the number of units as shown.  It exceeds the bare number of units that would be allowed if this was bare ground development, but the County through the Ordinance has the discretion to grant an overage of the density not to exceed the existing number of dwelling units.  As far as the boat slips are concerned, for any first tier unit that is approved, they would be allowed a boat slip for that unit that is approved.  So there currently is eight units existing so they are asking for eight units and eight boat slips.  If the County were to approve all eight first tier units, then they would be allowed eight boat slips.  If they’re, the County could approve six units in the first tier, than they would be allowed six boat slips to accompany those first tier units.
Karen Odegard:  I was with the impression that that was only if it was kept as a resort?  Or where does the four coming in?  Where is the difference here?  Why are we getting a different interpretation than what you’re giving us?
Buitenwerf:  You are hearing a different opinion from members of the audience that was per interpretation that the County formally used.  New information was presented to the County as far as how to look at this language.  We ran that past our legal counsel and legal counsel provided us with the interpretation that is being used on this project.  So that would be the reason for the distinction between what the County’s position is…
Karen Odegard:  So it was, so the interpretation has been changed?

Buitenwerf:  Correct. 

Karen Odegard:  How can that be changed?

Buitenwerf:  The interpretation is up to the County as far as how the Ordinance is implemented.  It is the County’s ability to alter its interpretation as it deems necessary and appropriate.
Karen Odegard:  So it can change at will?

Buitenwerf:  No ma’am.

Ruhnke:  That’s it Eric?  Any questions from the Planning Commission?  
Cole:  I have a comment Bob.  I represent the Board of Adjustment who just happened to be partaking of a lawsuit; we are the defendants of the lawsuit.  I am also a member of the lake association that’s bringing the lawsuit and it concerns the docks and at this point, I would like to abstain from the vote in as much as I am in that position.
Ruhnke:  What does the Planning Commission, there are no more questions?  What does the Planning Commission wish to do at this point?
William Todd:  I have a question.

Ruhnke:  We are asking the Planning Commission right now.  

Krueger:  Are you ready for a motion?
Ruhnke:  If you would entertain a motion.
Krueger:  I would like to make a motion to approve this development as presented with a couple of conditions.  One would be taking into account what Sally mentioned about the gutters on units seven, eight, and nine, that they be installed.  Also part of the conditions the erosion plan that they came up with would be a part of the condition.  As far as the residency and number of units, does that need to be mentioned?

Buitenwerf: It would be recommended to specify the number units.
Krueger:  I specified as presented.  Is that suitable?
Buitenwerf:  It wouldn’t hurt to clarify.

Krueger:  It wouldn’t hurt just to say it.  I believe there is nine total units.  That’s it.

Ruhnke:  You heard the motion.  Can I get a second on it?

Clairmont:  I’ll second it.

Ruhnke:  Second by Terry.  All in favor say aye.

Buitenwerf:  You’ve got to do your findings first.

Ruhnke:  Okay.   We’ve got to do findings of fact first.  And I don’t have a copy of that.  Oh.  Here’s one here.  On the findings of fact:  

Ruhnke:  1. Is the requested use consistent with public health, safety, and welfare?

Krueger:  I would say yes.  We have an Ordinance in place and this is following the Ordinance.
Ruhnke:  2. Is the requested use consistent with the goal of preventing and controlling water pollution, including sedimentation and nutrient loading?
        
Krueger:  I would say yes also to that.  They came up with an erosion plan that I imagine they worked with the ESO office and it was part of the condition of the conditional use permit.  

Ruhnke:  3. Will the requested use not adversely affect the site’s existing topography, drainage features, and vegetative cover?
 


Krueger:  I would say yes also to that.  They are planting additional birch and red osier dogwood and I believe that what 400 feet of the property could be undeveloped, only 200 feet that’s meets the County’s 50% requirement.  

Ruhnke:  4. Is the requested use’s site location reasonable in relation to any floodplain and/or floodway of rivers or tributaries?

 
        
Krueger:  Yes there is not a floodplain.

