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OFFICIAL MINUTES
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION MEETING
June 3, 2026

St. Michael Council Chambers		    			      	                         7:00 p.m.

PRESENT: Chair Brian Mielke, Vice-Chair Trevor Ash, Commission Members Lassana Bamba, Deborah Briggs, Michele Davies, and Shannan Marshall. Also present were Community Development Director Marc Weigle, Council Representative Tom Hamilton, and Associate Planner Joy Isaacson.  Commissioner Aaron Craig was excused.  Chair Mielke called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m., declaring a quorum present. The pledge of allegiance was said. 

Set Agenda.  Chair Mielke set the agenda.

Consent Agenda.  Commissioners Ash/Marshall moved to approve the consent agenda items including:  
· Minutes of the May 6, 2026, Planning Commission Meeting
All voted aye. 

Public Hearing – Conditional Use Permit – Telecommunications Tower – 9252 Division St E.  Chair Mielke opened the public hearing to consider a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) requested by Great Plains Towers, LLC, on behalf of Verizon Wireless, to construct and operate a 150-foot tall monopole telecommunications tower and associated equipment on an approximately 80-acre agricultural property at 9252 Division Street E.  

Community Development Director Marc Weigle reported that the property is zoned A-1, General Agriculture, where telecommunication towers are allowed by CUP. The proposed tower would be located within a 75’ X 75’ leased area. City ordinance requires towers over 75 feet in height to accommodate co-location by additional users. The proposed landscaping is intended to screen 6’ high around the perimeter of the lease area. Federal law limits local governments from denying telecommunications facilities based on radio frequency emission concerns when FCC standards are met. Staff determined the application met the requirements of the City’s zoning ordinance and prepared findings supporting approval.

Weigle stated the applicant would be able to provide additional information regarding the selection of the proposed tower location. He noted that, based on the information submitted, there are no existing structures or properties within the targeted coverage area that could accommodate the proposed telecommunications equipment. The nearest existing telecommunications tower is approximately 1.9 miles from the proposed site.  Weigle further noted that several large-lot residential properties are located to the east within the City of Hanover. Staff received a number of written comments regarding the application and distributed those materials to the Planning Commission prior to the meeting. Notice of the public hearing was mailed to all property owners within 350 feet of the subject property in accordance with State statute.

Marshall asked why that location was chosen on the parcel and if there was any way it could be relocated further to the west.  Mielke asked for clarification regarding federal regulations governing telecommunications facilities and whether local governments are required to reasonably accommodate such facilities and are limited in their ability to prohibit or unreasonably restrict their placement.

Mike Huizenga, applicant with Great Plains Towers, explained the process used to identify a potential tower location. He stated that Verizon Wireless identified a need for service coverage in the area and initially considered construction of a 300-foot guyed tower. Letters were sent to property owners within the target search area seeking interest in hosting the facility. After receiving no responses, he conducted additional outreach by visiting the area and speaking directly with property owners and found only one willing participant.
The property owner preferred the proposed location to avoid interference with farming operations. Surveying, FAA Review and FCC filings were completed once the proposed site was selected. Additional modifications were subsequently made following staff review of the application. He mentioned any relocation of the tower of more than 20 feet would require restarting portions of the approval process.
Briggs asked for clarification as to whether proximity to residential neighborhoods is a standard criterion considered during the location selection process. Huizenga confirmed that it is not.  Bamba asked whether relocating the tower would affect radio frequency coverage within the targeted service area and whether the same level of coverage could be achieved from an alternative location. Huizenga stated that he did not have specific engineering information available but believed that relocating the tower approximately 100 feet to the west would likely still meet the coverage objectives.  Mielke summarized Huizenga’s comments and the significance of the FAA 1A certification because there are several entities that must review and approve the proposed location.  Marshall asked why telecommunications towers are processed as a Conditional Use Permit if federal law limits a city's ability to deny them. Weigle explained the Conditional Use Permit process provides an opportunity for public input and allows issues or concerns to be identified and considered during the review process. Mielke added the Planning Commission may impose reasonable conditions on an approval, consistent with applicable regulations and City ordinance.

Mielke opened the hearing for public comment at 7:35 p.m. 

Dan O’Neil - 9495 Jandel Court NE, Hanover MN.  He spoke about concerns about the proximity of the location to the existing residential neighborhood, impacts to potential health concerns and neighboring property values. 

