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Ruhnke:  Eric, would you take roll call please?

Buitenwerf:  Sure.  Terry?

Clairmont:  Here.

Buitenwerf:  Sally?

Shearer:  Here.

Buitenwerf:  Tom?

Krueger:   Here.

Buitenwerf:  Bob?

Ruhnke:  Here.

Buitenwerf:  Jerry Novak?

Novak:  Here.

Buitenwerf:  Jerry Cole?

Cole:  Here.

Buitenwerf:  Oakley?

Williams:  Here.

Buitenwerf:  Tim?

Johnson:  Here.

Buitenwerf:  Commissioner Devine?

Devine:  Here.

Buitenwerf:  All members present.

Ruhnke:  Approval of the August 9th Planning Commission meeting minutes.  Any additions or corrections, if not can I get a motion to approve?

Clairmont:  So moved.

Ruhnke:  Motion by Terry. Can I get a second?

Krueger:  I will second.

Ruhnke:  Second by Tom.  All in favor say aye?  Eric, do you have any old business?

Buitenwerf:  No there is none.

Ruhnke:  Under new business Conditional use permit amendment application # 3-CU-11 by Shady Lawn RV Estates, LLC: Government Lot 4 except the North 300 feet, Section 30, Township 140, Range 33, Nevis Township on Fifth Crow Wing Lake.  Parcel # 21.30.00300.  Applicant is asking to amend condition number 1 of existing CUP 10-CU-03 (as amended by 3-CU-07) to increase from 40 to 49 total RV units.  Fifth Crow Wing Lake is a recreational development lake.  Why don’t you come up here and sit at the table please.  Eric do you want to give us a little comment on the history of this on the 40 and 49 units?

Buitenwerf:  Sure.  Going by memory a bit here without pulling the file out, but roughly the original application in ‘03 was for 49 units and it was approved and operated that way until the amendment in 2007 where the applicants volunteered to reduce the number of units to 40 and some other of the conditions of the original permit were adjusted at that time.  Now they are seeking to return to the 49 units that were originally approved in the ‘03 permit.  Those sites, they have always been physically in place.  There is unit eighteen that would be moved from its current location in the second tier to a proposed location in the fourth tier.  The water utility hookups are already present for these sites with the exception of unit eighteen and we have a septic design on file for the incorporation of that unit into the system currently servicing the adjacent units.  This request only concerns that condition of the permit.  The rest of the permit is not able to be changed or modified.  Basically you are looking at whether or not to allow this one condition to be amended and the request to increase to 49 units is well within the allowed density for the property. The density would be 70 units that would be allowed to be placed on the property so that's a good summary.  I am sure Mr. Forbes can give you more detail if you want or need.

Ruhnke:  Why don’t we wait on him.  Any questions from the Planning Commission?

Cole:  I have a couple of comments Mr. Chair if I may?  

Ruhnke:  Go ahead.

Cole:  I was against this from the get-go.  I don't know if you were here then Mr. Forbes or not.  The reason being is the ordinance takes into consideration the size of the lot, but it doesn't take into consideration the size of the lake. The increase to the population on the lake was about 70% with 49 units and it's probably more. I unfortunately don't have any data as to whether the clarity of the water has changed or what's happening to the lake, but I think that's a concern that probably should be taken to state-level to investigate how big an establishment could be put on a small 392 acre lake.  One thing I would suggest is that maybe some of the people could join the lake association, give us a little hand in taking the water samples, putting the water buoys up, keeping the lake safe.  Let's see if that could happen.  I have noticed that there are no members in the lake association and that includes the people who put the plan together.  It wouldn't hurt them to come up with a couple shekels to help.  Thank you.

Ruhnke:  Any other comments from the Planning Commission?  Before we ask the audience if they have any questions/comments, make sure you sign the slip in the back with your name and address so that we have all-out.  Everything we do here is recorded and we would like to compare the names and everything that way.  If you use the mic, if you talk, use the mic please.  Any comments from the audience?

Doug Kingsley:  Doug Kingsley. I am with the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources Fisheries office here in Park Rapids.  The staff report, or Eric's comments on the history of this proposal, isn't quite complete.  If you go back to 2003, Mr. Lesage submitted his first conditional use appeal for Shady Lawn RV Park.  That application was for 62 sites.  That application was denied by the Planning Commission at that time which included some of you here today. Subsequently a citizens’ petition was filed with the Environmental Quality Board requesting an environmental assessment worksheet, or an EAW.  In 2004 an EAW for the project was prepared which described only 49 units.  Presumably the number of units was reduced to avoid a more detailed environmental impact statement, or an EIS.  Based largely on comments received as a result of that EAW, the County Board approved the Shady Lawn conditional use permit with twenty conditions that they apparently felt were necessary to mitigate the impacts of that project.  As the staff report indicated, in 2007 Mr. Lesage requested that several of those twenty conditions be amended in exchange for reducing the number of RV units from 49 to 40.  Conditions that were changed included: relocating and reconfiguring the docking system from that which had been approved, allowing the use of the docking system with thirteen mooring slips for rental water craft as well as used by RV units in the first tier.  I might point out that that was contrary to advice of the Environmental Services Office and legal counsel who pointed out that the Ordinance only allows use by first tier units. Another condition that was changed was allowing an additional communal fish cleaning house in addition to the shed, shuffleboard court, well house, and game room that were all allowed in the conditional use permit.  Another was deleting a condition to operate between May 1st and September 30th so owners could keep their RVs there during the winter.  Changing a condition that prohibited accessory structures to allow one 8' x 12' shed for each unit, allow up to 400 ft.² of decks and platforms for each unit rather than the 8' x 26' or 208 ft.² that had been required in the condition.  It deleted their destruction on the maximum size of 12' x 38' for RVs and allowed 27 temporary tent sites.  Another condition that was changed was allowing boat trailers to be parked in a parking area rather than by individual sites.  Another was increasing the size of the shore impact area that would not have to be allowed to revert to a natural state from 100 feet to 200 feet of shoreline.  And the last was deleting a condition that required gravel pads underneath dwelling units. So eight of the twenty conditions were either eliminated or changed in exchange for reducing the number of RV units from 49 to 40.  At the 2007 hearing, Mr. Lesage commented that we are willing to reduce the number of RV units provided that our other requests and changes to the conditional use permit are granted.  Now Mr. Lesage wants not only those changes, but also the original 49 units.  That would seem to be a breach of an agreement made in good faith.  I would recommend that Mr. Lesage be held to his agreement and that the number of RV sites not be increased to 49.  