Ruhnke:  5. Has the erosion potential of the site based upon the degree and direction of slope, soil type, and existing vegetative cover been adequately addressed for the requested use?





Devine:  Yes, they have an erosion control plan proposed.  I would say yes.

Ruhnke:  6. Is the site in harmony with existing and proposed access roads? 
         
Oakley:  Yes, because there are no new roads proposed. 

Ruhnke:  7. Is the requested use compatible with adjacent land uses?


Krueger:  Yes it is.  Adjacent land uses are residential homes.  A number of you are from Sand Lake and you have residential homes there.

Karen Odegard:  Yeah, but we don’t have a boat ramp and nine boat slips on our property.
Krueger:  I imagine you don’t have greater than 50% of your shoreland in natural vegetation.  I am sure you don’t.  
Karen Odegard:  But why are you not addressing the boat slips and boat ramp?  Or is that coming?  Is that still on here?

Ruhnke:   We’ll see.  8. Does the requested use have a reasonable need to be in a shoreland location?

Devine:  Yes, it is in that location.
Ruhnke:  9. Is the amount of liquid waste to be generated reasonable and the proposed sewage disposal system adequate to accommodate such?   

Williams:  Yes because the Hubbard County Sewage Ordinance is being followed.

Ruhnke:  10. Will the visibility of structures and other facilities as viewed from public waters comply with Section 901 of the Ordinance?

        

Krueger:  I would say yes.  The property has lots of trees on it and we have already discussed the 400 feet of undeveloped lake shore.

Ruhnke:  11. Is the site adequate for water supply and on-site sewage treatment
systems?




 



      

Devine:  Yes.  That’s been discussed.

Ruhnke:  12.  Are the affected public waters suited to and able to safely accommodate the types, uses, and numbers of watercraft that the use will generate?          
Devine:  Yes.  It is doing it now.  

Krueger:  If it was able to do it as a resort, it’s definitely going be able to handle it now.
Ruhnke:  Okay.  That covers of the why or why not.  If all of the answers to the finding of fact criteria are yes by majority vote, and criteria for granting the conditional use permit have been met, the conditional use permit will maintain the goals of safety, health, and general welfare of the public.  Eric you want to call for a vote at this time?  All in favor say aye?  Opposed?

(The motion carried unanimously.) 

Cole: Abstained.
Ruhnke:  Does that cover everything Eric?
Buitenwerf:  On the conditional use permit application, yes.  We would then be ready to go on to the preliminary plat application.    

Ruhnke:  Would you explain that to the audience then so that the Planning Commission understands it.
Buitenwerf:  The conditional use permit was just recently approved so the Planning Commission will now take up the preliminary plat application that accompanies the conditional use permit.  So that would be the next item that they will take up.
Ruhnke:  Any questions from the Planning Commission?
Krueger:  One of these letters mentioned lot four. Where's that on the map?  I couldn't find that one.
Tom Miller:  Lot four?  Oh as far as where they lived or something?
Krueger:  Just where is it at on the map?  Things are not in order on here.

Tom Miller:  On the south end here, you've got little Sand Acres, you got one, Lot One, Lot Two.  Lot One is part of the resort.  Okay Lot Two is the next one to the south and Lot Three is the next one to the south of that and there is another one Lot Four.  
Krueger:  And then Lot Five jumps up over on top here?
Tom Miller:  No that's a different plat.
Krueger:  Oh that is a different plat.  Oh okay.
Kevin Lindow:  There were two old plats in there.
Ruhnke:  Any other questions by the Planning Commission?
Devine: Does this plat meet our specifications Eric?
Buitenwerf:  Yes.
Ruhnke:  And do we have comments from the audience again or not?
Karen Odegard:  Would it do any good?
Ruhnke:  Time will tell.  Any more questions from the Planning Commission?  None okay will take comments from the audience.  Doug get up and start it then please.