Matt Schnell - 259 Jandel Ave NE, Hanover MN.   He said everyone uses cell phones and is not opposed to a tower but feels it needs to be in a different location, not adjacent to a residential neighborhood. He asked for additional analysis to be done by the applicant, and other sites to be considered.

John Ganfield - 10171 Beebe Lake Road, Hanover, MN. He introduced himself as a Hanover City Council Member and said he was there to support their residents. He asked if any of the Commission members had visited the site because the Planning Commission has control of where the tower could ultimately be located. He requested the tower to be relocated near the house on the property and not adjacent to the existing residential homes to the east.

Gretchen Barrett - 10580 106th Avenue N, Hanover, MN. She introduced herself as a Hanover City Council Member and believes the tower would negatively affect the adjacent property owners, given the design. She agreed that cell towers are necessary, but not 200’ away from residential areas. 
Stephanie Dressen - 9530 Division Street E, Hanover, MN. She submitted petitions signed by residents opposing the proposed tower location. She presented photographs depicting views of the proposed site from her property and expressed concerns regarding the adequacy of the proposed landscaping and screening. Dressen stated that alternative locations should be considered and suggested the tower be relocated farther from existing residences and closer to existing tree cover.
Dressen also submitted materials for the Planning Commission's review addressing concerns related to aesthetics, property values, tower safety, health impacts, and alternative tower locations.
Dara Smith - 9495 Jandell Ct, Hanover MN.  She handed out a letter including 65 questions related to the proposed tower to the Planning Commission. She expressed concerns about decommissioning the tower with no financial guarantee required by the city. She cited several provisions of the city’s ordinance and requested the Planning Commission to Table this request until the applicant had an opportunity to respond to the questions contained in her submitted email.

Al Grove - 9401 Jewel Lane N, Maple Grove MN.  He asked the Planning Commission to consider if the Applicant did their due diligence in picking the location.

Anita Johnson - 218 Jandel Avenue NE, Hanover, MN. She said the Planning Commission should consider this property as Agricultural land that is prime for development and not for construction of a cell tower. She said a property owner should be able to choose if they want to purchase a house near a cell tower and that a cell tower shouldn’t be constructed in an area where homes already exist.

Kelcie Leines - 9173 Division Street E, Hanover, MN. She would like to request denial of the Conditional Use Permit for the tower to be relocated so it wouldn’t be visible from Division St N. She was opposed to the application for several reasons including visual impact, property values, and location near residential properties. If the application were to be approved she requested the tower and equipment to be relocated to the northwest corner of the property, away from existing residences; consideration of alternative locations on the parcel that minimize visibility from neighboring homes and Division Street E; reduction of the tower height to the minimum necessary to achieve the applicant’s service objectives; installation of year-round vegetative screening and a berm; route construction and maintenance traffic away from neighboring residential frontages.

Ben Larson - 9480 Jandel Ct NE, Hanover MN. He stated he spoke to neighbors opposing the location of the proposed tower due to visual and health impacts, and concerns of depreciation of property values. He asked the Planning Commission to take a precautionary approach and to reject the application.

Nick Raisanen - 179 Jandel Ave NE, Hanover, MN.  He said he hopes that other locations for the tower are considered because this is a bizarre site that doesn’t impact St. Michael residents.

Stehpanie Dressen spoke again mentioning a property on Beebe Lake Rd that is owned by the State of MN and already has a solar farm that could possibly be utilized as a tower location.

Justine Getty - 9679 Division St E, Hanover, MN. She said she is concerned about the visual impact and dangers of the proximity of the tower to people and animals.

Jolene Forsberg - 9490 Jandel Ct NE, Hanover, MN.  She asked if a less intrusive method could be utilized such as satellite stations or co-location on existing towers or buildings.
Huizenga spoke again in response to comments raised during the public hearing regarding health impacts, property values, and the proposed tower location. He referenced information from the World Health Organization and the American Cancer Society regarding radio frequency emissions and telecommunications facilities. He also provided information related to studies of property values in proximity to telecommunications towers.
Dan O’Neil spoke again and asked the Commission if they would buy a house with a cell tower behind it.  He also disputed the radio frequency data mentioned by the applicant.