Ruhnke:  Anyone else wish to comment?  

Ed Mutsch:  Yeah my name is Ed Mutsch.  I live at 18401 Elk Drive, Nevis, Minnesota.  That address happens to be on the 5th Crow Wing Lake where this Shady Lawn RV park is.  My wife and I are permanent, year round residents there and we have lived there since before the RV park development park was established.  As we have sat there at a fairly high elevation with a good view of the entire lake, we have watched the recreational density increase enormously over the nearly nine years that we have been there to the point where I seriously question whether or not at times of peak activity it is really safe for many of the people that are out there.  I have large numbers of boaters pulling water skiers or other types of recreational craft as the same time you have recreational boaters and other people out there fishing and as I somewhat sardonically say to my wife from time to time, perhaps we should approach the County of the DNR and see if they could put out some form of water semaphores out there to help direct traffic.  So that is maybe another way of saying that I am totally agree with the Planning, with the remarks of Planning Commission Cole that were made a few minutes ago that there may be density requirements on the land and I do believe that somewhere there are some guidelines for density requirements on the water, but no regulations that I am aware of.  Nonetheless hopefully above and beyond regulations we should be able to rely sometimes on common sense and practicality.  Furthermore, Mr. Lesage in a letter that he wrote to the ESO office in September of 2007 somewhat tasibly or implicitly agreed with those people who criticized the development on water density grounds as he agreed to reduce the number of units from 49 to 40 if in fact he could be granted some of these additional concessions that he was seeking in 2007.  Some of which I might add that were granted were at variance and in opposition to both the Shoreland Management Ordinance and the recommendations of the ESO office.  So in light of those considerations, it does not seem to me to be a wise decision to allow this to go from 40 to 49 given the additional likelihood and admittedly this is speculation, I can see the likelihood that in a fairly short time two years, three years, four years we will probably be here again looking at a request to go from 49 to 55 or some other number.  In light of those remarks, it would be my strong recommendation that the Planning Commission deny this request.  Thank you for your attention.  

Ruhnke:  Any other comments from the audience?  Any comments from the Planning Commission?   

Buitenwerf:  I would give Mr. Forbes an opportunity to present his application too, Bob.

Ruhnke:  Yes.  How about you answering to some of the questions here, comments.

Scott Forbes:  Some of the amendments would probably be beneficial.  Like before, we couldn’t use a shed per say at RV sites.  It would be, I think, to everybody’s best interest to let people use a shed versus letting things lay out like gas cans and mowers and what not to take care of their own sites, let rake handles lay out for endangerment.  We did it for a purpose of keeping the visual aspects of the park clean and looking nice.  We didn’t do to, you know, create an erosion problem.  I think things put away and inside of a building look better and is probably better for the environment than sitting out.  The 200 feet we use along the lakeshore is of 1050 feet or so which is not a very large number in anybody’s view.  All the other parts of the lakeshore are back to natural state.  In fact, I replanted that and put it back into a natural state so it would be non-maintained which I feel is a lot easier for myself included.  The area that was added was the actual sand beach that has been there since probably the first resort started.  It is a brick retaining wall and a sand beach area.  That was the added 100 feet besides the dock space that we use.  The dock space, the amendment was actually the dock went out and over a lily pad area that is very dense with vegetation and very shallow, very mucky, but probably a better environment for fish, ducks and what not; we turned it to the left which headed towards the beach area which consolidated this area instead of extending it 300 feet to the right and then the beach area going to the left. It was just a consolidation of it to keep it in one confined area instead of spreading it throughout.  So a lot of these amendments were in benefit to all concerned and not necessarily as some way of us manipulating or trying to make it better for us.  We were looking out for all concerned.  There was a lot of pressure at the time to reduce lots and a lot of, I felt, unnecessary pressure from certain individuals.  I had a lot of visits.  I had a lot of contact from people that I felt was unnecessary.  We felt pressured into the situation.  We wouldn’t have wanted to lose nine sites at any point if they are already installed in the ground and we have an EAW that shows other data than what they are specifying.  We just chose to do it to move ahead in the process to get away from this process that they were trying to push upon us.  At this point, we have felt that we have met all of those needs and have run a very clean park.  If there is a lot of boat activity out there, I think it is due to the holiday weekend.  That is when I noticed heavy boat traffic and I think that’s current with any lake.  You can go out on about any lake and all the grandkids are up at their grandparents’ place and they are going to be out on the lake, but throughout the rest of the season, our boats really are pretty stationary out the lifts.  There are some that don’t even get used.  I don’t know why they put them out.  As far as a large number of people in our park being boaters, it is not necessarily true.  Most of our people are 50 years old and older, semi-retired and they probably care more about their grass than going out on the lake.  They just like the serenity and peace and quiet.  The nine lots we are looking for are already in the ground.  They have been in the ground and we are not going to disturb it.  The closest lot to the lake is 620 feet to the shore.  It is that far back, third tier.  The one lot that we are going to dig in is even further back in fourth tier.  We wouldn’t disturb anything to really open these sites.  We are not looking to manipulate the ground.  If there are any other questions, I would be more than happy to answer some.

Ruhnke:  Yes.

Ed Mutsch:  Would I be permitted to direct a question to the ESO office?

Ruhnke:  Yes.

Ed Mutsch:  Eric I would just like to ask.  I assume and trust that as a part of evaluating this sort of a petition, you take a look at whether in fact conditions that previously existed have in fact been met.  For example there was a, one of the conditions in the CUP had to do with a vegetative buffer; another had to do with water management and I am not implying that they haven’t been followed, but I am asking the question whether that is part of your regular procedure to look at and ensure that previous agreements have been implemented as a condition of additional amendments?  As they say, I will quit now and take my answer off the air.  

Ruhnke:  Any other comments?  

Buitenwerf:  The property, as best our office is aware at this time and at the time of application, is in compliance with the conditions of the permit as well as the Ordinance.  Mr. Forbes does a very good job of managing the property and ensuring that the tenants or guests however you phrase the folks that make use of the property have the required permits for the various sites so.

Ed Mutsch:  Thanks.

Ruhnke:  Are you the owner of the property?

Scott Forbes:  Part owner yes.  

Ruhnke:  Part owner.  Who’s the other?