Doug Kingsley:  Again my name is Doug Kingsley, Area Fisheries Supervisor for the DNR.  One of the comments that I wasn't allowed to make during the CUP consideration is that as part of a resort conversion to a residential PUD, Hubbard County Shoreland Management Ordinance also requires that shore and bluff impact zone deficiencies must be evaluated and reasonable improvements made as part of the conversion.  Those improvements must include: removal of extraneous buildings, docks, or other facilities that no longer need to be located in the shore or bluff impact zones.  In the EAW process, the DNR recommended that the storage building located in one of the bluff impact zones be removed as a condition of the CUP.  Upon removal, topography should be restored to match adjacent contours and plan on maintaining the natural vegetation to prevent erosion.  Again Hubbard County responded that recommendation would be taken into consideration during the CUP application process. I would urge you take to that into consideration now.  Thank you.
Ruhnke:  And you wish to comment on that?  If not, we’ll go to the next one.
Chuck Diessner:  Chuck Diessner, your best friend, Park Rapids 23428 Hazelwood Drive.  Gentlemen I don’t know what you just passed and I don't know if you know what you just passed.  What you passed was an application.  The application is inconsistent with the EAW.  You have a defective recommendation.  It has to be consistent with the EAW.  The EAW says that we are going to get responses and we did not because we were not allowed to call, talk, and inquire.  The EAW said certain things were going to be done on the property and that's not part of your resolution.  We took the time and energy to lay it all out for you so you could pass a resolution that's enforceable, but you're going to do it your way.  You don't want a dialogue. You just want to cut it off.  It is extremely offensive.  This has got nothing to do with Tom Miller or this project.  It's what this community is about.  We are encouraged to come and participate at these meetings and express our views and you cut us off at the knees.  I can hardly wait for the Enterprise article.  Secondly, or thirdly, a section which you may not know, probably don't, Section 1015 of the Ordinance says you may allow additional density.  Presumably you've allowed four more units in excess of the density.  Does anybody here know what it says you have to do after that?  Do you know the Ordinance says?  You may allow extra density.  Does anyone know what you have to do after that?  This is exactly what Doug said.  This isn't about is it less use than a resort, that's not in the Ordinance.  The ordinance says that if you gentlemen in your wisdom allow excess units to remain, guess what you are supposed to do.  Efforts must be exercised to minimize the impact of those extra units.  And you never did it.  This is fruitless, but I'll give you what I was going to pass out to you before (See Exhibit “F” on file with Environmental Services Office).  So you can start your campfires.

Ruhnke:  Any other comments?  
William Todd: I still have a comment on the road.  

Ruhnke:  Please use the microphone.
William Todd:  I am going.  I am on my way.  Bill Todd address 22244 County 7 Little Sand, on this road easement here, initially there were four lots that were plotted, Bill Mauer, myself built on, I am on Lot Two, and Bill is on Lot Four.  Actually I am on Four and Bill is on Two.  Lot One was the old resort owner’s lot which was never built on.  The easement that comes in on County 7 hits all four of our lots; however now Lot One has been incorporated into the resort now we don't want that resort to be able to use our driveway to all of a sudden go to these nine places.  It was never intended for that.  So if it was originally intended for four homes, we want to make sure that it's not intended now for thirteen or fourteen homes.  They already have their own driveway.  So that’s what my question is.  Being the fact that this lot is now incorporated into that resort, do they lose that easement then?  Because if they're not going to build on the lot anyway.  I think they're putting, I don't know, ask the surveyors what they're doing over there, but I think they put some septic system in there or something.
Ruhnke:  Do you wish to comment on that?

Kevin Lindow:  As far as the easement goes, it's an easement of record.  It's kind of a legal matter.  I mean if they want to try and work something out with the owners to figure something out with that easement that's their issue, but…  

William Todd:  It was never easement for the resort.
Kevin Lindow:  That easement is always been there.

William Todd:  That easement was for the lot.

Tom Miller:  The easement is for that lot.

William Todd:  The lot was never part of the resort.

Tom Miller:  The resort owns that lot now, but the easement still serves that lot.  

William Todd:  The only reason…
Tom Miller:  Excuse me, I'm still speaking okay.  It doesn't serve the rest of the resort.  It only serves that lot.
William Todd:  So then you cannot cross, you cannot use, you cannot use that driveway…
Tom Miller:  They can use it to access that lot right now.  Now they may be willing to give that up. I don't know. I can't answer that.  
William Todd:  I don’t care if they access the lot as long as they don't access the resort.  Do you understand where I'm coming from?