Ben Larson spoke again and asked the Planning Commission to consider the proximity of the proposed tower location to the residential properties located east of the site. He expressed the opinion that alternative locations farther west on the property should be evaluated given the amount of available land on the parcel.

Kim Robinson - 9750 Division St E, Hanover, MN. She said she wasn’t aware of the proposal until someone knocked on her door and informed her.  She asked for the tower to be relocated not near residential properties. 

There being no additional public comments, Commissioners Ash/Marshall moved to close the public hearing at 8:42 p.m.  All voted aye.  
Mielke referenced existing utility infrastructure, including a transmission line corridor near Gutzwiller Park, and noted that residential development had occurred in proximity to that facility. He also discussed the possibility of requiring a condition related to tower lighting, subject to FAA requirements.
Huizenga informed the Planning Commission that the proposed tower would not require or include lighting. Mielke stated that the specific location of the tower on the property remained an important consideration and commented that additional outreach to neighboring property owners may have been beneficial during the application process.
Ash stated that he understood the concerns expressed by neighboring residents and noted that he had previously been involved in a similar telecommunications tower proposal while serving in a leadership role within a homeowner’s association. He stated that the tower was ultimately approved because it met the applicable requirements.  Marshall stated that she recognized the need for telecommunications infrastructure but supported tabling the application to allow additional review of potential alternative locations on the property, further evaluation of the City's ordinance, and additional information regarding potential impacts on surrounding property values. She indicated that other viable locations on the parcel may exist.  Ash stated that he agreed with Marshall's comments and supported providing additional time to explore alternative tower locations with the property owner. He also expressed support for additional landscaping and screening around the proposed facility.  Briggs agreed that additional review was warranted and stated that she would like further evaluation of the City's ordinance and the concerns raised during the public hearing.  Davies stated that she did not feel she had sufficient information to make a decision on the application at that time.  Bamba indicated his agreement with the comments made by the other commissioners regarding the need for additional information and review.  Mielke observed there appeared to be support among the Commission for tabling the application.

Commissioners Ash/Davies moved to table the Conditional Use Permit request.  All voted aye. 

Weigle stated staff would consult with the City Attorney regarding the statutory review timeline and whether an extension of the application review period would be required or if a special meeting would need to be scheduled, as the regular July Planning Commission meeting had been canceled due to the Fourth of July holiday.

[bookmark: _Hlk76569611]Public Hearing – Preliminary/Final Plat – The Point of St. Michael Second Addition.  Chair Mielke opened the public hearing to consider a Preliminary/Final Plat for The Point of St. Michael Second Addition. Weigle explained that the City's Economic Development Authority (EDA) is in the process of acquiring excess land from Highland Bank located at 113 Central Avenue E. The proposed plat would combine the excess land with adjacent properties to the south, creating a more cohesive redevelopment parcel and facilitating future redevelopment and marketing of the property. Weigle reviewed the proposed replatting and parcel combination. Commissioners had no questions regarding the application.

Mielke opened the hearing for public comment at 9:15 p.m.  There being none, Commissioners Ash/Briggs moved to close the public hearing at 9:15 p.m.  All voted aye. 