Scott Forbes:  There is an investment group that owns parts.

Ruhnke:  Any other questions from the Planning Commission.  

Ed Mutsch:  One more comment here, I guess.

Doc Carlson:  A real small one.  I will go fast.  Are you the owner or the manager?

Scott Forbes:  Both.

Doc Carlson:  So you bought into it after this was established?

Scott Forbes:  Correct.

Doc Carlson:  I guess my only other comment is that I strongly suggest that an agreement is an agreement.  I didn’t know that we just threw them away willy nilly.  I think we should go back and abide by the original agreement which both sides took part in and went along with.  Thank you very much.

Buitenwerf:  Doc, would you state your name and address for the record please.

Doc Carlson:  I am Doc Carlson.  I live on 5th Crow Wing in Nevis.

Ruhnke:  Any other comments from the Planning Commission?  Sally?

Shearer:  Doug gave quite a list of the conditions and then in that I mean he stated that there was the agreement of these conditions, hmm how do I want to put that?  If these conditions were met, there would only be the 40 lots, is that correct?  Is that what you had stated?  So if, does that mean that when they met those conditions, they could ask to increase or does that mean that 40 lots is it but you have to meet these conditions?

Ruhnke:  Eric is probably the one that can answer that.

Buitenwerf:  The permit was amended in ‘07 and several of the conditions that had been in place from the original permit were modified. That doesn't preclude the owner or any future owner from coming in at a latter date and asking for any of those conditions to be amended. The County is required to consider that request and take action on it. So there's nothing that says what was agreed to at some point in time cannot be adjusted just like the ‘07 permit.   Adjustments were made because it was found after a couple years of operation that the conditions on the 2005 permit were not all realistic. So I think to lock something in always to a given point in time is not always the most prudent thing to do.

Ed Mutsch:  I would not disagree with that, but by the same token, I would stress and emphasize that some of the modifications that were made were in opposition to the ESO office recommendations.  I think that's worth keeping very much in mind as well.

Ruhnke:  And because your comment was made about your name and address, would you give it to us please?

Ed Mutsch:  Yes.  The name is still Ed Mutsch at 18401 Elk Drive, Nevis.

Shearer:  So what is being said is that the original request at 49 units was denied and 40 units was accepted. But those conditions had to be met.  Now as Doc said that this is an agreement, but is that a binding agreement which Eric says it is not.  Any landowner or previous owners can come back and request the change.

Unnamed Audience Member:  Nothing here is a binding agreement.

Shearer:  Right.  Right. 
Johnson:  But the 49 weren’t denied.  It was mitigated afterwards.

Shearer:  I just want to make sure that by accepting the 49, we aren’t going back and saying hey wait a minute, they said 40 and that’s all you can have.  Any citizen has the right to come back in and ask for more and then as Eric pointed out the land density can require up to 73.  Now I am going to go back to Jerry which I totally agree.  Land density is fine, but it never takes in account the lake density.

Cole:  Exactly.  

Shearer:  I have been on a very small lake…

Ed Mutsch:  Which 5th is.

Shearer:  And have seen opening fishing day that has been packed with boats.  We don’t stop the public from the density of the lake, but when you have a landowner and try and work in the lake density with how many people from that particular acres of land to use it. I don't know the answer to that one.  Granted the majority of the activities are on holiday weekends. We see that on many lakes again witnessing to small lakes; July 4th or Memorial weekend. I mean from the jet skis to the skiers it is really busy, but then you have some nice weekends where it's nice and quiet.

Krueger:  Well lake density isn't an issue that is in the Ordinance right now.  Why should Mr. Forbes be held hostage to the idea of lake density?

Shearer:   No it isn’t.  It is just that, that’s a whole different ball game.  

Krueger:  That was what all of the pressure was about. 

Shearer:  Well and the lake density, or the density does not take in the lake so I mean it is of the land so I mean that is the way this goes.

Krueger:  And why should he be held to that?

Shearer:  I know.  I am just making comments.

Krueger:  That is what I am trying to do too.  

Shearer:  Anyway that is just a comment of clarification.

Cole:  So the only condition you are looking at to change is from 40 to 49?  You aren't going to reconsider any of the other conditions that were granted in the 2007 meeting?

Ruhnke:  I think that's the only thing we can consider is this one right now.

Cole:  Okay so that’s it?

Ruhnke:  Yes.  

Cole:  No other concessions be made by the owners of the land.

Buitenwerf:  They aren’t required to.  They can ask to amend any of the conditions and then it is the County’s job to consider their request…

Cole:  I understand that Eric, but back in 2007 that was just different.  They said they would  go to 40, but to do that we are going to an want this, this and this and what I am saying is that okay now you want to go back to 49.  Are you going to give us back this, this, this and this?

Ruhnke:  Doc did you have another comment.

Doc Carlson:  Yes.  I apologize I said that my last one was the last one, the first one was the last one, but this is real quick.  It was mentioned that density is not considered, boat density is not considered, and it should be and it can be here.  You have the opportunity to consider boat density which is greatly increased.  Boat density should be considered too.  It isn’t just a boat.  It used to be four or five or ten years ago they would have a half a dozen small fourteen foot aluminum boats with six horse power motor.  Now we have 250 horsepower you know dragging skiers up and down there.  It is much more dangerous.  No one has been hurt, but I will tell you it isn’t just the holidays.  There is, at three o’clock when workers are off, it really does increase it present time to an astronomical number of boats out there sometime.  It doesn’t have to be considered, but it can be considered and I am asking you to consider boat density.  Thank you.

Ruhnke:  Doug another comment?

Doug Kingsley:  Yeah this is a little bit different.  I would point out that boat density, I am Doug Kingsley again, I am sorry.  I would point out that boat density is a consideration in the EAW that was prepared.  Those twenty conditions that were  placed on this project in 2005 were a result of those considerations from that EAW and boat density was one of those considerations.  Eight of those twenty conditions were relaxed or eliminated in 2007 in concession for decreasing the number of units.  Now that might not be a legally binding agreement, but I think it is an ethically binding agreement.  Thank you.  

Ruhnke:  What does the Planning Commission wish to do on this?

Krueger:  I will make a motion to approve the application as presented.  

Clairmont:  I will second it.  

Ruhnke:  Seconded by Terry.

Clairmont:  Yeah.

Ruhnke:  Now we have to do the uh…

Buitenwerf:  Findings.