Tom Miller:  Right.  I understand.

William Todd:  Okay, I want to make sure that when they pass all these permits, the resort is never entitled to the easement.  That was never set up for that.  It is not another driveway coming into the resort.  It was only set up for that lot because the lot was not given access not through the resort, but through our private driveway.  
Tom Miller:  Through this plan they are not using that to access the resort.
William Todd:  But can they?

Tom Miller:  They can use it to access that lot, but not the resort.

William Todd:   Is that on record now?  The resort can never access that lot.

Tom Miller:  It's an easement that benefits that lot and not the resort.

William Todd:  Is that on record now?  That the resort cannot…

Devine:   I guess that means what it means.  If he has an easement to that lot then he has an easement to that lot whoever owns it will control it I would assume.
William Todd:  The resort owns that lot now because of the fact that they wanted to sell it, but you guys made them incorporated that lot into the resort.

Devine:   Here again, I mean maybe you need the County Attorney to go up and talk to him about what the legality of that is.  I personally don't know if a person has an easement to their property, I guess they can use the easement, but I don't see how the County can limit an easement. That's not our decision.  He's saying they don't want to use it to get to the resort or the resort doesn't want to use it.  It's up to the owners I guess.  I don't know how you take an easement away from an owner.

William Todd:  Well I suppose you could incorporate the whole lake and then one thing would go all the way around the lake then also.

Devine:  Apparently their intention is not to use it for any of that.  But I mean I don't, I'm not an attorney so I don't know how to answer that for you.  All I can say is from my own personal experience, I don't know how we would tell somebody how they can use their easement.  The ordinary property owner is going to tell you to take a hike if you tell them how to use their easement you know.

William Todd:  Well you would not let them, they wanted to sell that lot and they didn't have enough land or something to put in the septic system or whatever.  So you made them incorporate that lot into the resort.  What I'm making sure of is that you don't incorporate the easement into the resort.

Devine:  Apparently that's not their intention, that's what he says anyways.  But here again, I don't know how the County has the right to tell somebody what to do with their easement.  Do you have any other answers to that Eric?   I mean, I don't know.

Buitenwerf:  I would say in terms of that easement, it does give access to Lot One of Little Sand Acres and they owned that land adjacent to the resort and its all part of the plat.  So if they for some reason wanted to make use of that easement to access the property, I don't know if you can prohibit that.

Devine:   Yeah I mean, I guess that’s a County Attorney question, but.

Buitenwerf:  In the, the issue of what access ought to be used for the property would be best taken up by the County Board when it considers the conditional use permit.  That would be where you would potentially…

Devine:  When they come to the County Board, we can ask them about it.  I would be happy to ask them.  I don't know the answer.

William Todd:  Well what I'm saying is that by you making them incorporate that lot into the resort, you should have removed the easement from that lot.

Devine:  That will come to the County Board and I will bring that up to the County Board.

William Todd:  Do you agree with me or not?

Devine:  If I were you I would agree with you.  But I don't know what the legality of it is so we'll have to have the County Attorney tell us what we can do.

William Todd:  We don't want eight or nine more cars going down a single driveway.  What do you want everyone backing up or what?  Were all going to back up about a half a block or what?

Devine:  The County Attorney may say to us.  I can't give you an opinion without the County Attorney coming to me and telling me that I can do it.  I agree with you, but that's…

William Todd:  Well is this on record now that's all I care about?  Thank you.
Dan Kittilson:  Dan Kittilson 22924 County 7 Little Sand Lake, so I have a question, we got out conditional use permit with eight boat slips and a landing is that right?  Is that correct?

Devine:  That's what's proposed yes.

Dan Kittilson:  That's what's proposed right now.  I realize that this has to go to the County Board.  I would like to ask a question.  Jerry Cole why does this planned unit development need an access?

Cole:  My personal opinion I don't think they do.

Dan Kittilson: Okay.  Dick why does this PUD need an access?