Commissioners Marshall/Briggs moved to recommend approval to the City Council of a Preliminary Plat and Final Plat for THE POINT OF ST. MICHAEL SECOND ADDITION prepared by Hakanson Anderson, and with the following conditions:
1. Cross drive aisle and parking easements shall be recorded in a form and substance approved by the City Attorney. 
All voted aye.
Site Plan – 12900 44th Court NE.  Weigle presented a Site Plan application submitted by Likewise Partners for a proposed 251,600-square-foot industrial building on a 13.46-acre lot within Naber Business Park. He explained that the Economic Development Authority (EDA) has entered into a purchase agreement with Likewise Partners and that the applicant was seeking Site Plan approval prior to marketing the property to prospective tenants or purchasers.  Weigle reviewed the proposed site plan, including building placement, access points, parking layout, and required setbacks. He also presented conceptual building elevations and noted that the proposed building meets the City's architectural standards and zoning requirements.
Ash noted that the property had previously consisted of two separate lots that were combined into a single larger parcel. Weigle confirmed that was correct.  Briggs and Marshall expressed support for the proposed development.  Davies asked whether additional screening would be provided along the north property line to reduce the potential impact of vehicle and truck headlights on the adjacent residential neighborhood. Staff and the applicant discussed screening considerations for the site.
Tim McShane, representing Likewise Partners, stated the company is excited about the opportunity to develop the property and is currently working with a prospective user seeking approximately 250,000 square feet of industrial space. He explained that obtaining Site Plan approval would provide assurance to prospective occupants that a building of that size has been reviewed and is acceptable under City standards.
Commissioners Briggs/Bamba moved to recommend approval to the City Council of a Site Plan for 12900 44th Court NE, consistent with the Site Plan and Elevation Rendering prepared by Pope Group, with the following conditions:
1. Site Plan approval shall be effective until July 21, 2029 (deadline to close is June 30, 2029);
2. Applicant shall enter into a Site Plan Agreement with the City prior issuance of a building permit;
3. All plans and improvements are subject to City Engineer and WSB (stormwater consultant) review, approval, and inspection;
4. All landscape, architectural and exterior lighting plans are subject to Community Development Director review and approval prior to issuance of a building permit, and shall be consistent with Naber Business Park PUD Standards and other ordinances;
5. Applicant shall pay sanitary sewer and water trunk fees over and above one (1) REU/acre at the time of Building Permit issuance as determined by the Building Official.
All voted aye.

Variance Discussion – PIDs 114-500-301102 and 114-500-301103.  Weigle presented a concept review of two parcels located between 20th Street NE and Beebe Lake, immediately west of the public access. He explained both parcels are under common ownership and that staff determined they are separate lots of record because the Beebe Lake DNR public access was formerly platted as Haug Avenue NE, providing the required frontage for each parcel.

Weigle said the owner would like the ability to build a new house/barndomium on the northern parcel with the maximum allowed accessory space while still retaining the existing accessory structure. To accomplish this, variance approval would be required. The owner is seeking preliminary feedback from the Planning Commission before submitting a formal application.  Weigle outlined two potential variance options. The first option would retain the existing lot configuration and require a variance to exceed the maximum permitted accessory building area. Under this scenario, the existing 1,344-square-foot accessory structure would remain on the northern parcel, and a new home with up to 1,600 square feet of accessory space could be constructed.  The second option would require a variance from the City's standard lot design requirements to allow a jog in the common property line between the two parcels. This adjustment would transfer the existing accessory structure to the southern parcel while maintaining both parcels at greater than one acre in size and providing the required setback from the property line. The northern parcel could then be developed with a new home and the maximum amount of accessory space permitted by ordinance.  Weigle stated that staff's preference was the second option, as it would better align with the intent of the zoning regulations while accommodating the property owner's development objectives.
Mielke commented the Planning Commission has generally been reluctant to grant variances for additional accessory building area and has sought to maintain consistency in applying those standards.  Marshall asked about driveway access to the parcels. Weigle explained the properties currently utilize a shared driveway and that a driveway easement would be required.
The property owner provided additional background on the site. He explained that the southern parcel previously had direct driveway access from what was then a township road. He stated a prior owner developed the residence on one parcel and the accessory building on the other, with separate access serving each property. After the roadway was converted to a public boat access, the driveway serving the southern parcel was closed because vehicles associated with the public access frequently parked in or blocked the driveway.
Mielke indicated the lot line adjustment option appeared more consistent with previous variance requests considered by the Planning Commission and would be a preferable alternative to granting a variance for additional accessory building area.
July Meeting Date.  Weigle reported the regularly scheduled July Planning Commission meeting had been canceled due to the Independence Day holiday. However, he noted that a meeting may need to be scheduled on an alternate date in July to accommodate pending applications. He stated staff would provide an update regarding a July meeting at the Joint Work Session on June 15, 2026.

Jamison Corridor Open House Update.  Weigle provided an update regarding the open house that was held immediately prior to the Planning Commission meeting and summarized the public participation and feedback received.

Joint Workshop Reminder – Monday, June 15 at 7:00 p.m.  Weigle reminded commissioners of the upcoming joint workshop and provided a tentative list of agenda items.

Project Updates.  Weigle gave various project updates and answered questions of the Commission

Lot Inventory Map.  Weigle provided commissioners with an updated lot inventory map for review.

Commissioners Briggs/Davies moved to adjourn at 9:27 p.m. All voted aye.


________________________________________
Joy Isaacson, Associate Planner