Ruhnke:  The findings of fact before we get to vote on this.  1. Is the requested use consistent with public health, safety, and welfare?  Why or why not?

Cole:  I would answer that no in as much as the comments we have heard from the audience with the increased boat traffic on a small lake, there is the possibility of injuries, possibilities of problems.  

Ruhnke:  Any other comments on this?

Krueger:  I would answer it yes because we are addressing the density on the lake or I mean the land and like Jerry even said, there haven’t been any injuries.

Johnson:  I would also answer yes because he needs to follow the State of Minnesota’s rules also so the Department of Labor and Industry, that’s beyond this.

Cole:  One other comment, there was one incident that was turned into the Sheriff’s office the first year that they were there of a boat going through the channel at a high speed and running other boats into the shoreline.  So there is an issue.  

Krueger:  Every lake in the County would get that.  We have had that on our lake all of the time.  

Cole:  Do you have a small channel leading between two lakes?

Krueger:  Yup.

Johnson:  Well any lake that has a public access, how are you going to control the density of the boats on the lake?

Cole:  Well you can’t control that.

Johnson:  No you can’t.

Cole:  But you can control the people that live on the lake.  

Ruhnke:  The answer is yes then?  

Buitenwerf:  It sounds like I would start by calling a vote either for yes or for no and see how that vote goes and then depending on what the vote is then develop your  answers why or why not.

Ruhnke:  All in favor of yes raise your hand please?  No all in favor say no.  Seven to one is that right?  

Buitenwerf:  Yup.

Ruhnke:  Okay.  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.  We have been on the site and I didn’t see any erosion problems.  They are controlling it quite well.  They have got 800 feet out of a 1000 that are natural lake front.

Ruhnke:  And why or why not, did you answer that part?

Krueger:  I will go with what I just said.

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

Krueger:  Yes.

Ruhnke:  Why or why not?

Shearer:  Limited removal of foliage.

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

Shearer:   Yes.  No floodplain. 

Cole:  There isn’t any floodplains in the County, is there?

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?	
Krueger:  I would say yes.  
Ruhnke:  Why or why not?
Krueger:  I would say that they have restored previous, some of it, you know the buffer zone has been restored some of it.  They have addressed erosion problems.
Johnson:  This is all existing and it is Tier four.
Krueger:  Yup.  All of this stuff is in Tier four.  
Ruhnke:  Okay.  6. Is the site in harmony with existing and proposed access roads?
Krueger:  I guess there are no additional roads being added.
Ruhnke:  7. Is the requested use compatible with adjacent land uses?	
Shearer:  Yes, next door is a resort.  
Krueger:  And this has been a resort for prior, for many years before.  
Ruhnke: 8. Does the requested use have a reasonable need to be in a shoreland	         
location?	
Johnson:  Yes it is part of the existing RV campground or RV Estate.  
Ruhnke:  9. Is the amount of liquid waste to be generated reasonable and the 
proposed sewage disposal system adequate to accommodate such?   
Krueger:  Yes.  The ESO office has the plans on file and I think everything is in place already, isn’t it?
Ruhnke:  10. Will the visibility of structures and other facilities as viewed from 
public waters comply with Section 901 of the Ordinance?
Krueger:  Yes, none of these new sites will be seen from the lake.
Ruhnke:  11. Is the site adequate for water supply and on-site sewage treatment
systems?	
Johnson:  Yes.  In order to do it, they have to follow the state rules.
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?          

Cole:  I would have to answer that no again, but it isn’t going to go very far.  More boats on a small lake and you are just asking for a disaster.  

Ruhnke:  Any other comments?

Johnson:  I will say yes because it may be a bunch of seniors that don’t use the lake.  And so it will be fine.  

Krueger:  Yup.  And there really is no documentation.

Shearer:  Jerry, I understand that, but I don’t know how to get around it.  Because if you have 360 acres abutted up to a 1500 feet of shoreline, it’s the density of that land versus the public water.  And then if you have a 40 acre lake with you know twenty acres is a designated lake, so you have a 40 acre lake and it has a public access, how are you going to even determine who uses the lake?  All the people from this 360 acres that are living on there or the public?  How do you say yes and no?

Cole:  Well it is a difficult thing.  However the one thing we can control is the use of the lake from the RV park.  We can’t control it from the public access.  So if you have fewer people on the RV park, logically you would have fewer boats on the lake.  

Williams:  But I would say that we can’t discriminate against one group of people over another group of people and that’s what we would be doing if we did this.

Shearer:  Public versus yeah, how do you define that?  Saying okay here is a resort and you have got 400 people in the season that are using this lake and we only are going to allow you 200 people to use the lake, but then you have the public that comes in and you can’t discriminate and say okay only 200 people from public can come in.  

Cole:  No.  You can’t.

Shearer: I don’t know how you can define that, but I understand.  The density of a lake if it is a small lake it really really has potential with the abuse and the use.  I understand that, but I don’t know the answer.  

Ruhnke:  Okay, let’s take a vote on this then.

Doc Carlson:  Am I out of line at this time?
Ruhnke:  I think so.  Doc we are working on this.

Doc Carlson:  Well I have a specific question about the question.  

Ruhnke:  Go ahead.

Doc Carlson:  Are you trying to answer this question or are you trying to manipulate the answer?  Going to you.

Shearer:  If you are asking me, I guess I am trying to answer the question.  I certainly had no intent in doing any manipulating.

Doc Carlson:  Can I hear the question again?  Maybe I misunderstood it.

Shearer:  I don’t know, I don’t know, I don’t understand how…

Doc Carlson:  No I would like to hear it from Bob.

Shearer:  Oh.  Oh his question.  I am sorry.

Ruhnke:  Item 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?

Doc Carlson:  Okay what I am asking you is are you answering that question?  You want him to read it again?  Or are you manipulating that answer to get through the process?  You have to answer this as Mr. Cole did.  This is one specific question.

Shearer:  My answer would be yes.  We cannot determine who will be using that lake at any given time from the RV park.  It is impossible to make that determination.  So the answer is yes.  

Ruhnke:  Let’s go back and take a vote on it.  All in favor say aye.  Opposed?

Cole:  Aye.