Devine:  Because they have a right to it.  It's there.  You want my opinion?  I think you're being ridiculous.  I absolutely think you're being ridiculous.  I don't feel it's your position to come here and start quizzing the County Board.  We're just discussing something here.

Dan Kittilson:  I just want to know why they need up public a landing a boat landing?

Kevin Lindow:  Unit nine is outside of the first tier.

Tom Miller:  Unit number one is outside of the first tier.  It is in the second tier.  The ordinance provides that they may have a landing.

Dan Kittilson:  May.  They may have a landing.

Tom Miller:  May have a landing.  I did say may, may have a landing and a small boat ramp or small dock for access for units outside of the first tier.

Dan Kittilson:  Okay so they may have a landing, but they don't really need a landing.

Devine:  I don't need a car either. I could walk, but I like having one.  I mean you have reached the point of ridiculousness.

Dan Kittilson:  I just think I think that controlling the access helps us control the lakes for aquatic invasive species.  I go around to the public access all the way around. I don't have a landing.  All the rest of us do that.  If it's the resort they have a landing, but it's no longer going to be a resort so… Thank you.

Rich Soderberg:  Rich Soderberg 20508 Firelight Lane on Little Sand Lake, I'm going to harp just a little bit more on this boat launch.  The Governor recently submitted legislation to help prevent the spread of AIS.  I think the vacating of this boat launch is necessary because there is a boat launch on the lake.  We can do our part to help prevent the spread of AIS.  Is the County Board, Commissioners going to step up and try to do that?  Also, in the finding of facts I don't know that there's a question in there that directly addresses AIS.  AIS invasion or invasive species invasion is one of the most critical issues for our largest asset here in Hubbard County.  Again is the County Board and Planning Commission finally willing to address that and take down is a challenge?
Ruhnke:  No more questions?  One quick one then.
Karen Odegard:  All it is.  It’s a quick one.  Karen Odegard 20853 Ginger Road Little Sand, I am just wondering how the Board feels about planning for the future, for your children, and your grandchildren.  Are you, and I'm not an overboard type of person normally, but the AIS is a big issue in this whole state.  There are many lakes around us that already have problems with the zebra mussels and all these other things.  They invade just like unbelievable.  I've seen pictures of some lakes in the state and what happens.  If you get that on your boat and it comes into Little Sand or any other lake, it could be the end of your fishing.  Maybe you don't fish.  Maybe you don't care about the lakes.  Maybe you only care about appeasing people, but I just want you to make sure that you really check and really ask questions and find out about AIS and what it's all about.  I was not that into it until I saw what’s happening at some of the other lakes.  It's scary.  The boat ramp and the slips that you are okaying for our future and if this is going to be a long term PUD will and I am not against the PUD, none of us are. It is just that in fact it will be better than the resort probably because of less traffic, but it's the AIS and what's happening with the lakeshore because of it.  I want you to just really think about what you are doing when it comes to that.

Ruhnke:  Okay.  Any other questions by the Planning Commission?  If not, what does the Planning Commission wish to do on this?

Cole:  I would make a motion to accept the plat as presented.  It looks like he's going to give each unit more than the necessary land that's required.

Ruhnke:   Can I get a second?

Clairmont:  I'll second.

Krueger:  I'll second.

Ruhnke:  Seconded by?  Eric?

Buitenwerf:  Terry.

Ruhnke:  All in favor say aye. 

The motion carried unanimously.

Ruhnke:  Eric anything under miscellaneous?
Buitenwerf:  No.  There are no miscellaneous items nor do I have any communications for the Commission.

Tom Miller:  Eric, when is the Board of Commissioners meeting?

Buitenwerf:  Next Wednesday the fifteenth.

Tom Miller:  The fifteenth.  Thank you gentlemen.

Ruhnke:  We need a motion to adjourn.

Clairmont:  Moved.
Devine:  Seconded.

Ruhnke:  All in favor say aye?

The motion carried unanimously.
Meeting adjourned at 10:56 a.m.

Respectfully submitted by,

Maria Shepherd

Recording Secretary