Scott Forbes:  Do you mind if I comment on the access part?  At least with the public access, I don’t see anybody on staff or in the neighborhood checking the boat, offering a water hose, or having one even plugged in.  Our site, our ramp is monitored by myself, my wife, even my kids know that a weed shouldn’t hang off a boat and they are three and six.  They will come screaming bloody murder if they see it.  I think it is a lot safer having people entering and exiting my style of area versus a public launch.  I wouldn’t allow somebody to come in and put the lake in danger of any other invasive weeds or anything.  It wouldn’t be advantageous to me to have people spreading disease in the lake or any of the lakes up here.  It wouldn’t benefit anybody in any form.  I don’t think that is the case.  As far somebody acting up on the lake, if they come in on a public access maybe somebody might call them in and turn them in, but if I see something I don’t like, which I have in the past, I will definitely make mention that doesn’t happen here on 5th Crow Wing.  I do watch what goes on and I do pay attention to boats and trailers coming in and out of our access.  That is part of my livelihood.  

Ruhnke:  Okay.  If the answer to the finding of fact criteria are yes by a majority vote

Krueger:  I think we have to do the why or why not to that one?

Ruhnke:  Huh?  

Krueger:  The why or why not for the last one?

Ruhnke:  Oh the why or why not. Okay.  I thought there was a lot of discussion on that one already.  

Buitenwerf:  It would be helpful to have it clarified that that is your reason given.

Krueger:  Well I say the key word was safely and as Mr. Forbes was indicating, he is very heavily controls who goes in and goes out.  In fact, he gave an example of the jet skis.  You tell them not to use them.

Scott Forbes:  I don’t like them at all.

Krueger:  Well jet skis can come in the public access and there is no control at all.

Scott Forbes:   I can’t control.  I can’t control that either.

Krueger:  He can’t control it, but you can control what goes through the resort.  And that’s, I think that’s a good thing as far as safety goes. 

Ruhnke:  Okay let’s get back to this.  If all answers to the findings of fact questions are yes by a majority vote, the criteria for granting a conditional use permit have been met.  The conditional use permit will maintain the goals of safety, health and general welfare of the public.  Okay, next item, Shoreland Management Amendment Sections 701 and 801.7.

Buitenwerf:  Bob we need to take a vote on the matter before we move.

Shearer:  We didn’t vote.  We have a motion on the floor.

Ruhnke:  Oh.  Okay.  All in favor say aye?  Opposed.

Cole:  Aye.

Buitenwerf:  It passed.  
Scott Forbes:  Thank you gentlemen.  Any other questions for me?

Buitenwerf:  See you at the County Board meeting next Wednesday.  

Ruhnke:  Shoreland Management Ordinance amendments: Sections 707.1 and 801.7.  
Buitenwerf:  Yeah the County Board on these two items asked that the Planning Commission take a look at them and work up a recommendation and the, I will start with 707.1 first to give you the background on this section.  This section has to do with the unimproved lots of record that were created prior to 1971.  That is when the Shoreland rules took effect and there are certain criteria that are to be met in order for these lots to be developed.  By developed meaning that you are able to place a structure on them.  707.2 deals with lots that were created from 1971 to 1991 and the reason I mention that other section is for comparison purposes as to what each section allows.  707.1 the pre 71 lots if you meet certain criteria of a certain lot width and you are able to meet setbacks from the lake and the property lines for a structure and a septic system you are allowed to build a residential structure on the lot by permit if you meet those criteria.  If you want to build any other type of structure on that type of lot, even if you can meet setbacks, it requires that you go through a variance process.  Conversely 707.2 for lots created from ‘71-‘91 if they meet the minimum lot width criteria as well as the setback criteria are allowed to build any type of structure on the lot by permit.  So they could build a garage or a storage building on the lot assuming it is a permitted structure and not have to go through a variance where as if the lot was made prior to ‘71 they would have to go through a variance.  Some examples of both sides of the issue for you to consider would be on the 707.1 lots we have a lot of those that are 50 foot wide and you see a lot of back lots, non riparian lots that were never improved.  Someone purchases that and they have got a lake lot that isn’t large enough to accommodate a garage and they want to build a garage on the back lot.  Well currently they have to go through a variance process in order to do that whereas someone with a lot created after 1971 if they comply with the criteria could build a garage on that type of a lot by permit.  So the question is we don’t know for sure whether, what, if that was the intention when the language was written to differentiate that way or if it was just a typo, but the effect of the wording is that there is a difference in what people have to do depending on when the lot was created.  The County Board wanted to bring that issue to the Commission to have you discuss it and decide if the language as it stands is good and leave it alone or if you would like the two to be brought into alignment by either allowing any type of structure to be built on a 707.1 lot or if you want to change 707.2 to tighten up the types of structures that can be built there.  On the other side of the coin, you have got neighbors who would potentially have concern of someone taking a bare lot next door and just putting up a storage building or a garage.  Their concerns would be aesthetics and potential for property values to be affected by that.  So that is the other side of the issue.  So I guess we can start with that one and then I will give you the background on the second item in 801.7 when we get this first one discussed.  
Ruhnke:  Any comments from the Planning Commission?
Cole:  Would there be some sort of issue with impervious surface when you get to the smaller lots?  The 25% rule would still be in effect so that if a guy came in for permit and he's going to build this humongous shed and he is going to use up more than 25%, he would still need a variance?
Buitenwerf:  That is correct.  The 25% impervious requirement would still apply to these lots.
Ruhnke:  Any other comments?  Any advice from the County Commissioners on this?  It's a difficult one.
Dick Devine:  Well I don't really consider it that difficult really.  I think it is almost to the point of, it's kind of silly really, I think the Board would like to see a change because it just doesn't make sense.  Well, actually, I mean, I can give you an example because it came up when I built a new storage, I own the three lots behind me and I needed a place for storage. So I wanted to build a nice little single garage type thing.  I came to the Eric’s office and I said I need a permit for this and they looked at it and said well actually the part of the lot that I was going to build on I could put it outside of the shoreline and then they said you won’t have to worry about that.  Okay so that’s great.  So I thought the building now well then I go to Todd Township and I say I'm going to put this building there, do I need a permit?  They say well we have this rule you can’t build anything but a house on your lot.  I have three acres there, but I can’t build a garage on it. I have to build a house on it.  So I said I will move it then.  I am the only one I know of that actually deliberately got in the shoreline so that I was within 1000 feet of the lake. Then I could get a permit from Eric to build my garage.  It is ridiculous. I mean, I was building a nice building.  I was putting it on, where I had plenty a room. Todd Township essentially has kind of adopted that and I don't quite really know why but they have it there. So from my perspective, it just doesn't make sense you know as long as you are building a nice building that meets all the qualifications, there's no reason why you can't build it.  That's my opinion. 
Ruhnke:  Unintelligible.  Eric what’s your recommendation on this?
Buitenwerf:  It needs to be brought into alignment.  It seems ridiculous to make people go through the variance process to put a garage up on a back lot, but you do have a few instances where it does make sense for a variance to be used if somebody had a lake lot and there's a house on either side, and they want to stick a garage up in between. I can see where the neighbors would take issue with that. So this is a case of you know like what Dick mentioned, that's it's hard to write a rule that can factor in all of the possible scenarios to differentiate between when it's not an issue and when it might be, but I would say if you were to look at the majority of the cases, the majority are going to be where it's not an issue.  So if you look at the wording, you can see that in 707.1 it says residential building site and in 707.2 it says building site.  Now that could've just been typo years ago, but we're now dealing with the effects of that. So I would say to make them both allow, just strike residential from 707.1 and say building site on both.  That appears to be the best way to go. And this will go through the public hearing process eventually and the public will be able to weigh in on that and then we will have a better feel for where the majority of folks fall, but I know our office is dealt with. Most people when they hear about that distinction say that's ridiculous and it makes no sense and it needs to be changed. So that's the impetus for the change.
Ruhnke:  I wonder if the office is able to handle that then Eric?
Buitenwerf:  Well, as much as I would like to, I can't just disregard the wording so that's what has to be changed.
Ruhnke:  Okay.  Can we get a motion to that effect?
Shearer:  In a moment.
Ruhnke:  Sally?
Shearer:  I think that that was probably typed in there without much thought as residential meaning home and not you know a garage.  A garage is part of your home.  You need a garage, well sometimes.  So I agree.  Delete the word residential and put building sites in there.  But I had another thought when reading through this and it was at that 25% maximum impervious surface coverage shall be less than 25%.  What if, so that means it’s 24.999.  It can’t be at 25% or is that your intent?  25% or less.
Buitenwerf:  I got to flip to that section a second to see how it is worded to be able to tell you that.  It is not to exceed 25% so it would be up to
Shearer:  So it can’t be up at 25%?
Buitenwerf:  Well it can.
Krueger:  It still would be less than.
Cole:  Not to exceed is the way it is worded.
Johnson:  It could be up to 25%.
Buitenwerf:  Right.  
Shearer:  Well that’s not what this says.
Krueger:  This one says maximum impervious surface cover has to be less than 25%.
Cole:  They are worse than me.  
Shearer:  So you said it was not to exceed 25%?
Williams:  Well in the Ordinance it says must be less than 25%.
Buitenwerf:  It says, yeah I see what you are referring to in 707.1 but it is another case of somebody in the past wasn't as detailed, focused as they probably ought to be because the parent language is in Section 903.  No excuse me 902, no wait 904. 904 Item 6 impervious surface coverage on lots must not exceed 25% of the lot area . And that's the source so 707.1 is referencing that so

Shearer: Okay that’s the verbiage.  Okay.

Cole:  Could we change the wording in 707.1 to read the same?

Shearer:  It should be the same.

Buitenwerf:  Yeah it should be that would be my recommendation so that is a good catch.

Cole:  Because I think you know when they come to get a building permit your guys take a look at this stuff to begin with and if somebody's gonna put a dancing all in the middle of somewhere that you use your heads too.

Shearer:  There have been fights over six inches.  

Ruhnke:  Do we want a motion Eric on the recommendation or what?

Buitenwerf: Well I need to know, yeah somehow how the Commission would like to proceed on that item so we know what to prepare for future meetings.

Shearer:  Well those were the, I mean I think it reads fine the 707.1 and 707.2.  So I would make a motion to accept the changes from residential to building and from shall be less than to not to exceed or verbiage of 904.6.

Buitenwerf:  904.6

Cole:  I would second that motion.

Ruhnke:  All in favor say aye.  Opposed?

Buitenwerf:  Okay the second item is Section 801.7.  This is another one that kind of falls in line with common sense with bringing the Ordinance more into alignment with that.  It is hard to guess what the thinking was back when this was first inserted into the ordinance. My guess was assumptions were made as to whether septic systems could be installed in accessory buildings or not, and the assumptions were false thinking that they weren't allowed. And nowhere in the ordinance does it say that you can have a bathroom in a woodworking shop or have an external bath house in a resort that is rustic campsites and you want to have a bathhouse for people to shower and use the bathroom facilities so a year or two ago we had the legal counsel review that verify that that was correct as to how the ordinance operates and so since then we have been allowing people if they have an accessory structure and you want to have a bathroom in your word working shop, that you are able to do so.  801.7 has language that specifically speaks to garages and limits a garage to only have a two inch gray water line, meaning you can have a sink in your garage, but you can't have a toilet.  So currently if you can have a toilet in any other type of accessory structure so long as it isn't being used as a dwelling unit because there is density standards in the ordinance as to when you can or cannot have the guest cottage on your property, it seems ridiculous to say if you call it a woodworking shop, you can have a toilet, but if you say it's a garage, you can’t.  There are instances where somebody's garage is quite a ways away from the house or even if it isn't, and you're working in there and doing things you typically associate with the garage, you have got oil or dirt on you and the wife or whomever may not appreciate you traipsing into the house to go use the restroom.  So then the alternative is the gentleman goes outside somewhere and that’s not necessarily what we want to do so it seems as though we are steering people away from the preferred way of dealing with their need to use the facility and so the office would say, to just strike that item seven and let somebody have a toilet in a garage the same as any other accessory structure.  We either need to do that or we need to somehow regulate all accessory structures, but this difference between the garage and some other type of building is dumb and what causes some people to do is to say well it is not a garage, it is a whatever.  We then are put in the place of having to somehow have the resources to run around and get into arguments of defining what a structure is or isn’t and people come up with very creative ways of putting a garage door on or not on and using some other type of door to bring the car in and so we are just trying to avoid the Mickey Mouse stuff because that’s what drives people nuts with rules.

Cole:  I think we have good regulations on septic and it takes a long time to grow up a big enough elm tree to take care of not having one in your garage if you know what I mean.  

Ruhnke:  Jerry do you have any comments?

Novak:  Well, if we allow them to put a toilet in their garage, would two inch sewer line be adequate to handle that, or would they have to go to a three inch?

Buitenwerf:  You would want at least a three or probably a four.  Tim could tell you.

Johnson:  Minimum is three inch for up to two toilets.

Cole:  And that is covered by the Septic Ordinance too isn’t it?

Ruhnke:  If we just deleted that two inch gray water line, would that take care of it?

Buitenwerf:  Well , like I said, one option is to get, just strike that item seven all together and then whenever the Ordinance is silent on something it the standard of law is that that means that that something is allowed.  An ordinance has to specifically regulate something or say something is not allowed. Otherwise, the default is that that something is allowed. So either you would strike this and then people could have toilets in the garage just like in any other type of accessory building or I would say changes to regulate all accessory structures the same.  Whether you do that as saying that toilets are allowed or whether you say no toilet is allowed. You can only have gray water or however you do it, but I would remove the distinction between garages and other accessory buildings and it is up to you obviously whether you would allow a toilet in all the structures or if you want to somehow regulate the types of septic facilities allowed in those buildings, but it seems I mean we haven't a lot now with guest cottages where it's impossible for us to go out and police whether people have or don't have a guest cottage and people come in all the time and say that it is some other type of structure, and no there is not going to be a guest cottage there and you go out there a couple years later and poof guess what there is one so you know we would have to have a staff of 50 running around all of the time doing that and I don't know if that's what the County wants to be doing.  I don't know if that's a wise use of our taxpayers’ resources.  That's the best background I can give you.  I am starting to repeat myself.

Johnson:  I agree with your proposed draft.  Number one the matter how many toilets you have people only go so much a day so if that was a concern on that toilet, that toilet is nothing for, I see you are putting in there though that it will trigger a compliance inspection in this proposed draft on the septic?  Provided that the system will comply with current sizing requirements for the so there's not an extra sizing to a bathroom  being somewhere because we go by the bedrooms so what you're saying though is if we do put a toilet in a garage, of course that would happen with the garage anyway in shoreland right?  Trigger a compliance inspection?

Buitenwerf:  No.

Johnson:  It doesn’t?  So this, by doing this it would?

Buitenwerf:  Well any time if there right now with the other accessory structures. If somebody wants to put the toilet in there, we just permit it and have a document basically documented through the permit that okay now this building has a toilet or a sink in it so we know that's our main reason.  Yeah it doesn't affect the sizing, but we want to make sure that the system that it is tying into is going to be compliant.

Novak:  Some of these garages have drains in them now and if they would want to add a toilet they would have to change their piping.

Cole:  Yeah.

Buitenwerf:  Yeah I mean there is no way around that.  

Novak:  Because I am sure that most of the drains have got a two inch pipe only.

Buitenwerf:  The floor drain cannot go into the septic system.  It has to discharge outside.  It is only septic waste that is allowed to go into septic system.

Novak:  So they would have to have a separate pipe anyway then.

Buitenwerf:  Yeah.  

Johnson:  Actually the State of Minnesota wants that out of the plumbing language any floor in the garage because it needs to have a flammable waste tank separator but at least we know that we don’t want it into the septic.  But everything from the septic tank and beyond is the Department of Health, the County doesn’t regulate that.  

Buitenwerf:  You mean the tank to the structure?  That no man land?  We are only dealing with, the septic only concerns the tank to the drainfield.  And the main reason this language was put in there initially it had more to do with not concern over a septic system being overused because of a toilet, it was excluding the toilet to prevent garages from turning into guest cottages so that was the main angle driving this language which is my best guess.  And like I said, I don't know if that's an effective deterrence since currently the other accessory buildings can use a toilet and it seems it’s the proverbial issue with zoning regulations of when do the minority that take advantage of the system cause you to have to write a regulation that then the majority who are you know law abiding folks then have to jump through a hoop.  So it is that balancing act between those two things.

Shearer:  So is a guest cottage under accessory structures?

Buitenwerf:  It is an accessory structure, but it has got, I don’t know how best to explain it, it has got specific language that regulates a guest cottage and distinguishes that as a type of accessory structure so there isn't any issue with that.

Shearer:  An accessory structure-do you have that defined?

Buitenwerf:  Yeah.  It is basically runs from anything from a doghouse to a garage.

Shearer:  Chicken coop.

Johnson:  Are you saying that we could probably eliminate the number seven?

Buitenwerf:  That is the office’s recommendation. 

Ruhnke:  Is this what the Planning Commission wishes to do?

Shearer:  I would make that motion yeah, to accept the proposed 801.7.

Johnson:  I’ll second that.

Ruhnke:  Second.  All in favor say aye.  Opposed?  Under miscellaneous, Eric do you have anything?

Buitenwerf:  Yeah I have got one item for you.  Take a copy of this and pass it around. This is an update to the meeting procedure that we make available to the public, but it would be good for everyone here to read through it and get yourself familiar with it.  We just want to make sure that the process as written on here is one that we follow.  It number one helps the meetings. Cole efficiently and effectively. And it's also what the public is aware of and is told that the meeting will be conducted according to so whenever we have that as their policy, it is important that we follow it.  It is nothing that we, it is the same procedure we have had in the past. We just changed on there that we had the language that if a disruptive individual is making commotion at a meeting to the point that they are harming the ability of the meeting to be conducted, then that person will be removed from the meeting.  That's not a violation of the person's right to attend a meeting.  Citizens are entitled to attend a meeting, but they are also thus obligated to conduct themselves in a reasonable manner and if they don't, then they are waiving their right to attend.  That has been cleared through the County Attorney.  I don't know if you have any questions about it. Otherwise it's you know the basic Robert’s rules of order concept as far as when, the main thing would be when public comment is accepted and when it isn't.  I would recommend from a staff standpoint we provide for public comment, but when that's ceased and there is no one that has further comment, then you close public comment and then people are not allowed to make comments as you go into your discussion of the motion, the findings of fact and your vote.  From that point on, it should be strictly amongst the Commission.  I think that will make things go a lot more smoothly and avoid some of the issues that we've had in the past like a few meetings it got kind of heated and I think following this procedure will help avoid some of that.

Devine:  Eric , I do have one point in regard to this because I am a firm believer in that you have to run meetings so that they are kept under control.  One of the things that I think allows them. And I saw happen a couple of times and I disagreed with the County Board Chairman because he has allowed some of this to happen but if somebody has material for the Board and you have in here that it should come the Wednesday before, there is nothing that I hate worse than somebody walking up when you are contemplating a decision in handing you eight sheets of paper and then they are going to read it to you and you are supposed to make a decision on it on the material they just handed to you.  I think that's something that we have to be very strict about.  People have material for the Board then they ought to have it here on time.  The Board to have the opportunity to read it over in peace and quiet so they know what it's all about cannot have somebody handed to you and then read it to you because I take real objection to that and I personally won't let it happen if I can because I don't think it's a good idea.

Buitenwerf:  I am glad that you mentioned that because that was one other thing that we clarified in here too was that written comments on any item on that month's agenda have to be submitted to our office by 4:30 on the Wednesday before the meeting.  It gives us time to be aware of what the comments are, make copies for distribution to you. If it's lengthy enough that that would be beneficial and then I can get that to the lot viewal committee for the Thursday when they go out into the site visit, and it also takes away an unfair tactic that is sometimes used where people will use that to stall an application if they bring in a hefty document and throw it down at the time of the meeting, they know there is no way that you or any other Board is able to review that in a reasonable time.  This will keep an applicant from having their item stalled out for a technical loop hole.  We are eliminating that loophole.

Krueger:  Are those documents allowed to become part of the record? 

Buitenwerf:  Yeah they are still a part of the record and that item. I checked with the County Attorney and he said there's no problem with that as long as that's your procedure and it's written and you adhere to it. And people have advance notice that they are to comply with that it is acceptable and we have had that in our public notices that we mail out to the surrounding land owners for quite a while. We will just be taking it a little bit to the next level as far as making that the policy for this Commission as well as the Board of Adjustment so we don't have people submitting stuff last-minute.

Cole:  I think you does answer my question if this was going to apply to the variance board and if it isn't it ought to.  

Shearer:  It has been in my experience that if any individual has material to present to any board, they need to be on that agenda and in order to be on that agenda, you have that time to call the office and request to be on the agenda, which is usually what, ten days before the meaning or when do you send these, maybe even a month.

Buitenwerf:  The agenda is set roughly about a month in advance in order to meet our noticing requirements for the press and the surrounding property owners.

Shearer:  I mean if you end up with an eight page packet, my experience with University of Minnesota Boards that would not be allowed to be presented.  You need to, I mean they are not disqualifying it, it is just that you need to be on the agenda to get that material presented.

Devine:  And it gets to be a bad habit.  When I first got on the school board, there were school board meetings that would run until one o'clock in the morning and I got to be the chairman and I said, you have the materials in the week before so that everybody can read them or you don't get on the agenda.  It only took a couple of months and then people did their things when they were supposed to do on.  If you let people do what they will do it. It just starts bad habits.  The County Board certainly for all the years that I've been on, it wouldn't let somebody walk up and throw you a packet on the table and say here. I'm gonna read this to you because that doesn't fly.  That is how people make bad decisions.

Shearer:  The only thing with us is that we have not had that happen here, but the only thing with us would be the public comment that you would get in just read that as further information, you know letters.
 
Cole:  We have been given legal briefs at the variance board meetings that some of our lawyer friends come up and pop in the face.  We vote at it at that time, but that’s really ridiculous.

Buitenwerf:  With this, you know the next few months will be holding people to this more and more so then we will thus be able to get any written materials that we receive comments photocopying and presented to you so that you are able to review it in advance to the meeting.  We will play with that, but it might be that I cease reading letters into the record during the public comment period for this meeting as well as the Board of Adjustment. Instead, I would just note that exhibits a through whatever, were written correspondence that were received and that the Commission or the Board of Adjustment have copies of that and were given them prior to the meeting and they have read those materials.  Those people are still entitled to come to a public hearing on the zoning matter and provide comment and that's what the five minute comment window is for and that is why it is held to five minutes.  There is only so many words that is somebody can utter in a comprehensible understandable way in five minutes.  So hopefully that allows the public to still participate, but not let some of the members of the public abuse the system.  We don't want the system abused by anyone.  We wanted to be a robust fair system that is fair to all parties on any side of an issue.

Krueger:  What if you had someone in the audience who came in who didn't have great oratory skills and they wanted to present their thoughts to the Board in a one-page letter that would be equal to a three minute talk into the microphone, would that be acceptable?

Buitenwerf:  If they submitted it by the 4:30 deadline on the Wednesday.

Krueger:  So they can do a three minute talk there, but they can't give a letter that would be in lieu of the three minute talk. 

Shearer:  Sure they can.  Doug did that today.  He read his statement.

Buitenwerf:  Well they can read it.  I mean if they wrote their comments and read from their comments in five minutes or less that would be fine. The other thing is that if somebody submits written comment when it comes to the meeting if they have submitted written comments. We don't want them then also to stand up and say read the letter that they turned in so that's where our giving you a copy of the letter. If you have somebody doing that you can say whoa wait a minute, ma'am or sir, we have received your letter, you are rereading that again and there is a need for that.  So that is where you know I don't know if you have to read this. Bob or whomever is chair every meeting. I would just say this meeting will be conducted in accordance with the meeting procedure that is on the back table and everyone is able to get a copy of.  Then it is their responsibility to read through that rather than take ten minutes every meeting to read it out loud to folks. That is what I would suggest to do.

Cole:  Do you need a motion on it? I don't think so.  I think it is just going to be a meeting procedure.

Devine:  I would like to see us establish a motion and I would make a motion to accept the ESO recommendation because I think it is a good idea to have.

Buitenwerf:  I would say that there is no harm and only benefit gained by officially having it on record that it has been accepted so that if anyone questions it as to whether or not the Commission said that, or staff did then we have that clear.

Cole:  I would second Commissioner Devine’s motion.  

Ruhnke:  Motion by Devine.  Motion by Jerry Cole.  All in favor say aye.  Opposed?  Eric do you have any other communications?

Buitenwerf:  The only one would be that we did not have any applications come in for October and since there was no tabling of any matter today, we will send out a memo but just as a heads up I don’t foresee us having a need for an October meeting.  

Ruhnke:  Can I get a motion to adjourn?

Clairmont:  Yup.

Ruhnke:  Second.

Novak:  Second.

Ruhnke:  All in favor say aye?  Let’s go then.  

[bookmark: _GoBack]Respectfully Submitted by,

Maria Shepherd
Recording Secretary
